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introduction

Our understanding of the world is built on a paradigm or a set of basic assumptions. When a particular paradigm is widely accepted, it can become invisible to the people who use it. As a result, it sets limits on what can and cannot be discussed and analysed by determining the way in which the questions for discussion and analysis are asked. The invisibility of the paradigm can also lead to the invisibility of the cultural and political assumptions of the debate. Those who do not share the dominant cultural and political assumptions, and wish to extend or change the debate, can choose a strategy of challenging the underlying paradigm.

This is very much the case with reference to current debates about ethnicity and race in New Zealand. The dominant paradigm of the last century or so has been strongly challenged by tangata whenua
. They have succeeded in bringing this contest of paradigms into the policy-making arena.

In this paper, I look at how existing and emerging paradigms position Pacific Islands peoples in New Zealand, to provide a wider perspective on this debate. I consider the paradigms as power maps upon which ethnic groups position themselves or are positioned. In considering Pacific Islands peoples, I mainly concentrate on how they are positioned in a debate which is controlled by more powerful ethnic groups. The question of how they position themselves is not addressed. However, it is an equally important question that needs to be discussed further.

The way I express the paradigms reflects my own understandings and experiences of them. One of the inherent features of this type of discussion is that while there may be the acceptance of a uniform underlying paradigm or set of paradigms, the articulation of these may vary according to the experience and position of the articulator. This is even more pronounced in the discussion of emerging paradigms, where considerable contest still exists over their definition.

I position myself as a Pākehā
 policy analyst and academic, with a strong interest in the cultural aspects of social policy. Underlying this article is a desire to move away from mono-cultural approaches to ones that can encompass multiple cultural understandings and realities.

Pacific Islands Peoples in New Zealand

Over the last three decades Pacific Islands peoples have become a permanent and significant group within New Zealand society. In the 1991 Census, 152,802 people identified themselves as being of a Pacific Islands ethnicity (Statistics New Zealand 1992a). This represents 4.5% of the total population. Of the population aged less than fifteen years, 6.9% were of Pacific Islands ethnicity. Around half of the Pacific Islands population were born in New Zealand (Statistics New Zealand 1992b).

Figure 1 shows the proportions who identified themselves as belonging to one or more of the main Pacific Islands ethnic groups. 23% identified themselves as belonging to more than one ethnic group, either two or more Pacific Islands groups or a Pacific Islands and a non-Pacific Islands group (Statistics New Zealand 1993).

Figure 1:   Pacific Islands population by ethnic group
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Figure 1: Pacific Islands population by ethnic group




EXISTING PARADIGMS

Majority/Minority groups

The dominant existing paradigm is to treat Pacific Islands peoples as a minority ethnic group. The term "minority" places Pacific Islands people in a subordinate position to the "majority", generally seen as Pākehā. It assumes that social norms are set by the majority and that minorities have the choice of joining the majority (assimilation), or partially retaining their identity, so long as it doesn't conflict with majority requirements (integration).

Figure 2:   Majority / Minority Paradigm
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In terms of social policy, this paradigm positions Government, and other institutions of power, at the centre. Pākehā, as the demographic majority and dominant political group, are positioned near the centre and provide the cultural and political support for Government. Māori and other minority groups, including Pacific Islands people, are position at the margins.

For individuals, their position is contestable depending on their acceptance of the majority values and their acceptability to the Pākehā majority. For example, Pacific Islands people who acquire and display social and cultural attributes that mark them as acceptable to the Pākehā majority can place themselves closer to the centre. This may involve achievement within educational institutions and modification of language and behaviour. It may or may not require cutting of community ties, although it is very likely to put pressure on these. However, the continuance of discrimination based on skin colour and ethnic origin places a barrier to this progression. Not surprisingly, the social policy conclusions of this paradigm focus on improving the achievement of Pacific Islands people (in terms of existing institutions) and removing discrimination based on race.

Within this paradigm Māori and Pacific Islands peoples are sometimes grouped together as Polynesian, especially where they appear to be in similar socio-economic circumstances. This ignores the differences, not only between Māori and Pacific Islands people, but also between the various Pacific Islands nations themselves. There are major and important cultural, historical and legal differences that are thus overlooked. Since the best objective of this paradigm is to achieve integration, it largely ignores arguments based on cultural rights and provides resistance to arguments for separate delivery of services, except where this is a means to integration.

The marginality of minority ethnic groups often coincides with a relatively marginal economic position. Pacific Islands peoples have generally been employed in unskilled manufacturing and service work. The contraction of the manufacturing sector during the 1980s has been a major factor in contribution to the extremely high unemployment rates for Pacific Islands peoples. This situation can lead to the conclusion that Pacific Islands peoples form an "under-class". However, this is an over-simplification. It ignores the dispersion of Pacific Islands people across occupations and socio-economic levels, and thus ignores the class dynamics within Pacific Islands communities. At the same time, it omits a framework for considering the interactions of people of the majority and minority groups who are within the same socio-economic strata.

