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INTRODUCTION

Māori affairs policy in the past decide has been characterised by ambivalence and instability. Government commitments have ranged along a continuum between recognition, involvement and funding of iwi (devolution), and exclusive government provision (mainstreaming). While both policy directions have espoused as their foundation a commitment to the Treaty of Waitangi, neither has clearly articulated what this actually meant in practice, or how effecting this recognition was to be sustained over time. Nevertheless, the former placed greater emphasis on Article II and the latter on Article III.
 Both policies had in common a recognition of the failure of mainstream departments to perform in respect of Māori, and a requirement to become responsive. Both policies featured radical restructuring of the administering agencies and downsizing of staff.

Māori people argue that the definition of good government referred to in Article I of the Treaty requires a sensible balance between Articles II and III, rather than an undue emphasis on one or the other. Moreover, they consider that the debate as to how Māori well-being within the total New Zealand society is to be achieved should be one in which they are fully involved, from the outset. Their often voiced concern is that policy is made about and for Māori without Māori participation. In their view, this in itself is a failure to govern well.

There is little dispute that the goal of an effective Māori affairs policy is the full participation of Māori in the development of a healthy and wealthy New Zealand society. The divergence occurs only on how this is to be achieved. The first point of divergence is the most fundamental: is the basis of a policy to be needs-driven or rights-driven?

POLICY BASIS

A needs-driven policy reduces the role of the State to dealing with issues of income. Policy then is focused on eliminating barriers – legislative, regulatory, structural and administrative – to individuals securing adequate income to sustain their chosen lifestyle.

A rights-driven policy would require the State to recognise, in concert with its international commitments, the status of indigenous people, plus domestic obligations it has entered into (legislation) or inherited (the Treaty of Waitangi). This approach has much wider implications for the nature of the State's responsibilities and duties, and the way in which these are carried out.

A needs-based policy, while apparently having the advantage of treating all New Zealanders the same (as if they were the same), may deal only with the symptoms rather than the problems themselves. In the case of Māori, their downward spiral to the bottom of the socio-economic heap is not going to be eliminated (although it may be alleviated) simply by addressing income issues. If the marketplace in which these individuals were operating was totally value free, then perhaps overcoming income disparity would be sufficient. But the reality of the New Zealand market place is that it is imperfect in its monocultural orientation.

The National Government, in its policy of mainstreaming, has indicated a preference for a needs-based approach to Māori affairs. On the other hand, in its reaffirmation of the Treaty of Waitangi as the founding document of the nation and in its commitment to securing a place for Māori culture and language because of its unique contribution to the identity of New Zealand, it has also recognised the rights of indigenous people as a distinct group. Actions to settle historic resource and taonga
 grievances based on the Treaty further cement the Government's acknowledgment of the rights of Māori as indigenous people. Indeed, the published Statement of Projected Performance: Ministry of Māori Development makes it clear that this agency of the State "exists to assist in developing an environment of opportunity and choice for tangata whenua consistent with the Treaty of Waitangi".

This ambivalence creates continuing difficulties for the Government and for Māori. The lack of a consistent public policy framework in Māori affairs results in a number of inefficiencies, and structural exclusions. For example, the Ministry (Te Puni Kōkiri) by virtue of the issues it must deal with, and the constituency for which it is responsible, is often seen by other government agencies as the representative of Māori. The Māori community (or at least most of it) on the other hand recognise the Ministry as an agent of the State. Clearly, the latter situation is correct. Nevertheless, Te Puni Kōkiri is frequently forced onto the margins of policy making, even the areas for which it clearly has expertise (advice on the Treaty), because of this debilitating ambivalence.

MAINSTREAMING

There is an erroneous notion that the concept of mainstreaming finds its genesis in Ka Awatea, the report commissioned and launched by the former Minister of Māori Affairs, Hon. Winston Peters in early 1991. In fact, while the word appears infrequently in the text, there is not a single reference to it in any of the report's 68 recommendations.

The officials' reports to Cabinet Committees, and those of the Ministers of Māori Affairs and State Services give little attention to "Big Question" issues such as what the Government's overall goal or outcome was, what objectives were to be achieved in pursuit of this outcome, and more fundamentally, what philosophical base was to support its approach. Instead, issues of structure, organisation, personnel and timetable predominate.

