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ABSTRACT 

This thesis is concerned with how New Zealand's traditionally majoritarian 

system of government has evolved between 1984 and 1993, particularly so as to better 

incorporate the Maori ethnic minority. The theoretical framework employed is 

Lijphart's (1984a) majoritarian and consensus models of representative democracies 

and the two dimensional continuum which exists between them. The argument is 

made that New Zealand's system of government is currently evolving along this 

continuum in a more consensual direction. Particular attention is given to the over

reliance of certain features of the consensus model on the existence of relatively 

distinct, stable and internally coherent societal cleavages. The central aim of the thesis 

is to investigate the extent to which the changes in New Zealand's system of 

government, which have occurred over the previous decade, have taken proper account 

of the realities of Maori ethnic affiliation. 

The thesis will conclude with two main findings. First, it will be found that 

Maori do not, at either the national or iwi (tribal) level, constitute a distinct, stable and 

internally coherent societal cleavage, or cleavages, of the type associated with certain 

features of the consensus model. Second, it will be found that while some of the ways 

in which New Zealand's system of government has evolved in a consensual direction -

such as the adoption of a proportional electoral system - are not based on the 

assumption that such cleavages exist, others - such as the experiment with iwi 

devolution and the current iwi-based Treaty of Waitangi claims resolution process -

clearly are. As a result of these findings it will be suggested that neither of the 

systems of government prescribed by Lijphart's majoritarian or consensus models are 

suited to contemporary New Zealand. A balance instead needs to be found between 

giving adequate representation to Maori within New Zealand's system of government, 

while at the same time not creating rigid structures to do this which ignore the 

potentially dynamic and often ambiguous nature of Maori ethnic affiliation. 
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INTRODUCTION 

As Colin James (1992) has recently pointed out, the period since 1984 has been 

one of profound change for New Zealand's political system. The main aim of this 

thesis is to investigate the relationship between two important trends which have 

emerged during this period of change: one of which relates to the structure of the 

governmental system as a whole and the other which relates to the increased 

importance of a particular minority group within this changing system. 

The first of these trends is the way in which New Zealand's system of 

government has been transformed from one in which the only meaningful check on 

the parliamentary majority is elections every three years to one in which more formal 

and informal checks exist. This transition has involved the implementation of 

important constitutional reforms, such as the passing of the 1982 Official Information 

Act, the repeal of the 1948 Economic Stabilisation Act (which had previously given 

executives considerable power to govern by regulation), and the introduction of the 

1986 Constitutional Act (which brought together most of New Zealand's basic 

constitutional laws). Efforts have also been made to take greater account of minority 

perspectives, particularly those of Maori as guaranteed under the Treaty of Waitangi. 

In addition, the incorporation of some of the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi into 

certain pieces of legislation has introduced the possibility of limited judicial review 

of government legislation. 

This transformation toward a more 11 consensual 111 governmental system has, of 

course, not been complete. Somewhat ironically the last decade has witnessed what 

is often described as an "elective dictatorship" in which determined governments, with 

1 When this thesis refers to a "consensual" system of government it will be referring to 
a system of government which is based on Lijphart's consensus model, set out in more detail 
in Chapter One. This should not be confused with the currently in vogue use of the words 
"consensus" or "consensual" to describe the new style of politics which has supposedly 
resulted following the 1993 general election (see Chapter Two). 
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questionable mandates, have pushed through sweeping reform programmes (Mulgan, 

1992:513). However, widespread public disillusionment with this style of government 

has provided much of the impetus for the recent decision to adopt a Mixed Member 

Proportional (MMP) electoral system. This marks the possible cumulation of the 

transition toward a more consensual system of government by introducing the 

possibility of a wider spread of interests being represented in Parliament and of 

government by a multi-party coalition.2 

The other trend which this thesis will focus on is the increased awareness of 

the Maori ethnic cleavage over recent decades and the important ramifications this has 

had for New Zealand's system of government. For much of New Zealand's post-1840 

history it was generally accepted by those in positions of power that New Zealand 

would eventually become a homogeneous, or near homogeneous, society built upon 

generally Western values and norms. This was clearly reflected in the adoption of a 

Westminster style of government, with the only effort to formally adapt to Maori 

needs being the creation of the four separately elected Maori parliamentary seats on 

a temporary basis. However, by the 1970s it was obvious that all Maori were not 

going to be assimilated. Following the lead of civil rights and indigenous peoples' 

movements overseas, the demands of leaders within Maori society for the return of 

alienated resources and greater formal recognition of Maori interests in government 

increased. 

In this thesis an attempt will be made to bring these two themes together by 

investigating what the relationship is between New Zealand's apparent evolution 

toward a more consensual system of government and the increased salience of the 

Maori ethnic cleavage. Some of the ways in which New Zealand's system of 

government has evolved over the last decade have had the stated aim of better 

incorporating Maori. These include the rise in constitutional significance of the Treaty 

2 Under MMP there is also the possibility of minority coalitions or even minority single 
party governments (see Harris and McLeay, 1993:104-105). Such minority governments, 
however, would have to rely on the support of other parties to get legislation through the 
House. 
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of Waitangi and its use as a vehicle for addressing Maori socioeconomic disadvantage, 

as well as the Fourth Labour Government's attempt at introducing limited Maori 

autonomy at the iwi (tribal) level. Other ways in which New Zealand's system of 

government has evolved, most notably the decision to adopt MMP, were not solely 

brought about by a desire to better incorporate Maori in government, but have the 

potential to bring about such a result. 

This thesis will be particularly concerned with assessing whether these changes 

in New Zealand's system of government take adequate account of the fact that Maori 

and non-Maori society are often overlapping entities and that Maori society is itself 

internally divided. This ambiguity, it will be argued, may make it inadvisable to 

create rigid structures for the incorporation of Maori in the governmental system. 

Attention will also be given to the question of whether the various changes which 

have occurred in New Zealand's system of government over the last decade, 

particularly those directly pertaining to Maori, are considered legitimate by other major 

groups within New Zealand society. 

The theoretical framework which will be employed is Lijphart's (1984a) 

majoritarian and consensus models of representative democracy and the continuum 

which exists between them. Although the aim is to use these models as a framework 

of analysis, attention will also be given to any possible weaknesses with them which 

may emerge. Lijphart's majoritarian and consensus models can be summarised, as 

Amyot (1985: 186) has done, as follows: while the majoritarian model - or 

"Westminster model" because of its close association with the British system - "gives 

the victor of an electoral contest power almost untrammelled by formal limitations, the 

consensus model involves numerous checks on the majority" .3 

The argument will be made in this thesis - and it is one which has already been 

made by Jackson (1993) - that the changes which have occurred in New Zealand's 

3 Lijphart's two models are not completely original: Brudney (1985:743) argues that 
"[t]the models are borrowed from Robert G. Dixon Jr., and approximate Robert Dahl's 
populistic democracy (majoritarian) and Madisonian democracy (consensus). 
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system of government, particularly over the previous decade, constitute an evolution 

away from Lijphart's majoritarian model and toward his consensual one. An attempt 

will be made to link this notion of New Zealand's evolving majoritarian system of 

government with the increased salience of the Maori ethnic cleavage by focusing on 

the prescriptive dimensions of Lijphart's two models. Particular attention will be given 

to Lijphart's contention that majoritarian systems of government are most suited to 

societies in which everyone shares broadly similar interests and values, while in 

societies where groups with identifiable differences exist)more consensual systems of 

government are required. 

Based on this set of assumptions it would seem justified, given the salience of 

the Maori ethnic cleavage, that New Zealand's system of government evolves in a 

more consensual direction so as to better incorporate Maori. However, the proposition 

will also be put forward that some of the more rigid facets of Lijphart's consensus 

model appear to be based on the assumption that distinct societal cleavages not only 

exist, but that they are relatively stable and internally coherent. An attempt will thus 

need to be made to assess, first, whether or not Maori - at either the national or iwi 

level - constitute such cleavages and, second, the extent to which New Zealand's 

various moves toward a more consensual system of government are based on the 

assumption that Maori do constitute such cleavages. When these investigations are 

complete we will be in a better position to assess whether or not New Zealand's 

continued evolution in a consensual direction is likely to the benefit of Maori and to 

society as a whole. 

Three hypotheses will thus be developed and then examined in the course of 

this investigation of the incorporation of Maori within New Zealand's evolving 

majoritarian system of government over the previous decade. These are as follows: 

1. That New Zealand's system of government is cmnmtly evolving along 

Lijphmt's majodtmian-consensus theol'etical continuum in a consensual 

dh1'ction; 
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2. That Mao1i, at either the national or iwi level, do not constitute a distinct, 

stable and internally coherent societal cleavage, or cleavages, of the type 

associated with certain features of Lijphart's consensus model; 

3. That neither rigid majoritruian or rigid consensual systems of government, 

as presc1ibed by Lijphart's models, are suited to the inco1poration of ethnic 

mino1ities which fail to constitute completely distinct, stable and internally 

coherent societal cleavages. 

Chapter One will begin with an in depth discussion of Lijphart's majoritarian/consensus 

theoretical framework. Attention will first be given to Lijphart's contention that New Zealand 

is a near perfect example of the majoritarian model. The proposition will then be put forward 

that certain of the more rigid features of Lijphart's consensual model bear considerable 

similarity to his earlier, and much criticised, consociational model. This is especially true 

with regard to the tendency of parts of both models to assume the existence of societal 

cleavages which are distinct, stable and internally coherent. When such cleavages do not exist 

and rigid structures for group based representation are imposed, as prescribed by both the 

consensus and consociational models, there is the possibility that instability will result. 

In Chapter Two the hypothesis that New Zealand's traditionally majoritarian system 

of government is evolving in a more consensual direction will be examined in the light of 

recent literature on New Zealanq politics and recent events, such as the decision to adopt 

MMP. In the first part of the Chapter attention will be given to the recent writings of Jackson 

(1987/1993), who appears to be the only other political scientist to apply Lijphart's 

majoritarian/consensus theoretical framework to New Zealand. He suggests some reasons why 

New Zealand's system of government developed in the highly majoritarian manner it did and 

why it is now moving away from this. Attention will also focus on Mulgan's (1984/1989a) 

model of democracy and power in New Zealand as it is the only other recent attempt, besides 

that of Lijphart, to develop a comprehensive model of New Zealand's political system. 

The focus will then shift, in the second part of Chapter Two, to the way in which 

public disillusionment with majoritarianism - particularly its tendency to facilitate 
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governments which are viewed as unresponsive and unrepresentative - has helped to bring 

about constitutional and, in particular, electoral reform. The most significant of these reforms, 

it will be argued, was the 1993 decision to adopt MMP, as it has the greatest potential to alter 

New Zealand's traditional structure of government. Despite this, it will be argued that the 

adoption of MMP is not an isolated event, but rather the culmination of a reform process 

which has been under way for over a decade. 

Having set out the conceptual framework to be employed, as well as the context in 

which discussion is to take place, attention will be focused again on the central issue of the 

incorporation of Maori within New Zealand's evolving majoritarian system of government. 

Chapter Three will be devoted to the important issue of defining the term Maori. Here the 

proposition will be examined that contemporary Maori are better described as an "ethnic" 

group - with self-identification as the central basis of group affiliation - rather than as a 

"racial" group based on biological distinctiveness. If accepted, such a definition introduces 

the possibility of individuals who identify as being Maori also identifying with other groups, 

switching their group loyalties. There is also the possibility that individuals will emphasise, 

or "mobilise", particular ethnic identities so as to be eligible for certain benefits from the 

state, or so as to organise themselves into a more effective lobby group. This, it will be 

suggested, makes it difficult to describe Maori, at either the national or iwi level, as 

constituting the type of stable and distinct societal cleavage, or cleavages, required by the 

more rigid features of the consensus model. 

Chapter Four will move on to investigate the particular grounds upon which it is 

justified to give special attention to the incorporation of Maori within New Zealand's evolving 

majoritarian system of government. This is important because it is necessary that all groups 

in society view as legitimate any measures which are seen to accord certain groups a degree 

of "special treatment" not extended to others. In this chapter particular attention will be given 

to three separate arguments which are often put forward as justification for ensuring that 

Maori are properly taken account of in the governmental system. The first of these is that 

Maori have special rights by virtue of being New Zealand's indigenous population. The 

second is that Maori have special rights under the Treaty of Waitangi, and the third is that 
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Maori constitute a "compact minority" within society whose interests are distinct form those 

of the non-Maori majority. 

It will be argued that, although Maoris' indigenous status and rights under the Treaty 

of Waitangi can certainly support their claim to special attention in the governmental system, 

neither can serve as the sole basis of these claims. The strongest case for special attention 

is thus one based on Maori constituting a compact minority within New Zealand society. The 

second half of Chapter Four will be devoted to investigating the extent to which Maori, at 

either the national or iwi level, constitute a societal cleavage, or cleavages, with interests 

distinct from those of the rest of society. The argument will be made that although there is 

clear evidence of a distinctive Maori culture and set of values they are not things shared 

equally by all Maori or completely distinct from those of non-Maori. This proposition, if 

correct, is of direct relevance to this thesis: on the one hand it suggests special steps are 

justified to ensure that "Maori interests" are properly represented: on the other it implies that 

Maori - because as a group they are not internally coherent or completely distinct from the 

rest of society - are unsuited to the type of group-based representation structures prescribed 

by the more rigid parts of Lijphart's consensus model. 

In the second half of the thesis attention will focus on three specific ways in which 

New Zealand's system of government appears to have become more consensual over the last 

decade and how these changes relate to the realities of Maori society as described in Chapters 

Three and Four. In Chapter Five an attempt will be made to assess the extent to which the 

rise in constitutional significance of the Treaty of Waitangi provides a basis for judicial 

review and a minority veto system as set out in the consensus model. Attention will then be 

given to the question of whether the Treaty policies pursued by governments over the last 

decade have been based on the assumption that Maori, particularly at the iwi level, constitute 

a set of stable and coherent ethnic cleavages. This, it will be suggested, is particularly 

relevant to the current Treaty claims resolution process which emphasises the iwi as the main 

vehicle through which reparations are allocated to Maori. 

In Chapter Six the focus will shift to the Fourth Labour Government's failed policy 

of limited iwi autonomy and local government iwi consultation. In the first half of the 
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chapter an attempt will be made to assess the extent to which these policies constituted - or 

would have constituted had they been fully implemented - the establishment of a system of 

non-territorial autonomy for Maori as set out by Lijphart's consensus model. In the second 

half of the chapter attention will again be focused on the extent to which these policies were 

based on the assumption that stable and internally coherent iwi groupings exist. Further 

consideration will also be given to the question of whether or not such groupings actually do 

exist within contemporary Maori society and whether the introduction of such rigid structures 

may serve to make divisions within society more distinct. 

In Chapters Seven and Eight attention will shift from the specific ways in which New 

Zealand's system of government has possibly become more consensual so as to better 

incorporate Maori, to the more general issue of electoral reform. Chapter Seven will begin 

with a brief discussion of the extent to which parliamentary democracy can be viewed as 

compatible with traditional patterns of Maori social organisation, and whether it is necessary 

that "Maori interests" be represented in Parliament by MPs who are themselves .Maori. Both 

issues, it will be suggested, are of direct relevance to the legitimacy of the parliamentary 

system for Maori. Attention will then turn to Lijphart's contention that New Zealand's 

separate Maori seats constitute an effective way of ensuring that minority interests are 

properly represented in an otherwise majoritarian system of government. This view will be 

compared with that of the 1986 Royal Commission on the Electoral System, which suggested 

that Maori would be more effectively represented by the abolition of the separate Maori seats 

and the introduction of MMP. 

Chapter Eight will be concerned with recent developments in the area of Maori 

parliamentary representation and how these relate to Lijphart's majoritarian/consensus 

theoretical framework. The chapter will begin by investigating the possible ramifications of 

the decision to adopt MMP while still retaining separately elected Maori seats. Attention will 

then shift to the recent moves to increase Maori enrolment and form a new Maori party, or 

parties, distinct from the Labour Party, which traditionally dominated the four Maori seats. 

The chapter will then examine the proposition that MMP, unlike certain of the other ways in 

which New Zealand's system of government has possibly become more consensual, is not 

based on the assumption that rigid societal cleavages necessarily exist. MMP does, however, 
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have the potential to allow distinct groups within society to be more effectively represented 

and may encourage the emergence of group-based political parties. Finally in this chapter, 

some brief comments will be made about why it is unlikely that New Zealand, given the 

realities of its social composition, will introduce a second chamber of parliament, as suggested 

under Lijphart's consensus model, in order to better represent Maori. 

The thesis will conclude with an assessment of whether or not New Zealand, given 

the nature of Maori ethnic affiliation and political organisation, should continue to develop 

rigid structures to incorporate Maori within its system of government. If such rigid structures 

are found to be unsuitable other, more flexible, options will be suggested which have the 

potential to moderate, rather than increase, inter-ethnic divisions. MMP will possibly fit into 

this category. Finally, the thesis will return to Lijphart's majoritarian/consensus theoretical 

framework and to the question of whether either its descriptive or prescriptive dimensions 

should be modified. 
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CHAPTER ONE: LIJPHART'S 
MAJORITARIAN/CONSENSUS 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND 
MAORI REPRESENTATION 

The main aim of this chapter is to provide a t.heoretical framework to help 

understand the various changes which are currently taking place within New Zealand's 

system of government. This framework will then be used, in the remainder of the 

thesis, to help assess the particular consequences these changes have for the 

incorporation of Maori within New Zealand's system of government. The framework 

will be based upon Lijphart's (1984a) majoritarian model of representative democracy 

and its binary opposite, the consensus model. Particular attention will be given to the 

similarities between Lijphart's consensus model and his earlier, and much criticised, 

consociational model. 

BASIC ASSU1\1PTIONS 

The clearest exposition of Lijphart's majoritarian and consensual models, can 

be found in his Democracies: Patterns of Majoritarian and Consensual Government in 

Twenty Two Countries (1984a). Lijphart (1-2) begins by contrasting the notion of 

"government by the people" - which is the "most basic and most widely used" 

definition of democracy - with the realities of government in modern complex 

societies. In these societies, he argues, the function of government is not normally 

performed by the people directly - at least not very often - but is usually the preserve 

of freely elected representatives. This, most would agree, is a non-contentious 

proposition, as virtually all modern regimes which are described as democratic have 

some form of representative government. There are, however, a great variety of 

different institutional forms of representative government. It is Lijphart's aim, with 

his two models, to identify certain patterns and regularities in these different systems 

of representative government. 
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Lijphart also introduces the notion of responsiveness, arguing that in theory an 

ideal democracy would be one in which the government acts in accordance with the 

preferences of all citizens all the time. Although this may be a useful "ideal standard" 

for assessing the responsiveness of existing governments, such perfect responsiveness 

is seldom if ever achieved in the real world. Lijphart (1984a:2), however, argues that 

existing regimes can still be classed as democratic as long as their actions "have been 

in relatively close correspondence with the wishes of relatively many of their citizens 

for a long period of time". 

This description of modern representative democracy, though also appearing 

non-contentious, does have some potential weak points. First, it is often difficult to 

accurately measure the degree of responsiveness in modern democratic regimes 

because there are always other factors, besides public opinion, involved in 

governmental decision-making processes. Second, there is the question of whether it 

is always appropriate for governments to strive for the ideal of perfect responsiveness 

when the wishes of the general public may be totally unrealistic or contradictory. 

Both these important questions will be dealt with in the course of this thesis, 

particularly when assessing Mulgan's (1989a) model of "Democracy and Power in 

New Zealand" as a possible alternative to Lijphart's majoritarian model in Chapter 

Two. 

Lijphart (1984a:2), citing Dahl (1971:3), continues the exposition of his 

majoritarian and consensual models by presenting the following eight criteria, or 

"institutional guarantees", which supposedly need to be in existence if a regime is to 

be defined as a "reasonably responsive democracy": 

1. Freedom to form and join organisations; 

2. Freedom of expression; 

3. The right to vote; 

4. Eligibility for public office; 

5. The right of political leaders to compete for support and votes; 

6. Alternative sources of information; 
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7. Free and fair elections; 

8. Institutions for making government policies depend on votes and other 

expressions of preference. 

The first six of Dahl's criteria embody, according to Lijphart (1984a:2), "the classic 

democratic right of liberty, especially the freedoms of speech and assembly, and they 

imply the second classic democratic value of equality". These six institutional 

guarantees are thus supposedly universal to all representative democracies, with the 

main variations between regimes occurring with regard to numbers 7 and 8: the system 

of elections and the institutions for turning public preferences into government 

policies. 

THE MAJORITARIAN MODEL 

Having looked briefly at some of the assumptions upon which Lijphart's 

theoretical framework is based it is now time to discuss the models themselves, 

focusing particularly on the majoritarian model and how Lijphart believes it relates to 

New Zealand. As its name suggests, the essence of the majoritarian model is 

"majority rule", or at least rule by the majority of freely elected representatives. The 

model can thus be seen, as Lijphart (1984a:4) points out, "as the most obvious 

solution" to the dilemma of who is to constitute "the people" under the accepted 

definition of democracy as "rule by the people" .1 Lijphart then identifies nine features 

which he contends characterise the majoritarian model, and draws upon the case 

studies of Britain and New Zealand - both of which he claims are near perfect 

examples of the model - to illustrate his point. These nine features and how they 

relate to New Zealand, at least according to Lijphart when writing in 1984, are 

summarised as follows: 

1 An alternative answer to this dilemma is "as many people as possible", which is the 
essence the of consensus model to be discussed below. 



13 

1. Concentration of executive power: one party and ban~ majo1ity cabinets. As 

Lijphart (1984a:6) writes with regard to Britain: 

[T]he British one-party and bare-majority cabinet is the perfect 

embodiment of the principle of majority rule: it wields vast amounts of 

political power to rule as the representative of the interest of a majority 

that is not of overwhelming proportions. 

This, Lijphart argues, is also very true of the New Zealand political system where two 

large parties - Labour and National -have traditionally alternated in office. All 

cabinets since 193 5 have been composed of a single party and have usually been 

supported by clear, but not usually overwhelming, majorities in Parliament. 

2. Fusion of power and cabinet dominance. In theory this implies that cabinet is 

dependent on the confidence of the House to stay in power. In reality the reverse 

appears to be the cases, as Lijphart (1984a:7) points out by drawing on the example 

of Britain: 

Because the cabinet is composed of the leaders of a cohesive majority 

party in the House of Commons, it is normally backed by the majority 

in the House of Commons, and it can confidently count on staying in 

office and getting its legislative proposals approved. 

In this respect also Lijphart (1984a: 17) claims that "New Zealand is a perfect example 

of the Westminster model 11 • 

3. Asymmetiic bicameralism. An asymmetric relationship between the separate 

houses of Parliament helps facilitate majority domination because it implies that 

almost all power is located in one House. This, Lijphart (1984a:7) suggests, is true 

of the British system because almost all meaningful legislative power belongs to the 

House of Commons. In unicameral New Zealand power is even more concentrated 

as there is only one house of Parliament. 
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4. Two pal"ty system. Such a two party system is important to the majoritarian model 

of government because it implies that there is one governing party, which supposedly 

represents the majority, and one opposition party, whose function it is to check the 
O~MOC.,.,c.-\e.~ 

elected majority. While the Liberal have begun to threaten the dominance of Britain's 

two major political parties New Zealand's party system has, according to Lijphart 

(1984a: 17), been completely dominated by two large parties, Labour and National. 

Only these two parties have formed cabinets since 1935. 

5. One-dimensional pal"ty system. The significance of this feature to the majoritarian 

model is that it assumes that, in general, society is quite homogeneous, with 

socioeconomic policies representing the only significant points of disagreement 

between the major parties. Once again Lijphart is of the opinion that this has 

traditionally been the case in Britain, although in more recent times British politics has 

become increasingly diverse due to the growing influence of Scotland, Wales, and 

Northern Ireland, and the expanding immigrant communities. It is impossible, Lijphart 

(1984: 17-18) claims, to regard New Zealand as homogeneous because of the ethnic 

cleavage created by the Maori population. However, they, Lijphart points out, are 

small in number and the rest of the population is quite homogeneous: "[h]ence it is 

not surprising that party politics revolve around socioeconomic issues". 

6. Plul"ality system of elections. This is often referred to as the "first-past-the-post 

system" because the candidate with the majority vote or, if no majority, with the 

largest minority vote in single member districts wins. Such a plurality system exists 

in both Britain and in New Zealand until now. One of its major effects is that it tends 

to exaggerate electoral majorities and penalise minorities. In New Zealand, as Lijphart 

points out: 

[T]he National party won a clear majority of 51 out of 92 seats in 1978 

in spite of the fact that it won neither a majority of the popular vote -

its support was only 39.8 per cent - nor a plurality, because Labour's 

popular vote was 40.4 per cent. Social Credit' 17.1 percent of the vote 

yielded only one seat. 
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Similar distortions of the popular vote have continued since then and have helped to 

bring about public pressure for electoral reform (see Chapter Two). 

One of the few ways in which Lijphart claims New Zealand deviates from the 

Westminster norm is through the existence of the four special seats set aside to ensure 

Maori interests are adequately represented. According to Lijphart (1986a), this system, 

which since 1975 has given Maori citizens the option of registering on either the 

general roll or the special Maori one, is the best way in which representation can be 

guaranteed to an identifiable minority under a predominately majoritarian system. 

This, of course, is a very contentious view and will be discussed in more depth later 

in the thesis. 

7. Unitmy and centralized govemment This helps facilitate majority dominance 

because "there are no clearly designated geographical and functional areas from which 

the parliamentary majority and the cabinet are barred". This, Lijphart (1984a: 8) 

suggests is true of both Britain and New Zealand where local governments do 

"perform a series of important functions, but they are the creatures of the central 

government and their powers are not constitutionally guaranteed ( as in a federal 

system) 11 • Lijphart ( 1984a: 14 ), however, does concede that Britain is becoming more 

"decentralized" due to the experiment in limited self-government for Northern Ireland 

(1921-1972) and, more recently, the gradual movement toward greater autonomy for 

Scotland and Wales. In Chapter Six an attempt will be made to assess whether the 

Fourth Labour Government's policy of iwi (tribal) devolution can be viewed as a 

serious deviation from this aspect of New Zealand's majoritarian model. 

8. Unw1itten constitution and padianientmy sovereignty. The absence of a formal 

written constitution reinforces the power of the parliamentary majority because it 

denies the civil court system any real power of judicial review. Similarly, 

parliamentary sovereignty - the doctrine that Parliament has ultimate authority within 

the national territory - is also, as Lijphart (1984a:9) points out, a "vital ingredient" of 

majoritarianism because it implies that there are no formal restrictions on the power 

of the parliamentary majority. 
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Neither Britain nor New Zealand have written constitutions in the sense of a 

single formal document setting out all the powers of the various branches of 

government. Rather, important constitutional laws can be found in a number of 

different pieces of legislation, some of which are entrenched - such as certain clauses 

of New Zealand's 1956 Electoral Act - and some of which are not. Similarly, in both 

countries the doctrine of parliamentary sovereignty is long established. Lijphart does, 

however, concede that the supremacy of the British Parliament is increasingly being 

challenged as a consequence of Britain joining the European Community, and 

therefore being subject to its laws and its court system. In New Zealand, as will be 

discussed in Chapter Five, it is possible to argue that Parliament's sovereignty is being 

challenged in a similar way as a result of the growing recognition of the Treaty of 

W aitangi as a fundamental constitutional document. 

9. Exclusively representative democmcy. As Lijphart (1984a:9) points out, 

parliamentary sovereignty also means that because Parliament, acting as the people's 

representative, is all powerful there is "little room" for any form of popular 

sovereignty, such as referendums. However, whereas Britain has only broken with this 

feature of the Westminster model once (the 1975 national referendum on entry into 

the Common Market), New Zealand has made "rather frequent" use of direct 

democracy devices. Some referendums have only concerned minor issues such as 

liquor licensing, but others have dealt with more fundamental things, such as 

compulsory military service, extension of the parliamentary term, and, more recently, 

electoral reform. 

This then is Lijphart's majoritarian model of representative democracy. He 

does acknowledge that it is a system of government which is susceptible to what is 

commonly referred to as "executive dominance". This is because under such a model 

of government there are few, if any, formal restraints on the party which controls the 

executive. However, it is misleading, Lijphart maintains, to suggest that the executive 

can pass whatever legislation it wishes until it is voted out at the next national 

election. This is because interest groups supposedly help to "check and balance" the 

government by constantly lobbying it to pass legislation which is in their interests. 
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Similarly, majoritarian governments are also supposedly constrained by public opinion 

through fear of electoral defeat. This, as will be pointed out next chapter, is a very 

similar set of assumptions to those which Mulgan (1989a) bases his model of 

"Democracy and Power in New Zealand" upon. Despite this, such informal restraints 

have not stopped executive dominance becoming a major focus of academic and 

public criticism in New Zealand in recent decades (see Chapter Two). 

Based on his exposition of the majoritarian model Lijphart (1984a: 19) 

concludes that "[I]n nearly all respects, democracy in New Zealand is more clearly 

majoritarian, and hence a better example of the Westminster model, than British 

democracy". The only real exceptions to this which Lijphart identifies are the 

parliamentary seats reserved for Maori representation and the above average use of 

referendums. The former, he claims, 11 is only a relatively minor deviation from the 

model 11 , while exclusively representative democracy is less important than the other 

eight features of the model because it is also a feature shared with the consensus 

model. 

The extent to which Lijphart's application of the majoritarian model to New 

Zealand holds true today - especially in view of the changes which have taken place 

since 1984 - will be discussed in Chapter Two. For the moment it is necessary to 

look briefly at Lijphart's consensus model, as it is in this direction that certain aspects 

of New Zealand's traditionally majoritarian system of government appear to be 

evolving. 

The CONSENSUS MODEL 

Lijphart (l 984a:21-22) begins his exposition of the consensus model by arguing 

that government by majority rule is only compatible with the definition of democracy 

as 11 rule by the people11 if two conditions are met. First, majorities and minorities must 

alternate in office: that is the minority of today needs to have the opportunity to help 

constitute the ruling majority at the next election. In this way all the people, or at 
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least their freely elected representatives, can be said to rule at least some of the time. 