The apparent legitimacy of the majority / minority paradigm has been reinforced by the existing Parliamentary democratic process based on majority rule. Thus the "tyranny of the majority" is acceptable, so long as a few concessions are made to the minority. The size of these concessions depends on the ability of the minority to disrupt, or exercise leverage over, the majority. The shift to an MMP
 parliament is likely to undermine this legitimisation and present an example where minority viewpoints are more important. It will be interesting to see how this follows through to social attitudes and the effect on paradigms such as this.

Pacific Islands People as Immigrants

Positioning Pacific Islands people as immigrants is a variation on the first paradigm. It puts the emphasis on the relatively recent arrival of Pacific Islands people in New Zealand. As with the majority / minority paradigm, immigrant status is a marker of being on the outside. Progression to the centre is based on losing one's immigrant status. This view contributes to the intergenerational pressures experienced by Pacific Islands communities, by pushing those born in New Zealand to choose between being a "New Zealander" or a "Pacific Islander".

Under this paradigm, rights of citizenship and residency are devalued for Pacific Islands people. The various historical and constitutional connections between New Zealand and the island nations are marginalised. If this model were to be applied consistently, tangata whenua would be positioned at the centre rather than Pākehā. It would then be up to tangata whenua to determine their relationships with the various immigrant groups, including Pākehā. It is possible that Pacific Islands people would be positioned more centrally, based on cultural, linguistic and historical connections.

emerging paradigms

Multiculturalism, Biculturalism
 and the Treaty of Waitangi

Multiculturalism emerged as a challenge to the majority / minority paradigm. It emphasises that New Zealand is a country with people of diverse cultural background, and that this diversity must be acknowledged and respected.

However, multiculturalism ignores the historical and power conflicts between cultural groups and in doing so omits any means of addressing these. It does so by defining culture at a superficial level and ignoring the elements of culture relating to power and dominance. As a consequence, it is easily co-opted as a means of legitimating the status quo, albeit by adding a more diverse cultural flavour to it.

Biculturalism emerged as a challenge to multiculturalism, as an attempt to address the problems referred to above. Originally it was a challenge to the Pākehā majority to address their relationship with the tangata whenua first, before trying to achieve multiculturalism.

The challenge was taken on at a government level as a means of addressing Crown relationships with Māori. Pauo-Te-Ata-Tu (Ministerial Advisory Committee on a Māori Perspective for the Department of Social Welfare, 1986) affirmed biculturalism as "the appropriate policy direction for race relations in New Zealand." It was considered to be "the essential prerequisite to the development of a multi-cultural society." Multiculturalism was viewed "as a means of avoiding the historical and social imperatives of the Māori situation." Biculturalism was presented in terms if a "social and cultural partnership" between the Government and Māori.

Biculturalism has continued to inform and reinforce the development of the Government's approach to policy for Māori and the debate on relationships under the Treaty of Waitangi. However, while Māori clearly form one part of the bicultural relationship, the identity of the other culture is confused. It is often assumed to be the Pākehā majority. This makes biculturalism a variation of the majority/minority paradigm. It prevents other ethnic groups from having a role in the process. A better approach would be to see the other culture as being the culture of government, referred to in the Treaty of Waitangi as "Kawanatanga"
. This opens up possibilities for the development of a new governmental culture that reflects and responds to the needs of the variety of ethnic groups in New Zealand.

Biculturalism, as such, does not provide an adequate means of addressing the situation of Pacific Islands people. There is clearly the need for a better paradigm that addresses the unique position of tangata whenua, the importance of the Treaty of Waitangi and the aims and aspirations of the various ethnic groups that make up our society. It is clear that difficulties between the Crown and tangata whenua will not be resolved immediately. Therefore, the paradigm needs to allow for the simultaneous development of multiple cultural relationships.

A possible model along these lines is proposed here. It is presented as a means of extending the discussion and providing a better means of addressing government relationships with ethnic groups. At the centre of the model is the Treaty of Waitangi. The Treaty established a relationship between the Crown and rangatira
 acting on behalf of hapu
. All New Zealanders have a relationship with the Crown based on citizenship rights. Tangata whenua also have a relationship with their hapu based on whakapapa
. The powers and interactions of the Crown and hapu are negotiated according to interpretations of the Treaty. In the present context, this negotiation is between the Crown and the representatives of hapu and iwi
. These include bodies such as trust boards, iwi authorities and rūnanga
.

Figure 3:   Treaty based model
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Pacific Islands peoples have a relationship with the Crown on the basis of citizenship rights, which are used here in the broadest sense to include those who are permanent residents and temporary visitors. There is a growing recognition of the relationship between Pacific Islands people and tangata whenua, which acknowledges their shared cultural heritage and origins.

In this model, the Crown is in a position to recognise the needs and claims of citizens of all ethnic groups and provide appropriate responses in each case. As noted above, this is a possible model and does not represent the current situation. In order to implement this model or something similar, new understandings of kawanatanga are required. Kawanatanga is already in a process of considerable change. Not only have the institutional arrangements been radically changed, for example, as a result of the State Sector Act, but the cultural assumptions are also changing. The Official Information Act, the Human Rights Act and the Introduction of MMP are signs of the beginnings of a change to a more open and participatory style of government. The challenge is whether these changes will reinforce the power of the cultural majority or whether they will allow multiple cultural voices to be heard and responded to by government.