In the absence of clarity about direction and with the pressure of speed, many of the conceptual issues were never dealt with. This legacy came to haunt the establishment steps of the new Ministry, with enormous amounts of time and energy spent arguing with other officials the true intent of the Government in adopting a mainstreaming approach. The views over the establishment year of 1992 fell into two categories: minimalist and optimalist. The former view, held by the majority of officials was that the Government's time line for transferring programmes from the Residual Services Unit of Te Puni Kōkiri to a host mainstream department by 30 June 1993 had to be meet at all costs. The Government's driving interest was to tidy up Māori affairs by getting programmes out of the Ministry and into the most appropriate department. In other words, time and orderliness were the imperatives, supported by a view that the recipient organisations were perform in respect of Māori.

The optimalist view, held by the Ministry itself, and mostly supported by the Ministry of Women's Affairs, was that mainstreaming was a tool, not an objective to be used to secure the same or similar outcomes for Māori as the rest of the population enjoyed. This definition meant that the transfer of programmes to other departments should only occur with a number of qualifications which included that a host had a comparably successful programme in operation, that the performance of the department could be lifted to the point that Māori could expect to gain in equal measure to the host department's other clients, and that it would be possible to measure the success of the placement.

The weight of opinion against the optimalist view ensured that it did not prevail. Programmes were parcelled up, and with minor hard-won protections were sent off to other departments. The extreme irony of the minimalist mainstreaming approach was that the disparities that marked Māori well-being from the rest of the population, according to the analysis, arose in large part from long-term, institutional exclusion of Māori as a legitimate client base for departmental goods and services. In other words, the very institutions identified as responsible for the parlous state of Māori were now to become the instruments of redress – with absolutely no transfer contract containing safeguards, sanctions or transparent auditing mechanisms, and a yet-to-be defined or accepted retrospective monitoring function by the Ministry.

THE PRESENT SITUATION

Many Māori fear that mainstreaming is the 90s version of 50s and 60s assimilationist and more moderate integrationist policies.

There is little comfort for them thus far. The programmes of pre-school education, training, housing and enterprise development have all been transferred. It is almost impossible to tell whether Māori are or will be better off under the new arrangements. The notion that it must be more beneficial for Māori to seek services from the principal sectoral deliverers than to go to a small, under-funded, multi-focused Māori affairs agency, is not particularly compelling in the new reformed state sector. Many Māori now expend energy and scarce resources just trying to find out to whom they should go. With the fragmentation of the state sector it is difficult even for experienced players to firstly locate the appropriate area or individual, and secondly to pin down accountability.

The trail of accountability in the state sector, in respect of Māori issues, is vague and elusive. While the companion State Sector and Public Finance Acts have established frameworks and systems of accountability, in practice, these largely measure efficiency. In the reporting mechanisms it is possible to track inputs to outputs, the engagement and disengagement of staff, investments to disinvestments, and resource allocations. What does not exist is a reporting system on actual achievements or outcomes, in terms that are commonly understood by ordinary New Zealanders.

There is no consistent way of measuring the performance of the state sector, of establishing value for money, other than through the haphazard process of Select Committees, or the five year Census. Neither the Government, nor the people, have a readily accessible, reliable means of gauging the success or otherwise of public sector management making a meaningful difference to the quality of life that New Zealanders experience. While the reforms provide for following the money, they do not, so far, tell us specifically how many more Māori were housed in rental accommodation or accessed mortgage finance, how many more Māori were placed in permanent employment, how many more Māori escaped lung or cervical cancer, or how many more Māori, through an aggregation of these investments, have experienced a measurable difference in the quality of their life experience.

PROFESSIONAL PERFORMANCE BY MANAGERS?

In the post-State Sector Act days the Public Service has become a place where the competencies and skills of the good managers closely approximate if not mirror those which we might find (or which we believe we will find) in the best private sector management structures and work places. This means that key words like efficiency and effectiveness have become touchstones, while contestability and robustness are the watchwords of excellent policy advice. Bottom lines have a higher profile than ever before, and managers are focused on results.

Against this background of E&E, Public Service managers carry out the Government's contracts. They design or deliver goods and services (but definitely not both). These contracts are the output which define the work particular agencies will undertake in order to contribute to the outcome that Ministers have decided upon.

The managers in the Public Service determine how these outputs will be delivered. Within and on behalf of their agencies they are accountable for performance as measured by the delivery of these outputs. The professionalism of individual Public Service managers can be characterised, and should be measured by, their ability to account for the performance of their department in the delivery of their outputs.

This greater accountability in the Public Service should give comfort to the recipients of these goods and services that where they fall short in the level or nature of the service they have bought, through their representatives in government, it is possible to trace to whom one should go, and from whom one may expect accountability. In other words, the traditional facelessness of the Public Service has now been given a face, or indeed many faces. There are real people with real responsibility for the decisions they make which affect the lives of New Zealanders.