Second, the exclusion from power of minorities, even for quite long periods of time, 

is justified providing the society is relatively homogeneous: that is, providing the 

interests and preferences represented by the ruling majority are quite similar to those 

of the excluded minority. New Zealand, Lijphart (1984a:22) argues, is just such a 

"relatively homogeneous society", and therefore can supposedly be classed as 

democratic even though the National Party in particular has tended to hold power for 

some very long periods of time. 

In less homogeneous societies, where clear lines of "religious, ideological, 

linguistic, cultural, ethnic, or racial" cleavages exist, neither of the above conditions 

apply. As Lijphart (1984a:22) writes of such plural societies: 

The policies advocated by the principal parties tend to diverge to a 

greater extent, and the voter's loyalties are frequently more rigid, 

reducing the chances that the main parties will alternate in exercising 

governmental power. 

This, Lijphart (l 984a:23) claims, is what happened in Northern Ireland. There 

majority rule meant that the Unionist Party, representing the Protestant majority, won 

all elections and formed all governments from 1921 to 1972. 

The main flaw with crude majoritarian systems of government in such societies 

is that as long as these "compact cleavages" continue to identify with their own group

based political parties the majority/minority split is likely to be permanent, with the 

largest group (short of significant demographic change) always dominating 

government. Because the interests of this majority group will probably be different 

from those of the rest of society the policies of the party which represents it are likely 

to be unpopular with other groups, and may even discriminate against them. This 

permanent exclusion of minorities from meaningful political participation could then, 

according to Lijphart (1984:22-23), led to civil unrest as these groups begin to 

challenge the legitimacy of the regime. 
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Thus, according to Lijphart (1984a:23), majority rule spells "majority 

dictatorship and civil strife rather than democracy" in plural or heterogeneous 

societies. What is supposedly needed in these societies is a type of democratic system 

which encourages consensus, rather than adversarial, decision making and which "tries 

to maximize the size of the ruling majority instead of being satisfied with a bare 

majority". This desire to integrate the preferences of as many individuals as possible 

into government policy formulation is the essence of the consensus model of 

government. The model can be characterised by the following eight elements, all of 

which stand in sharp contrast to the majoritarian characteristics of the Westminster 

model. 

1. Executive powe1'-shruing: grand coalitions. This helps to reduce executive 

dominance and one party rule by giving all major parties the opportunity to share in 

executive power in the form of a broad coalition. 

2. Separation of powers, fo1mal and info1mal. As Lijphart (1984:25) points out, such 

a separation of powers tends to make the relationship between different branches of 

government - particularly the executive and the legislature - more balanced without 

the former dominating the later as happens in majoritarian systems. 

3. Balanced bicameralism and mino1ity representation. This supposedly reduces 

executive dominance and improves the quality of minority representation. However, 

for it to work effectively, as Lijphart (l 984a:25) points out, "the upper house needs 

to be elected on a different basis than the lower house, and it must have real power". 

4. Multiprufy system. This supposedly ensures that there is no simple two-way split 

between one government and one opposition party, and instead opens the way for 

more inclusive coalition governments. 

5. Multidimensional prufy system. As indicated earlier, in plural societies Lijphart 

argues that party lines will tend to be formed along existing social cleavages, such as 

ethnicity, language or religion, and not just socioeconomic lines. These parties are 
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important to the successful functioning of the consensus model as it is supposedly 

through them that the various groups within society are to be accorded representation. 

6. Pmportional representation. Lijphart (1984a:28): 

In contrast with the Westminster model's plurality, which tends to over 

represent large parties and to under represent small parties, the basic 

aim of proportional representation is to divide the parliamentary seats 

among the parties in proportion to the votes received. 

This greater proportionality will usually encourage the formation of minor parties and 

may lead to the transformation of societal cleavages into party cleavages. The 

prospects of this happening, with regard to Maori, as a result of New Zealand's 

adoption of an MMP electoral system will also be discussed in Chapter Eight. 

7. Tenito1ial and nontenito1ial federalism and decentmlization. According to Lijphart 

(1984a:28), federalism is the best known, but not the only, method by which different 

identifiable groups within society can be given some degree of autonomy. In 

federalism these groups are usually territorially based. Autonomy can also be 

provided on a non-territorial basis, and this is of special relevance to plural societies, 

as Lijphart (1984a;28) points out, "in which the different distinct societies are not 

geographically concentrated". Non-territorial federalism does, however, imply that 

these groups are relatively unified in other ways and are distinct from the rest of the 

population. This, as will be pointed out in Chapter Six, has particular relevance to the 

Fourth Labour Government's iwi devolution policy as most iwi have memberships 

which were not geographically concentrated. 

8. Written constitution and mino1ity veto. Written constitutions are usually 

entrenched, which means some form of "special majority" - often in the form of two 

thirds of the House or a majority of the population in a national referendum - is 

needed to amend them. This not only limits the power of parliamentary majorities and 

bare-majority cabinets, but also tends to protect the rights of minorities, as they are 
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often given special status under written constitutions. Although New Zealand does not 

have a written constitution the Treaty of Waitangi is, as already suggested, being 

increasingly viewed as a fundamental constitutional document (see Chapter Five). 

According to Lijphart's (1984a:30) own summary, each of the eight parts of the 

consensus model of democracy aim to restrain the dominance of parliamentary 

majorities by requiring or encouraging the following: 

... the sharing of power between the majority and the minority (grand 

coalitions), the dispersal of power (among executive and legislature, 

two legislative chambers, and several minority parties), a fair 

distribution of power (proportional representation), the delegation of 

power (to territorially or nonterritorial organised groups), and a formal 

limit on power (by means of a minority veto). 

This is the consensual type system which it will be argued New Zealand is 

evolving toward. However, before a more detailed discussion can take place about the 

extent to which New Zealand is actually becoming more consensual it is instructive 

to look briefly at some important criticisms which have been levelled at the 

methodology used by Lijphart in devising and testing his majoritarian and consensual 

models. It is also instructive to identify the considerable similarities which exist 

between the consensus model and Lijphart's earlier, and much criticised, consociational 

model for democratic stability in divided societies. 

LIJPHART'S METHODOLOGY 
CRITICISMS OF IT 

AND SOME 

Having developed his two contrasting models Lijphart attempts to answer two 

sets of questions relating to them: are they "logically coherent" and "empirical"; and 

what is the appropriateness of each model for societies with different cultural and 

structural characteristics? With regard to the first part of the first question Lijphart 

does prove, as Brudney (1985:744) points out, that in theory his two models are 
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"rational in that the elements of each can be logically derived from its governing 

principle". For example, the nine characteristics of the majoritarian model are 

logically based on the principle of concentrating as much power as possible in the 

hands of the majority; while the nine consensus characteristics are based on the 

principle of sharing, dispersing and limiting power in a variety of ways. 

To assess the empirical validity of his two models, and to find out which type 

of societies they are most applicable to, Lijphart then tests each against examples of 

real democracies. Lijphart attempts to do this by identifying twenty-two separate 

regimes which can be defined as democratic according to Dahl's definition set out 

above, and which have existed since 1945 (approximately thirty to thirty five years at 

the time he wrote). Then by a process of factor analyses, Lijphart assesses the extent 

to which each chosen democracy is true to each part of his two theoretical models. 

Based on this research Lijphart (l 984a:222) concludes that his two models are 

empirical in that the case studies he chose 11 can be said to occupy firm positions" on 

a continuum running from majoritarian to consensual democratic systems. 

Lijphart's (1984a:219) empirical research also found that the 

majoritarian/consensual contrast was two-dimensional. One cluster of traits centres 

around the effective number of political parties, and also includes bare majority 

cabinets, executive dominance, the number of issue dimensions, and the degree of 

electoral disproportionality. The other cluster reflects the degree of federalism as 

indicated by the degree of unicameralism, centralisation and constitutional flexibility 

(Jackman, 1986: 134). This is directly relevant to the present study of New Zealand's 

evolving majoritarian system of government. The adoption of a proportional electoral 

system, for example, marks a clear move toward the consensus model on the first 

dimension; while the experiment with increased autonomy for Maori tribal structures 

under the Fourth Labour Government and the changes in the status of the Treaty of 

Waitangi possibly mark a similar shift on the second dimension. 

With regard to his second question of appropriateness Lijphart (1984a:4) does 

not find that one model of democracy is better than the other, or that all societies 
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should try to move closer to one or other of his theoretical ideals. Rather his two 

models are only prescriptive in the sense that consensual systems are more suited to 

societies with "plural" or "heterogeneous" political cultures, while majoritarian systems 

are more suited to "homogeneous" political cultures. In general Lijphart appears to 

be of the opinion that systems of government of his twenty two case studies and their 

political culture do correspond in the manner set out in his two models. Canada, 

however, he claims, should be more consensually inclined than it is because "the 

normative influence of the Westminster model... is in conflict with Canada's need for 

consensual institutions and practices to deal with its ethnic-linguistic cleavage" 

(1984a:66). 

In Chapter Four it will be argued that Lijphart's dichotomy between "plural" 

and "homogeneous" societies is an overly simplistic one and is based on certain 

normative assumptions about ethnic affiliation. It will also be suggested that New 

Zealand can not readily be defined as either a homogeneous or a completely 

heterogenous society with regard to the Maori ethnic cleavage, and that this has 

obvious consequences for the type of governmental system which is most appropriate 

for it. 

There have been other notable criticisms of Lijphart's methods and conclusions. 

Brudney (1985:745), for example, has criticised Lijphart for providing ... 

.. . no evidence to support his claim that these regimes have been 

relatively responsive, and... makes no attempt to compare the 

responsiveness of majoritarian regimes with consensual regimes. 

One could hypothesis, for example, that majoritarian regimes are more responsive to 

the interests of majorities while consensual systems attempt to respond to the interests 

of as wide a group of individuals as possible. Lijphart, however, makes no real 

attempt to investigate such propositions. In the following chapter of this thesis 

particular attention will be given to the way in which the apparent lack of 
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responsiveness of recent governments has lead to pressure to reform New Zealand's 

traditionally majoritarian system. 

Brudney (1985:744-745) also criticises Lijphart for being too narrow in his 

analysis. In particular, he claims that Lijphart focuses too much on the institutional 

features of his twenty two democracies and does not pay enough attention to the 

societal composition of each society. Lijphart, for example, does distinguish between 

plural and homogenous societies in terms of the degree of religious and linguistic 

pluralism each has. However, he does not appear to look in any depth at the nature 

of these social divisions or at the wider socioeconomic structures within his case 

studies. This thesis will attempt to avoid such criticisms spending considerable time 

investigating the nature of divisions between Maori and non-Maori in contemporary 

New Zealand (see Chapters Three and Four). 

Harron (1985: 877) argues that Lijphart, by using longevity as the main basis 

for inclusion of his case studies, has limited himself to looking only at "successful" 

democracies. This, Harron argues, makes it impossible to conclude which model of 

democracy is most successful; and if both models are equally successful, why others 

have failed. To do this would have required a wider discussion of a great many more 

democratic regimes, both past and present. The main relevance of this criticism to the 

present study of Maori representation is that, although New Zealand's traditionally 

majoritarian system has "survived" for quite a long time, its legitimacy has been 

subject to much recent questioning. This, as already suggested, has resulted from the 

system's apparent lack of responsiveness to the wishes of the public and has led to 

calls for New Zealand to move in a more consensual, and hopefully more responsive, 

direction (see Chapter Two). 
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LIJPHART'S CONSOCIATIONAL MODEL AND ITS 
RELEVANCE TO MAORI REPRESENTATION 

The consensus model, which New Zealand appears to be evolving towards, is 

possibly open to some of the same criticisms of Lijphart's earlier consociational 

model. 2 The most important of criticisms, from the perspective of this thesis, is that 

there is a strong possibility that the consensus model shares the consociational model's 

over-reliance on the existence of supposedly stable and internally cohesive sub-state 

societal cleavages for its proper functioning. This is of particular relevance to this 

thesis because it appears that some of the ways in which New Zealand's system of 

government is evolving in a more consensual direction may be based on the 

assumption that Maori, at either the national or iwi level, form such a cleavage or 

cleavages. To assess whether this is so it is instructive to look briefly at Lijphart's 

consociational model and some of the assumptions it was based upon. 

Lijphart (1968/1977) first devised the consociational model as a means of 

explaining how several European case studies had seemingly achieved democratic 

stability, even though each was internally divided along identifiable lines of religion, 

language or class. This stability went against the influential hypothesis put forward 

by Gabriel Almond (1956) that relatively homogenous political cultures, such as 

existed in Britain and the USA, were conducive to stable political systems, whereas 

fragmented political cultures tended to lead to civil violence and disorder. For 

Lijphart this unusual stability was the result of his case studies having each developed 

democratic structures which recognised these internal divisions and tried to overcome 

them, not at the mass level, but through governmental cooperation between the leaders 

of the various sub-groups (McGarry and Noel, 1989:4). 

Lijphart suggested that there were four central principles which defined 

consociationalism and which allowed this type of group based power-sharing to take 

2 For a brief summary of the main criticisms which have been levelled at Lijphart's 
consociational model see McGarry and Noel (1989:5). 
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place. According to Lijphart each of these principles existed to some degree in the 

four successful "consociations" he studied, and if they could be established in other 

divided societies democratic stability would result. These four principles are as 

follows: 

1. A "Grand Coalition" in the government of the state, consisting of representatives 

of each of the segments society is divided into. 

2. Pl'Oportionality in the electoral system and in the distribution of public funds and 

civil service appointments between segments. 

3. A ''Minoiity Veto" system whereby a segment can veto governmental decisions in 

matters which are of vital concern to it. 

4. Autonomy for each segment, either through territorial government in a federal or 

devolved system, or through corporate institutions which confer a degree of self

government on each segment. 

For consociationalism to function properly it relied on the existence of 

supposedly stable and internally cohesive sub-state "pillars" or societal cleavages. 

Certain normative assumptions about these groups were also implied: that their 

membership was relatively stable; that everyone identified with one of these groups; 

that these groups represented the single most important line of cleavage which a 

society is divided along; that the strength of each individual's affiliation to these 

groups was relatively equal; that these groups were relatively homogeneous, with all 

members sharing interests which were broadly similar and significantly different from 

the rest of society; and finally, that the leaders of these groups had the ability to both 

speak on behalf of, and also restrain, their mass membership. 

In reality, as Heisler (1990) has pointed, most sub-state groups, even within the 

most divided societies, do not· have this high degree of internal cohesion and 

continuity. Rather most social cleavages - whether they are based on religion, 
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ethnicity, ideology or language - are themselves internally divided along certain lines, 

making it difficult to speak of them as "homogeneous". Similarly, it is also argued 

that membership of these groups is not necessarily something which is fixed or static. 

Instead, it is argued, affiliation to such groups may conceivably vary over time 

depending on situational factors. 

One of the major failings of consociationalism then is that it falsely assumes 

that because a group of individuals share a particular trait, such as ethnic affiliation 

or language, they will consequently always share the same basic interests, and choose 

to associate together for political purposes. To make such an assumption is to be 

guilty of what Heisler (1990:26) has refers to as "ethnic nominalism". This is: 

[T]he assignment of ethnic labels to aggregates without commensurate, 

specific evidence regarding the nature, intensity, comprehensiveness, 

and continuity of individual identity and group structure. 

Such "concept travelling" and "concept stretching" does make the process of dealing 

with group based demands seem deceptively simple, and also serves the interests of 

those elites which claim to represent the whole group. Ethnic nominalism of this type, 

as shall be pointed out in the course of this thesis also appears to go against the 

realities of ethnic group affiliation in complex modern societies such as New Zealand 

(see Chapters Three and Four). 

Based on this flawed conception of the nature of group affiliation the 

consociational model advocated the creation of rigid structures through which these 

groups were accorded guaranteed representation in government. This, of course, is 

desirable in that it allows for a greater range of views to be represented in 

government. But it is flawed in the sense that it necessitates that individuals, 

regardless of the strength of their affiliation, identify with these nominal groups for 

the purpose of governmental representation and group autonomy. This not only goes 

against the potentially flexible and ambiguous nature of affiliation to most societal 

cleavages, but it may also lead to increased division in society by making social 
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divisions more salient (Horowitz, 1985). This is what appears to have occurred in 

modern Belgium where the implementation of rigid consociational-type structures has 

actually made linguistic divisions more salient and helped to facilitate the splitting up 

of the state along linguistic lines (see Murphy, 1988, and Van de Craen, 1988). 

Whether the above criticisms of consociationalism are applicable to New 

Zealand's apparent evolution toward the consensus model - particularly with regard to 

the incorporation of Maori - depends on the extent to which Lijphart's consociational 

and consensual models can be viewed as the same. Lijphart (1989:39) has himself 

admitted that the two models are very closely related in that both are forms of 

democracy which are "non-majoritarian, or even anti-majoritarian". At the same time 

he maintains that some important differences do exist between the two models in 

terms of how each was derived, the number and broadness of their components, and 

the rigidity of the type of constitutional devices each prescribes. Lijphart (1989:40) 

summarises these differences as follows: 

Consociational and consensus democracy have a large area of overlap, 

but neither is completely encompassed by the other. This means that 

consociational democracy cannot be seen as a special from of 

consensus democracy or vice versa. 

On the important question of the extent to which each model relies on the 

existence of relatively stable and internally coherent social cleavages Lijphart is of the 

opinion that important differences do exist between his two models. Although both 

the consociational and the consensus models are forms of democracy which are very 

well suited for divided societies, consociationalism is, as Lijphart (1989:40), "stronger 

medicine": 

[W]hile consensus democracy provides many incentives for broad 

power-sharing, consociationalism requires it and prescribes that all 

significant groups be included in it; similarly, consensus democracy 

facilitates but consociational democracy demands segmental autonomy. 
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This implies that the consensus model, unlike consociationalism, does not 

require what Amyot (1984:185-186) has described as "subcultural pillars with a high 

degree of autonomy and internal cohesion nor decision-making through 

accommodation among the elites at the top of these pillars" for it to function correctly. 

Such a view appears to be misleading. It is instead the contention of this thesis that 

the consociational model1s reliance on the existence of coherent sub-state groupings 

is also central to certain of the eight facets of the consensus model. This, it will be 

argued, is particularly so when the representation of geographically dispersed ethnic 

minorities, such as Maori, is involved. 

There are several obvious examples of this within the consensus model. First, 

executive power-sharing under the consensus model implies, just as consociationalism 

does, that power is shared between the representatives of different groups within a 

society, and that these groups are relatively coherent and static. In this way when the 

elites of each group enters into negotiations they can be sure that they speak on behalf 

of all their members and that any decisions they reach will have their members' 

support. 3 The notion of multidimensional party systems also implies that these groups 

are mobilized to the extent that they will form their own parties to represent their 

distinct interests, and that these interests can not adequately be represented by other 

political parties. Similarly, non-territorial federalism and decentralism implies that 

sub-state groups exist which are both distinct and internally coherent enough to 

warrant the granting of such autonomy. The existence of a minority veto also 

necessitates that identifiable minorities do exist which can be empowered to exercise 

their own veto. 

The relevance of the above to our present study is that it is possible that some 

of the ways New Zealand1s system of government is evolving so as to better 

incorporate Maori are not only consensual but also consociational; and therefore 

potentially subject to the above criticisms. This is particularly so regarding iwi based 

3 It is partially because of the absence of this precondition that McGarry and Noel (1989) 
do not rate the chances of successful consociational power-sharing in South Africa very 
highly. 
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autonomy and the use of the Treaty of W aitangi as a basis for guaranteeing Maori 

certain rights and allocating them resources. Before this proposition can be properly 

investigated it is necessary to assess the following: the extent to which New Zealand's 

system of government is actually evolving in a more consensual direction; how much 

of this evolution is taking place to better incorporate Maori and on what grounds this 

is justified; and finally, to what extent can these evolutions in a more consensual 

direction be subject to the same criticisms as Lijphart's consociational model. These 

important questions will all be dealt with in turn in the forthcoming chapters. 

CONCLUSION 

The main aim of this chapter has been to provide a general framework for 

investigating the way in which New Zealand's democratic system has changed over 

the previous decade and to assess the consequences of these changes for the 

incorporation Maori in government. This framework has been based, to a large extent, 

upon Lijphart's majoritarian model of representative democracy, which has as its 

central principal the desire to concentrate as much power in the hands of the elected 

majority as possible. Attention was also given to Lijphart's contention that New 

Zealand, because of its long tradition of single party governments and its lack of 

constitutional checks and balances, is a "near perfect example" of this majoritarian 

model. 

The chapter then focused on the consensus model, which Lijphart 

conceptualised as the binary opposite to his majoritarian model. It described a system 

of government which aims to disperse and check governmental power as much as 

possible. It was then suggested that to Lijphart a two dimensional continuum extends 

from the majoritarian model to the consensus model; and that it is possible to place 

all the world1s democratic systems at some point along this continuum. It was also 

shown that according to Lijphart neither system of government described by his two 

models is inherently superior. Rather majoritarianism is most applicable to countries 
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with relatively "homogeneous" political cultures, while more consensual systems are 

more suited to societies with "plural" or heterogeneous political cultures. 

The chapter did find that Lijphart's majoritarian/consensus framework is subject 

to a number of important criticisms. This is particularly with regard to the narrow 

focus of Lijphart's two models and the methodology he used when testing their 

empirical validity. Despite these flaws it was concluded that in general Lijphart's 

conception of a majoritarian/consensus continuum does provide a useful framework 

for theorising about how the institutional structure of a particular democratic system 

may relate to that of another and how it may change over time. The proposition was 

then put forward that New Zealand, though traditionally a good example of the 

majoritarian model (as indicated by Lijphart), is now beginning to evolve in a more 

consensual direction. This proposition will be examined in more depth in the 

following chapter when an attempt will be made to assess where on Lijphart's 

majoritarian/consensus framework New Zealand can be placed in view of recent 

constitutional developments, the drive toward electoral reform of recent years and the 

increased emphasis on 11 biculturalism11 since 1984. 

The last maJor conclusion which can be drawn from this chapter is that 

considerable similarities exist between Lijphart's consensus model, which New Zealand 

is possibly evolving toward, and his earlier, and much criticised, consociational model. 

In particular, it was suggested that for consociationalism and at least certain facets of 

the consensus model to function successfully stable and distinct societal cleavages 

need to be in existence. It was then suggested that this emphasis on static social 

cleavages ignores the potentially flexible and ambiguous nature of societal group 

affiliations in complex modern societies. This consociational emphasis also may lead 

to divisions within society becoming more pronounced by necessitating that 

individuals identify with only these groups for decision making purposes. 

Later in the thesis an attempt will be made to assess the extent to which the 

evolutions which are taking place in New Zealand can be said to be consociational. 

This will entail deciding whether they create institutions which necessitate the 
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existence of relatively fixed sub-state groups for the representation of, and power

sharing between, social cleavages. An attempt will also be made to examine the 

extent to which Maori as a whole, or individual iwi, constitute such relatively fixed 

sub-state groupings. Before this can take place, however, it is necessary, in the 

following chapter, to assess the extent to which the New Zealand system of 

government is actually evolving, in a general sense, in a more consensual direction. 
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CHAPTER TWO: NEW ZEALAND'S 
EVOLVING MAJORITARIAN SYSTEM 
OF GOVERNMENT 

In the previous chapter Lijphart's majoritarian/consensual framework was 

presented, with attention being given to the main assumptions upon which it is based, 

as well as several important criticisms which have been levelled at it. In this chapter 

an attempt will be made to test the proposition that New Zealand best fits an 

"evolving" rather than a "crude" majoritarian model representative democracy. Only 

when this is done can we then concentrate, in the forthcoming chapters, on what 

consequences this "evolution", if it is found to be taking place, has for the 

incorporation of Maori within New Zealand's system of government. 

THE ORIGINS AND SIGNIFICANCE OF 
MAJORITARIANISM IN NEW ZEALAND 

Somewhat surprisingly, Keith Jackson appears to be the only New Zealand 

political scientist who has used Lijphart's theoretical framework to help analyses New 

Zealand's structure of government. To Jackson (1987:6) New Zealand, "with its two 

party system, strong party cohesion, high level of partisanship, limited majorities, 

fairly high degree of functional centralisation, majoritarian decision-making and its 

small parliamentary bureaucracy", clearly fitted into the majoritarian category of 

democratic systems. 1 

According to Jackson (1987:6-7) a number of interrelated factors helped to 

explain why New Zealand's system of government developed in such a majoritarian 

manner. First, there was, initially at least, a deliberate attempt to imitate British 

1 More recently Jackson (1993) as will be suggested below has argued that New Zealand 
is now in a process of 11 emancipating11 itself from this Westminster model. 
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structures of government, which even in the 19th Centaury were quite majoritarian. 

In a recent article Lijphart (1989:44) has also recognised "British cultural heritage" as 

an important positive variable in the development of majoritarianism. This, he claims, 

is particularly so with regard to the first dimension of his majoritarian/consensual 

continuum; that involving the party system, the electoral system and executive 

dominance. In each of these three areas, as was suggested in the previous chapter, 

New Zealand has traditionally been very close to the Westminster ideal. 

Jackson also suggested that New Zealand's relatively small size - in both 

geography and in population - have lent themselves to the development of a 

centralised system of government. The same was true of the expectation that "strong 

government" was what was needed in a newly developing country. Although Lijphart 

(1989) has not tested the strength of geography or relative age of a democratic system 

as possible variables for the development of majoritarianism he did find a strong 

correlation between relatively small populations and the incidence of majoritarianism 

(Britain is a major exception). This was particularly true with regard to the second 

dimension of his majoritarian/consensus continuum; that which is concerned with the 

federal-unitary contrast. It is thus quite understandable that New Zealand has had a 

very centralised system of government since 1876. 

Another reason why New Zealand's democratic system has evolved in such a 

majoritarian manner relates to the homogeneity, or perceived homogeneity, of its 

population. Lijphart (1989:44), for example, has found that there is a strong 

correlation, particularly on the first dimension, between societal homogeneity and the 

incidence of majoritarianism. It was generally accepted, at least until recently, that 

New Zealand was a relatively homogeneous society and that Maori would simply be 

assimilated. As a result all New Zealanders were assumed to have quite similar 

interests and no special constitutional mechanism, besides the four Maori seats, were 

created to give special representation to the interests of any particular groups. More 

recently, however, New Zealand appears to have begun viewing itself as a "bicultural", 

or even "multicultural\ society (see Chapters Four and Five). 
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According to Jackson (1987) the abolition of the Legislative Council in 1950 

was significant in New Zealand's majoritarian development as it meant that there were 

no longer any real formal restraints on the parliamentary majority. He also cites the 

formation of cohesive political parties and the development of a disciplined caucus 

system, based on the model of the Australian Labor Party, as very significant factors 

in New Zealand's move toward majoritarianism. This emergence of party cohesion, 

along with the change in public expectations about political parties which went with 

it, has allowed cabinets, whose members are by convention bound by collective 

responsibility, to dominate the House of Representatives - even though in theory the 

executive is supposedly responsible to the House. As Jackson (1993:4-5) has recently 

written of the disciplined caucus system: 

[I]n practice it has come to serve as a tool to impose executive control, 

with a bare majority in cabinet able to commit cabinet, caucus and thus 

the House itself to policies for which majority support may or may not 

exist. 

This combination of disciplined parliamentary parties and lack of formal 

restraints has had the dual consequence of encouraging an adversarial style of politics 

and greatly limiting the opportunities the opposition has to meaningfully challenge the 

government. Indeed, the most effective opposition, as Jackson (1987:8) pointed out, 

is often confined to within the majority party itself, in the form of caucus and caucus 

committees. This self-imposed restraint, however, is of only limited significance due 

to the increased size of recent executives in proportion to caucus (particularly under 

the Fourth Labour Government) and the reluctance of back-benchers to weaken their 

chances of promotion to cabinet rank by going against the will of the executive.2 

2 There are some exceptions to this, as the current National Government found with 
regard to hospital charges in 1993. Here caucus members, worried about their reelection 
prospects, appeared to force the executive to modify its policies. 
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MULGAN'S MODEL OF ''DEMOCRACY AND 
POWER IN NEW ZEALAND" 

Although Jackson is the only New Zealand political scientist who appears to 

have utilised the theoretical framework developed by Lijphart, others clearly share 

Lijphart's and Jackson's conclusions about the traditionally majoritarian nature of New 

Zealand's system of government. Richard Mulgan (l 984/l 989a) has developed a 

model of "Democracy and Power in New Zealand" which bears considerable similarity 

to Lijphart's majoritarian model.3 It too describes New Zealand's system of 

government as primarily representative and places considerable emphasis on the notion 

of the majority party in Parliament being relatively unhindered by formal restraints. 

Like Lijphart, Mulgan begins the exposition of his model by explaining what 

he means by "democracy". Based on the general perceptions of ordinary New 

Zealanders Mulgan chooses to define democracy as "the exercise of power by the 

people". "Power" , Mulgan (1989a:47-49) defines as, "all means by which a person 

may affect the behaviour of others" and suggests that citizeness should have "equal" 

power to influence the decisions of government. When conflicts arise between the 

interests of different citizens majority rule is introduced to ensure that everyone is 

accorded equal power in the making of potentially contentious decisions (Mulgan, 

1989a:9). 

Mulgan then identifies three distinct sets of institutions which supposedly allow 

all citizens "to have an equal share in determining the political decisions in which they 

have a legitimate interest" (1989a:40). The most important of these is the 

parliamentary system "where by the electorate is offered a periodic choice between 

alternative party governments with alternative personnel, principles and policies" 

(Mulgan, 1989a:39). Parties, though often quite unrestrained when in office, are thus 

3 In his most recent work on New Zealand politics, Politics in New Zealand (1994), 
Mulgan has not included his model of democracy and power in New Zealand. However, many 
of the conclusions he reaches with regard to New Zealand's system of government are similar 
to those of his earlier writings. 
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the "major medium of democratic control" in New Zealand's parliamentary system 

(Mulgan, 1989a:58). 

Once in office governing parties supposedly remain true to electoral promises 

because of their desire for reelection reelected: 

The desire of all parties to maintain and increase their popularity with 

the electorate constrains the ruling party to act according to the wishes 

of the public (Mulgan, l989a:39). 