While the model is drawn fairly simply here, it does allow for a more complex analysis of ethnicity. The model concentrates on relationships between groups and power-holders. It allows New Zealanders who identify with more than one ethnic group to position themselves at several points in this model and distinguishes the relationships upon which each of those affiliations operates.
 Within this model, people with multiple ethnic affiliations can make use of them in a way that is complementary and flexible. This is in contrast to the majority / minority paradigm, which relate multiple ethnic identities to co-option and / or assimilation.

The treaty-based model presented here does not address other aspects of political power, such as gender and socio-economic status. This is a topic for further analysis and discussion.

South Pacific System

Another emerging paradigm positions New Zealand within a wider South Pacific system. This has been expressed in the literature on economic development in the South Pacific. (For example, See Bertram and Watters 1985.) This view suggests that the nation-state is an artificially bounded entity and, in reality, is tied into a wider international system.

Figure 4:  Predominant relationships within South Pacific System

(thick lines indicate common citizenship status)
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The South Pacific system provides a means of looking at the historical and contemporary relationships between nations in the region. In particular, it recognises the role of New Zealand as a colonial power and one of the metropolitan centres. The connections also extend to Australia and the United States of America.

This paradigm leads to an analysis of the movement of people and resources within the system and its effect on power relationships. This includes the flow of remittances and development aid.

It also recognises the high proportion of Pacific Islands national populations resident in New Zealand, Australia and the USA. These are not static populations. There is considerable movement between countries, which has led to the development of active transnational communities.

Table 1 shows estimates of the numbers of Pacific Islands peoples by place of residence (Hayes 1991:Table I). It is notable that there are more people of Cook Islands, Niuean and Tokelauan descent in New Zealand than in the islands themselves. This situation makes the perpetuation of Pacific Islands cultures and languages an important issue within New Zealand.

Table 1:   Pacific Island Ethnic Groups by Residence around 1986

	Ethnic Group
	Home Country
	
    Other Countries
	Total Population
	Proportions

	
	
	New Zealand
	Australia
	United States
	Total
	
	Home
	NZ
	Other

	Cook Is
	17200
	30087
	1457
	2000
	33544
	50744
	34%
	59%
	7%

	Niuean
	2900
	10446
	
	
	10446
	13346
	22%
	78%
	0%

	Tokelauan
	1600
	2568
	
	
	2568
	4168
	38%
	62%
	0%

	Tongan
	94500
	11691
	4473
	10500
	26664
	121164
	78%
	10%
	12%

	Samoan
	197100
	59859
	2983
	49500
	112342
	3094442
	64%
	19%
	17%


This paradigm suggests that social and economic changes in New Zealand will have a significant effect on Pacific Islands nations. Similarly, economic development of the islands will have impact on New Zealand. For example, there is a relationship between the unemployment levels for Pacific Islands peoples in New Zealand and movement between the islands and New Zealand. In the period from 1985 to 1990, the number of Pacific Islands people unemployed in New Zealand rose substantially. At the same time, net migration between New Zealand and the Cook Islands and Niue reversed, so that by 1990 there was a net loss to the islands. This was also due to increased economic development in Rarotonga, resulting from a major hotel project. The interaction between migration and unemployment is illustrated in Figure 5.

Figure 5:   Comparison of movement between New Zealand and Cook Islands and Niue with the number of unemployed Pacific Islands people in New Zealand. (Source: Demographic Trends, Household Labour Force Survey)
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Figure 5: Comparison of movement between New Zealand and Cook Islands and Niue
with the number of unemployed Pacific Islands people in New Zealand. (Source:
'Demographic Trends, Household Labour Force Survey)




The concept of a South Pacific system extends the definitions of social policy and suggests that internal policy changes cannot be properly analysed in isolation from international issues.

CONCLUSION

I began this article by looking at the existing dominant paradigm of ethnicity. This paradigm has been monolithic for a number of years, particularly in the area of social policy. Only recently has it been successfully challenged. This challenge involves the development of a range of new paradigms. It is tempting to look to one of these as a single replacement for the old paradigm. However, any one paradigm will merely provide us with a selection of information and will also have its blind spots. It is important to be aware of the paradigm or paradigms that we are using, and their potential and limitations. We are then in a position to choose the one that is most suitable for each task.
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� Tangata whenua – The people of the land or locality.


� Pākehā – People of European extraction.


� Mixed Member Proportional representation will replace the "first past the post" electoral system in New Zealand's next national elections.


� Partnership between Māori and Pakeha.


� The treaty signed between the Crown and iwi in 1840.


� Kawanatanga – Governorship.


� Rangatira – Chiefs, or people of great esteem.


� Hapu – Sub-tribe.


� Whakapapa – Genealogy; ancestry.


� Iwi – Tribe.


� Rūnanga – Assembly; council.


� In the 1991 Census, 5% of the population identified themselves as being of more than one ethnic group.