While it is still possible, by the nature of large departments, to blame institutional passivity for failure to deliver in any particular regard, it is no longer as easy. Nor should it be. Along with greater real power to make decisions, Public Service managers must take greater responsibility for those decisions and for the effects they have on people.

A department's performance is due largely to the sum of the total performance of the individual managers. Accountability is personal. Doing the job well and professionally means carrying out the Government's contract to the full letter and intent of the contract.

In respect of Māori, the Public Service and its managers are responsible and accountable for long-term professional negligence. So far, responsiveness to the needs of Māori has been largely a myth.

POLICY ANALYSIS: PROBLEM DEFINITION

Good policy analysis relies on precise problem definition. It appears that the policy analysis of successive governments has been at fault with its inaccurate diagnosis of the problem. The "Māori problem" (in accordance with popular tendencies to lay fault with the victim) has been variously attributed; to dispassion or alienation from resources, poor housing, poor location, inadequate or inappropriate education, mistimed or misdirected training, insensitive or incorrect health treatment, and so on. Less thoughtful, and less public allegations of laziness, reluctance, resistance, and plain stupidity of and by Māori have also been stirred into the mix of "what to do about the Māoris".

There is incontrovertible evidence that there is a problem. In my view, the disparities between Māori and the general population have measurably increased with the passage of each administration. Indeed, these gaps have reached such magnitude that the Government established Te Puni Kōkiri, a full-time policy Ministry charged with redressing and eliminating disparities. The difficulty of this task is made transparent not only by the size and entrenchment of the disparities, but more perniciously by the size and entrenchment of the passivity of the sectoral agencies with whom the prime responsibility and the principal funding rests.

The fundamental problem has apparently consistently eluded generations of skilled policy analysts. Possibly, there has been a reluctance to precisely identify the problem for the range of solutions that immediately become apparent. It would appear that the disparities between Māori and the general population are symptoms. For the lack of real, consistent, and effective treatment, the symptoms themselves have reached malignancy. The failure to grapple with these problems, and the point that they have now reached, exacerbated by a burgeoning Māori population, means that the Government can no longer abandon responsibility to the margins of its ambit. If the solutions are to be effective and durable, then the underlying problem must be addressed, in tandem with remedies for the symptoms that have become problems in themselves.

THE FUNDAMENTAL POLICY FLAW

The problem dating back to the first days of agreed co-settlement has been a failure to accept the intrinsic differences between Māori and Pākehā, contaminated by a spurious notion of Pākehā superiority. This has resulted over time in a persistent use of increasing Pākehā power to reform and refashion Māori into Pākehā.

The idea, implicit and explicit in different policy statements, has been that if Māori are treated as if they were Pākehā, then they will become Pākehā, or at least behave as if they were Pākehā.

This notion has been apparent from the first articulation of Article III of the Treaty of Waitangi. The journey through New Zealand's joint our-story reflects the prevalence of this belief. With the failure of all iwi to conform to the land acquisition wishes of the Pākehā settlers came war, followed by forced Māori acceptance of different rule and governance. Demands for conformity in dress and behaviour, language and personal spiritual beliefs, were explicit and unremitting. It was in the interest of Māori to be de-Māorified and become Pākehāfied instead.

This belief was so heavily and so successfully inculcated into Māori, that its effects are still being felt now. Many parents and grandparents now were children of parents with this view. The equation was: to be Māori is to be worthless; to be Pākehā is to be worthy.

Policy has in turn been directed at this outcome. It has masqueraded in various guises as assimilation, integration, separation, and back to assimilation. In none of its forms, has this policy result been fully achieved. There has been marginal success, with the inner core of Māori culture and belief fragile but still largely intact.

The only short-lived attempt by a government to work with the resilient Māori cultural structures of whānau, hapū, iwi and marae, was the brief flirtation with iwi self-management and departmental responsiveness outline in Te Urupare Rangapu.

PROFESSIONAL NEGLIGENCE OR GENETIC FAILURE?

If it is accepted that the Public Service is a profession, then managers who choose this sector for their career do so expecting that they must perform to the requirements of the service. This service is directed by the policy outcomes of Ministers; and these outcomes are fashioned into specific goods and services which are then bought as outputs from a department for a specific price; and the target client community – unless otherwise specified – is generally the low socio-economic category. Māori make up a significant proportion of this client category; and since Māori as an identifiable group consistently fail to show any measurable improvement in their life circumstance, this leads me to conclude that:

1. Māori are genetically inferior; or

2. public sector managers are perpetrating and/or perpetuating gross negligence in the performance of their duties.