In this way all individuals, even those who do not vote, help to hold parties, with an 

eye on the next election, accountable. 4 

As Jackson (1993:3) has pointed out, Mulgan's contention that the governing 

party is "the major medium of democratic control" suggests that these parties have 

mass memberships and that these memberships have considerable impact on candidate 

selection and policy formulation. This is clearly not the case. As under the 

Downesian (1957) model, the primary goal of major parties in New Zealand has 

become to win elections, not to implement policy programmes. As a result political 

parties have become smaller and more centralised so as to do this more effectively. 

They have also become more reliant on financial support from interest groups, such 

as business concerns, rather than on the subscriptions of mass memberships. 

Similarly, technological advancements have made mass memberships less important 

for campaigning and polling purposes (Gustafson, 1993). As already suggested, 

parliamentary parties are now very disciplined and virtually unrestrained by the wider 

party organisation. 

4 Lijphart, it will recalled, also suggested that majority parties, though quite unrestrained 
under his majoritarian model, would remain generally responsive to the will of the public 
through this same desire for reelection. 
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This party centralisation and discipline is central to Mulgan's model as it 

ensures that the governing party is unrestrained in carrying out its election policies. 

It also provides a means by which the caucus of the ruling party, supposedly acting 

in the interests of the public, can ensure that the executive does not initiate legalisation 

which conflicts violently with election promises. A more accurate view is that put 

forward by Jackson (1987/1993), and also by Palmer (1992), which sees party 

discipline as working from the top down, not the bottom up, allowing the cabinet to 

dominate caucus, and through it the rest of the House. This, and the public 

disillusionment it has caused, will be discussed later in the chapter. 

It is also quite possible that parties which are primarily concerned with winning 

elections will only pay attention to the anticipated reactions of those groups which are 

most likely to vote, or to those interest groups who they rely on most heavily for 

support. It is thus quite conceivable that parties, especially in majoritarian systems, 

will be tempted to ignore the specific interests of relatively small and less participatory 

groups if the electoral consequences of doing so were perceived to be insignificant. 

This, the 1986 Royal Commission on the Electoral System suggested, is what has 

generally happened with regard to Maori interests (see Chapter Seven). 

The second part of Mulgan's model is the interest group system. Lijphart, it 

will be recalled, believed that interest groups play an important role in majoritarian 

systems as an informal check on the executive. Mulgan makes the same point but 

expands on it quite significantly. Under his model the government and the 

bureaucracy are both very "open" to lobbying from these groups, and it is partly 

through this process of lobbying that government policy is developed. Mulgan does 

realise that although such an interest group system recognises the plurality of New 

Zealand society, some groups are better positioned than others to influence government 

decisions. As a consequence the policies which result are likely to benefit some 

groups more than others. This inequality is supposedly balanced by the inherent 

equality which exists m the other two parts of his model, particularly the 

parliamentary system. 
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A related advantage of interest groups which Mulgan does not touch on is that 

they provide a means by which ethnic groups can influence government policy without 

having to work through rigid representation structures. One of the major problems 

with creating rigid structures for the representation of ethnic groups in government is, 

as was suggested in Chapter one, that they often assume that the membership of such 

groups is relatively static and homogeneous. The great benefit of interest groups, as 

Heisler (1990:44) has pointed out, is that they too are flexible, thus providing a way 

in which individuals of a particular ethnic group can lobby the government without 

institutionalising divisions in society. The problem of inequality of influence still 

persists nonetheless. 

The third part of Mulgan's model is local government. Here he argues that 

because some issues are best decided at the local level it is appropriate that the 

individuals directly affected by these decisions be given a direct role in the decision 

making process. They can do this, Mulgan claims either indirectly, by electing their 

own representatives at the local government level, or directly, by getting involved in 

local body politics themselves. Mulgan does realise that the present local government 

system is often unrepresentative of the population it is supposed to serve and 

unresponsive to the needs of many sectors. 5 As a result he suggests the introduction 

of stronger political parties at the local government level to serve the same role there 

as he believes they do in the Parliament (1989a: 15 5-156). 

It could be argued that this emphasis on decentralisation and direct 

participation goes against Lijphart's emphasis on centralisation in his majoritarian 

model. To do this, however, would be misleading as Lijphart (l 984a:8) does allow 

for a large number of important functions to be performed in majoritarian systems by 

local bodies. The important point, and it is one which is also made by Mulgan, is that 

the powers of these local authorities are delegated from the central government. In 

this way parliamentary sovereignty is maintained. One of the main reasons why the 

5 A number of reports have indicated that Maori in particular are under represented at the 
local government level (see Thompson, 1987). This problem will be returned to in Chapter 
Six. 
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attempt at iwi empowerment carried out under the Fourth Labour Government - which 

itself could be seen as a form of local government - was so controversial was because 

some Maori groups wanted it to constitute a "real" sharing of sovereignty, while the 

Government believed that power should be delegated from the centre (see Chapter 

Six). 

At the end of the exposition of his model Mulgan leaves it up to the reader to 

assess for his or herself the extent to which political equality actually exists in New 

Zealand. He does, however, acknowledge that political and economic inequality are 

linked and that the government should endeavour to act more in the "general interest" 

of the public so as to balance the influence of interest groups. This may include 

giving special assistance to weaker or neglected groups, such as Maori. Mulgan 

(1989a:44) also is of the opinion that New Zealanders need to be encouraged to 

participate more in politics, especially at the local government level: if low there is 

a fear the system of government will cease to be democratic. 

In the second edition of his model (Mulgan, 1989a), and elsewhere (Mulgan, 

1992), Mulgan is critical of the way in which recent governments have departed from 

traditional political practices and become, in his opinion, less bound by election 

promises and less responsive to the wishes of the people generally. As a consequence 

he supports the adoption of an MMP electoral system as a means by which the 

political system can become more responsive. This notion of being responsive to the 

will of the people is pervasive throughout Mulgan's model as a whole. 6 

However, as Jackson (1987:xi) has pointed out, being constantly responsive to 

the will of the people may not be either desirable or practical for a democracy like 

New Zealand if what the people want is incompatible with what the government can 

provide. In times of "scarcity", as Jackson (1993) has recently pointed out, 

governments can not always follow the will of the public, but instead have to make 

6 Lijphart, as suggested in Chapter One, has also been criticised for not paying enough 
attention to the question of responsiveness with regard to his models. 
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hard decisions and try to persuade the public to support them. The recent pressure for 

electoral reform has resulted, it could be argued, from politicians not fully adjusting 

to this new "politics of scarcity": governing parties are now much more prepared to 

take leadership roles, although at election time they still make promises which they 

can not keep. 

PALMER AND THE REFORM OF NEW ZEALAND'S 
MAJORITARIAN SYSlEM 

Geoffrey Palmer, academic and Labour Prime Minister 1989-90, is another who 

has consistently argued that New Zealand has a highly majoritarian system of 

government, but who has not used Lijphart's model to make his point. Like Jackson, 

but unlike Mulgan, Palmer is very critical of the great power executives can wield as 

a consequence of party discipline and the absence of constitutional checks. Palmer 

titled his first book, published when New Zealand was arguably in its most 

majoritarian phase, Unbridled Power (1979). In it he made the claim that the New 

Zealand Parliament had become one of the "fastest law makers in the West" (1979:77). 

He then suggested a number of reforms which he believed would reduce executive 

dominance and make the parliamentary system more responsive to the interests of all 

groups within society. These reforms included a written constitution, an entrenched 

bill of rights, electoral reform and more powerful select committees (Palmer, 

1979:167-174). 

Whilst Minister of Justice, and then as Prime Minister in the Fourth Labour 

Government, Palmer did make an attempt to implement at least some of these reforms. 

The select committee system was strengthened by increasing the number of 

committees and giving them the power to carry out their own independent inquiries. 

In 1986 New Zealand adopted its own indigenous Constitution Act, making it formally 

independent from Britain and setting out the legal basis upon which the country's 

system of government is based. This document stated little that was new -New 

Zealand, for example, had been effectively independent since the Statue of 

Westminster Adoption Act (1947) - although it did bring together most of New 



42 

Zealand's fundamental constitutional laws under the same Act. The 1986 Constitution 

Act, however, is not entrenched, except for certain clauses of the Electoral Act which 

are included in it, making it possible for a determined executive with a parliamentary 

majority to change it. 

One of Palmer's principal goals, but one which he failed to fully achieve, was 

the creation of an entrenched Bill of Rights. This document was to have set out a list 

of fundamental rights which no elected government could justifiably breech, and which 

the court system would supposedly ensure were up held. New Zealand ended with a 

watered down version of Palmer's original document which was not entrenched. 

Despite this, New Zealand's Bill of Rights has assumed considerable constitutional 

significance and is increasind1taken account of by both government and the courts (see 

Palmer, 1992:51-57). 

Another important constitutional reform which occurred under the Fourth 

Labour Government was the repeal of the Economic Stabilisation Act ( 1948). It had 

previously given executives considerable power to govern by regulation and its repeal 

can be viewed as a further attempt to reduce the power of determined executives 

(Palmer, 1992:45). Also under the Fourth Labour Government there were various 

constitutional developments relating to the Treaty of Waitangi. These will be 

discussed in Chapter Five. 

Had Palmer been successful in carrying out his whole reform programme New 

Zealand's system of government would have clearly moved in a more consensual 

direction, as set out under Lijphart's model. As it was Palmer, once in a position of 

power, found it increasingly difficult to reform the system from within because the 

government of which he was a part relied very heavily upon executive dominance and 

party discipline to ensure its legislative proposals were ratified by the House. Thus, 

by attempting to introduce reforms which aimed to weaken these two institutions, 

Palmer, and other reformers like him within the Labour Government, ran the risk of 

undermining their party's own position of power. As shall be pointed out shortly, it 

was only as a consequence of the two major parties trying to "outbid" each other with 
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promises to improve the status quo that electoral reform - the reform option most 

likely to change the majoritarian system - made its way on to the political agenda. 

Writing after his experience in government and the attempted reforms of the 

1980s, Palmer (1992: 174) still perceives executive dominance as the major crisis 

facing New Zealand's system of government. He suggests three ways in which this 

can be combatted: he restates his desire for New Zealand to have a written constitution 

and an entrenched bill of rights; and suggests that the executive should be made 

separate from the legislature, as in the USA. This would be done by requiring MPs 

to resign from the House of Representatives once promoted to cabinet level. It is 

unlikely that such a radical innovation as the latter could take place in New Zealand, 

at least in the near future. Yet if it were to happen it would mark a significant shift 

in a more consensual direction for New Zealand's system of government. 

ELECTORAL REFORM 

The most likely way in which New Zealand's majoritarian system of 

government will become more consensual is through some form of electoral reform. 

As suggested in the last chapter, the simple plurality electoral system is a pivotal 

feature of the majoritarian model in that it tends to make parliamentary majorities out 

of what are usually only pluralities of the popular vote. This, of course, often means 

distortions in the relationship between the proportion of votes a party receives and the 

number of seats it is allocated. In addition, because elections are contested at the 

individual constituency level, with the winning candidate "taking all", the plurality 

system also tends to advantage major parties, with relatively large followings 

throughout the country and/or in key marginal seats, over minor parties who have 

smaller, but often still significant, followings. This helps to maintain another 

important feature of the majoritarian model - the two party system. 

Lijphart, it will be recalled, acknowledged the possibility of distortions of the 

popular vote under the plurality system, and drew attention to the 1978 General 
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Election when National became government with neither a majority or even a plurality 

of the vote. He suggested that although New Zealand was unlikely to change its 

plurality system in the near future severely disproportionate results of this type could 

foster greater interest in proportional representation. Similar distortions have occurred 

since then: in 1981 National won the election again, despite gaining a smaller 

proportion of the popular vote than Labour; in 1984 Labour did win the election with 

a greater share of the popular vote than National, although it was still only a plurality, 

with the New Zealand Party gaining 12 percent of the vote and yet being awarded no 

seats; in 1990 National won only 47.8 percent of the popular vote, but was allocated 

70 percent of the seats in the House. 

As a consequence of these disproportionate results the pressure for electoral 

reform has continued to grow, with Labour finally promising, prior to the 1984 general 

election, to hold a Royal Commission on the issue if elected. A Royal Commission 

was thus established under the Fourth Labour Government in 1986 to look at the 

shortfalls of New Zealand's electoral system and to recommend possible reforms. The 

Commission established the following criteria for testing the suitability of different 

voting systems, which have been summarised by McLeay (1986:82) as follows: 

( a) fairness between political parties; (b) effective representation of 

minority and special interest groups; ( c) effective Maori representation; 

(d) political integration; (e) effective representation of constituents; (f) 

effective voter participation; (g) effective government; (h) effective 

Parliament; (i) effective parties; and (j) legitimacy. 

What is striking about this criteria, as McLeay (1986:87) has pointed out, is 

that it shows that the Royal Commission has a group-based, rather than an 

individualistic, conception of what constitutes a just system of representation: 

It is a view that assumes that the representation of groups in Parliament 

- whether it is talking about political parties, special interests or 



minority groups - ought to mirror the distribution of opinion and group 

identity in the general community. 
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The Royal Commission (1986:88) thus argued that if the electoral system was 

to be "fair" it should ensure that the interests of all of these groups are "given their 

due weight in the competition for influence on public policy". In language very 

similar to that used by Lijphart the Royal Commission also drew attention to the 

dangers of groups within society becoming either permanent majorities or entrenched 

minorities: 

In a healthy democracy, the majority should not be anything more than 

a loose grouping of minorities, and the composition of that grouping 

should be subject to constant change. Every group should have a real 

chance of being, at least some of the time, part of the prevailing 

majority (Royal Commission, 1986:90). 

It is thus not surprising that the Royal Commission paid considerable attention to the 

question of adequate Maori representation in Parliament (see Chapter Seven). 

After considering several hundred submissions the Royal Commission 

(1986:24-25) concluded that although the present system did have some important 

strengths, such as facilitating stable government and ensuring a linkage between MPs 

and their constituents, it was ultimately flawed in that it often produced election 

outcomes which were both unfair and unrepresentative. The Commission gave 

particular attention to the present system's tendency to disadvantage third parties, or 

those representing minority interests, while at the same time exaggerating the support 

given to the two major parties. This, the Royal Commission (1986:13-14) suggested, 

was because under simple plurality systems votes gained do not readily translate into 

seats until parties gain above around 30 percent of the popular vote, at which point 

the number of seats allocated begins to increase rapidly. Also as a result of the simple 

plurality system parties with very similar shares of the popular vote could conceivably 

gain very different seat allocations. The Royal Commission also pointed out that all 
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governing parties since 1954 have had less (often much less) than 50 percent of the 

popular vote. 

The Royal Commission (1986: 17) found that not only did the simple plurality 

system treat political parties unfairly, but also that it had "a poor record in terms of 

the election of women, ethnic and other minorities, and those from certain 

occupational and socioeconomic groupings". This, as McLeay (1986:83-84) pointed 

out, is because parties tend to choose candidates who are viewed as having wide 

appeal, and as a consequence often overlook women and minorities. With regard to 

Maori representation in particular, the Royal Commission found that it was virtually 

impossible for a candidate of a party representing exclusively Maori interests to be 

elected. The Royal Commission (1986:90-92) also concluded that there was no real 

incentive for the major parties to try and contest the Maori vote because all four Maori 

seats invariably went to Labour. 

Because of this failure "to reflect the diversity of our society", the Royal 

Commission (1986:64) argued, "plurality in the long term may be less integrative". 

This ultimately, the Royal Commission argued, could bring the legitimacy of the 

whole electoral system into question for those groups whose interests are not properly 

integrated into government policy. Once again the similarities with Lijphart are 

obvious. 

The Royal Commission (1986:63-64) recommended that all these problems 

could be best addressed through the adoption of a Mixed Member Proportional system 

(MMP), based on the then West German model. This system, it was hoped, would 

combine the benefits of the present system, such as stability and close linkage between 

constituents and MPs, with a more representative correlation between the votes a party 

gets and the seats it is allocated. This would be achieved by giving individuals two 

separate votes: the first would be for a particular candidate, as under the present 

system, and the second would be for a party list, as in most European proportional 

representation systems. As a result half the total number of MPs would come to the 

House via constituency seats and the other half would come via party lists. Ultimately 
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the list vote would be the most important one, as it would determine the number of 

seats each party would be allocated. The party lists would also provide MPs to make 

up the shortfall in each party's quota once constituency members had been taken 

account of. 

The great virtue of the party list system, it is argued, is that it allows smaller 

parties representing minority interests, who are otherwise unable to have candidates 

elected via single member electorates, to be represented in the House in proportion to 

their share of the popular vote. The one qualification on this which the Royal 

Commission recommended was that a four per cent threshold be imposed to ensure 

that there is no great proliferation of very small, and potentially extremist, parties. 

This threshold, however, was to be waived for parties representing exclusively "Maori 

interests". This would ensure that such parties had the opportunity of gaining 

representation in the event of major parties not giving due attention to Maori issues. 

In general, however, the Royal Commission was of the opinion that Maori votes, like 

those of other minorities, would become more contestable under MMP. There was 

therefore seen to be no justification for separate Maori seats. The Royal Commission 

also recommended that selection procedures for party list candidates should be made 

"open and democratic" to ensure that they were not 11stacked11 with party hacks. 

The Royal Commission (1986:65) recommended that the only way in which 

such a fundamental constitutional reform as the adoption of MMP could take place 

was through a two stage process of national referendums. In 1988, however, 

Parliament's electoral law select committee made its report on the Commission's 

findings and suggested that the present simple plurality system should be retained 

(McRobie, 1992:453). As a result the Labour Government, though promising to hold 

an electoral reform referendum as part of its 1987 election campaign, decided against 

it. This was probably because many in the Labour Government, like many National 

members, knew that their party owed much of its traditional position of dominance in 

New Zealand politics to the existing plurality system. 
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With the 1990 General Election looming both maJor parties saw the 

opportunities electoral reform provided for political point scoring in the face of a 

public increasingly disillusioned with the state of politics. As a result National and 

Labour both included the promise to hold a referendum on electoral reform as part of 

their election manifestos (McRobie, 1992:453). When National won the election it felt 

obligated to hold such a referendum, even though most National politicians, including 

Prime Minister Bolger, continued to oppose electoral reform. The prospect of 

electoral reform - and through it, of completely modifying New Zealand's whole 

majoritarian system of government -thus only became a reality through miscalculations 

on the part of politicians trying to win extra votes from an increasingly disillusioned 

public: 

[T]he political leaders, trapped in their two-party games, were unable 

to resist the temptation to try to outbid their rivals and then proved to 

be over-confident in their belief that the public would share their belief 

in the status quo (Jackson, 1993: 15). 

The first referendum was held in 1992 and required individuals to indicate 

whether they favoured change over the status quo; and then which of four reform 

options, including MMP, they favoured most. Although the total turnout was little 

over 50 per cent, an overwhelming majority of those who voted (84.7 per cent) 

indicated a preference for change, with MMP getting about 70.5 per cent of the vote 

as most popular reform option. A second referendum was then scheduled to coincide ·' 

with the 1993 general election. 

In July 1993 the electoral law reform select committee produced a draft of the 

bill setting out the procedure for the second referendum and the precise form of the 

MMP opinion. It was passed almost unmodified by the House, even though it went 

against the recommendations of the 1986 Royal Commission in several significant 

ways. First, the number of MPs under MMP would be 120, while under the first-past

the-post system the number would stay at 99. The Royal Commission had suggested 

that the number under both systems should be 120 so as not to discourage people from 
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voting for reform through fear of getting more MPs than they already had. Second, 

the Electoral Reform Bill allowed provision to be made under both options for special 

Maori representation in the form of separate Maori seats, whose number would vary 
jV\ 

according to the size of the Maori roll (see Chapter Eight). Third, the minfum 

threshold was increased from four to five per cent, as under the west German system, 

with it no longer being waived for exclusively "Maori11 parties. 

Despite these deviations from the Royal Commission's original 

recommendations, as well as an expensive anti-MMP media campaign organised by 

the Campaign for Better Government, MMP proved the most popular option in the 

1993 electoral reform referendum. It won convincingly with 53.9 per cent support, 

against 46.1 per cent for the existing first-past-the-post system. This makes it likely 

that New Zealand's next general election, scheduled for 1996, will be held under an 

MMP electoral system. There is still the possibility, however, that if an early election 

is called it may have to be held under the old electoral system if electoral boundaries 

are not redrawn in time. 

The 1993 general election result, which coincided with the electoral 

referendum, was significant in that it suggested that New Zealand was possibly 

moving toward a more consensual parliamentary and party system, as described in 

Lijphart's model, prior to the introduction of MMP. When final results came in 

National still had a majority in Parliament, be it by only one seat. Similarly, it and 

Labour collectively held all but four seats, despite winning only 35.1 and 34.7 percent 

of the popular vote respectively. Significantly, however, two "third" parties, Alliance 

and New Zealand First, each won two seats, despite the simple plurality electoral 

system's bias toward minor parties (The New Zealand Herald: 20.11.93). 

Until election night results were finalised, over a week after election night, 

there was much speculation that Alliance and New Zealand First would hold the 

balance of power in Parliament, and that one or other of the two major parties would 

call on them to help form a coalition government. This also encouraged much 

discussion amongst politicians about the need for a new "consensus style of politics" 
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in which all political parties worked together, rather than opposition, in Parliament 

(The New Zealand Herald: 15.11.93). 

In the event National was able to hold its majority of one, which was later 

extended to an effective working majority of two due to the Labour Opposition 

agreeing to put forward one of its own members (interestingly a Maori) as Speaker of 

the House. Some saw this gesture by Labour as further evidence of "consensus 

politics", while both the leaders of Alliance and New Zealand First criticised the move 

as giving National a more secure majority than it really deserved (The New Zealand 

Herald: 15.12.93). It still waits to be seen if "consensus politics" will become more 

than just political rhetoric and whether National is able to retain its present majority 

for a full three year term. 

PUBLIC DISILLUSIONMENT 
MAJORITARIANISM 

WITH 

The great public support for electoral reform which manifested itself over 

recent years was not just a consequence of public disenchantment with an electoral 

system which was increasingly viewed as unfair and unrepresentative. It has also been 

very much a consequence of public hostility toward the way in which recent 

governments have failed to keep election promises, and instead introduce quite radical 

reforms programmes not included in their manifestos. One of the clearest examples 

of this, as Jackson ( 1993: 5) has pointed out, was when Labour promised not to reduce 

benefits to superannuitants and then imposed a tax surcharge on their earnings. The 

succeeding National government, though very critical of Labour's actions, also reneged 

on its promises to superannuitants. Such a cavalier attitude toward election promises, 

along with the dismantlement of New Zealand's long established social welfare system, 

has helped to create widespread public disillusionment toward politicians. The 

referendum results of 1992 and 1993 were thus probably as much a reflection of 

public disenchantment with the actions of recent governments as they were a sign of 

a real desire for electoral reform. 
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That recent governments have been able to break election promises and pass 

legislation which is clearly contrary to what the public wants is a direct result of the 

opportunities the majoritarian model of government provides for determined 

executives. Advocates of MMP, such as Palmer (1992:195) argue that under a 

proportional electoral system executive dominance would be reduced, politics would 

be less adversarial, and politicians would become more responsive to the wishes of the 

public. This is because a wider spread of interests would supposedly be represented 

in Parliament, with it being impossible for any single party, except one with a majority 

of the popular vote, to dominate the House by itself. The end result would thus 

supposedly be legislation which is based on consensus, rather than just the will of the 

executive. Such legislation, it is also argued, would therefore be better thought 

through and more reflective of the interests of the various groups which compose New 

Zealand society. 7 

Changes in the party system, which have been occurring over the last decade 

have, also helped to make the public more receptive to the prospect of electoral 

reform. It could be argued that ideologically the two major parties have moved much 

closer together than ever before, even swo.pping positions for a time. This clearly 

reflects the extent to which winning elections has assumed greater importance for 

modern parties than the desire to implement pre-disclosed policy programmes, with 

each party trying to attract as many voters as possible. One consequence of this, as 

Jackson (1993:7) has pointed out, is that the closer the two major parties become to 

each other "the greater the need to distinguish themselves from each other by political 

rhetoric". Politics has thus become more adversarial and parties have been encouraged 

to make promises which they can not hope to keep. This has encouraged large sectors 

of the public to support third parties, particularly Alliance and New Zealand First, and 

electoral reform. 

7 Harris and McLeay (1993) have argued that although there will be some important 
changes to the parliamentary system under MMP, Cabinet is still likely to remain quite 
powerful and parliamentary politics - because it is about conflict and because the media likes 
to report conflict - will remain quite adversarial. 
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The present National Government has focused on two other mechanisms, 

besides electoral reform, as ways of supposedly dealing with this public 

disillusionment toward politicians. The first of these is the proposal to create some 

form of Upper House (McRobie, 1992:459). This, it is argued, would act as a check 

on the executive and allow for the representation of a wider spread of interests, 

providing it is elected on a different system of franchise to the Lower House. 

However, as McRobie (1992:462-463) has pointed out, the benefits which could be 

brought by such a second chamber would probably be outweighed by the problems 

caused by trying to find an effective balance of powers between the two Houses. 

These benefits could also just as easily be achieved by electoral reform, or by a further 

strengthening of the select committee system. 

Mainly through the patronage given by Prime Minister Bolger, the "Senate 

proposal" was to be included as a referendum option in 1993, to come into contention 

if MMP was rejected. The proposed Senate was to have thirty members, elected from 

six regional constituencies under the Single Transferable Vote (STY) system of 

proportional representation. There was to be no special provisions for guaranteed 

Maori representation. The proposal, however, was dropped prior to the 1993 

referendum through lack of public interest, although it still remains on the politic 

agenda for some Maori groups (see Chapter Eight). 8 

The second way in which the National government has proposed to deal with 

the growing public disillusionment with politicians, besides its senate proposal, is by 

passing legislation to create a procedure for Citizen Initiated Referendums (CIRs). 

Based on the Californian example, this would force the government to have a national 

referendum on a particular issue if more than 100,000 voters sign a petition demanding 

such a referendum (McRobie, 1992:464). This, it is argued would "empower" the 

people to make decisions directly, as well as provide a mechanism through which the 

public can check governments who attempt to depart from their election mandates. 

8 New Zealand, it should be recalled, has had experience with an Upper House and it is 
generally argued that it was relatively ineffective (see Jackson, 1972). 
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Such initiatives, however, can also make effective government very difficult, as has 

happened in California where citizen initiatives have stopped the state government 

from making justified tax increases. They have also been manipulated by powerful 

interest groups (McRobie, 1992:468). 

To avoid these problems, the legislation introduced by the National 

Government states that the CIRs are only to be "indicative", with the government of 

the day not being bound in any legal sense by the result. If one were to take a cynical 

view, the CIRs can be dismissed as little more than expensive opinion polls, which 

do not enhance the power of the people over the government in any meaningful way. 

Indeed, McRobie (1992:470) has suggested that the only reason the CIR option, along 

with that of the Senate, was introduced into the debate on reforming New Zealand's 

system of government was to draw attention away from the real issue of electoral 

reform. It also could be argued, however, that a government would be morally bound 

by the result of a CIR, or that it would be electorally disadvantageous for it to go 

against the will of the public in such a blatant manner. If so, this could limit effective 

government in much the same manner binding CIRs have in California. 

The final point to make with regard to CIRs is that even if they were binding, 

their introduction into New Zealand would not really mark a shift toward a more 

consensual system of government in the way proportional representation or the 

introduction of an Upper House would. This is because direct democracy is, as 

Lijphart (1984a:30-31) has pointed out, not really a feature of either the majoritarian 

or consensual models of representative government. Indeed, although initiatives can 

be used to restrain determined executives, and on occasion have been successfully 

employed by minorities to bring their concerns to the fore, they are often very 

majoritarian in nature. They can therefore be used quite effectively against minorities, 

as Butler and Ranney (1978:38) have explained: 

Because they cannot measure intensities of beliefs or work things out 

through discussion and discovery, referendums are bound to be more 

dangerous than representative assemblies to minority rights. 
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AN EVOLVING MAJORITARIAN SYSTEM OF 
GOVERNMENT? 

In a recent paper Jackson (1993 :2) has suggested that it is possible to describe 

New Zealand as currently undergoing a process of "emancipation" from the 

Westminster model of democracy, and that the type of reform process Palmer and 

others have been calling for is already under way. The argument he makes, and it 

appears to be a valid one, starts with the assumption that crude majoritarianism does 

not really suit the needs of a complex and modern society like New Zealand: 

Whereas federal systems, systems with highly developed, devolved, 

regional government centres, or separate executives frequently succeed 

in providing a wide range of input agencies for democratic 

participation, this is less likely to be the case in strictly majoritarian 

systems. Such is the dominance and competitiveness of the two-party 

system that all significant aspects of parliamentary activity... are likely 

to be dominated by the majority party (Jackson, 1993 :2). 

Here Jackson's argument is supported by Brudney (1985:744) in his review of 

Lijphart's Democracies. Brudney suggests that, although Lijphart is not explicit, "it 

would seem that with the increasing fragmentation and polarization in contemporary 

democracies the consensus model is becoming more appropriate and the majoritarian 

model more anachronistic". The implication here is that all modern societies are 

plural to some degree and that the only way the various groups these societies are 

divided into can be accommodated and the dominance of the majorities restrained -

whether they be parliamentary or societal - is by the incorporation of certain elements 

of the consensus model. It is telling, as Jackson (1993:16) points out, that many 

countries have moved from majoritarian systems to more consensual ones while very 

few have moved in the other direction. 

With the abolition of the Legislative Council New Zealand was left with what 

Jackson (1993:6) has called a "truncated bicameral system", as no immediate 
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constitutional checks were imposed to restrain the potential dominance of the majority 

party in the House of Representatives. However, starting with the introduction of the 

"entrenched" clauses in to the Electoral Act in 1956, New Zealand's unwritten 

constitution has been constantly evolving so as to be a more effective check on the 

executive. New Zealand, for example, now has its own Constitution Act (1986) and 

Bill of Rights, as well as a Race Relations Conciliator, the Waitangi Tribunal, the 

Ombudsmen, Privacy and Human Rights Commissioners, an Equal Rights Tribunal, 

and a Freedom of Information Act (Jackson: 1993:13). In addition, there have been 

some recent moves toward greater decentralisation with the attempt at "iwi devolution" 

which occurred under the Fourth Labour Government (see Chapter Six). 