The former has no credence. It seems, however, that the latter is difficult to disprove.

ORGANISATIONAL BACKGROUND?

In order to specify the problems departments face in delivering on the Government's objectives in the Māori area, it is necessary to describe the context in which any changes will need to be made and to identify features of the departmental operating environment that exacerbate the difficulties of providing for Māori needs. There are some general observations which bear directly on how the departments shape themselves to deal with the Government's Māori outcomes.

The first is that there is no well-developed vision that incorporates a Māori view, apparent in the way each department goes about its work. It follows that there are no clearly articulated values that provide the lifeblood to the structure. No corporate understanding is apparent about what the department holds as its bottom line beliefs about what it is here to do in respect of tangata whenua,
 and the sort of people it wants to recruit and retain. There is no integrated corporate culture that tells the observer, let alone the participant, what they should deem important and how this should translate into their daily work. Without this as a framework, it is difficult to discern a starting point for how a department sees its responsibilities in respect of tangata whenua and how to articulate a vision in terms of meeting Māori needs.

Secondly, many departments have undergone a series of fundamental policy and structural changes leaving a somewhat vulnerable workforce. There are extremely committed, hard-working, and competent people in these organisations. A common response seems to have developed whereby people engaged in their particular activity do not have either the time or the desire to look beyond their particular area. This is a difficult enough situation where Māori issues and imperatives are understood and incorporated as integral parts of the policy process. But where they are effectively add-ons, if the staff have the time, awareness, and commitment, then Māori concerns will almost invariably be overlooked.

This leads to a third observation. The result of this apparent coping mechanism is that essential horizontal lines across the business groups of a department occur by accident or individual commitment rather than by corporate design or demand. This particular style is often reflected in the top management. In other words, the department operates on vertical lines with little or no cross-communication between groups. This has particular outcomes for the way the department operates in general and also for the specific options available to address the Māori policy objectives, most of which cross the boundaries between groups. The frequency of change, combined with the present vertical incentives, has resulted in clear vertical lines of accountability but no formal horizontal lines of communication or of thematic quality parameters.

Fourthly, linkages between departments either do not function well, or are not well understood. The lack of lateral connections, despite Ministerial exhortations for a collective interest approach, poses grace difficulties for Māori policy. By its very nature it crosses sectoral boundaries and cannot be successfully developed or implemented without an integrated approach.

Fifthly, many, perhaps most, departments are ambivalent about their responsibilities to Māori and to meeting Māori needs. This is reflected in a range of ways, most particularly in the absence of any consistent provision for Māori needs in the main indicators of departmental business. There is no short-, medium-, or long-term support for the pursuit of Māori outcomes in the power statements of departments (the vision, or mission statement), budget allocation, resource allocation, prioritising of projects, performance rewards or sanctions, processes of decision-making, structural lines of accountability, and appointments of Māori staff in total, or to specific positions of power.

Departments do not have a clearly articulated logic for a commitment to Māori issues, which sustains it, and the Māori entity or staff, through changes and reviews. Departments have not said, in any consistent, or forceful way, that they value commitment to Māori culture or Māori outcomes in any of their organisational systems or processes, or in the corporate culture. Departments have not defined what functions they want performed by the structures and people they have in the Māori area, and therefore an environment of support has not been established.

There is often an appearance of disunity or dysfunction between Māori units and the rest of their department. Lack of an understanding of corporate-wide departmental responsibility for Māori issues results in the rest of the department apparently considering these to rest exclusively with the Māori unit. The Māori unit itself often seems to be apart from, rather than part of the department.

GOODWILL: A SOUND BASIS FOR GOOD POLICY?

What Māori require as individuals and as a collective is no more than the rest of the population enjoys. They require sound and reasonable government, with an expectation of security and protection of their rights. They require that their collective interests in resources and assets proven to have been unlawfully alienated from them, be honourably restored to them or compensated for on an agreed basis, following the due process of law. They require that their individual rights as citizens be upheld.

Why then, are these normal, acceptable, long-held expectations so unreasonable and so unrealisable for Māori? Why, after decades of governmental institutional failure, is there such reluctance to try to work with the dynamic of Māori structures and processes? Why, when New Zealand has always operated coexistent but dissimilar societies, does the proposition of separate development incite such fear? Why is it that professional mismanagement is so easily recognised and promptly dealt with in other areas, yet years of neglect and negligence in the Māori affairs area is acceptable?

What is required is that Public Service managers need to define their professionalism in a way that ensures Māori receive equitable treatment until parity has been achieved. It will be possible at that time to discuss equality and possibly even uniformity of treatment.

Until there are sufficient numbers of well trained senior Māori Public Service managers it is not possible to talk of bicultural policy development or bicultural implementation of policy or of a bicultural policy environment. That is a higher stage of achievement that we do yet have the skills or willingness to aspire to.

In the meantime, it should be a bottom line that Public Service managers simply apply the skills and abilities that they bring to every aspect of their other responsibilities, to dealing with the cancerous growth of Māori under-achievement. It would be helpful if otherwise competent and extremely capable policy analysts did not go into paralysis any time a Māori issue has to be dealt with.

Special treatment for Māori in the development of policy advice is not necessary. What is required is simple application of the same analytical skills, the same research capacity, the same intellectual investment, the same enthusiasm and energy, and the same commitment and dedication that is seen in every department when working to meet all other government requirements.

If this could be achieved, Māori would not have to rely on the goodwill of individual managers, or the social conscience of individual analysts, or the moral obligation of individual advisors, or the handful of Māori managers. Māori would not be a charitable cause vulnerable to the whims and largesse of more powerful patrons. They would simply be citizens of New Zealand receiving the same serious attention as other New Zealanders with the same basic needs.

Once we achieve this professional recognition by Public Service managers of the full range of their responsibilities, and this ethic is inculcated Service wide, we might actually begin to realise parity in the socio-economic scale. Then we can start talking about, and developing, a bicultural society.

The Public Service is a profession. Managers within this sector need to be professionals. Being professional means ensuring that the total New Zealand community benefits in the same measure from the professional skills and abilities of public sector managers. Māori are citizens of this community and should not be denied the same rights and benefits as other New Zealanders. Long-term professional negligence within the Public Service must be acknowledged and dealt with.

At this time in our development, it would be desirable but not essential, if Public Service managers could also be informed and sensitive, and responsive to cultural differences between Māori and Pākehā. If they cannot, then the least Māori should be able to expect is that they will receive in the same measure the vast range of skills and abilities that managers bring to every other respect of their job. This is not asking for special treatment. It is demanding equity of performance. It is requiring professionalism of Public Service managers.

THE THREE ARTICLES OF THE TREATY OF WAITANGI

Article the First

The chiefs of the Confederation of the United Tribes of New Zealand and the separate and independent chiefs who have not become members of the Confederation cede to Her Majesty the Queen of England absolutely and without reservation all the rights and powers of Sovereignty which the said Confederation or Individual chiefs respectfully exercise or possess, or may be supposed to exercise or to possess over their respective territories as the sole sovereigns thereof.

Article the Second

Her Majesty the Queen of England confirms and guarantees to the Chiefs and Tribes of New Zealand and to the respective families and individuals thereof the full exclusive and undisturbed possession of their Lands and Estates, Forests, Fisheries and other properties which they may collectively or individually possess so long as it is their wish and desire to retain the same in their possession, but the chiefs of the United Tribes and the individual chiefs yield to Her Majesty the exclusive right of Pre-emption over such lands as the proprietors thereof may be disposed to alienate at such prices as may be agreed upon between the respective proprietors and persons appointed by Her Majesty to treat with them on that behalf.

Article the Third

In consideration thereof Her Majesty the Queen of England extends to the Natives of New Zealand her Royal Protection and imparts to them all the Rights and Privileges of British subjects.

Note: The above is the English version of the three articles of the Treaty of Waitangi as they appear in Pūao-te-Ata-tū. A literal English translation of the Māori version of these same articles follows (source: Project Waitangi).

This is the First

The Chiefs of the Confederation and all these chiefs who have not joined in that Confederation give up to the Queen of England for ever all the Governorship (kawanatanga) of their lands.

This is the Second

The Queen of England agrees and consents (to give) to the Chiefs, hapus and all the people of New Zealand the full chieftainship (rangatiratanga) of their lands, their villages and all their possessions (taonga: everything that is held precious) but the Chiefs give to the Queen the purchasing of those pieces of land which the owner is willing to sell, subject to the arranging of payment which will be agreed to by them and the purchaser who will be appointed by the Queen for the purpose of buying for her.

This is the Third

This is the arrangement for the consent to the governorship of the Queen. The Queen will protect all the Māori people of New Zealand, and give them all the same rights as those of the people of England.

� The three articles of the Treaty of Waitangi are appended to this paper.


� Treasure.


� See "Professional Policy Development – Taking Responsiveness to the Needs of Māori out of the Charitable Causes Category", Hekia Parata, June 1993.


� Indigenous people