Just prior to the adoption of MMP New Zealand was, according to Jackson 

(1993:2), still true to Lijphart's majoritarian model with regard to five of the nine 

majoritarian principles: New Zealand still had executive dominance exemplified by 

one-party bare majority cabinets; under-pinning this executive dominance was the 

continuation of the two party system and the simple plurality electoral system upon 

which it was based. The adoption of MMP, Jackson (1993:3) correctly pointed out, 

would have the effect of "substantially modifying if not wholly transforming this entire 

power structure", and would thus "constitute the culminating point in emancipating 

New Zealand from the Westminster-majoritarian model". This process is clearly under 

way with the decision to adopt MMP in the 1993 electoral reform referendum. 

However, it will not be until after the first election is held under this new electoral 

system that we will see if a multi-party system with coalition governments, will 

actually emerge. 

CONCLUSION 

The principal mm of this chapter has been to utilise Lijphart's 

majoritarian/consensual continuum to help explain the general changes New Zealand's 

democratic system is currently undergoing. The central finding of this chapter has 

been that Lijphart's contention that New Zealand was a 11near perfect example" of the 
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majoritarian model is no longer accurate. Instead it has been found that New 

Zealand's traditionally majoritarian system of government is now beginning to evolve, 

in some respects at least, in a more consensual direction. This, it has been argued, is 

evidenced by the various moves to constrain elected majorities which are currently 

under way, such as the constitutional reforms of the previous decade and the present 

emphasis on electoral reform. Pressure for these reforms has come from widespread 

public disillusionment at what are perceived to be the weaknesses of crude 

majoritarianism, particularly the opportunities it provides for executive dominance, and 

the consequent ease with which election manifestos can be departed from. 

Some attention was also given to Mulgan's model of "Democracy and Power 

in New Zealand". Here the suggestion was made that Mulgan's model, like Lijphart's 

majoritarian model, is inadequate as either an accurate reflection of the realities of 

New Zealand's present government system or as an appropriate normative goal to be 

aimed for in the future, at least as long as the present conditions of "scarcity" remain. 

This is because of the model's over-emphasis on governments following, rather than 

leading, public opinion and Mulgan's failure to appreciate that rigid party discipline, 

rather than enhancing democracy, actually facilitates executive dominance, making it 

easier for cabinets to break election promises. These are criticisms which have also 

been levelled at the type of crude majoritarian system described by Lijphart's 

majoritarian model. 

There are, however, parts of Mulgan's model which should be taken account 

of in the evolving majoritarian model which is to serve as the theoretical framework 

for this thesis. Mulgan's emphasis on interest groups, for example, is very useful as 

not only are interest groups a central feature of New Zealand's democratic system, but 

they also provide a mechanism through which groups, such as Maori, can influence 

government without necessitating rigid representation structures. Mulgan's model, 

particularly in his second edition, is also of considerable value in that it gives attention 

to the increased emphasis on "biculturalism" which has taken place in New Zealand 

recent years. This will be returned to in Chapters Three and Four. 
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There are several other important points of qualification and caution which 

need to be made about this chapter's contention that New Zealand has an "evolving" 

system of majoritarian government. First, although New Zealand's governmental 

system is clearly beginning to become more consensual, as described by Lijphart's 

model, the extent to which this evolution is actually under way must not be 

exaggerated. For example, although New Zealand is developing more constitutional 

checks than it used to have, it is still just as susceptible to executive dominance, with 

the only real hope of this dominance being broken - electoral reform - still not 

properly in place. It is also unlikely that reform options, such as a reconstituted Upper 

House or a separate executive, which would also greatly modify New Zealand's 

majoritarian system, are to be introduced. 

A second cautionary point to make is that the discussion in this chapter has 

primarily focused on the general ways in which New Zealand's system of government 

is becoming more consensual. In Chapters Five and Six an attempt will be made to 

highlight the specific ways in which New Zealand's system of government is evolving 

in a more consensual direction so as to better incorporate Maori. Here attention will 

be given to matters which have only been touched on here, such as the increased 

emphasis on the Treaty of Waitangi as a fundamental constitutional document and the 

Fourth Labour Government's iwi devolution programme. Attention will also be given 

to the increased emphasis on New Zealand as a "bicultural" rather than a "relatively 

homogeneous" society. 

However, before these discussions can take place two important questions must 

be discussed: first, an attempt needs to be made to assess whether or not Maori, at 

either the national or iwi level, constitute the type of relatively homogeneous and 

internally coherent social cleavage, or cleavages, which are apparently required by 

certain features of the consensus model; and second, an attempt also needs to be made 

at identifying the grounds upon which it is justified to give special attention to the 

incorporation of Maori within New Zealand's evolving system of government. These 

two important questions will be the focus of the following two chapters. 
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CHAPTER THREE: THE NATURE OF 
MAORI ETHNIC AFFILIATION 

This chapter has two main aims, both of which need to be addressed before 

attention can be turned, in the second half of the thesis, to the possible consequences 

for Maori of the recent changes in New Zealand's system of government. First, an 

attempt needs to be made to define vvhat is meant by the term "Maori". Attempting 

such a definition is, as Sharp (1990a:43) suggests, not simply a matter of describing 

what is, but is often a deeply sensitive political issue concerning who is to be 

accorded special status (if such status is justified) and who is not. The definition of 

Maori which is chosen also has direct relevance to a second aim, which is to assess 

whether Maori ethnic affiliation is something which is relatively static or whether it 

is dynamic. Such an investigation is important because there is a possibility that 

certain facets of the consensual system of government which New Zealand appears to 

be evolving towards are based on the assumption that Maori, at either the national or 

individual iwi level, constitute a stable and internally coherent ethnic cleavage or 

cleavages. 1 

THE TERM MAORI AS A MODERN 
CONSTRUCTION AND THE PERSISTENCE OF SUB
NATIONAL ETHNIC IDEN'ITllES 

As a starting point in the present attempt to define Maori and describe the 

nature of Maori ethnic affiliation it is important to appreciate that the term "Maori" 

itself did not exist prior to European contact. Until then the inhabitants of what was 

to become New Zealand identified themselves variously as members of a whanau (an 

extended family grouping), of a hapu (loosely defined as a sub-tribe), an iwi (tribe or 

tribal confederation), or some times as members of a particular waka (inter-iwi 

1 The related question of whether Maori, at either the national or iwi level, constitute a 
societal cleavage, or cleavages, which is distinct form the rest of society and organised in a 
coherent way will be dealt with in Chapter Four. 
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grouping based on myths of descent from particular canoes) (Walker, 1989:38). Each 

of these particular groupings had distinctive identities, shared histories, well defined 

territorial boundaries, and their own dialects and oral traditions (Pool, 1991: 6). At the 

same time none of these identities were mutually exclusive, with individuals having 

the choice to emphasise each depending on context. 

There was thus no conception of a single "nation" or "people". The term 

Maori only developed as a means by which the aboriginal population could identify 

themselves as being distinct from the European settlers, who they referred to as 

"Pakeha" (Sharp, 1990a:50). The term Maori originally just meant "normal" and only 

makes sense, as Walker (1989:40) has suggested, as a binary opposite to Pakeha. 

Because Maori tended to live predominately in rural areas, at least until World 

War Two, and did not travel a great deal, it was relatively easy for them to retain their 

traditional patterns of social organisation, as set out the above (Pearson, 1990: 106-

107). Although some Maori organisations, such as the Ratana Church, did develop 

pan-tribal followings, there appears to have been little sense of a common Maori 

identity in this period (Sharp, 1990a:61). However, iwi confederations often assumed 

greater importance than before. For example, 19th Century political movements, such 

as the attempts at creating a separate Maori parliament, were based primarily upon iwi 

groupings. The same emphasis on iwi was also present in the Maori War Effort 

Organisation and the Maori Battalion, although both organisations are also often cited 

as laying the basis for future pan-tribal allegiances (Pearson, 1991:194). 

Traditional social links were greatly strained by the mass Maori urbanisation 

of the 1950s and 1960s; and it is often argued that the social dislocation which has 

resulted from this apparent breakdown in traditional social ties is the primary cause 

of the abnormally high crime rate among Maori youth and of their involvement in 

gangs (Sharp, 1990a:59-60). At the same time urbanisation - along with increased 

access to mass media, the examples of indigenous peoples movements overseas, and 

a growing awareness of the disparities in living standards between them and non

Maori - helped to foster, as will be discussed below, the notion of a single Maori 
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nation (Pool, 1991 :6). Pan-tribal urban marae were built, Maori sports and social 

clubs developed and, most importantly, Maori political organisations began to press 

for greater autonomy and reparative justice on behalf of all Maori (Sharp, 1990a:52). 

Maori, as Sharp (1990a:50) suggests, "invented themselves and are continuing 

to do so": 

To speak of "Maori" as one people, to speak of "Maoritanga" as the 

Maori way of life, to speak of "Taha Maori" as the "Maori side" of 

things ... , and to speak of tikanga "Maori" (Maori custom) is to speak 

a recently invented tongue expressing a modern identity and modern 

customs. 

The New Zealand state has also had a role to play in the development of a 

single Maori identity. It, for example, tended to lump all Maori together for statutory 

purposes, such as under the 1967 Maori Affairs Act, and, more recently, the 1987 

State Owned Enterprises Act. In addition, the mainstream media, with their constant 

referral to "Maori criminal offending", "Maori elders", "Maori claims" and "Maori 

health", has helped to reinforce the image of Maori as a unified and distinct whole 

(Sharp, 1990a:58). There is also evidence of active attempts by Maori themselves to 

create a single Maori identity for political purposes. This process of "ethnic 

mobilisation" will be dealt with in more depth later in the chapter. 

Despite the emergence of the term Maori, and of a common Maori identity, 

many individuals still consider more local groupings, such as their waka, iwi or hapu, 

as their primary, or most politically relevant, ethnic identity (Sharp, 1990a:61). The 

1991 national census, for example, found that 72 percent of individuals who identified 

as being of Maori ancestry also identified with one or more iwi grouping (Department 

of Statistics: 1992a). Over the last decade it has not only been Maori themselves, but 

also government, that has put increased emphasis on iwi groupings. This, as will be 

suggested in Chapter Six, has marked an important move on the part of the state away 

from viewing Maori as a single homogeneous social grouping. 
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There are a number of possible explanations for the persistence of these local 

ethnic identities amongst Maori. First, these groupings may provide a more "natural" 

focus for Maori ethnic affiliation than does the notion of a unified Maori nation. 

Many of these groupings, as already suggested, have histories, territorial associations 

and distinct customs which go back well before the emergence of any notion of a 

single Maori identity. At the same time, however, it is important to realise that many 

of these "sub-Maori" ethnic identities are also themselves constructions of the 

nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Many of the tribal federations with which Maori 

affiliate today for a variety of political and cultural purposes are actually based on the 

nineteenth century Land Court Districts introduced by the settler government (Sharp, 

1990a:61). The Tai Tokerau tribal federation north of Auckland and the Tai Rawhiti 

tribal federation centred on the East Cape are both examples of this. 

It is also likely that Maori have continued to associate with these local 

groupings because it is politically and economically advantageous for them to do so. 

For a variety of reasons, to be discussed in Chapter Five, virtually all attempts to 

address Maori grievances under the Treaty of Waitangi over the last decade have been 

on a tribal basis. This has created the possibility of individual Maori asserting their 

iwi identities more strongly than normally would be the case so as to be eligible for 

the benefits from reparation payments. Although there does not as yet seem to be 

much empirical evidence to back up such a claim there is clear overseas examples of 

such "sub-ethnic" mobilisation. In Scotland, for example, the recent discovery of 

North Sea oil has not only led to calls for a more autonomous Scotland but has also 

encouraged Shetland Islanders, who are best placed to benefit from the development 

of this resource, to assert their own independent identity (Milner, 1989:32). 

The emphasis on "tribalism" which has occurred as a result of the present 

Treaty claim resolution process has involved, as Shane Jones (The Dominion: 7.1.94) 

has pointed out, a "re-invention" of Maori society with the iwi being held up as the 

most important Maori social grouping. The parochialism and antagonism this process 

has involved between iwi has the danger, Jones argues, of destroying the unity which 
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has developed between different Maori social groupings over the last century and a 

half: 

The parochialism is understandable in the context of the Treaty claims 

process. This process, which has a host of different meanings for 

various people, has become a vehicle for the rejuvenation of Maori 

society through the reconstitution of the Maori tribes. The greater the 

tribe, the deeper the injury, the longer the territory held - all leads to 

a larger Treaty settlement resource. 

Iwi identity is, as Jones points out, an integral part of Maori pride, but not necessarily 

the exclusive basis upon which to carry out redistributive justice or to give 

contemporary expression to Treaty-based development. In Chapter Five it will be 

shown that in legal terms it is the individual hapu, not the iwi, who are the true Treaty 

partners with the Crown and may well have been of more political and social 

significance in pre-colonial Maori society. 

There are other ways, besides the iwi based Treaty claims resolution process, 

in which the government has given formal recognition to the continued existence of 

iwi affiliations. An example of this was the attempt, in the late 1980s and in 1990, 

by the Fourth Labour Government at empowering iwi authorities to deliver some 

social services to Maori. Partly· this policy resulted from the belief that reasserting 

these traditional communal linkages would help to address the problems of social 

disillusionment facing many Maori (Mulgan, 1989b:13). The policy, however, was 

also partly a result of the government wishing to "off-load" some of its duties on to 

other, more local, organisations. The policy also brought into sharp relief the many 

problems involved in creating rigid structures for guaranteed ethnic representation in 

view of the potentially fluid nature of ethnic affiliation in New Zealand. These issues 

will be discussed in more depth in Chapter Six. 

The continued existence and mobilisation of these sub-Maori identities is of 

direct relevance to the incorporation of Maori within New Zealand's system of 
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government. This is because it highlights a possible tension over whether Maori 

should be represented in government as a national group or on an iwi basis, or both. 

The existing four Maori seats in Parliament, for example, are often criticized for 

imposing an artificial set of demarcations on Maoridom, which ignore traditional iwi 

boundaries (Sharp, 1990a: 63 ). In this thesis an attempt will thus be made to 

investigate the moves, over the last decade, to better incorporate Maori in government 

on both a national and iwi basis. 

MA ORI ETIINICITY: THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES 
AND EMPIRICAL REALII'IES 

This thesis is essentially a study of the incorporation of Maori within New 

Zealand's evolving majoritarian system of government and not a study of the nature 

of Maori ethnic affiliation. However, the two are closely related, with the particular 

conception of group affiliation which is accepted having considerable bearing on 

which system of government is appropriate for a society divided along ethnic lines. 

As a result the remainder of this chapter will investigate several different theories of 

ethnic affiliation and attempt to assess which is best applicable to New Zealand's 

Maori population. 

One possible way of theorising about Maori ethnic affiliation is to suggest, as 

modernisation theorists do, that ethnicity is something which is "transitory", and 

therefore susceptible to the process of historical change. Modernisation theorists, such 

as Karl Deutsch and Richard Rose, have argued that, although ethnic salience is often 

caused by the joint processes of modernisation and industrialisation, it will ultimately 

be superseded by these same forces, giving way to class or national identities ( cited 

Milne, 1989:31). If such a theory were correct then there may be some justification 

for guaranteed representation for ethnic groups in government. This would be in order 

to ensure that the group's interests are properly represented until such time as its 

members are fully integrated, or assimilated, into the national culture of the state 

(which itself would supposedly emerge as a result of modernisation). Such an attitude 

clearly lay behind the creation of the four Maori seats in Parliament as a temporary 
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measure to help the Maori population's transition to becoming "brown Europeans" (see 

Chapter Seven). 

In New Zealand, however, and throughout the First World, ethnicity has not 

disappeared as a consequence of modernisation, but has become more salient (Milne, 

1989:34). Maori ethnic consciousness, far from declining, has actually been 

constructed and intensified as a response to processes normally associated with 

"modernisation", such as urbanisation, emerging class divisions, increased literacy and 

the development of mass communications. Also there is evidence to suggest that the 

New Zealand state's attempts to create a unified national culture through active 

policies of assimilation and integration have actually helped to sharpen Maori ethnic 

identity (Pearson, 1990). 

An alternative way of theorising about Maori ethnicity is to suggest that it is 

something which is "innate", or "primordial", rather than transitory. Under such 

"primordialist" theories ethnicity becomes a "primary source", or "magnet of loyalty 

and identity", which is found within all individuals and is the essence of how they 

choose to group themselves (McKay, 1982:396). To use Connor's (1978:337) words, 

ethnicity become to primordialists: 

.. . an intuitive bond felt toward an informal and unstructured 

subdivision of mankind [which] is far more profound and potent than 

the ties that bind them to the formal and legalistic state structure in 

which they find themselves. 

Primordial theories are useful in the sense that they draw attention to the 

emotional strength of bonds between members of particular groups. Similarly, it has 

been demonstrated that in some cases these group identities go back for hundreds or 

thousands of years, and that in certain circumstances loyalties toward them have 

proved to be of more substance than other important loyalties, such as to the state 

(McKay, 1982:397). 
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Primordialism also makes the creation of constitutional mechanisms for the 

guaranteed representation of groups such as Maori seem both justified and relatively 

easy to implement. This is because it implies that the differences which exist between 

these groups are both fixed and permanent, and represent each individual's primary 

source of group affiliation. It thus seems to be both appropriate and necessary to 

create rigid structures in government to give institutionalized expression to these 

differences. 2 Primordialism, like modernisation theories of ethnicity, has a number of 

important weaknesses. 

First, primordialism ignores the possibility that in most modern settings an 

individual's ethnicity is not always his or her "primary source" of identity, but rather 

only one of a range of different identities he or she can choose to focus on. For 

example, particular individuals may consider their main identity to be that of members 

of a particular class, gender or regional group, or they may also change which group 

they affiliate most strongly with depending on situational factors. 

Second, primordialism, is flawed because it assumes, as McKay (1982:399) 

points out, that these groups exist in a "political and economic vacuum": it is seldom 

asked "whether primordial conflicts would evaporate if inequalities were eradicated or 

whether they would persist if there was ethnic parity with respect to access to societal 

resources." Below it will be suggested that there often appears to be a clear 

relationship between the salience of divisions between Maori and non-Maori and the 

general location of Maori on the socioeconomic spectrum. 

Third, primordial theories tend to suggest that divisions between different 

categories of people, such as Maori and non-Maori in New Zealand, are "given" rather 

than "chosen". As a consequence these divisions are thought to be relatively fixed and 

static. In reality the divisions between Maori and non-Maori, as well as within Maori 

2 Lijphart's theory of consociational power sharing, as discussed in Chapter One, also 
seems to be based on a similar set of premises about the primacy of certain divisions within 
society and the need to give institutional expression to them. 
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society, are far from clear cut, with individuals often identifying with more than one 

ethnic group, or even changing the group they affiliate with most strongly (see below). 

Closely related to primordialism is the notion that groups such as Maori 

constitute distinct "racial" categories of people which are set apart from other such 

groups by "fixed and identifiable" biological differences (Pearson, 1990:5). Although 

the notion of Maori constituting a single, unified social category is itself a relatively 

recent social construction it has often been suggested that Maori do compose a 

biologically distinct and identifiable "racial" group. Until 1975, for example, Maori 

were classified for electoral purposes in biological terms, with "full-blooded" Maoris 

automatically being placed on the special Maori roll, while those who were "half

castes" could choose between it and the European roll (Mulgan, 1989b:14). 

The New Zealand state has now departed from this biological classification of 

Maori for electoral, and also census, purposes (see below). Despite this, biological 

criteria, or at least "guessing" based on external appearance, are still often used by 

police and hospital authorities as the basis for categorising individuals into "racial" 

groups (Pool, 1991:16). New Zealand has a Race Relations Act and a Race Relations 

Conciliator, and there are constant allusions in government, in the media, and by the 

public as a whole, to such things as "relations between the races" and the country's 

"race relations" generally (Pearson, 1990:7). Despite this frequent use, there are a 

number of reasons why it now seems increasingly inappropriate to define and 

categorise Maori in biologically based "racial" terms. 

First, it is now widely accepted by most scientists that all human beings are 

derived from the same genetic stock. Those differences in appearance which do exist 

between groups of individuals from different parts of the world, particularly skin 

pigmentation and certain physical characteristics, are thus of only trivial importance 

and certainly do not denote any differences in behaviour or intellect (Stone, 1987: 17). 

Second, it is now generally agreed that there is no substantive or causal link 

between biology, language and culture: individuals, regardless of perceived racial 
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differences, have equal ability to learn the language or cultural norms of the particular 

group in which they are socialised. 3 

Third, it is also now accepted that the notion of racial purity is nonsensical 

given what Pearson (1990:90) has called "the degree of social, cultural, and physical 

intermixing in the world". This is particularly so in contemporary New Zealand as a 

result of the high degree of inter-breeding between Maori and non-Maori. It is to this 

and the important ramifications it has for the incorporation of Maori into New 

Zealand's evolving majoritarian system that attention will now turn. 

Although government statistics for intermarriage between Maori and non-Maori 

are not collected the research of Pool (1991:301) suggests that intermarriage is 

something which is prevalent and increasing. This has had the dual consequence of 

not only undermining attempts to define Maori in purely biological terms, but has also 

been an important moderating influence on inter-racial relations: Walker (1987:46), for 

example, concedes that New Zealand's racial tensions may in the long run "be resolved 

in the bedrooms of the nation". Some of the children from these inter-ethnic 

marriages are, as Harre's (1960:144) research has indicated, brought up in households 

which are predominately "Maori", being more extended and with greater emphasis on 

Maori cultural norms. Others live in family situations which are much closer to the 

western ideal of the ltnuclear family". 

The result of this high degree of inter-breeding is that it is now impossible, and 

also inappropriate, to talk of someone as "Maori", "half-Maori" or "non-Maori", 

depending on some arbitrary calculation of their proportion of "Maori blood". There 

are now potentially large numbers of individuals who consider themselves Maori 

regardless of the "biological purity" of their genealogy. This is evidenced by Pool's 

(1977, 44-46) research into Maori demography. It suggested that substantially more 

individuals have identified themselves, in government censuses, as being "full Maori" 

3 Some theorists have gone as far as to suggest that physical characteristics are actually 
more mouldable than cultural influences as a result of intermarriage across group boundaries 
(see Larmour,1992:93). 
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than could realistically be expected given the number who positively identified 

themselves in that manner in the past. In particular, Pool found that the proportion 

of individuals with some degree of Maori ancestry who identified themselves full

Maori increased from about 50 per cent in 1926 to over 60 per cent in 1962. This is 

despite the relatively high degree of intermarriage between "full Maoris", "part 

Maoris" and non-Maoris which occurred over this period. 

Conversely, there is the possibility that some people of Maori, or part Maori 

ancestry, may choose not to identify themselves as such. This, Milne (1989:32) 

claims, happens in Canada where many Metis (individuals of mixed European and 

native descent) no longer identify with that group because being Metis is often 

considered a hinderance to social mobility. Pool (1991 :233), however, suggests that 

the trend in New Zealand is likely to continue in the other direction, with more 

individuals choosing to emphasise their identity as being Maori then was previously 

the case. Possible reasons for this will be discussed below. 

Instead of attempting to retain an archaic racial or biologically based definition 

of Maori - and thus potentially deny large numbers of individuals who identify as 

Maori from being classified as such - most academics, and increasingly the state also, 

have adopted the notion of self-reporting as the basis of categorising who is Maori. 

Under the 1975 Electoral Amendment Act, for example, a Maori is defined as 

including "any person who elects to be considered Maori for the purpose of this Act" 

(Pool, 1991: 17). As a result emphasis is now on how individuals perceive themselves, 

as opposed to how they are perceived by others as a consequence of their appearance 

or their genealogy. 

A similar change has occurred with regard to census reporting. Prior to 1986 

individuals of Maori descent were required to state whether they were "full" or "part" 

Maori, with some variations between censuses over what precise proportion of "Maori 

blood" was needed to be placed in either category (Pool, 1991:18). Recent censuses 

merely ask all individuals to indicate which of a number of different ethnic groups 

they consider themselves to be a member. In the 1991 national census 511,278 
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individuals identified themselves as being of Maori ancestry. As a result of this new 

classification individuals who identify as being primarily Maori are now counted as 

such, regardless of their proportion of "Maori blood"; something Pool (1991 :23) claims 

has always been the case. This change, as Mulgan (1989b:14) suggests, is a clear 

reflection of the realities of ethnic affiliation in contemporary New Zealand: 

Whether particular individuals are Maori depends more on how they 

think and behave, on which group they feel at home with, rather than 

on the actual ethnic origin of their great-great grandparents. 

Having made this shift away from a biologically based definition of Maori to 

one which is based on self-identification we have also moved from the notion of 

Maori as a "racial" or primordial group to viewing Maori as an "ethnic group". 

Probably the most useful definition of an ethnic group from the perspective of this 

thesis is that used by Antony Smith (1986). To Smith ethnic groups, or "ethnie" as 

he refers to them, are certain types of social relations that individuals form with one 

another on the basis of what Pearson (1990: 196) summarizes as "believed or actual 

connectedness". Such communities, Smith (1986:32) suggests, can be characterised 

by the following six criteria: 

- a collective name 

- a common myth of descent 

- a shared history 

- a distinctive shared culture 

- an association with a specific territory 

- a sense of solidarity. 

Smith's definition fits in well with the realities of Maori ethnicity described 

above because although it stresses the importance of common myths of descent and 

of a shared, or at least perceived to be shared, history, there is no necessity that 

groups of individuals have a common biological ancestry to be defined as an ethnic 

group. Instead what is of foremost importance is each individual's own self-
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perceptions and the extent to which he or she identifies with the name, the culture, the 

history and the territory of a particular group, and - if these perceptions are strong and 

held by others - the sense of solidarity which results. 

Under such a definition of ethnicity it is also conceivable that new ethnic 

identities can be constructed where none previously existed. The following is a clear 

example of this presented by Spoonley (1988:41): 

Afro-Americans asserted a new black conscious and created a sense 

of unity where little had existed before. It was a consciousness that 

called upon the common experience of being an enslaved and 

oppressed people, which used certain symbols (religion, food, music) 

from both an African and American past and which also created new 

symbols. 

This process of the creation of an ethnic identity is similar in principle to the 

construction of a single Maori identity as set out earlier in this chapter. The main 

difference between the two is that Maori, though not originally perceiving themselves 

as a collective group, did collectively inhabit the islands which were to become New 

Zealand prior to European colonisation. This has given them a collective claim to 

being "indigenous" and has helped set them apart from other New Zealanders. Afro

Americans, on the other hand, did not inhabit the United States prior to Europeans and 

were instead forcibly brought there from various parts of Africa. 

Although Smith's definition of ethnicity is generally sound, it is important to 

appreciate that external influences sometimes come into play which can effect 

individuals' ethnic affiliation. In particular, definitions like Smith's fail to 

acknowledge that the subjective feelings of members of other groups may also be of 

importance in demarcating ethnic group boundaries (Milne, 1989:32). For example, 

someone who "looks" like a Maori due to his or her ancestry may always be treated 

as such by other groups, even though that individual may choose not to identify as a 

Maori. Conversely, it is unlikely that someone who does not have any Maori ancestry 
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will be fully accepted as being a "true" Maori, even if he or she chooses to identify 

as such. Walker (1989:35), for example, suggests that "racial traits such as skin 

pigmentation" as well as "cultural traits such as language, spiritual beliefs and 

identification with a particular tribe and geographical locality" together form the basis 

of Maori ethnicity. 

Thus although biology is not the primary basis of ethnic affiliation in New 

Zealand it often enters into the equation. This in turn, as Kellas (1991: 15) suggests, 

may encourage individuals to develop multiple ethnic identities: what they think 

themselves to be and how they believe other people perceive them. 

There are other potential limitations on ethnic choice, besides physical 

appearance and external perception. One of the most important is socialisation and 

the influence one's family environment has on the strength of ethnic group affiliation. 

To Mulgan (1989b: 14), for example, "the decisive factors in determining this [ethnic] 

identification are family background and up-bring". As Harre's (1966) research 

indicated, some children of mixed marriages tend to be brought up in predominantly 

Maori families while others are not. This could conceivably have a considerable 

impact on the extent to which these individuals think of themselves as being Maori. 

Despite the above limitations placed on self-identification, one of the principal 

strengths of Smith's definition is that it suggests that ethnicity is not necessarily fixed 

or static, but rather a dynamic process which can vary over time and between 

individuals (Pearson, 1990: 16). This is clearly the nature of Maori ethnicity in 

contemporary New Zealand, with recent empirical research indicating that individuals 

of Maori descent often possess flexible or multiple ethnic identities. Pool and Pole 

(1987:7) have, for example, found that "category jumping" in census reporting from 

Maori to European, and vice versa, is something which has been prevalent since 

before the Second World War. 

Research has also indicated that there is a large group of individuals which 

legitimately identifies itself as belonging to two different ethnic groups, usually Maori 
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and Pakeha (Metge, 1976:40). Since 1986 the government census has taken account 

of this by giving individuals the option of identifying with more than one ethnic 

category. At present over a third of those individuals who identify as being Maori 

also identify with another ethnic category (Pool, 1991 :233). Identifying with more than 

one social grouping also occurs at the iwi level, with the 1991 National Census (the 

first to ask questions about iwi affiliation) finding that a significant number of people 

who identify as being Maori identify with two or more different iwi (Department of 

Statistics, 1992a). 

Research has also found that individuals who identify with more than one 

ethnic group in this manner often feel equally affiliated to each group. A survey 

carried out following the 1986 census, cited by Pool (1991:14-15), found that of those 

individuals who indicated identification with more than one group 11 65 per cent could 

state no preference for either group, while the remainder split evenly into Maori and 

Pakeha preferences". According to Pool (1991:233) this trend toward individuals 

identifying with a number of different ethnic groups is likely to continue in the future 

and will have considerable ramifications for all areas of government policy planning. 

Not only is there the possibility that individuals can identify with more than 

one ethnic group, or even change their ethnicity, but it is also possible that individuals 

will emphasise, de-emphasise, or even change from one ethnic identity, to another 

depending on the context which they are in (Heisler, 1990:25). Steiner (1986:212-

213), when investigating the difficulties involved in giving ethnic groups guaranteed 

representation in several European democracies, uses the example of two Swiss 

students from French speaking Geneva who then travel to the US to illustrate this 

point: when in America the students tended to think of themselves as being Swiss; 

when they land at the airport in German speaking Zurich they are most aware of their 

identity as French speakers; and when they finally return to their homes they identify 

themselves primarily as members of their respective cantons. 

Metge (1976:315) describes a similar situation within New Zealand with Maori 

individuals often only identifying as Maori when they are in contact with non-Maoris. 



73 

At other times they may choose to identify with their particular iwi or hapu when 

meeting with individuals from other tribal groupings, and with their whanau when 

interacting with those of their own hapu or iwi. To this it could be added that many 

individuals of Maori descent may also identify as being primarily New Zealanders 

when interacting with individuals from other countries; something which Kellas 

(1991: 15) suggests is not uncommon in societies where members of various ethnic 

groupings share the same state boundaries. 

Such "ambiguous ethnic identity", as Milne (1989:32) calls it, is not only 

possible under a definition of ethnicity based on individual identification, but has 

profound ramifications for any investigation of governmental representation for a 

particular group defined in ethnic terms. First, it makes it difficult, as already 

suggested, to decide which, if any, of these multiple identities is most important; and 

therefore possibly deserves special representation in government. Second, such 

flexibility often undermines the creation of static structures for the representation of 

such ethnic groups. These important problems will be returned to later in the thesis. 

MAORI ETHNIC MOBILISATION 

In the previous section it was shown that the degree of commitment to a 

particular ethnic group may vary over time and between individuals. Little attempt 

has been made so far to explain why individuals choose to increase the salience of 

their ethnic group affiliation in the manner they so often do. A possible answer to this 

question is provided by mobilisation theories of ethnicity. Under mobilisation theories 

affiliation to an ethnic group becomes something which is "chosen" or "constructed" 

by rationally maximising individuals in order to gain a greater share of social, political 

or economic resources (Larmour, 1992:93-94). Under this theory ethnicity becomes, 

as Spoonley (1991: 156) points out, an "essentially political act". There are, of course, 

some perceived limits on this type of ethnic choice, such as skin colour and how 

individuals are viewed by others. However, to mobilisationists these limitations are 



74 

of only limited significance as ethnicity only becomes ,politically relevant when it is 

mobilized to achieve particular goals. 

If ethnicity is viewed as primarily a consequence of mobilisation there are 

considerable ramifications for the incorporation of Maori within New Zealand's 

changing system of government. First, the acceptance of mobilisation theory would 

reinforce the notion that ethnic affiliation is something which is potentially dynamic. 

This, as suggested, makes it inadvisable to create rigid institutions for the 

representation of Maori because the group of individuals who identify as being Maori 

is always potentially subject to change. Second, mobilisation theory also implies that 

the "true" interests of Maori could be best addressed, not by creating ethnically 

nominal representation structures, but rather by dealing directly with the problems of 

socioeconomic disadvantage currently faced by large numbers of Maori. 

Although this chapter will conclude that mobilisation theories are applicable 

to the realities of Maori ethnicity, it is necessary to point out some of the important 

limitations with it. First, McKay (1982:400) has shown that although ethnic salience 

is often related to socioeconomic factors, ethnic based conflicts sometimes occur over 

questions of conflicting values or cultural norms. In New Zealand, for example, 

mobilisationists could argue that Maori's emphasis on spiritual links with lost land is 

just a front for their desire to regain economic control over it, or to be compensated 

for it in some material way. It is more difficult to argue that such economic 

motivation is behind some of the more overtly "cultural" aspirations of many Maori 

groups, such as the efforts to have the Maori language formally recognized and taught 

in schools. 4 

Mckay (1982:400) also draws attention to empirical research which has 

suggested that some ethnic groups still persist even though their activities are "socially 

disadvantageous, indifferent to self-interest, and even contrary to self-preservation". 

4 Some mobilisationists would argue that such "cultural aspirations" are indirectly related 
to the socioeconomic wellbeing of an ethnic group in that they allow the group to continue. 
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Similarly, many of the most vocal advocates of Maori causes, and of the need to give 

expression to Maori values in New Zealand system of government, are not the poor 

Maori at the bottom of the socioeconomic scale, but those who are middle class and 

well educated. This is significant as it suggests that other motivating factors, besides 

the desire for material betterment, are behind Maori ethnic mobilisation. 

In addition, it is possible that ethnicity may still remain a significant political 

force even though economic disparities among groups have been resolved. Here 

Kellas (1992:66) has gone as far as to argue that ethnicity is essentially a "post

modern" phenomenon, the salience of which may only become apparent when 

individuals are guaranteed a reasonable standard of living. Only then, it is argued, can 

they afford to concentrate on addressing cultural concerns, such as gaining recognition 

for minority languages. 

Besides under-estimating the emotional importance of ethnic bonds 

mobilisation theories often do not adequately explain why individuals choose ethnic 

group identities as the best vehicle through which to address their position of 

disadvantage (Larmour, 1992;100). It could be argued, for example, that for many 

Maori their position of social disadvantage could be best addressed, not by 

emphasising their ethnicity, but by working through workers, organisations (which 

many do) or, for females, through women's groups.5 

Smith (1986) attempts to address the above limitations of mobilisation theory 

by suggesting that "ethnic elites" often serve as a "trigger mechanism" which 

encourages individuals to focus primarily upon their ethnic identities as the most 

suitable means of addressing socioeconomic disadvantages. According to Smith the 

more affluent members of ethnic minorities are often coopted by governments to act 

as "go between" between their own people and the state. Whilst working within the 

institutions of the state this "ethnic intelligentsia" is often blocked from upward 

5 Later in the chapter attention will be given to possible arguments for why leaders see 
an advantage in appealing to ethnic, rather than class or gender, identities. 
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mobility by the discriminatory policies of the dominant group. In response to this, 

these elites return to their own communities and set about fostering an ethnic group 

identity among their own people in order to collectively scale the barriers which stand 

in the way of their upward mobility. The way this is done, according to Smith, is by 

drawing on the resources most exclusive to the communal group; namely the 

perception of their ethnic past. 

Smith's theory is supenor to - or at least more specific than - crude 

mobilisation theory in that it gives an explanation of why ethnic mobilisation takes 

place when it does and why ethnicity, as opposed to class or some other identity, is 

the one individuals choose to rally around. Smith's theory is also superior in that it 

suggests that ethnicity, though not primordial, is fashioned from certain "raw 

materials" which have their basis in each group's shared history, such as traditional 

myths and symbols. This is important as it suggests that ethnic "revivals", though 

often intentionally "mobilised" are nevertheless in strong continuity with the past, 

involving historical links which may go back a very long time. Smith's theory also 

appears to have considerable relevance to the realities of Maori ethnic affiliation in 

New Zealand. 

Maori, as will be suggested in Chapter Four, do not constitute a unified and 

homogeneous under-class in New Zealand, although they do tend to be of below 

average socioeconomic status. It is thus quite possible that one of the reasons why 

Maori may choose to emphasise their ethnic identity, either at the national community 

level or at the iwi level, is to somehow address this position of socioeconomic 

disadvantage. The current Treaty claims resolution process, for example, with its 

emphasis on settlements being reached on an iwi basis, is a possible way in which 

Maori can benefit in material terms from emphasising a particular ethnic identity. 

Similarly, it is more likely that governments will take notice of a group such as Maori, 

and introduce policies which are in its interests, if the group is perceived to be unified 

and in possession of a distinct culture. 
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There is also considerable evidence that ethnic elites within Maori society have 

played an important role, as described by Smith, in mobilising Maori around ethnic 

symbols at both the national and iwi level. In Chapter Five, for example, it will be 

shown that the rise of Maori assertiveness in the 1970s was spearheaded by a 

relatively small group of committed Maori nationalists. Similarly, the re-emphasis on 

Maori 11tribalism" of the last decade has also been led, as Jones (The Dominion: 

7.1.94) has pointed out, by elites within Maori society. 

There still remains the question of what motivates these elites to mobilise their 

people around ethnic symbols in a manner which allows the group as a whole to 

improve its socioeconomic status. It is sometimes argued that it is self-interest and 

that they only become involved in the ethnic mobilisation process in order to increase 

their own material wealth. Such a line of argument ignores the fact that many of these 

Maori leaders are of above average socioeconomic status and often devote 

considerable time and resources to projects which seem to hold more benefits for the 

group as a whole than to them as individuals. 

Pearson (1990) has attempted to answer this question of elite motivation 

amongst Maori in the same way Smith does, by suggesting that these elites supposedly 

become politicised as a result of being denied upward mobility in state institutions. 

Pearson backs up his argument by drawing attention to the important role ethnic elites 

have often served as "switchboards" between the state and ethnic minorities. He also 

presents evidence of how institutional racism and discriminatory policies have, at least 

until recently, hindered Maoris and other ethnic minorities from gaining positions of 

power within New Zealand's system of government. Despite this it appears that a 

number of other factors, besides these possible limitations on upward mobility, have 

also encouraged ethnic elites to mobilise themselves and their people around ethnic 

symbols. 

The first of these is the mass Maori urbanisation of the 1950s and 1960s which 

saw Maori transformed from a predominately rural to a predominately urban 

population in the space of a few decades. This urbanisation appears to have been of 
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significance to Maori ethnic mobilisation in two specific ways. First, it brought 

Maoris from many different parts of the country in to much closer proximity with each 

other than ever before. This, coupled with the alienating effects of the new urban 

environment, helped to foster the creation of a single Maori ethnic identity amongst 

these newly urbanised Maori. Second, urbanisation also led to a much closer ethnic 

group proximity between Maori and Pakeha, resulting in a greater realisation among 

urbanised Maori of their lower than average socioeconomic status. 

With Maori urbanisation went improved standards of education and increased 

access to mass communications. These two related factors helped to influence the 

ethnic mobilisation process in several important ways. First, the spread of literacy and 

access to mass media provided the Maori ethnic elite with opportunities to 

communicate with all Maori on a scale not possible before. This has occurred at both 

the level of the national Maori community and at the individual iwi level.6 Second, 

improved Maori education and greater access to the mass media exposed Maori ethnic 

elites to western democratic ideas like "equality", "independence" and "self

determination"; all of which soon entered the political vocabulary of Maori activists. 

Even more importantly, Maori leaders were exposed to the examples of the worldwide 

rise in civil rights and indigenous peoples movements in the 1960s and 1970s. 

The significance of new ideas and of overseas examples must not be 

underestimated as an important (possibly the most important) factor in politicising 

Maori leaders. Greenland (1990), for example, has shown quite clearly the extent to 

which the strategy and ideology of Maori political movements has been influenced by 

organisations like Black Power in the United States and, later, the "Fourth World" 

people's movements throughout North America. Pearson (1990:198) also is aware of 

the importance of external influences to Maori ethnic mobilisation: 

From the introduction of Black Power into New Zealand in the late 

1960s and early 1970s; through the rhetoric of Third World and Fourth 

6 Today there are both national Maori papers and iwi papers. 



World liberation and the gathering strength of the anti-apartheid 

movement; to the music and message of Rastafarianism, ethnic politics 

in New Zealand embrace international symbols of minority group 

politics. 
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Although Maori ethnic identity, at both the national and iwi level, is something 

which has been, to a large extent, intentionally mobilised by elites it is nevertheless 

also something which is in accordance with Maori history. This is because under 

Smith's theory of the elite trigger mechanism elites rely on traditional myths and 

symbols to serve as the central focus of the ethnic mobilisation process. 

A good example of the way in which certain ethnic "traditions" have been 

consciously "revived", and even "invented" relates to the presentation of differences 

between Maori and Pakeha attitudes to land. It is generally accepted that in traditional 

Maori societies land was of considerable symbolic importance, lying at the basis of 

"spiritual moorings, myths, oral traditions and social relations" (Vasil, 1988:9-10). 

The research of Greenland (1991, 93-94), however, indicates that over the last two 

decades this special link which Maori supposedly have with the land has been used 

in three different ways by those who wish to present Maori as composing a unified 

and distinct social movement. These are as follows: 

First, it has been argued that Maori attitudes to land are primarily "emotive 

and communal" while Pakehas' are "artificial and exploitive'. This is despite the 

possibility that some non-Maori farmers can feel "attachment to their land every bit 

as passionate as the Maori" (Sharp, 1991:55), and that for at least some Maori the 

desire to have their land returned is based, not primarily on emotion, but on the desire 

to address socioeconomic inequalities; 

Second, the notion of tangata whenua (people of the land) has been 

emphasized as a means of highlighting the supposed common origin and fundamental 

unity of all Maori based on their common link with the land. This is despite the 
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persistence of iwi identities - each with their own links to tribal lands - which 

potentially work against the notion of Maori as unified social entity; 

Third, land alienation has served as an important rallying symbol and focus for 

Maori protest against Pakeha. This is because land alienation is viewed, quite 

correctly, as the principal cause of Maori's lower than average socioeconomic status. 

This notion of the intentional mobilisation, and even creation, of distinctive 

cultural symbols by Maori has important ramifications for the whole question of Maori 

incorporation in government. One of the central justifications for according special 

attention to Maori representation in government is that Maori are perceived to have 

a set of cultural values which are quite distinct from the rest of society and need 

"protecting". In the following chapter an attempt will be made to assess the extent to 

which Maori actually do constitute a group with distinct interests given the possibility 

of the intentional "mobilisation" of cultural differences. 

MAORI AS AN IMAGINED COMMUNITY 

If one accepts the argument that Maori ethnicity, though clearly drawing on 

certain aspects of Maori history, is essentially a relatively recent construction then one 

is tempted to ask why are ethnic bonds so emotionally potent? Here it is useful to 

draw on the work of Benedict Anderson (1991). To Anderson individuals can not 

possibly know everyone within the ethnic or national group they identify with; in most 

cases they will know but a small proportion. Ethnic groups, like nations, are thus 

examples of what Anderson (1991:15) calls "imagined communities" as they exist 

primarily in the minds of the members of these groupings and the symbols they use 

to represent themselves. 

Although these communities are "imagined" they are not "imaginary". Thus while 

individuals may join these communities because of the particular opportunities they 

present, the degree of emotional attachment may still be high. Affiliation to these 



81 

groups, at both the state and the sub-state level has, according to Anderson (1991:19), 

become for individuals, especially in an age of declining religion, a "secular 

transformation of fatality into continuity, contingency into meaning". Ethnicity, like 

nationalism, is therefore not just a political ideology self-consciously followed but also 

a cultural system with religious characteristics. 7 

Individuals reinforce this sense of community by going on what Anderson calls 

"pilgrimages" in which they identify emotionally with the symbols of their group. An 

example of such a pilgrimage which helped to reinforce the notion of a single Maori 

identity was the 1975 land march. Here the participants collectively identified with 

their "lost land" which, as already suggested, is one of the most important Maori 

ethnic symbols. 

Anderson's argument about the emotional strength of ethnic bonds is also 

reinforced by the findings of other social scientists. Heisler (1990:36), for example, 

suggests that individuals may resort to sub-state ethnic identities as a psychological 

security mechanism in a world of declining religion, which is often unsatisfying and 

inhospitable. Similarly, Ross (1980: 15) suggests, ethnicity appeals directly to each 

individual's "shared belief in peoplehood" in contrast to the more amorphous nature 

of identities such as shared class position. Ethnic identity is thus "not separate from 

other social affiliations; it simply has a greater emotional attraction" (Pearson, 

1990: 183 ). This is a possible explanation why leaders appeal to ethnic, rather than 

class or gender, identities to achieve essentially socioeconomic goals. 

The potentially great emotional potency of ethnic bonds is also supported by 

the research into behavioral genetics of Van den Berghe (1981). While playing down 

the "biological" differences between groups of people as "trivial", Van den Berghe has 

argued that ethnic affiliation is an extension of the human need for kinship. This is 

why humans belong to ethnic groups generally, though not necessarily why certain 

individuals belong to certain ethnic groups. 

7 Nationalism is the collective desire by an ethnic group to have its own nation. 



82 

CONCLUSION 

The central aim of this chapter has been to define the term Maori and to 

investigate the nature of Maori ethnic affiliation in contemporary New Zealand. An 

attempt has also been made to assess what ramifications the findings of this 

investigation has for the wider topic of Maori incorporation within New Zealand's 

evolving majoritarian system of government. V-/ith regard to the first question, that 

concerning definition, it has been argued that Maori are best defined as an "ethnic 

group"; with self-identification, rather than any biologically based notion of "race", 

serving as the primary, though clearly not the only, basis of group affiliation. 

Although such a definition does reflect the realities of contemporary Maori ethnic 

affiliation, the stress on self-identification, rather than some rigid notion of genealogy, 

introduces the very real possibility of ambiguous ethnic identities. This in turn makes 

any discussion of Maori incorporation in government - let alone the recommendation 

of practical policies in this area - very difficult as the group which is defined as Maori 

is constantly subject to change. 

As a result of the potentially flexible nature of Maori ethnic affiliation it would 

seem inadvisable to create rigid structures for the incorporation of Maori in 

government of the type set out by certain facets of Lijphart's consensus model. First, 

such structures have a tendency, as pointed out in Chapter One, to only focus on only 

one line of social cleavage (in this case ethnicity) and use it as the principal basis for 

demarcating individuals into groups for representation purposes. This ignores the 

possibility of individuals having multiple or flexible ethnic affiliations, or of their 

ethnic affiliation not being particularly strong. It also ignores the possibility that in 

some cases other cleavages, such as class, gender or religion, may be of more 

substance than ethnic divisions. The creation of rigid structures for group based 

representation runs the risk, as discussed in Chapter One, of "setting in concrete" 

potentially flexible ethnic cleavages within a society, which in the long term may lead 

to even greater inter-group conflict. 
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The second main conclusion which can be drawn from this chapter is that not 

only is Maori ethnicity something which is potentially ambiguous, but also its salience 

can vary over time depending on external influences. It has been argued, for example, 

that the notion of a single Maori identity is a relatively modern construction. 

Although this identity does have obvious links with the past, the primary reason for 

its increased salience over recent decades appears to have been a desire, especially by 

elites, to rally around ethnic symbols as a strategy for achieving wider socioeconomic 

goals. This type of ethnic mobilisation appears to have occurred not only at the level 

of a single Maori ethnic community, but also at the iwi level. The existence of such 

iwi identities reinforces the contention that individuals can affiliate with more than one 

group simultaneously, or change their ethnic affiliation from one level to another. 

The significance of the acceptance of mobilisation theory to the incorporation 

of Maori within New Zealand's evolving majoritarian system of government is that 

Maori may, in the long term, be best served not by creating rigid representation 

structures, but by adopting policies which deal directly with Maori's generally lower 

socioeconomic status. If we are clear that a major component of the mobilisation of 

ethnic groups is socioeconomic, and efforts are made to address these problems, then 

it would be possible to deal with cultural issues in a more conducive environment. 

This does not necessarily mean avoid cultural issues now. However, it does avoid the 

problems involved in creating rigid structures, of the type required by certain facets 

of Lijphart's consensus model, for the incorporation into government structures of 

potentially flexible societal cleavages. 

In the second half of the thesis an attempt will be made to assess the extent 

to which the various moves toward a more consensual system of government, which 

have occurred in New Zealand over the previous decade, are based on the assumption 

that Maori, at either the national or iwi level, compose an ethnic cleavage, or 

cleavages, which is stable, relatively distinct and internally coherent. Before this can 

be done it is necessary, in the following chapter, to investigate the grounds on which 

it is justified to give special attention to the incorporation of Maori within New 

Zealand's evolving system of government. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: JUS11FICA TIONS 
FOR THE SPECIAL INCORPORATION 
OF MAORI IN THE GOVERNMENTAL 
SYSTEM 

As suggested in Chapter Two, relatively little attention has been given, at least 

until recently, to the formal incorporation of specific groups within New Zealand;s 

system of government. This, as McLeay (1991) has pointed out, is in accordance with 

the Western democratic tradition's emphasis on the primacy of the individual and of 

individual rights. More recently, however, some convincing arguments have been put 

forward for why it is necessary, in some circumstances, that steps be taken to ensure 

that the interests of specific groups within society are properly represented in 

government. In this chapter attention will be focused on three such arguments, 

presented over the previous decade, justifying the modification of New Zealand's 

system of government so as to better incorporate Maori. These are Maori's special 

status under the Treaty of Waitangi; Maori's status as New Zealand's "indigenous" 

population; and Maori as a "compact minority11 with interests distinct from those of 

other New Zealanders. 

SPECIAL STATUS UNDER THE TREATY OF 
WAITANGI 

Before one can discuss in any depth the ways in which the Treaty of W aitangi 

has been used to justify special measures for the incorporation of Maori within New 

Zealand's governmental system it is necessary to understand the multiplicity of ways 

the Treaty has been interpreted and reinterpreted. As Sharp ( 1991: 131-13 4) has 

pointed out, the Treaty has come to mean very different things to different people, 

usually depending on their own political agendas. There is, however, now general 

acceptance that the English language text of the Treaty (which was written by the 

Crown's representatives) and the Maori language text (which was translated by 

missionaries and which the majority of Maori chiefs signed) can each be interpreted 

in very different ways (Orange, 1987:40-41). 
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Under Article One of the English text the signatories ceded "sovereignty" to 

the British Crown. This was understood as meaning that anything could be done by 

the British Government, or its local delegated government in New Zealand, and it was 

legal, regardless of Maori custom or chiefly control. In exchange for this transfer of 

sovereignty the Maori signatories were guaranteed, in Article Two, "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". In Article Three Maori had extended 

to them full "rights and privileges of British subjects". With this also went all 

obligations of British subjects, such as the obligation to obey British law. 

The Maori text can be interpreted as stating a very different set of guarantees 

and obligations. Under Article One of the Maori text only Kawanatanga was ceded. 

Kawanatanga can be loosely translated as "governorship" and was clearly not 

understood by the Maori who agreed to transfer it to the Crown as constituting 

sovereignty in the English sense. Rather, the Maori chiefs who signed the Treaty 

believed they were only giving up the responsibility for regulating relationships with 

other states and between Maori and non-Maori. They clearly did not believe they 

were ceding the right to make decisions concerning the internal functioning of their 

own communities (Orange, 1987:41). If, as James (1992:125) suggests, overriding 

authority of this type had been meant by Article One, Maori would have probably 

expected the word "mana". 

This belief that the signatories had not given up their right to at least internal 

self-government was reinforced by Article Two of the Maori text. Under it Maori 

were not just guaranteed ownership of their lands, forests and fisheries, but "tino 

rangatiratanga" over their lands, villages and "taonga", or "treasured possessions". 

Rangatiratanga has been interpreted, and was clearly understood by those who signed 

the Treaty, as constituting more than just ownership or possession. Instead it appears 

to have meant "chiefly authority", and is probably a better approximation of 
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sovereignty than kawanatanga (Orange, 1987:40-41). "Taonga" can also be interpreted 

widely, as the Waitangi Tribunal has done, to include such things as the Maori 

language, the Maori way of life and even radio frequencies (Sharp, 1991: 141 ). 

Many groups have used the Maori text of the Treaty, and particularly its 

guarantee of rangatiratanga or "Maori sovereignty", as a central justification for 

ensuring that Maori are properly incorporated into the governmental system. For 

example, the attempts made by the Kotahitanga and the Kauhanganui movements to 

establish a separate "Maori Parliament in the latter part of the 19th Century were both 

justified with reference to the Treaty's guarantee of rangatiratanga (Walker, 1992: 3 84-

5). In the mid 1980s the New Zealand Maori Council also used a similar reference 

to rangatiratanga as justification for its proposal for the creation of a separate Maori 

Parliament and an Upper House with half the seats reserved for Maori (see Chapter 

Eight). 

The main problem with using the Treaty's guarantee of rangatiratanga as the 

principal justification for the special incorporation of Maori is that it is in direct 

conflict with the full cession of Maori sovereignty under the English version. This 

contradiction between the cession of Maori sovereignty in the English language 

version of the Treaty and its retention in the Maori one has been much discussed, but 

never properly resolved (Mulgan, l 989b/Sharp, 1990a). The situation is complicated 

by the fact that, although Maori may well be entitled to full rangatiratanga under their 

interpretation of the Treaty of Waitangi, it is unlikely that many Pakeha would agree 

to this if it required them giving up too much power to the Maori minority. 

A possible way of dealing with this contradiction is to focus, not on the literal 

meaning of each of the two texts, but on the more general "principles" of the Treaty. 

This, as Mulgan (1989c: 57) suggests, involves developing a new "third version" of the 

Treaty, which draws on both texts, and which is hopefully acceptable to both Maori 

and Pakeha. This emphasis on the principles of the Treaty, rather than on a literal 

interpretation of either of its language texts, has been utilised by both the Waitangi 

Tribunal and the courts since the mid-1980s. It is also something which is central to 
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the Treaty policies pursued by the Fourth Labour Government and the present National 

Government. The Treaty principles currently in vogue stress, on the one hand, the 

notion of a Maori/Pakeha "partnership" and the need to address Maori grievances, and 

on the other, the ultimate sovereignty of Parliament (Mulgan, 1989c:57-58). 

Under the general principle of "partnership" there would clearly seem some 

justification for according special attention to the proper incorporation of the Maori 

"partner" within the governmental system. For example, the Royal Commission on 

the Electoral System (1986:86) argued that although the recognition of Treaty rights 

can be achieved more effectively in institutions outside the electoral system continued 

Maori representation in Parliament is necessary to ensure that these protective 

measures do get put in place. The justice committee of the National Maori Congress 

(1993: 5) made a similar reference to Maori's special status under the Treaty of 

Waitangi in its discussion paper on the Electoral Law Reform Bill: 

There is a clear need to have an electoral system which gives better 

power to Maori to participate in the political process but this must be 

done in a manner that is consistent with the Treaty of Waitangi and in 

a way which acknowledges our [Maori's] unique constitutional status. 

Though special attention to Maori representation seems justified under the 

Treaty principle of partnership, there is still uncertainly over what precise form it 

should take. Does it justify, for example, Maori being guaranteed fifty percent 

representation at all levels of the governmental system, or does it only mean that they 

should have representation proportionate to their population size, or that they are 

merely "consulted"? Unlike other Maori entitlements under the Treaty of Waitangi, 

such as land and fisheries, there has yet to be a court case on the question of Maori's 

special rights representation in the governmental system under the Treaty .1 However, 

1 In February 1994 a claim was brought before the Waitangi Tribunal on the 
related issue of government funding to advertise the Maori electoral option. This will 
be discussed in Chapter Eight. The claim was up held but the Government has failed 
to act on the Tribunal's recommendations. 
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the fact that the ultimate sovereignty of Parliament is central to both the courts' and 

to the present government's conception of the Treaty principles - and also present 

demographic realities - suggests that full recognition of Maori rangatiratanga in this 

area is out of the question. 

In Chapter Five more attention will be given to this on going tension between 

the two language texts of the Treaty of Waitangi and the attempts which have been 

made to reconcile these differences by reference to the Treaty principles. However, 

the fact that there is so much disagreement over what the Treaty actually guarantees 

to Maori makes it necessary, as Mulgan (1989c:55) has pointed out, that some other 

justification be found, external from the Treaty, for giving special attention to the 

incorporation of Maori in government: it is not that the Treaty of Waitangi is 

irrelevant to the issue of incorporation of Maori in the governmental system, but rather 

that it can not serve as the sole justification for such representation. 

SPECIAL STATUS 
INDIGENOUS 

BY VIRTUE OF BEING 

It is often argued that special attention should be paid to the incorporation of 

Maori in the governmental system because Maori are New Zealand's "indigenous" 

population. Milne (1989:36), for example, argues that governments "owe very special 

duties" to indigenous minorities and implies that the ulegitimacy" of these governments 

is likely to come into question if the special rights of indigenous people are ignored. 

Mulgan (1989b:84), referring directly to New Zealand, also suggests that special 

account needs to be taken of the specific interests of indigenous minorities. He 

supports this contention by arguing that indigenous peoples tend to be of lower than 

average socioeconomic status because of the negative effects colonisation. 

In New Zealand the Maori term for indigenous is "tangata whenua", which is 

often translated as "people of the land". Originally the term was only applied at the 

local level as recognition of each iwi's or hapu's spiritual link with their own territory: 

people without this special link were referred to as manuhiri, or guests of the tangata 

I 
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whenua. More recently, as Greenland (1991) has pointed out, the term tangata whenua 

has been applied at the national level as a means of expressing the special claim all 

Maori supposedly have over New Zealand by virtue of being this country's original 

inhabitants. 

Maori nationalists, such as Donna Awatere (1984:4), have also used this notion 

of tangata whenua status to question the legitimacy of Pakeha settlement in New 

Zealand: 

All immigrants to this country are guests of the tangata whenua, rude 

visitors who have by force and corruption imposed the visitors' rules 

upon the Maori. It matters not what generation born New Zealanders 

they are. 

The main problem with such a stress on having special status by virtue of being 

indigenous is that it has the potential to undermine political equality which, as was 

pointed out in Chapter One, is a fundamental principal of democracy. There may, of 

course, be some justification for ensuring that indigenous minorities are properly 

represented in government if their interests are significantly different from those of the 

rest of society (see below). However, as the example of post-coup Fiji has shown, 

supposed special status by virtue of being indigenous can also be used as a 

justification for severely limiting the democratic rights of immigrant communities - in 

that case Indians - who may have lived in that country for many generations. The 

weight of numbers would properly ensure that such an occurrence never happens in 

New Zealand. However, the fact that Donna Awatere, and other prominent Maori 

nationalists, voiced support for the leaders of the Fiji coup suggests that they may 

have desired, at the time at least, similar limitations on the democratic rights of New 

Zealand's "non-indigenous" population. 

A less radical view is to argue, as Vasil (1988) does, that although tanga 

whenua status does not justify the curtailment of the Pakeha majority's democratic 
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rights, it can nevertheless be used to ensure that Maori are properly taken account of 

in government policy and in the organisation of the state. 

Below it will be argued that, based on the notion of cultural distinctiveness, 

it is often justifiable to take special account of Maori representation in government. 

However, it is very unlikely that using even this moderate conception of tangata 

whenua status as the justification for doing so would be acceptable to many Pakeha 

This is because it would require them to be officially relegated to the status of mere 

visitors in a land they regard as home. 

Mulgan (1989b/1989c) provides an effective way around this dilemma by 

arguing that although the initial Pakeha occupation of New Zealand was unjust Pakeha 

can now be classified as legitimate inhabitants. His argument has several parts. First, 

he makes the claim that military conquest is something which is in accordance with 

both traditional Maori and European culture; and that all states are based, to some 

degree, on the unjust conquest of one group of people by another. However, with the 

passage of time, Mulgan claims, the unjust origins of these states become less relevant 

to the legitimacy of the present democratic system. This is providing a meaningful 

attempt is made to compensate the colonised people for these past injustices and that 

they have extended to them the same democratic rights as all other members of 

society. The question of legitimacy, according to Mulgan (1989c:54-55), thus "turns 

on whether the government of the day operates according to principles of justice and 

equal rights". 

At the most basic level, Mulgan claims, Maori have generally been accorded 

the same democratic rights as non-Maori, including the right to vote and the right to 

free political association. 2 These equal democratic rights are also guaranteed under 

Article Three of the Treaty of Waitangi. Because Maori have been accorded these 

2 Some differences have occurred with regard to the precise form these rights have 
taken due to the existence of the four Maori seats, as will be discussed in Chapter 
Four 
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democratic rights there is, to Mulgan, a significant difference between a state like New 

Zealand which, though based on considerable injustice, has attempted to act justly 

toward its indigenous population, and the old South Africa, which had until very 

recently continued to act unjustly. 

Although Maori have generally been accorded the same democratic rights as 

non-Maori New Zealanders, there is still a possibility that "Maori interests" will not 

be properly protected or represented in the governmental system because Maori are 

only a minority of the population. If this were to occur it is likely, as the 1986 Royal 

Commission on the Electoral System pointed out, that the legitimacy of New Zealand's 

democratic system will be questioned by Maori. For this reason it may be necessary 

to not only accord Maori equal rights, but also to modify the democratic system so 

as to better incorporate Maori. Several of possible examples of this will be discussed 

in the following four chapters. 

Second, according to Mulgan Pakeha legitimately inhabit New Zealand, not 

only because they have taken active steps to incorporate Maori within the democratic 

system they developed, but because they can now be classified as an "indigenous" 

population themselves. Pakeha, Mulgan (1989b:87) argues, though not New Zealand's 

first inhabitants, have developed a culture which is distinctive to New Zealand and 

now think of no other place as their home. Pakeha can thus be defined, as the "new" 

tangata whenua while Maori are the "old" tangata whenua. If the term tangata whenua 

is to refer exclusively to Maori then its meaning needs to be modified once again so 

as to denote "those who were home first, not just those who are home". 

Just because the Pakeha majority can be classified as indigenous it does not 

give it license to totally disregard the Maori minority. Instead, because Maori and 

Pakeha are both "indigenous" it is necessary, according to Mulgan, that special 

measures be taken to ensure that the "cultural interests" of both peoples are allowed 

to survive and develop. Maori will, of course, need the most assistance because they 

are a minority and have a lower than average socioeconomic status as a consequence 

of colonisation. It is also for this reason that attempts need to be made to address 
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historical gnevances of Maori. Pakeha, on the other hand, need less assistance 

because their culture "is supported by weight of numbers and its greater affinity with 

the wider western, especially English speaking, culture" (Mulgan, 1989b:55). Despite 

this, Mulgan claims that Pakeha culture "may need special protection against mass 

international culture". He also suggests that if New Zealand is to function as a truly 

"bicultural" society Pakehas must take greater pride in their own culture in the way 

Maori appear to do. 

The extent to which Pakeha can legitimately be called "indigenous" to New 

Zealand in the manner set out by Mulgan is debatable. For example, it is probably 

only over the last two decades, due to the weakening of economic and constitutional 

ties with Britain, that Pakeha have begun to develop their own, completely 

independent sense of national identity. Even today it is a point of much contention 

whether such a thing as a distinct and independent Pakeha culture actually does exist 

(see Nash, 1990 and Spoonley, 1991). Despite this, the acceptance of Pakeha as 

having a legitimate claim to live in New Zealand is an essential precondition for any 

attempt to modify New Zealand's democratic system so as to better incorporate Maori. 

It is unlikely that many Pakehas would accept giving special recognition to Maori in 

the governmental system if doing so required them to seriously question their own 

right to reside in New Zealand. As Mulgan (1989b.54) writes: 

the starting point for considering the problems of pre-colonial 

peoples is that they share their country with other people who claim 

equally legitimate rights to live there and are equally entitled to full 

rights of democratic citizenship. 

Unfortunately this stress on the indigenous status of Maori and Pakeha has the 

potential to discriminate against other groups, such as Pacific Island peoples, who 

legitimately inhabit New Zealand but who can not as readily be classified as 

indigenous. Mulgan, for example, though recognising that New Zealand 1s 

"moderately plural" in its social composition, believes that all that New Zealand's 

democratic system need do for these non-indigenous groups is accord them the same 
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basic democratic rights as all New Zealanders. This would include such things as the 

right to vote and to free association, but would not extend to giving special attention 

to the representation of their specific interests in government. 

Recently Henderson (1992) has challenged this view by presenting a strong case 

for Pacific Islands peoples being accorded some form of guaranteed representation in 

Parliament. 3 This argument, he claims, is quite different from that which is made by 

Maori groups in that it does not rely on the Treaty of Waitangi, indigenous status, or 

the existence of separate Maori seats, as the main basis for according some form of 

guaranteed group based representation. At the same time, Henderson argues, there are 

a number of reasons which make the Pacific Island people's case for special 

representation stronger than that which can be made by other immigrant communities. 

These reasons Henderson summarises as follows: 

1. Many Pacific Island peoples are in New Zealand as of right as New 

Zealand citizens; 

2. New Zealand has constitutional and treaty obligations to the region. 

3. New Zealand has moral obligations towards immigrant groups actively 

sought during better economic times. 

4. As a result of past policies, there are now, in the case of some Island 

groups, more Pacific Islanders living in New Zealand than in their home 

countries. 

5. How New Zealand deals with its Pacific Islands population will <affect its 

relations with the countries of the region. 

3 The first and Pacific Island person to be elected to Parliament is Philip Field, 
who won the Otara seat for Labour at 1993 general election. 
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6. There is already a degree of official recognition that provides a base on 

which to build to ensure political representation. 

These are strong reasons. The main flaw with Henderson's argument is not that 

giving special attention to the representation of the specific interests of Pacific Island 

people is unjustified, but rather how he believes this should be best achieved. What 

Henderson (I 993: 186) advocates is the creation of an Upper House with a set 

proportion of seats reserved for both Maori and Pacific Island representatives. Such 

a proposition, as will be discussed further in Chapter Eight, has a number of possible 

weaknesses, the most important being that such a rigid system of representation has 

the potential to ignore the often dynamic and ambiguous nature of ethnic affiliation 

in contemporary New Zealand. 

COMPACT MJNORITIES AND LIJPHART'S BASIS 
FOR ASSESSING SOCIAL PLURALISM 

Probably the strongest case for giving special attention to the incorporation of 

Maori in the governmental system is one which is based on the assumption that Maori 

constitute a "compact minority" within New Zealand society. Compact minorities, as 

defined by Schlemmer (1991), are identifiable categories of people with a set of shared 

interests quite distinct from those of the majority of citizens. From this premise it is 

argued that these minority interests are unlikely to be adequately represented in 

government - and therefore not be properly taken account of in government policy -

unless some form of guaranteed representation is introduced. Without such special 

representation mechanisms there is a strong possibility, according to Schlemmer 

(1991 :67), that these groups may question the legitimacy of the governmental system 

and even rebel against it. Before attention is turned to assessing the extent to which 

Maori constitute such a compact minority it is instructive to look briefly at Lijphart's 

own use of the concept. 

Giving special attention to the representation of compact minorities is 

fundamental to Lijphart's claim that majoritarian systems of government are suited to 
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"homogenous" or "non-plural" societies, while consensual systems are suited to 

"heterogenous" or "plural" societies. Given the centrality of the terms "homogeneous", 

"heterogeneous", "plural" and "non-plural" to the prescriptive nature of Lijphart's 

models it is surprising that he spends less than four pages ( 42-45) of Democracies 

(1984a) actually defining what they mean and explaining how they relate to the twenty 

two democracies he uses as case studies. This lack of attention to the wider societal 

composition of his case studies was identified in Chapter One as a important weakness 

of Lijphart's majoritarian/ consensus framework. 

In Democracies Lijphart establishes two separate dimensions for assessing the 

extent of pluralism and social homogeneity in his case studies. The first involves the 

degree of religious and/or linguistic homogeneity or heterogeneity. According to 

Lijphart's (1984a:42) own classification a country is homogeneous on this dimension 

if "80 percent or more of its population belong to the same religion... or speak the 

same language". That Lijphart identifies only religion and language as the principal 

determinants of social homogeneity and heterogeneity, and gives no justification 

whatsoever for this narrow focus, seems somewhat extraordinary. It is quite possible, 

for example, that in some societies the most important social cleavages may be 

regional, ethnic or ideological. 

The other dimension which Lijphart employs to describe the societal 

composition of his case studies is a three fold classification of societies as being 

earlier "non-plural", "semi-plural" or "plural". Plural societies, according to Lijphart, 

are divided into "more or less separate sub-societies with their own political, 

socioeconomic, cultural, educational, and recreational organisations". Non-plural 

societies, on the other hand, are those in which no such sub-societies exist, with all 

citizens sharing basically the same sociopolitical organisations. 

According to Lijphart's classification New Zealand is a society which is both 

homogeneous and non-plural. As pointed out in Chapter One, Lijphart does give some 

acknowledgment to the existence of New Zealand's Maori minority. However, he 
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dismisses it as a relatively mmor deviation from New Zealand's general social 

homogeneity in view of its small population size and the fact that the rest of society 

is quite homogeneous. It is as a result of this perceived social homogeneity that 

Lijphart sees New Zealand as relatively well suited to a majoritarian system of 

government. 

Lijphart's line of argument here is open to considerable criticism. It is possible 

to argue, for example, that the ethnic cleavage created by the Maori population is 

much more significant than implied by Lijphart. During the formative years of New 

Zealand's governmental system it was generally accepted, as was pointed out in 

Chapter Two, that the Maori minority would be assimilated into the wider Pakeha 

population. As a result no special institutions, besides the originally "temporary" four 

Maori seats, were created to ensure that Maori were properly represented. This has 

obviously changed over the last decade, as will be discussed in Chapter Five, with the 

increased emphasis which has been placed on the need to represent and protect the 

specific interests of the Maori minority. 

It is also possible to challenge Lijphart's contention that New Zealand is a 

homogeneous and non-plural society without direct reference to the ethnic cleavage 

created by the Maori minority. This is particularly so if one employs a more general 

focus than Lijphart and looks at the possibility of other significant social cleavages, 

besides those of religion and language, when assessing the degree of homogeneity

heterogeneity in New Zealand society. Jackson (1993:12), for example, has recently 

suggested that non-ethnic "permanent minorities", such as the "unemployed, or various 

regional areas outside Auckland" are likely to become an increasingly important 

feature of New Zealand's democratic system in the future. Let us now return to the 

central question of whether Maori constitute a compact minority within New Zealand 

society. 
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MAORI AS A COMPACT MINORITY? 

Based on the "compact minority" line of argument it would appear that the 

question of whether or not it is legitimate to give special attention to the incorporation 

of Maori in the governmental system turns on the extent to which Maori constitute a 

social grouping with a distinct set of interests. The remainder of this chapter will be 

concerned with assessing the extent to which Maori do constitute such a social 

grouping, particuiariy in view of the potentially dynamic nature of Maori ethnic 

affiliation outlined in Chapter Three. 

Maori are often viewed, and often view themselves, as constituting a distinct 

group within New Zealand society. There is, for example, continual reference in the 

media and by government to such things as "Maori interests" or "the Maori 

perspective", implying that Maori have a set of interests and perspectives which are 

very much their own. Similarly, the Royal Commission on the Electoral System 

(1986:86-87) identified two main reasons, besides Maori supposedly having special 

status under the Treaty of W aitangi, for why it believed special attention should be 

accorded to Maori representation in Parliament: both of which were based on the 

assumption that Maori possess interests distinct from those of other New Zealanders. 

These reasons can be paraphrased as follows: 

1) Maori as a group has a distinct culture of its own and so there must be 

adequate Maori representation in government to ensure that this culture is preserved. 

2) Although Maori share similar socioeconomic issues as those of other New 

Zealanders they, on average, are more disadvantaged and so special account needs to 

be taken to ensure their interests are properly represented. 

The nature of political discourse relating to ethnic issues in contemporary New 

Zealand also tends to encourage this perception that Maori, and also its binary 

opposite Pakeha, are relatively distinct and separate social cleavages. Most issues 

concerning Maori in New Zealand politics today involve, as Sharp (1990a:41) has 

pointed out, questions of "justice", usually the payment of reparations for historical 
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grievances. However, for justice of this type to be achieved it necessary that the 

parties involved are identified as being quite separate entities. This is one of the 

reasons, as suggested in Chapter Three, why Maori elites have attempted to mobilise 

their people around ethnic symbols in order to present themselves as a more unified 

and distinct social cleavage than may really be the case. At the same time, there 

appears to be little research into the extent to which Maori actually do compose a 

distinct social grouping within New Zealand society. 

One of the most useful concepts for assessing the extent to which minority 

groups, such as Maori, compose groups with distinct interests is that of "cross-cutting 

cleavages" used by Lipset (1960). According to this theory it is possible to identify 

certain "fault-lines", or cleavages, which potentially divide societies. One possible 

cleavage is ethnicity. Others include religion, language, region, culture, political party 

affiliation and class. If these cleavages are II cross-cutting", in the sense that 

individuals affiliate with a number of different groups ( each reflecting different 

interests), then it is likely that attitudes will be moderated and democratic stability will 

result. If, on the other hand, these cleavages are mutually reinforcing, with a number 

of them superimposed upon one another, then "compact" groups with very distinct 

interests are likely to emerge. 

Using this concept of cross-cutting cleavages it is possible to assess the extent 

to which Maori compose such a compact minority within New Zealand society; and 

are therefore possibly deserving of special representation mechanisms in government 

of the type described by Lijphart's consensual model. This investigation, however, is 

limited by the amount and quality of relevant data. 

Language 

A distinct Maori language does exist. However, as a result of active language 

suppression policies by the New Zealand state, along with influences such as 

intermarriage and exposure to the predominately English speaking mass media, only 

a relatively small proportion of the Maori population still speak the Maori language. 
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Walker (1989:42) has suggested that Maori speakers make up little more than 25 

percent of all those who identify as Maori, and less than 15 percent among the 50 

percent of the Maori population under fifteen years of age. As a consequence of this, 

and because almost all Maori share the language of the Pakeha majority, it is no 

longer accurate to identify language as a clear line of cleavage which divides Maori 

from non-Maori within New Zealand society. There, however, may be some 

justification for taking measures to "promote" the Maori language in order increase 

Maori self-esteem (Sharp, 1990a:40). 

Geography 

Although the majority of the Maori population are, as Pool ( 1991: 241) has 

pointed out, concentrated in the top third of the North Island, and live predominately 

in urban areas, it can not be extrapolated from this that Maori compose a distinct 

regional cleavage. First, there are many Maori who live, and have their iwi origins, 

in other parts of the country, making it hard, as Metge (1976:291-292) has suggested, 

to generalize about ethnic relations on a national scale. Second, it is also difficult to 

talk of Maori as constituting a distinct regional cleavage as they are now a relatively 

mobile population. Empirical research by Pool (1991 :241 ), for example, suggests that 

there has been a significant urban exodus in recent years, particularly from the 

Auckland region. There is also a growing number of Maori (at the moment about six 

per cent) who live overseas. Third, it is inappropriate to talk of Maori as constituting 

a distinct regional cleavage because a large proportion of the non-Maori population 

live in the same part of the North Island where Maori are most concentrated. 

Religion 

There are some religious organisations, particularly the Ratana Church, which 

have quite a large, and almost exclusively, Maori following. Similarly, The New 

Zealand Values Today Study (Gold and Webster, 1990:65-67) found that Maori people 

are slightly more likely than Pakehas to have a traditional conception of God and less 

likely to believe that there is no spiritual life force. Despite this, Maori can not be 
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said to constitute a distinct religious cleavage within New Zealand society as there are 

many Maori who do not appear to have any religious affiliation and many others who 

go to the same churches as non-Maori. 

Political Party Affiliation 

Another cleavage which is often cited in other countries as being of importance is 

that of politicai party affiliation. Although it is often argued that in New Zealand's 

political system the interests of the Maori minority are dominated by the non-Maori 

majority, it is inappropriate to talk of a single Maori political cleavage which supports 

an exclusively Maori political party. Chapman (1986:B-83), for example, found that 

the overwhelming majority of Maori voters have supported the New Zealand Labour 

Party from the 1940s to the present, with smaller numbers usually supporting most 

other political parties which have existed. This trend continued despite the emergence 

of the exclusively Maori Mana Motuhake Party in the early 1980s (B-101). 

It could be argued that the failure of Mana Motuhake is the result of the 

present electoral system's bias toward the two main parties. Despite this, the fact that 

the majority of those Maori who do vote in the four Maori seats have tended to vote 

against an exclusively Maori political party in the past would seem to confirm the 

absence, at least at the moment, of a single Maori party cleavage in New Zealand. 

This may change under MMP, as will be discussed further in the Chapters Seven and 

Eight. 

Social Interaction 

There is empirical evidence to suggest that Maori compose a "cleavage of 

social interaction" within New Zealand society, preferring to mix socially in cultural 

and sports groups with other Maori. In probably the only extensive case study of a 

whole community of its type carried out in New Zealand, Chapple (1975) found that 

Maoris from his sample tended to interact socially with people of their own ethnic 
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group more than they did with non-Maoris. Chapple, however, did not go as far as 

to suggest that Maori interacted exclusively with members of their own group. Rather 

he found that in general inter-ethnic friendship and respect was quite normal, and that 

working class Maori and working class Pakeha tended to share the same broad 

attitudes and beliefs, and had much more in common with each other than with 

recently arrived immigrants from Europe. 

Oass 

It is often suggested that Maori, because of their generally below average 

socioeconomic position, constitute a distinct socioeconomic cleavage within New 

Zealand society. This is a view stated clearly by Mike Moore (cited Sharp, 1990a), 

whilst Minister of Overseas Trade, in 1988: 

How can any one of us be proud of two nations? Half the Maori 

population... own their own homes while 70 percent of Pakeha people 

own their own homes. Fifteen percent of Maori are unemployed as 

opposed to 6 percent of Pakehas. The average Maori household takes 

home 20 percent less money than the average Pakeha household. The 

average Maori lives 7 years less than the average Pakeha. Sixty-two 

percent of Maori leave school without qualifications opposed to 28 of 

percent Pakehas. For Maori New Zealanders under 20 years of age, the 

imprisonment rate is nearly 5 times that of non-Maori. Fifty-one 

percent of the prison population is Maori - although only 12 percent of 

the population ... 

It is very difficult to generalise about the extent to which Maori can be said 

to constitute a complete and distinct socioeconomic "underclass" within contemporary 

New Zealand society. First, as Pearson (1990:134) points out, indicators such as 

property ownership, employment and level of educational attainment may well 

measure socioeconomic status in terms of western success criteria; but they fail to 

acknowledge the fact that these things were not necessarily important in determining 
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social standing in traditional Maori society. 4 Even today the chiefly rank of a Maori 

rangatira may far outweigh his type of employment as the mark of his status within 

his iwi. 

Our ability to assess the extent to which Maori constitute a distinct 

socioeconomic cleavage is also limited by the inadequacy of empirical research in this 

area. As a recent New Zealand Planning Council (1988:73) has pointed out, most data 

which has been collected on levels of personal wealth or property ownership in New 

Zealand does not take account of ethnic affiliation. Probably the best indicator of 

class position which can be, and has been, used with regard to Maori is occupation as 

stated in the national census. Most studies using this data have indicated that Maoris 

and Pacific Island peoples are more likely to have manual occupations than non

Polynesians, and that this tends to adversely o.,ffect their life chances (Pearson and 

Thorns, 1983 :206-208). It is a great over-simplification, however, to abstract from this 

that all individuals who identify as being Maori share identical socioeconomic 

interests, or that they collectively compose a "Maori under-class". 

Although Maori tend to be over represented in the unskilled or semi-skilled 

section of the work force, there is a growing number of Maori in what are usually 

defined as the middle or professional classes (Pearson, 1990: 13 8). Similarly, although 

the proportion of young Maori who are unemployed is considerably higher than for 

young Pakehas, the economic restructuring carried out by the Fourth Labour 

Government, and continued by National after 1990, has lead to an ever growing 

number of unemployed "white" New Zealanders (Royal Commission on Social Policy, 

1988:499). It is thus conceivable that individuals of Maori descent may in practice 

have a greater commonality of interest with individuals of similar socioeconomic 

status, but with different ethnic affiliations, than is usually suggested. 

4 Later in this chapter an attempt will be made to assess the extent to which such 
distinct Maori cultural norms persists in contemporary New Zealand society. 
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Cultun~ 

The cleavage which is usually thought to be most important in demarcating 

Maori from non-Maori in New Zealand society is "culture". For example, New 

Zealand is frequently described as a "bicultural society" made up of two distinct 

groups of people, each with their own culture. At the same time there appears to be 

a clear absence of empirical research into Maori culture and the extent to which it 

differs from that of non-Maoris. 

Before an attempt can be made to assess the extent to which Maori constitute 

a distinct cultural cleavage within New Zealand society it is necessary to define what 

is meant by the term "culture". Many people believe that culture is such things as art, 

music, and literature. Although these are certainly expressions of culture they are only 

what is usually referred to as "high culture", which is in reality only a small part of 

what composes a social group's total culture. Culture is better defined more widely, 

as Willmott (1989:5) does, as "the total collection of behaviour patterns, values and 

beliefs that characterise a particular group of people11 • The term culture is, as Novitz 

(1989:280) has pointed out, a "colligatory concept", which serves to pull a number of 

diverse ideas and values together to make something unique to a particular society: 

[Culture] marks off groups of people by collecting together, or 

colligating, their characteristic and mutually dependent patterns of 

action and interaction, as well as the values, beliefs and knowledge 

which guide them. 

What makes societies culturally umque 1s not just the substance of their 

culture, in the form of the values they as a group hold, but also the way in which 

these shared values "hang togetheru, and how this differs from other groups. Cultures 

thus do not exist in any spiritual sense but rather, as Novitz suggests, in the way 

collections exist. Like all collections cultures are not fixed in form but are susceptible 

to change, with new parts constantly being added and old ones sometimes being 

replaced. 



104 

Culture is obviously closely related to ethnicity. Under Smith's definition of an 

ethnic group, set out in Chapter Three, a fundamental part of being a member of an 

ethnic group is identifying with the shared culture of that particular group. However, 

as Spoonley (1991: 156) has pointed out, culture is not the same as ethnicity: 

All of us "have culture" but ethnicity concerns social networks which 

rely on an explicit consciousness of difference and which are a 

response to economic and political relationships and processes. 

Thus whereas culture is something which all individuals have to some degree, 

regardless of which society they belong to, ethnicity is a political phenomenon which 

involves a group of individuals emphasising their shared, or perceived to be shared, 

culture in order to achieve some political or economic end. 

At the time of initial contact with Europeans the various Maori tribal societies 

which inhabited what was to become New Zealand clearly did have certain shared 

cultural norms which were quite distinct from those of Europeans. For example, most 

anthropologists agree that considerable emphasis was placed on collective, rather than 

individual, rights and that political decisions at all levels were reached more by 

deliberation and consensus than by majority rule. Over the past one hundred and fifty 

years this cultural distinctiveness has been eroded quite considerably, with Maori 

culture becoming increasingly intermingled with that of non-Maoris. 

Part of this "enculteration" has resulted from European colonisation and the 

subsequent assimilation policies actively pursued by New Zealand's predominately 

Pakeha state. Partly it has resulted from capitalism, particularly the way in which the 

introduction of economic competition has helped to undermine collective rights. It is 

important to realise, however, that "Maori culture" has also become intermingled with 

that of non-Maoris due to the conscious actions of Maori themselves. Metge 

(1976:313), for example, has suggested that all Maori, even those demanding total 

separation, have "borrowed" from Pakeha culture such things as "agricultural and 

industrial techniques, literacy, the Bible and many Christian beliefs, bakeries, banks 
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and judicial machinery ... ". Processes such as urbanization, inter-ethnic marriage and 

exposure to the national and international mass media have also helped erode Maori 

cultural distinctiveness. 

The Royal Commission on Social Policy (1988) attempted to access the extent 

to which a distinct set of Maori cultural values existed by asking Maoris and non

Maoris certain questions on issues deemed to be of "cultural importance" to Maori. 

These included such matters as honouring the Treaty and the return of Maori land. 

The Royal Commission found that although a considerably greater proportion of those 

respondents who identified as Maori, or as Maori/European, tended to support such 

statements than those who identified as European, attitudes and ethnicity were far from 

perfectly matching. A typical example of this was that although 78 per cent of Maori 

and 57 per cent of Maori/Europeans believed that the Treaty should be honoured so 

too did 44 per cent of Europeans. 

The New Zealand Values Today Study (Gold and Webster, 1990:29-31) 

reinforced many of the findings of the Royal Commission's survey. It found, for 

example, that while significantly more non-Maoris than Maoris were critical of the 

present workings of the Waitangi Tribunal, and of giving greater recognition to Treaty 

rights, the position of Maori was far from unified on such issues. For example, while 

a clear plurality (but not a majority) of Maori supported the creation of special land 

and fishing rights for Maori more than one in four were undecided on the issue. 

The New Zealand Values Today Study (Gold and Webster, 1990) found 

evidence of shared Maori attitudes elsewhere as well. Taken over the sample as a 

whole Maori tended to be less accepting of abortion (81 ), place greater emphasis on 

the material rather than the "qualitative" benefits of work ( l11 ), and favour state 

welfare rather than economic growth as the best solution to the problems of poverty 

(23). It could be argued, however, that many of these attitudes are a direct result of 

Maori's generally below average socioeconomic position and not something intrinsic 

about being Maori. 
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Other research also tends to indicate that there is at least some evidence of a 

distinctive Maori culture in contemporary New Zealand. It has been found, for 

example, that individuals who identify as being Maori tend to place greater emphasis 

on the importance of the extended family and have greater respect for the aged (Sharp, 

1990a:53). Similarly, decision making among Maori, at least on the marae, has 

remained more consensual in nature than in comparable non-Maori political and social 

organisations (Farrel, 1992:2-3). Contemporary Maori politics also often proceeds 

within what Greenland (1991: 92) has called a II cultural framework of reference" in 

which traditional social norms and modes of behaviour have an important impact on 

how political decisions are reached. With regard to Maori representation, for example, 

Jackson (1969) has shown that the selection of candidates to stand in the four Maori 

seats is strongly influenced by the whakapapa (genealogy), te reo (fluency in Maori) 

and mana tangata (influence by virtue of being male) of the individual under 

consideration. 

Taking a different approach to assessmg cultural differences, the Royal 

Commission on Social Policy (1988:397) found that 44 per cent of those individuals 

who identified as being Maori had visited their local marae at least once in the last 

six months, many of them much more frequently. This would suggest that for these 

individuals their ties with other Maori, and with Maori norms and values, were still 

strong. Sharp (1990a:52-53), however, suggests that marae visitation is not an 

unambiguous measure of "Maoriness" as there are probably many more people who 

identify with at least some aspects of Maori culture and who share "fellow-feeling" 

with their own people: 

Generally there are variations in the degree to which Maori practise 

marae-based culture. But in their ordinary lives: living in their private 

homes, meeting people, eating, drinking, working together, going to 

school, or amusing themselves, Maori people tended to relate in a 

particular "Maori0 way which can be reasonably described as distinct 

from the Pakeha way. 
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Sharp's contention that a particular "Maori way" does exist 1s, of course, 

impressionistic rather than empirically based, which is to be expected in view of the 

lack of empirical research in this area. However, his views appear to reflect the way 

in which Maori perceive themselves, and are perceived by non-Maori, in contemporary 

New Zealand. 

It would seem that based on the limited research which has been carried out 

there is clearly some evidence of a contemporary Maori culture, if culture is defined 

as a set of values and how they fit together. However, as Pearson (1990:238) 

suggests, it is pointless to talk of "the Maori perspective" or "the Maori dimension" 

in any authoritative way because all Maori, like all nd-Maori, clearly do not have 

identical opinions on all, or even the majority of issues. It is thus an 

oversimplification to suggest that Maori culture is something which is static and 

unchanging, or that it is something which all individuals who identify as being Maori 

are equally committed to. In reality Maori culture is, as Metge (1976:318-319) 

suggests, "a living organism made up of functionary interrelated and dynamically 

interacting parts". 

The acceptance of Maori culture as something which is dynamic rather than 

static is significant in that it makes it very difficult to justify special representation for 

Maori in terms of "protecting" or "preserving" Maori culture. As Metge (1976:318-

319) points out, using the notion of "preserving" Maori culture as the justification for 

such measures implies that Maori culture is somehow "dying" or static, when in fact 

it is merely changing shape. It is more accurate to suggest that if a culture is to 

survive it must constantly be evolving, in the manner it appears Maori culture has 

done, to meet new situations. 

This notion of an ever changing Maori culture, which often draws on things 

non-Maori, also it makes it difficult to justify special representation for Maori in terms 

of New Zealand being a "bi cultural" society. Partly this is because cultural divisions 

in New Zealand are far from clear-cut, with the extent to which distinct Maori and 

Pakeha cultures exists being very debatable. Partly it is because biculturalism ignores 
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the fact that in some circumstances non-cultural cleavages, such as class, may be of 

more significance than cultural divisions. Biculturalism also pays too little attention 

to those individuals who legitimately identify with both Maori and Pakeha cultures, 

or who, like Pacific Island communities, do not identify with either "core" cultural 

groupmg. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion let us return to the central question of whether Maori, as an 

identifiable group, constitute a compact minority within New Zealand society and is 

therefore deserving of special incorporation in the governmental system. Based on the 

findings of this chapter it would seem that Maori do not constitute such a compact 

minority. Using the cross-cutting cleavages concept it has been found that the Maori 

ethnic cleavage is not directly reinforced by either a religious, regional, linguistic, 

political party or social interaction cleavage. There are clearly some Maori who may 

go to predominately Maori churches, speak the Maori language whenever possible, 

belong to Maori social or sports groups, vote for Mana Motuhake and\or live in areas 

of high population concentrations of Maori people. However, it is unlikely, based on 

the data which has been considered here, that there would be a large proportion of 

individuals who would affiliate with only these Maori subgroups. 

Of all possible cleavages which may reinforce Maori ethnic affiliation the 

strongest appears to be class, with empirical research indicating that Maori are over 

represented at the lower end of the socioeconomic spectrum. In Chapter Three it was 

suggested that this shared position of socioeconomic disadvantage is a central 

motivating factor for Maori ethnic mobilisation at both the national and iwi levels. 

Despite this it is important to point out that Maori do not compose a completely 

unified socioeconomic under-class within New Zealand society. Empirical evidence 

instead suggests that there is a growing Maori middle-class, as well as a significant 

number of non-Maori in the same low socioeconomic position as the majority of 

Maori. 
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The cleavage which tends to be emphasised most - and usually to the detriment 

of socioeconomic differences - when attempting to demarcate Maori from non-Maori 

is culture. This is understandable because central to the definition of ethnicity utilised 

in this thesis is an individual's self-identification with the culture of a particular group. 

There is clearly some evidence of the existence of a contemporary Maori culture, if 

culture is defined as a shared set of values and interests collected together in a 

particular manner. On a number of important issues, such as those relating to the 

Treaty of Waitangi, affirmative action and certain questions relating to the role of the 

state, Maori are more likely to hold similar interests than non-Maori. However, this 

set of shared values, or culture, is far from static or independent, and is certainly not 

something to which all Maori have equal affiliation. 

Although Maori obviously do not constitute a completely unified and distinct 

compact minority it is clear that many individuals who identify as Maori share certain 

interests and cultural norms which are in many ways different from those of other 

New Zealanders. If New Zealand's system of government is to be viewed as fair and 

legitimate it is necessary that the interests of all such groups are properly incorporated 

in government. For Maori this claim to having their "interests" properly represented 

is supported by reference to the Treaty of W aitangi and to their status as an 

indigenous minority. However, these additional factors are not significant enough to 

serve as the sole basis for such claims. 

Probably the main conclusion which can be drawn from this chapter is not that L ,011,..-"" 1"'1(2..•11 

special attention to the incorporation of Maori in New Zealand's system of'\s 

unjustified. Rather it is that the mechanisms 

which provide this should be flexible enough to take account of the fact that 

individuals who identify as Maori do not share identical views on all issues, and that 

Maori culture, to the extent that it exists, is something which is dynamic rather than 

static. This is in accordance with Chapter Three's main finding that Maori ethnic 

affiliation is something which is potentially dynamic and therefore not suited to rigid 

representation structures. 
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Such a conclusion is reinforced if one returns to Lijphart's contention that 

majoritarian systems of government are most suited to homogeneous societies and 

more consensus type systems are what is required in plural, or heterogeneous, 

societies. Based on the discussion in this chapter it would seem that New Zealand is 

clearly not a completely homogeneous society in which all individuals share broadly 

similar interests. At the same time, however, it does not appear that New Zealand, at 

least with regard to Maori, should be classified as a plural, or heterogenous, society 

as defined by Lijphart. This is because these terms would imply that all Maori share 

broadly similar interests and that these interests are quite distinct form those of the 

non-Maori members of society. 

The term "moderate pluralism", developed by Mulgan (1989a:40-41), is a better 

description of New Zealand society as far as the Maori ethnic cleavage is concerned. 

Although all New Zealander's have certain common interests by virtue of their shared 

national territory and state institutions, they also belong to certain sub-state groupings. 

These groups, Mulgan claims, each have their own distinct sets of interests, and are 

built around such identities as class and geographic location as well as ethnicity. 

These cleavages are also usually overlapping, with individuals tending to belong to a 

number of different groups simultaneously. Moderate pluralism is thus part way 

between Lijphart's extremes of homogeneity and heterogeneity, or pluralism. It 

denotes a situation in which individuals who identify as being Maori have some 

interests which are distinct from non-Maori, but also affiliate with other groups within 

New Zealand society which are not exclusively Maori or iwi based. 

Describing New Zealand as a moderately plural society with regard to the 

Maori minority has considerable ramifications for Lijphart's majoritarian/consegb1~e-,.....,1 M<wt.Y 
theoretical framework. On the one hand it suggests that New Zealand system of1s 

justified in moving in a more consensual direction so as to better incorporate the 

Maori minority. On the other it suggests that this transition toward a more consensus 

orientated system should not result in the creation of overly rigid governmental 

institutions, of the type specified by certain facets of Lijphart's consensus model, 

which assume that all individuals who identify as being Maori share broadly similar 
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interests and will always want to associate together for political purposes. To do this 

would be to be guilty of "ethnic nominalism", as defined in Chapter One, and would 

ignore the fact that individuals who identify as being Maori potentially have other, 

non-ethnic identities. 

In the remainder of this thesis attention will be turned to some specific ways 

which New Zealand's system of government has evolved in a more consensual 

direction over the last decade. Particular attention will be given to assessing the 

extent to which these changes are in accordance with the moderately plural nature of 

New Zealand society and the potentially dynamic nature of Maori ethnic affiliation. 
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THE TREATY OF 
NEW ZEALAND'S 
SYSTEM OF 

The eighth feature of Lijphart's consensus model of representative democracy 

is a written constitution, with particular emphasis on the existence of a minority veto. 

A written constitution, as pointed out in Chapter One, specifies the composition and 

powers of governmental institutions and the rights of citizens. It supposedly limits the 

power of the elected majority as it can not usually be altered without the consent of 

the people (in a referendum) or the support of an extra-ordinary parliamentary majority 

(often 75 per cent). Written constitutions also provide a "charter" which the judiciary 

can use to assess the constitutional validity of the actions of the elected government. 

A minority veto is a particular type of constitutional device which guarantees 

particular minorities certain rights and/or necessitates that these minorities give their 

consent to government legislation in specified areas. 

An attempt will be made in this chapter to assess the extent to which the 

elevation of the political and constitutional significance of the Treaty ofWaitangi over 

the last decade can be viewed as constituting the establishment of a written 

constitution with a minority veto in New Zealand. New Zealand, as was discussed in 

Chapter Two, does not have a written constitution in the sense of a single entrenched 

document and traditionally there has been little opportunity for judicial review in New 

Zealand, with there always being the potential for determined governments to act 

recklessly. This situation, it will be suggested, has begun to change as a result of the 

changing status of the Treaty of W aitangi, although parliamentary sovereignty is still 

very much intact. Particular attention will be given in this chapter to the extent to 

which this change in the status of the Treaty has been associated with: a) an official 

change in how the social composition of New Zealand is viewed; and b ), the 

assumption that Maori, at either the national or iwi level, form a societal cleavage, or 

cleavages, which is distinct, stable and internally coherent. 
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CHANGING PERCEPTIONS OF NEW ZEALAND'S 
SOCIAL COMPOSITION AND THE TREATY OF 
WAITANGI 

Maori are New Zealand's original inhabitants and today about 15 per cent of 

the country's population identify as having Maori ancestry (New Zealand Official 

Yearbook, 1992:75). Despite this little effort has been made, at least until recently, 

to create special structures within New Zealand's traditionaily majoritarian system for 

the special incorporation of "Maori interests". 1 Maori have been, for much of the last 

150 years, irrelevant to the dominant value system which government in New Zealand, 

and New Zealand society generally, was based upon: 

Maori values were not evidence of diversity so much as a side show, 

boud for absorption into the mainstream value system where practicable 

(hakas before All Black rugby union teams ... ) or for extinction as 

inappropriate deviations (James, 1992: 12). 

Even with the mass Maori urbanisation of the 1950s and 1960s the notion of 

New Zealand as a relatively homogeneous society persisted. "Maori 11 , as James 

(1992:12) points out, "who migrated into cities were expected to adopt and conform 

to the prevailing value system and most expected and wanted to". Some Maori groups 

continued to protest against this lack of recognition and lack of incorporation. Many 

others, however, were quite willing to be assimilated, considering this as the best way 

in which they could achieve higher socioeconomic status for themselves and their 

families (James, 1992:12). 

By the 1970s this situation was beginning to change. A new elite, as was 

discussed in Chapter Three, had emerged among urbanised Maori who were 

1 "Maori interests" is written in quotation marks from now on to reiterate Chapter Four's 
finding that all Maori clearly do not share identical interests and most have certain common 
interests with non-Maoris. At the same time, however, it was also found that there is some 
evidence to suggest that most who identify as Maori often share certain cultural and 
socioeconomic interests. 
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unsatisfied with their marginalized position in New Zealand society. These "Maori 

radicals" demanded a greater say in the running of government and a greater share of 

the country's resources, many of which they argued had been unjustly alienated from 

them. Their methods were those of popular protest, such as land marches, 

occupations, petitions and picketing (Walker, 1992:389-390). It would be wrong to 

suggest that all individuals of Maori ancestry embraced this new Maori consciousness 

equally, with a number instead preferring Pakeha values and a Pakeha way of life.2 

Many, however, have, and what started as essentially an elite movement in the late 

1960s and early 1970s had, by the late 1980s, developed a mass following. 

Maori were asserting their right to be an distinct people and were blatantly 

rejecting the notion that they would eventually be assimilated in to the British 

inherited value system. This has led to a very important change in how New 

Zealanders generally, and especially those in power, view New Zealand society. 

Jackson (1993: 10) makes this point as follows: 

The association between majoritarianism and what was then viewed as 

a virtually homogeneous state no longer applies. Today it is widely 

accepted that New Zealand is a bi-racial state, and it can no longer be 

assumed that the Maori race will simply, of its own volition, assimilate 

with Europeans. 

The Third Labour Government (1972-75) was the first to be influenced by this 

new Maori assertiveness. Under Matiu Rata as Minister of Maori Affairs the Treaty 

of Waitangi Act (1975) was passed establishing the Waitangi Tribunal. Its powers 

were considerably less than Rata had hoped for, with it only being empowered to look 

at claims dating from 1975; and then only being able to make recommendations, as 

opposed to binding decisions. Despite this, the establishment of the Tribunal probably 

2 These individuals, it could be argued, may still be Maori in strictly racial or biological 
terms. However, they are not Maori in ethnic terms, as defined in Chapter Three, if they fail 
to identify with or share in the myths, history, the common culture and the sense of solidarity 
of the Maori ethnic group. 
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marked the first constitutional recognition since the creation of the four Maori seats 

of Maori as constituting a politically significant indigenous minority within New 

Zealand society. It also resulted in considerably more attention being focused on the 

Treaty of Waitangi. 

Some Maori groups, particularly Northern tribes, have continuously placed 

great importance on the Treaty and its guarantee of rangatiratanga. The New Zealand 

Wars of the 1860s were, for example, as much a fight over "Maori sovereignty" and 

Treaty rights as they were over land (see Orange, 1987:114-137). Similarly, the 

various movements to establish a separate "Maori Parliament" in the late 19th century 

and the Ratana movement of the 20th century all held the Treaty and its guarantee of 

rangatiratanga in high esteem (Walker, 1992:385). For example, representatives of 

these groups went to England to petition the British Crown, who they saw as their true 

Treaty partner. 

This commitment to the Treaty has traditionally not been shared by all Maori. 

The representatives of some tribes did not sign the Treaty in 1840 and as a 

consequence they and their descendants did not view it as central to their quest for 

justice from the Pakeha. Many Maori activists in the 1970s and early 1980s, most 

notably the Waitangi Action Committee, dismissed the Treaty as a fraud not worth the 

paper it was written upon (Sharp, 1991:134). For these Maori the annual Waitangi 

Day celebrations, and the image of "one people" which was presented at them, became 

a focus for popular protest. 

As a result of the establishment of the Waitangi Tribunal, as well as the 

consciousness raising efforts of Maori academics like Ranginui Walker and Pat 

Hohepa, the Treaty began to take on a wider significance for all Maori in the 1980s 

(James, 1992:124). It became a useful standard by which all Maori could measure 

their grievances, while the Tribunal provided an avenue through which these 

grievances could begin to be addressed. The Treaty also began to take on wider 

symbolic significance, serving as an important focus for pan-Maori unity. This was 

shown most clearly at two national hui held at Ngaruawahia in 1984 and Waitangi in 
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1985. There the representatives of virtually all iwi gave their endorsement to the 

Treaty, not as a document that had given them any new rights, but rather as one which 

recognised what they had possessed prior to European settlement and were therefore 

entitled to today (Sharp, 1991:133). 

Also crucial to the Treaty's elevation in political significance in the 1980s was 

the more receptive attitude toward Maori concerns of the Fourth Labour Government. 

While in opposition, and then as the newly elected government, Labour had taken 

account of the views expressed at the two national hui on the Treaty (Walker, 

1992:393). It had also included strengthening the Waitangi Tribunal in its election 

manifesto, and when elected passed the Treaty of Waitangi Amendment Act (1985). 

This increased the Tribunal's membership and funding and, most significantly, 

extended its jurisdiction back to the signing of Treaty in 1840. The Tribunal still only 

had recommendatory powers, although it seemed that the new Labour Government was 

more committed to following these recommendations than the previous National 

Government had been. This restoration of the Treaty to legal centrality was, as James 

(1992:124) has pointed out, perhaps the most important of the mass of changes 

wrought by the Fourth Labour Government. 

A combination of factors lead to the change in Maori policy which occurred 

under Labour. First, considerable pressure had been placed on Labour by Maori and 

other reformist groups to take more account of Maori issues. The Labour Government 

was also more receptive to this pressure because its cabinet, as James (1992: 128) has 

argued, was made up of a large number of generally liberal minded lawyers who 

genuinely believed that it was justified to give more attention to Maori concerns in the 

name of social equity. It is also possible that Labour's new Treaty initiatives resulted 

from a desire to reward the Maori electorate for its years of support; or more 

pragmatically, to maintain this support in the face of the significant inroads made in 

the four Maori seats by Mana Motuake in the 1981 and 1984 general elections. 

Labour's Treaty policy was also in accordance with the Government's wider economic 

policy: addressing Treaty grievances provided a means by which "negative" welfare 

spending could be reduced and Maori could be made more self-sufficient. 
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THE WAITANGI TRIBUNAL, THE NEW ZEALAND 
COURT SYSTEM, AND THE TREATY OF 
WAITANGI 

Under the 1985 Treaty of Waitangi Act the enlarged Waitangi Tribunal had 

two central tasks. First, it was to "discover" the meaning of the Treaty by drawing 

on both the English and the Maori texts (see Chapter Four). Second, it was to assess 

the extent to which the Treaty had been vioiated, and then to recommend what 

reparations were owed to Maori as a result (Sharp, 1991:133). 

The Tribunal functioned in a way quite different from that of the New Zealand 

court system. Claims were dealt with, not at the individual level or at the level of 

"Maoridom" as a whole, but on an iwi basis. This was because it was supposedly the 

representatives of the various iwi who had originally signed the Treaty, although in 

reality most Maori signatories represented individual hapus, or sub-tribes (see below). 

Similarly, the Tribunal often met on marae and viewed oral evidence pertaining to 

traditional resource uses and customs on an equal footing to other forms of evidence, 

including scientific evidence (James, 1992: 126). These innovations served to greatly 

enhance the mana of the Tribunal in the eyes of many Maori and led to a large 

number of claims being lodged. 

With regard to the first of the Tribunal1s tasks - that of discovering the Treaty's 

meaning - it originally focused upon the spirit of the Treaty and did not come up with 

any rigid list of "Treaty principles" in the manner the Court of Appeal and Labour 

Cabinet were to do later. Instead the Tribunal used, as Kelsey (1991:126) has pointed 

out, such vaguely worded phrases as II a partnership the precise terms of which have 

yet to be worked out" and 11a developing social contract capable of adaptation to meet 

new and changing conditions". Such an interpretation of the Treaty's meaning was in 

accordance with the now widely accepted conception of the Treaty as a "living 

document11 which is always speaking (Sharp, 1992:133). 
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The Tribunal found, in its assessment of how the Treaty had been breached, 

that most Maori claims for compensation were fully justified. This was very much 

in accordance with historical writing of the time (see Orange, 1987). At the same 

time, however, the recommendations the Tribunal made were very practical, balancing 

what Maori were legitimately entitled against what was politically and financially 

possible. Sharp (1992: 131) describes the Tribunal's attitude as follows: 

Strict reparation for past wrongs needed to be tempered with 

considerations of what was politically possible and what would seem 

right - or "equitable" as common usage had it - in present 

circumstances. 

In its recommendations the Tribunal also placed considerable emphasis on the need 

to make reparations relevant to the present day. This involved compensating Maori, 

not in 1840 terms, but in a way which supposedly allowed Maori communities to 

become more economically self-sufficient. The extent to which this appears to have 

actually happened will be discussed below. 

The Crown, as Kelsey (1991:120) has pointed out, was slow to act on many 

of the Tribunal's recommendations. By the end of 1988 it had only fully implemented 

13 of the 59 recommendations it had been delivered. Despite this the Tribunal's status 

continued to grow throughout the remainder of the 1980s and by 1989 195 separate 

claims were either being heard or waiting to be heard. At the same time, however, 

the role of the Tribunal was beginning to be superseded by the courts, who had by 

now begun to take a much more active role in Treaty affairs. 

The courts and the law generally have traditionally played an important role, 

as Kelsey (1984) has pointed out, in the colonisation of the Maori people and in the 

erosion of their Treaty rights (see Ward, 1974 and Kelsey, 1984). In 1877, for 

example, the Treaty was dismissed in a landmark case as a "simple nullity", with it 

instead being stressed that Maori were fully subject to Crown law. This same general 
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attitude was pervasive for the next century. In the mid to late 1980s, however, what 

Sharp (1992:134) has described as a "legal revolution" took place with regard to the 

importance of the Treaty of Waitangi to the New Zealand legal system. Without any 

statutory direction - but possibly influenced by the mood of the time and a desire to 

increase their constitutional role - the courts started to give recognition to the Treaty 

as if it were a formal constitutional document. In 1986 they began taking account of 

the Waitangi Tribunal's findings with regard to Maori land use. This was followed 

in the same year by formal recognition of Maori aboriginai iand title and Maori rights 

to fisheries under the Treaty (Sharp, 1992: 129-30). 

What gave the courts the opportunity to play a more active role in the area of 

Maori rights was the inclusion of certain "Treaty clauses" in various pieces of 

government legislation. Because the Treaty had never been formally ratified by 

Parliament it had no independent status in law, and could therefore only be subject to 

judicial interpretation if incorporated into specific statutes. The Treaty had been 

referred to in the 1877 Fish Protection Act, although this clause had generally been 

ignored by the courts. In 1985 Palmer had also tried unsuccessfully to have the Treaty 

incorporated into his proposed bill of rights. 

A major change came with a series of Acts passed by the Fourth Labour 

Government which made direct reference to the Treaty of Waitangi. The most 

important of these was the State Owned Enterprises Act (1986), which provided the 

legislative basis for the privatisation of state owned assets. Potentially these assets 

included Crown land and other resources which were subject to claims under the 

Treaty of Waitangi. Just prior to the SOE Act being ratified Cabinet - possibly 

through fear of Maori protest - included an additional clause which stated that 

"Nothing in this Act shall permit the Crown to act in a manner that is inconsistent 

with the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi". Similar Treaty clauses were also 

written into the Environment Act (1986) Conservation Act (1987), the Maori Language 

Act (1987) the Maori Fisheries Act (1989), the Crown Forest Amendment Act (1989) 

and the Runanga Iwi Act (1990). 
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Palmer (1992:83), who claims to have been influenced by the positive role the 

courts play in the United States in securing racial equality, explains the rationale 

behind his government's inclusion of the Treaty clause in the SOE Act: 

The process of statutory incorporation was designed not to give Maori 

enforceable Treaty rights as such, but to require decision-makers 

exercising powers under various pieces of legislation to give the Treaty 

proper consideration. They could not ignore it. 

Almost immediately the courts were given the opportunity to interpret the SOE 

Act's Treaty clauses. Acting on behalf of all iwi the New Zealand Maori Council had 

challenged, in the Court of Appeal, the government's right to transfer to private 

ownership Crown land which was subject to claims before the Waitangi Tribunal. The 

Court of Appeal found in favour of the Maori Council. When delivering the verdict 

Sir Robin Cooke, the court's President, took the opportunity to describe the manner 

in which the place of Maori had changed in New Zealand society: 

For more than a century and a quarter... integration, amalgamation of 

the races, the assimilation of the Maori to Pakeha, was the goal which 

in the main successive governments tended to pursue. Now the 

emphasis is much more on the need to preserve Maoritanga, Maori land 

and communal life, a distinctive Maori identity (SOE case, 1987:664). 

This clearly indicated the extent to which official opinion had evolved from thinking 

of New Zealand as a relatively homogeneous society to thinking of it as a "bicultural 

one". 

One consequence of the SOE case was that it made the recommendations of 

the Waitangi Tribunal binding with regard to the sale of certain Crown assets. This 

marked an important deviation from New Zealand's traditionally majoritarian system 

of government by imposing a potential check on the elected majority in Parliament. 

In 1988 the Tribunal's membership was increased, as was its number of sessions. This 
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apparent rise in the power of the Tribunal aroused the hostility of some Pakeha who 

feared it would soon be empowered to make binding decisions regarding claims over 

private land (Kelsey, 1991:117-8). However, these fears were misguided as it 

became the mainstream court system, rather than the Waitangi Tribunal, which was 

beginning to exercise the most power over Treaty issues. 

As a result of the SOE case, and those which were to follow involving the 

allocation of fishing quotas and the sale of Coal Corp, the Government had little 

choice but to enter into direct negotiations with iwi. More importantly, it now seemed 

it was up to the Court of Appeal to decide whether the fruits of these negotiations 

were in accordance with its own conception of the "Treaty principles" (Sharp, 

1992:136-7). The Waitangi Tribunal, the Court of Appeal suggested, could assist in 

this process by providing evidence and advice, but ultimately the final decision on 

what the Treaty principles were and how they had been violated lay with the judiciary. 

"In the end" Cooke claimed with regard to the Coal Corp case (1989:530), "no doubt 

only the courts can finally rule on whether or not a particular solution accords with 

the Treaty principles". 

Central to the Court of Appeal's conception of the Treaty principles was the 

notion of a "partnership" between Maori and Pakeha. Cooke, for example, talked of 

how the SOE judgement had "created responsibilities analogous to fiduciary duties" 

which required "active protection" by the Crown "of Maori people in the use of their 

lands and waters to the fullest extent practicable". Maori, at the same time, were also 

bound by this partnership as they "have undertaken a duty of loyalty to the Queen, full 

acceptance of her government and reasonable co-operation". This notion of 

partnership under the ultimate sovereignty of the Crown was, according to Kelsey 

( 1991: 111 ), a direct denial of Maori rangatiratanga. 

There was even some indication that the Court of Appeal believed that its 

interpretation of the Treaty principles had wider application than just the handful of 

Acts which referred directly to the Treaty (Sharp, 1991:136). Instead it was suggested 

that these principles might be of fundamental constitutional importance, against which 
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all law, and all negotiated settlements, might be measured. This marked another 

obvious move away from New Zealand's traditionally majoritarian system of 

government as it implied that the courts had a legitimate right to challenge the actions 

of Parliament in terms of the Treaty of Waitangi. Palmer (1992:89) describes the 

situation as follows: 

The [SOE] case established Treaty of Waitangi jurisprudence so firmly 

and dramatically in the courts of New Zealand that they can now play 

something of the role of American courts, and will assist in the 

protection of the minority to secure to them things which the legislature 

would not award them directly. 

THE LABOUR CABINET AND THE TREATY OF 
WAITANGI 

This increase in the role of the courts in Treaty affairs never eventuated into 

the type of judicial review system set out in Lijphart's consensual model. Up to this 

point the Labour Government, as Sharp (1990a:25 l) has pointed out, had tended to 

leave the administration of Maori policy to other institutions, such as the W aitangi 

Tribunal and the Court of Appeal. By the late 1980s, however, the Labour Cabinet 

had realised that by providing the courts with the opportunity to interpret Treaty 

clauses it had undermined the whole doctrine of Parliamentary - and therefore Cabinet 

- sovereignty which its own power was based upon. In addition, there was increasing 

evidence that large sections of the public were becoming hostile toward the notion of 

the Treaty of Waitangi as a fundamental constitutional document (Sharp, 1992:124, 

and Walker, 1992:396). 

In May 1989 the Labour Cabinet, consc10us of the general election the 

following year, took steps to take the initiative away from the courts. Theoretically 

the Labour Cabinet could have dealt with the Court of Appeal's challenge to 

Parliamentary sovereignty by simply expunging all references to the Treaty of 
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Waitangi from legislation such as the SOE Act. But to do so would be politically 

impossible in view of the attention which had been focused upon these Acts by the 

courts and the media. It chose instead to present its own "authoritative" set of 

"Principles for Crown Action on the Treaty of Waitangi". Kelsey (1991:126-7) 

summarises these as follows: 

1. Kawanatanga: the Crown right to govern and make laws ,or exercise 

sovereignty, subject to Maori interests being accorded an II appropriate priority"; 

2. Rangatiratanga: tribal "self-management" and control over those resources 

they wish to retain; 

3. Equality: Pakeha and Maori are equal citizens under British law which was 

"selected" by the Treaty; 

4. Co-operation: consultation should occur on ma3or ISsues of common 

concern and requires mutual good faith, balance and common sense; 

5. Redress: the Crown, having provided a process for resolution of grievances, 

expected reconciliation to result. 

In addition legislators saw to it, as Sharp (1991:137) has pointed out, that pending 

1989-90 legislation on local government, town and country planing and iwi devolution 

- while requiring officials to have regard to the Treaty or to Maori interests - did not 

give special priority to the Treaty or to "Maori rights". This greatly reduced the scope 

for judicial review and ensured that Maori rights, though important, were balanced 

against other wider considerations. 

Parliament had thus reasserted its sovereignty and in doing so curtailed Maori 

assertions of the recognition of tino rangatiratanga (Walker, 1992:399). The Labour 

Cabinet had recognised that the settlement of "the Maori problem" was a political 

issue, rather than a legal or administrative one, and therefore had to be solved by 
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political means (Sharp, l 990a:25 l ). Prime Minister Palmer expressed this new stance 

very clearly at the time as follows: 

[W]hen it comes to the question of the allocation of resources, that is 

a political question for the government. It is not a legal question for 

the courts, and it will not be decided by the courts in any authoritative 

way (cited Walker, 1992:396). 

The emphasis was thus now firmly on direct negotiations between the government and 

iwi, with the Crown, not the courts, setting the boundaries within which these 

negotiations would take place. 

This same pattern has been continued after 1990 by the National Government, 

although with some modifications. National, for example, has shown a greater 

willingness to deal with Treaty claims on a collective rather than on an individual iwi 

basis. The 1992 Sea Lord Fisheries deal was an example of this. National is also 

currently debating the idea of having a final date for all claims over land to be lodged 

- possibly 1997 - and the establishment an overall settlement fund of around $1 billion 

to provide "financial guidelines" for future policy work on settling of claims (The New 

Zealand Herald: 24.3.94). 

At the same time tensions continue to exist between those who think that the 

courts should play a bigger role in ensuring Maori are accorded "justice" and those 

who think it is primarily the responsibility of Government to decide what Maori are 

entitled to. On the one hand, Chief Judge Durie (1991:17), formally of the Waitangi 

Tribunal, has argued that the role of the courts in giving recognition to the rights of 

Maori should be equal, not subservient, to that of the government. On the other hand, 

conservatives National MP Ross Meurant has warned the Government not to get ahead 

of public opinion on Treaty issues and suggest that some kind of "legislative 

mechanism" is needed to ensure that Treaty policy is not "court driven", but 

Government driven (The New Zealand Herald: 24.3.94). 
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A CRITICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE TREATY'S 
ELEVATION IN STATuS SINCE 1985 

Some academics and commentators stress the importance of not over 

estimating the changes which have occurred since 1985 relating to the Treaty of 

Waitangi. Kelsey (1990/1991), for example, has argued that these changes clearly do 

not constitute the type of "legal revolution" described by Sharp. Rather the period 

from 1985 to 1990 represented a "passive revolution" whereby the Pakeha-dominated 

state supposedly attempted to maintain its own hegemony by using its new Treaty 

policy to "coopt" Maori. There was no significant attempt to recognise rangatiratanga 

or to share power with Maori. 

Kelsey (1991 :9-29) presents much evidence to substantiate her case. First, the 

Waitangi Tribunal supposedly changed from being a very independent body in 1985 

to one which was little more than a servant of the Pakeha state by the end of the 

decade. This, she points out, is clear from the way in which the Tribunal's 

interpretation of the Treaty principles changed from one which gave full recognition 

to Maori rangatiratanga in 1986 to one which merely reflected Parliament's own set 

of Treaty principles in 1990. Kelsey also shows how under funded and under staffed 

the Tribunal was, and how this resulted in a massive backlog of claims still to be 

heard. Even when claims have been heard, the Crown proved very slow to act on the 

Tribunal's recommendations. 

Kelsey also makes the point that the Tribunal's role as definer of the Treaty 

principles has been superseded to a considerable extent by the Court of Appeal and 

then by Cabinet. According to Kelsey neither of these institutions are suitable for the 

protection of Maori rights because both represent essentially the same "hegemonic 

Pakeha interests". This is reflected most clearly in both institutions' shared emphasis 

on an interpretation of the Treaty principles which stresses the notion of a partnership 

between Maori and Pakeha under the single sovereignty of the Crown, rather than a 

formal recognition of Maori rangatiratanga. 
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Like Palmer (1992:98), Kelsey makes the point that the Treaty of Waitangi Act 

1975, along with all the other statutes which give explicit recognition to the Treaty, 

are not entrenched. They, like the separate Maori seats in Parliament, can thus be 

swept away by a simple majority in Parliament. 

If one accepts Kelsey's argument then it would seem that New Zealand has 

witnessed no significant move toward a more consensual system with regard to the 

Treaty of Waitangi. Such a view seems to ignore the extent to which things have 

changed in this area over the last decade. It is true that the Treaty has not become a 

formal constitutional document and that Crown sovereignty is still complete. The 

Treaty has nevertheless become a very important part of New Zealand's political 

system. It has been central to most moves over the last decade to improve the 

position of Maori within New Zealand society, such as the Labour Government's iwi 

devolution initiatives (see Chapter Six). Government departments have also, since 

1986, routinely included "Treaty issues" in their vocabulary and used the Treaty as the 

rationale for taking greater account of Maori concerns in their activities (Sharp, 

1991:137). 

In addition, although there are many Treaty claims still to be resolved, 

considerable headway has been made, as James (1992:287) has pointed out, since 

Kelsey wrote. The 1992 Sea Lord Fisheries deal between the Crown and a 

conglomerate of iwi is a recent example of this. Partly this success has resulted from 

the move, first by the Labour Government and then by National, to enter into direct 

negotiations with iwi. It has also resulted from, as Palmer (1992:99) has pointed out, 

the development of a more consensual system of government in which there are other 

avenues, besides Parliament and most notably the courts, through which Maori can 

seek to have their grievances addressed: 

Maori procured results which had been lacking for most of New 

Zealand's history, simply because the arguments were moved away 

from the majoritarian legislature where the four Maori MPs could never 

expect to win an argument that mattered. 



127 

Some groups within New Zealand society would have clearly liked the Treaty 

to be given more recognition than it has, with the formal recognition of rangatiratanga 

still being very much on the political agenda for many Maori. It is unlikely, however, 

given the size of the Pakeha population, that such reforms could be achieved in the 

near future. The Pakeha majority always has a veto through the ballot box and so can 

ultimately set the boundaries within which Treaty discourse takes place. Maori, as 

James (1992: 110) points out, "do not and will not get equal political power until they 

have the numbers". He thus dismisses Kelsey's gripe that the Labour C,overnment had 

failed to transfer sovereignty to Maori in any meaningful way as "romantic and 

doctrinaire twaddle" given the political ( and demographic) realities of the time (James, 

1992:287). 

Despite this, the "boundaries" within which debates take place about Maori 

grievances - and about the place of Maori in society generally - have clearly expanded. 

Much of this has resulted from public education campaigns about biculturalism and 

the Treaty of Waitangi, such as that which coincided with the 1990 Celebrations. 

James (1992: 132) sums up this change in public attitudes very succinctly as follows: 

Maori in 1992 are no longer, as in 1984, officially honorary and poor 

Pakeha. They remain for the most part poor in comparison to other 

New Zealanders... Maori are Maori again, not just where they have 

always been Maori, on the marae, out of sight, but in the eyes of 

Pakeha. 

James (1992:133) also makes the point that a general consensus now exists 

between both major political parties regarding Treaty issues. Both parties, for 

example, accept the Treaty as New Zealand's founding document and that it imposes 

certain obligations on the Crown with regard to Maori. In addition, the Crown must 

attempt, ultimately through direct negotiations with Maori, to address outstanding 

Maori grievances under the Treaty. At the same time, however, both parties also 

believe that Parliament is always sovereign, with it ultimately being up to it to decide 

what Maori are entitled to. 
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The attempts which have been made, over the last decade, to better incorporate 

Maori also appear to have made New Zealand's governmental system more legitimate 

in the eyes of most Maori. Many Maori nationalist leaders of the 1970s and early 

1980s, including Donna Awatere who openly questioned the legitimacy of the New 

Zealand state in Maori Sovereignty (1984), are now working within the state 

bureaucracy. These individuals are still very committed to furthering the interests of 

their own people, but now, due to the changes which have occurred over the previous 

decade, feel they can do this more effectively within government structures. 

THE TREATY OF W AITANGI AND THE REALfllES 
OF MAORI SOCIAL ORGANISATION 

Before any conclusions can be reached regarding the relationship between these 

developments m the area of the Treaty of Waitangi and Lijphart's 

majoritarian/consensual theoretical framework it is necessary to investigate the 

relationship between these developments and the nature of Maori society. In Chapter 

One it was suggested that a possible weakness of certain facets of Lijphart's consensus 

and consociational models was their over reliance on the existence of relatively 

distinct and internally coherent societal cleavages. This also appears to be the case 

with regard to at least some of the ways in which New Zealand's system of 

government has evolved in a more consensual direction in the area of the Treaty of 

Waitangi. 

Under certain interpretations of the Treaty of Waitangi there seems no 

necessity that Maori, either at the national or iwi level, constitute a unified social 

cleavage which is distinct form the rest of society. Under a literal interpretation of 

the English language text, for example, Maori are guaranteed, amongst other things, 

ownership of certain specified material resources, such as their land and fisheries, and 

the same rights and privileges as other citizens. Recognition of these guarantees does 

not necessarily assume that Maori are somehow distinct from non-Maori, who also 

share similar rights of citizenship and of ownership over their property, or that Maori 

society is organised in any particular way. In fact, it seems likely that these 
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guarantees in the English language text were there not there just to protect a distinct 

Maori way of life, but were instead based on the assumption that Maori would one 

day be fully assimilated into the growing settler population. 

A literal interpretation of the Maori text, on the other hand, places considerably 

more stress on the distinctiveness of Maori culture and society and the need to give 

recognition to traditional forms of Maori social organisation. Under the second article 

of this text of the Treaty Maori were not only guaranteed ow11ership of certain 

specified material resources but also of their "taonga". Taonga, as was suggested in 

Chapter Four, has been interpreted to include such non-material things as the Maori 

language and Maori's distinct way of life. Similarly, the guarantee of tino 

rangatiratanga, or "chiefly authority", over all these things implies that Maori have 

their own distinct modes of social organisation which should be given formal 

recognition. 

The Treaty policies pursued by both Labour and National governments over 

the past decade, though clearly not going as far as some Maori would have liked, also 

appear to be based on this assumption that Maori, particularly at the iwi level, 

constitute societal cleavages which are both distinct and internally coherent. As 

already suggested, the claims resolution process, which began in 1985 with the 

empowerment of the Waitangi Tribunal, is based on settlements being reached between 

the Crown and elites within individual iwi groupings, such as trust boards. Once 

reparations are paid to these elites it is their responsibility to ensure that all members 

of the iwi benefit from this payment in some way. A common method by which this 

is done is through iwi elites providing funding for cooperative economic ventures in 

their tribal area which employ local Maori. 

Unfortunately there are a number of apparent weakness with this process, 

particularly as it relates to Maori social organisation in contemporary New Zealand. 

First, this process assumes that the iwi is the single most important unit of social 

organisation within Maori society and the only one capable of serving as a mechanism 

through which reparations can be distributed to the Maori people. This ignores the 
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fact that other social entities within Maori society, such the hapu or the whanau, may 

have a role to play in the economic development of the Maori people. It also ignores 

the fact that pan-tribal organisations, such as the Maori Women's Welfare League, the 

New Zealand Maori Council, and the Maori Congress, can possibly play a more direct 

role in negotiating Treaty claims and distributing reparations. 

Shane Jones (The Dominion: 19.11.93) argues there is some doubt regarding 

whether iwi are indeed the legally appropriate bodies for entering into Treaty 

negotiations with the Crown: 

The authentic traditional Maori body under the Treaty is the hapu (sub

tribe) rather than the iwi (tribal confederation). The hapu is directly 

referred to in the Treaty whereas the iwi is something of a recent 

construction. The hapu, however, is not the focus of attention. 

A hapu based approach is often seen as too costly, too cumbersome and not capable 

of dealing with development in the modern state. This, Jones claims, is debatable, but 

does show that Maori society is dynamic and capable of redefining its institutions (see 

Chapter Three). 

Second, the present iwi-based Treaty claims resolution process is flawed 

because it encourages unproductive competition between different iwi. A clear 

example of this was the recent wrangling between iwi over the allocation of fishing 

quotas under the Sea Lord deal. It resulted in a number of southern tribes leaving the 

newly formed Maori Congress, which was attempting to oversee the quota allocation 

process. Like other conflicts relating to the Treaty of Waitangi these inter-iwi disputes 

can usually only be resolved by referral to some higher authority, such as the Waitangi 

Tribunal or the courts. This inevitably proves a very expensive process and often 

benefits lawyers on a disproportionate basis. 

More importantly, such inter-iwi competition, though possibly reflecting 

divisions which have always existed, has the potential to destroy the unity which has 
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developed in Maori society over the last 150 years. Jones (The Dominion: 19 .11. 93) 

explains: 

There is... great tension in Maoridom over the direction of the claims 

process. It is feared that the process could atomise Maori society and 

reduce economic and political life to tribal posturing and chauvinism. 

This is to the possible detriment of all Maori and introduces the possibility that iwi 

leaders may forego opportunities to actively promote the welfare of all Maoris if this 

was thought to be contrary to the interests of their own people. However, it is 

considered "politically incorrect", as Jones (The Dominion: 19.11.93) explains, to 

debate the merits and disadvantages of such a parochial, tribal approach in terms of 

who should benefit from the Treaty settlement process. This is not only because it is 

likely to offend those iwi elites who perceive themselves to be working in the interests 

of their people, but also because it goes directly against the iwi-based policies pursued 

by both recent governments. 

Third, the present iwi-based Treaty claims resolution process provides no 

formal mechanisms for ensuring that all Maori benefit equally, or at least fairly, from 

the reparations which are paid to each iwi. It seems fair to suggest that on the whole 

iwi elites do hold the interests of their own people in high regard, as this is very much 

in accordance with the more communal orientation of traditional Maori society (see 

Chapters Three and Four). However, because it is up to each individual iwi to decide 

for itself how to distribute these allocations it is often very hard to discern how 

effectively this is being done, particularly in the absence of any formal scrutinising 

procedures by central government. This was evidenced by the attitude of a notable 

iwi leader when asked on National Radio (Morning Report: 19.11.93) how the 

government could be sure that all Maori are benefiting from reparation payments: he 

replied that it was "for us to know and you to find out". 

Such an emphasis on tribal sovereignty is clearly in accordance with the Treaty 

of Waitangi's guarantee of tino rangatiratanga and the desire for Maori self-
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determination. However, such a stance may be of little relevance to those at the 

bottom of Maori society if they are not feeling any benefits from the payment of 

reparations. It is also unlikely that the government will keep funding such a system 

if it is not seen to be benefiting those people who most need help. Jones (The 

Dominion: 19.11.93) explains: 

Maori people naturally resent governments and Pakehas imposing 

specific models of social or political organisation on them, but no 

government can countenance spending hundreds of millions of dollars 

to settle claims unless it is confident the Maori people of blighted 

urban areas will enjoy the fruits. 

Jones then suggests that iwi leaders should look first at the effects of recent 

changes in how the state has attempted to reallocate resources amongst all New 

Zealanders before they continue too far dO.lN'lfl the path they seem intent on following: 

It may be argued that as the resources flow into the various tribes the 

benefits will trickle down, but given the scepticism about the trickle

down theory in wider society there are bound to be doubts about its 

validity in Maori society, given tribal rivalry and commercial 

advantage. 

The fourth and final obvious weakness with the present iwi-based claims 

resolution process is that it fails to take adequate account of those many thousands of 

Maori who either live outside the boundaries of the iwi to which they are affiliated, 

or those Maori who have no, or very weak, iwi ties. Often these urbanised and 

"detribalised" Maori are at the bottom of the socioeconomic scale, and therefore in 

most need of extra resources. A large number of Maori potentially fit into this 

category. Walker (1990) has estimated that about 70 per cent of Maori live outside 

their traditional tribal boundaries, while the Royal Commission on Social Policy 

(1988,vol.1:432) found that up to 10 per cent of the Maori it surveyed did not affiliate 

with any iwi. 
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The results"1991 New Zealand census, which was the first to ask questions on 

iwi affiliation, suggests that these figures could be even higher. It found that of those 

511,278 individuals who identified as being of Maori ancestry 141,030 (28 per cent) 

indicated no iwi affiliation. The majority of these said they did not know their iwi, 

while the remainder said they did not belong to an iwi, or simply did not answer the 

question. The 1991 census also found that there is considerable variation between iwi 

with regard to how concentrated their populations are: Rangitane, with nearly 85 per 

cent of its population in Manawaatu-Wanganui, is the least dispersed iwi; the most 

dispersed iwi is Ngati Porou, with fewer than 25 per cent of its affiliates in the 

Gisborne area (Department of Statistics, l 992a).3 In the following chapter more 

attention will be given to the plight of Maori with weakened tribal links, particularly 

as it relates the Fourth Labour Government's policy of "iwi devolution". 

In view of the above weaknesses of the present iwi-based approach to Treaty 

claim resolution a number of other options have been put forward. Jones (The 

Dominion: 19.11.93), for example, has argued that because such problems as high 

unemployment and low health and education standards recognise no tribal boundaries 

they must be tackled at the national level. He suggests that a redirected Maori 

Ministry may play, in closer association with Maori leaders, a more effective role in 

Maori economic development. There is also much potential for more pan-tribal 

resolutions of Maori Treaty grievances. However, as with the recent pan-tribal 

fisheries deal, there is still the possibility that such a process could be derailed by 

tribal rivalries. 

Jim Traue (The Christchurch Press: 5.10.93), a regular commentator on Maori 

affairs, has argued that if those Maori at the bottom of the socioeconomic scale are 

to benefit from the allocation of reparations then a new form of eligibility criteria for 

reparation payments needs to be introduced. Under the present system anyone who 

3 The 1991 census also found that there was a tendency, particularly amongst the Tainui 
and Te Arawa people, for individuals to indicate the waka or confederation they belong to 
rather than the particular iwi. This supports the argument, presented in Chapter Three, that 
Maori iwi affiliation is ve1y often ambiguous. 
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identifies as a member of a particular iwi has the potential to receive reparations, 

although some groups are better positioned to take advantaged of this process than 

others. Because, according to Traue, the central aim of the reparations process is to 

compensate Maori for the negative affects of colonisation it should only be those 

Maori who are still experiencing these disadvantages who receive compensation. This 

would include Maori of below average socioeconomic status, but would exclude other 

groups: 

Those who have benefited from the system introduced by the European 

settlers - we might say anyone of Maori ancestry with personal 

property, educational qualifications, or income above the national 

average -should be excluded from reparations and should, in all 

fairness, contribute their fair share to the reparation fund for their less 

fortunate cousins. 

Such a system, according to Traue, would not only be fair but it would also be 

workable given the decade of recent experience the Department of Social Welfare and 

the hospital system has had devising methods of means-testing families. 

Traue's proposals are obviously contentious. Many Maori would counter his 

claims by arguing that although they may have gained some benefits from the Pakeha 

system, this does not automatically cancel out the injustice which was done to their 

ancestors. They would probably have the force of the law on their side. Probably the 

main advantage of a system like Traue's is that it would end the possibility of iwi 

elites, of above average socioeconomic status, using the present claims resolution 

process to their own advantage. It is impossible to say whether such self-interested 

behaviour on the part of iwi elites actually does occur under the present system, but 

it is a claim which is often made, especially by Pakeha. 
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CONCLUSION 

In conclusion let us return to Lijphart's majoritarian/ consensus theoretical 

framework and attempt to assess the extent to which the elevation of the Treaty of 

Waitangi's status over the last decade has led to New Zealand's system of government 

becoming more consensual so as to better incorporate Maori. For a short time in the 

late 1980s it was indeed as if the Treaty had become a fundamental constitutional 

document which not only guaranteed the Maori minority certain inalienable rights but 

also provided a formal basis for judicial review of government policy. Had this 

evolution continued it would have clearly marked the establishment of a written 

constitution and a minority veto as set out under Lijphart's consensus model. 

Parliament, however, responsive to wider public opinion and sensing its sovereignty 

under threat, was not prepared to allow this to happen. Since 1989 it, or at least the 

respective cabinets of the Labour and the National governments, ha, attempted to 

regain the initiative from the courts by presenting their own "authoritative" set of 

Treaty principles and entering into direct negotiations with iwi. 

Some in New Zealand, such as Kelsey, are clearly of the opinion that the 

Treaty of W aitangi has not been given the formal recognition it warrants and argue 

that there has been no meaningful transfer of sovereignty to Maori. Such a view 

appears to ignore two important facts. First, it ignores the extent to which things have 

changed with regard to the status of the Treaty of Waitangi over the last decade. The 

Treaty, though of virtually no significance to mainstream politics in 1984, now 

permeates all aspects of government in New Zealand and serves as an important 

rationale for addressing Maori grievances and for better incorporating Maori in 

government. In addition, this elevation is closely linked with an increased recognition 

of the "bicultural" nature of New Zealand society and has helped bring about further 

evolution toward a more consensual system in other areas of the governmental system. 

Two examples of this will be discussed in the following chapter. 
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Second, those, such as Kelsey, who down-play the significance of these 

changes relating to the Treaty ofWaitangi ignore what is realistically achievable given 

the political and demographic realities of contemporary New Zealand. Although there 

is now far greater recognition of the need to take account of "Maori interests" than 

before it is still ultimately the Pakeha electorate which sets the limits on what Maori 

are entitled to in terms of both resources and power-sharing. 

Even if acceptable to the Pakeha majority it is unlikely that the Treaty of 

Waitangi could serve as a fundamental constitutional document, as set out by 

Lijphart's consensus model given the incompatibility of the two language texts. The 

only possible way around this dilemma is to try and reconcile the two versions 

through some notion of "Treaty principles". The problem here is that often very 

different conceptions of what the Treaty principles are can be derived from the 

original texts depending on who is charged with finding them. 

Sharp (1991:144) goes as far as to make the claim that it possibly would have 

been better had there been no Treaty, given the amount of disagreement over what it 

is supposed to mean. Some other, more objective, "criteria" could then be established 

for assessing the extent of Maori grievances and how they should be addressed. The 

Treaty, however, is, as Sharp (1991:131) points out, an "inescapable fact of life" which 

has become central to political discourse in New Zealand in the 1990s. New 

Zealanders therefore have no choice but to constantly ask what it means and attempt 

to justify their actions in accordance with it. Even so there can only be one institution 

which is charged with the task of defining, in the narrow legal sense, what the Treaty 

is actually to mean. In New Zealand there is an unresolved tension over whether this 

is to be performed by Parliament or the judiciary. 

Finally, let us now return to the question of whether these moves toward a 

more consensual system in the area of the Treaty require or encourage the type of 

relatively static and internally coherent societal cleavages first identified in Chapter 

One. It would seem that the use of the Treaty as a mechanism for guaranteeing Maori 

certain rights and for addressing Maori socioeconomic disadvantage does imply the 
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existence of such cleavages. For example, it is generally on an iwi basis that attempts 

are made to address Treaty grievances. It is also assumed that when reparations are 

paid iwi are organised in a manner which ensures that these reparations are distributed 

in a way which encourages economic growth for the benefit of all. This, as was 

suggested above, often does not appear to be the case and has led to other, less iwi

orientated, methods of settling Treaty claims being put forward. 
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IWI DEVOLUTION 
GOVERNMENT 

The seventh feature of Lijphart's consensus model is territorial and 

nonterritorial federalism and decentralisation. These devices supposedly impose 

restraints on elected majorities by devolving power away from central government and 

granting a degree of autonomy to sub-national entities. In the late 1980s the Fourth 

Labour Government attempted to empower iwi (Maori tribes or tribal confederations) 

to deliver social services to their members and introduced formal mechanisms through 

which iwi could be consulted at the local government level. The legislative basis for 

these proposed reforms was the Runanga Iwi Act (1990) and the Local Government 

Amendment (No.8) Bill. In this chapter an attempt will be made to assess the extent 

to which these initiatives constitut/an evolution toward a system of non-territorial 

federalism and decentralisation, as described in Lijphart's model, so as to better 

represent Maori. 

Though aiming to create two very different sets of institutions, Labour's iwi 

devolution and local government consultation initiatives have a number of important 

similarities and can therefore be discussed simultaneously. First, both proposed 

reforms, along with the Resource Management Bill1 involved "Maori interests" being 

represented by Maori. Second, each proposal was couched in the language of 

"devolution" and justified with reference to the Treaty of Waitangi. Third, each 

proposal was founded upon "a formalised, state-recognised, system of Maori political 

organisations based on the traditional tribal structure, the iwi" (McLeay, 1991:31). 

Both proposals fit under the non-territorial federalism and decentralisation part 

of the consensual model because they aimed to extend autonomy and special 

1 The Resource Management Bill was introduced in to the House at about the same time 
as the other two pieces of legislation and aimed to give local iwi a limited say over resource 
planning legislation. Unlike the other it survived the 1990 change of government. 
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representation to sub-national groupings, not on a strictly territorial basis but on an iwi 

basis. This, it will be shown, led to a number of problems in areas where iwi 

boundaries, or iwi affiliations, were poorly defined. Problems also resulted when 

Pakeha groups laid claim to particular issue areas for which iwi believed they had, or 

should have had, legitimate responsibility. 

Although the Fourth Labour Government's proposed iwi devolution and 

consultation reforms failed to survive the 1990 change of government they are worthy 

of discussion for a number of reasons. First, although Labour's initiatives were 

discontinued iwi devolution and greater iwi autonomy at the local government level 

are still very much on the political agenda of many Maori groups today. Second, both 

proposals highlight the specific problems involved in creating special institutions 

which, in the first place, provide fair representation to groups rather than individuals 

and, in the second, which are accepted by all parties as legitimate (McLeay, 1991:31). 

An attempt will also be made in this chapter to assess the extent to which 

Labour's iwi devolution and local government consultation initiatives were based on 

the assumption that Maori, or more precisely individual· iwi, constitute societal 

cleavages which are relatively distinct, static and internally coherent. This, it will be 

recalled from Chapter One, appears to be an assumption upon which several facets of 

Lijphart's consensus model, and especially non territorial autonomy, are based. 

IWI DEVOLUTION 

Central government giving increased recognition to iwi structures was 

something which had been occurring for a number of years prior to Labour coming 

to power in 1984. In 1978 the Department of Maori Affairs began its Tu Tangata 

policy, which encouraged members of Maori communities to become involved in 

planning and implementing local development policies (Fl eras, 1991: 176). Similarly, 

iwi-based skills training schemes and Maori language centres had existed since the 

early 1980s. The establishment of these programmes under a National Government 
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had marked an obvious shift on the part of the state from viewing Maori as a single 

group to giving limited recognition to the importance of traditional Maori social 

groupings (see Chapter Three). 

This re-emphasis on traditional patterns of Maori social organisation was based 

on the premise that such groupings provide an important source of strength and 

resourcefulness upon which Maori could draw. It was hoped that if Maori, 

particularly young Maori, couid be encouraged to reestablish these traditional bonds 

many of the problems of social dislocation which had afflicted Maori as a result of 

urbanisation could be addressed. Fleras (1991:180) explains: 

A commitment to iwi identity and affiliation constituted an integral 

component of Maori culture, enabling the tangata whenua to establish 

a "sense of place" and a channel for supportive interaction and 

communication. 

Not only were the Fourth Labour Government's iwi devolution initiatives a 

continuation of this policy but they were also in accordance with Labour's new stance 

on the Treaty of Waitangi (see Chapter Five). The Treaty, as Fleras (1991:175) 

explained, served as "an important touchstone which legitimised these initiatives for 

devolving iwi-government relations". As a result much of the rhetoric which 

surrounded Labour's devolution policy embraced notions of "partnership" and the 

recognition of rangatiratanga. In the Labour Cabinet's 1989 exposition of the Treaty 

principles considerable emphasis was placed on the right of each iwi to be responsible 

for its own internal management. At the same time the Treaty served as an important 

standard, or "charter", by which the effectiveness of government initiatives in this area 

could be evaluated. 

Labour's iwi devolution policy can also be viewed as part of that government's 

wider policy of restructuring the state along market lines and making individuals and 

local communities more responsible for their own affairs (Fl eras, 1991: 174-175). This 

had become inevitable as a result of the economic crisis the New Zealand state had 
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found itself in due to continued over expenditure at a time when overseas earnings 

were in decline (see James, 1992). The tension between whether iwi devolution 

constituted a recognition of Maori Treaty rights, or whether it was just another 

example of the state passing its responsibilities on to other bodies without any real 

sharing of power, was to undermine the policy throughout its short history. 

One of the central features of Labour's iwi devolution policy was the 

dismantlement of the Department of Maori Affairs. It had been one of the oldest 

government departments, previously being responsible for the delivery of many social 

services to Maori and for the formation of government policy in this area. Under the 

Maori Affairs' Restructuring Act (1989) the Department was replaced with a new 

Ministry of Maori Affairs (Manatu Maori), which took over its functions in the area 

of policy formulation and the monitoring of legislation. The intention was that the 

Department's service delivery functions would then either be "main-streamed" to other 

government departments (which were encouraged to become more "bicultural" in their 

outlook and organisation) or contracted out to iwi authorities on a competitive basis. 

This restructuring, as Fleras (1991:177-179) points out, was consistent with 

broader government moves to separate and privatise the policy, commercial, regulatory 

and service functions of state departments. This, it was proposed, would make the 

delivery of social services more efficient by introducing an element of competition 

into the contracting process and by making it more client-orientated. It was also 

suggested that the new system would be more "culturally appropriate" than the 

previous centralised system and would allow iwi to devise social programmes more 

geared toward their specific needs. 

Prior to Labour's iwi devolution initiatives Maori tribes had no formal status 

in law and so could not legally enter into formal contracts with either government 

departments or the private sector. Instead of attempting to make each iwi a legal 

entity the Labour Government focused on just the runanga, or "tribal council", of each 

iwi. The first objective of the Runanga Iwi Act was thus "to create a new Maori 

Treaty partner which is identifiable with certainty and precision. The new Treaty 
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partner is to be called a runanga" (Iwi Transition Agency Working Group, 1990:7). 

These runanga were to be incorporated in much the same way as a company or an 

incorporated society. 

Not only were these runanga then able to enter into legal contracts on behalf 

of their iwi, but they were now legally accountable for the government funds they 

were to allocate within their own "rohe" or tribal area. There was also an expectation 

that runanga would play a key role in the moves which were then under way toward 

settling Treaty claims through direct iwi/Crown negotiation (see Chapter Five). 

The Runanga Iwi Act also presented a set of criteria which each iwi was 

supposed to meet before its runanga could be incorporated. This included the 

"collective possession of a demonstrable cultural and historical identity, based on a 

shared body of traditional law", a "structure of hapu11 , a "network of functioning 

marae" and "continuous existence traditionally and widely acknowledged by other iwi" 

(Iwi Transition Agency Working Group, 1990). By the end of 1990 58 different iwi 

authorities had applied for, and been granted, legal status under the Runanga Iwi Act. 

These included not only tribal runanga in areas where one iwi was numerically 

dominant, but also existing Maori Trust Boards and a number of regional authorities 

for urban migrants of diverse tribal affiliations (Fleras, 1991: 180). 

To help oversee the transition from social service delivery by the Maori Affairs 

Department to service delivery by iwi authorities the Iwi Transition Authority (Te Tira 

Ahu Iwi) was established. It had two primary functions: first, it was to maintain 

existing Maori Affairs Departmental programmes (such as housing, trade training, land 

development) until such time as the iwi were ready to assume them; and second, it 

was responsible for equipping iwi authorities with the resources, funds and skills each 

required for the pursuit of government services and programmes. It was projected 

under the legislation that the Iwi Transition Agency would remain in existence for up 

to five years. 
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With the election of National in 1990 the whole iwi devolution programme was 

halted. The new Minister of Maori Affairs, Winston Peters, pledged to repeal the 

Runanga Iwi Act and commissioned a special Ministerial Planning Group to 

investigate the delivery of social services to Maori. Its report was published in March 

1991 and emphasised the role of central government through the new Ministry of 

Maori Development, which replaced the Ministry of Maori Affairs in 1991. McLeay 

(1991:41) summarises the report's findings as follows: 

Special divisions were proposed which would pursue specific objectives 

in health, education, training and economic resource development. 

Delivery would be predominantly regionally based, in comparison with 

the iwi-based delivery of services planned under the Labour legislation. 

Iwi could provide representatives to work with officials at the regional 

levels and, "where iwi choose to form legal corporate entities... use 

these entities to contract with government to deliver services to their 

people". Pan-Maori bodies could also contract with government to 

deliver services. 

Despite this change, greater iwi autonomy continues to be on the political 

agenda for many Maori. At a recent international conference on the position of 

indigenous people in national constitutions Chief Judge Durie (1993 :7), for example, 

suggested greater Maori autonomy, presumably at the iwi level, was one of the most 

important ways of improving the position of Maori within New Zealand society. The 

Te Tunanga O Ngai Tahu Bill, introduced into Parliament in mid-1993, suggests that 

the present National ~overnment is also toying with the idea of a limited form of iwi 

devolution as a means of reducing Maori welfare dependency and encouraging 

economic growth (The Christchurch Press: 31.7.93). 

The Bill was proposed as part of the settlement of Ngai Tahu's claim under the 

Treaty of Waitangi. Under it the old Ngai Tahu Maori Trust Board is to be replaced 

by a new runanga as the iwi's central decision making body. Below it two additional 

bodies are to be established, each with separate functions: the Ngai Tahu Holding 
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Corporation would handle the tribes business affairs, while the Ngai Tahu 

Development Corporation, would be responsible for the tribe's social development. 

Such a proposal is clearly not as comprehensive as the Fourth Labour Government's 

iwi devolution policy: it does not involve the new runanga negotiating with 

government departments for the delivery of social services in the manner proposed by 

Labour, and concerns only the Ngai Tahu tribe and no others. However, the policy 

may well serve as a basis for another attempt, some time in the 

future, for greater autonomy for all iwi. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT IWI CONSULTATION 

The Fourth Labour Government's policy of iwi consultation at the local 

government level was a product of its wider policy of local government reform. These 

reforms included introducing a regional tier of local government for resource 

management and planning; the amalgamation of existing local bodies; the 

incorporation of local government trading activities; and the introduction of new 

mechanisms for accountability (McLeay, 1991:32). The original legislative basis for 

many of these reforms, the Local Government Amendment (No.2) Act 1989, had been 

criticised for not giving any special attention to the representation of "Maori interests" 

and therefore being out of step with Labour's wider Treaty policy. The Local 

Government Amendment (No.8) Bill was Labour's attempt to address these 

criticisms. 

The Labour Government rejected the proposal put forward by the Maori 

Council that Maori should control at least half the seats on local bodies and be 

empowered to review policy in accordance with the Treaty of Waitangi. Instead it 

opted for the establishment of multi-iwi Maori Advisory Committees. McLeay 

summarizes the proposed legislation as follows: 

This Bill provided for the runangas of each region to choose members 

to form Maori Advisory Committees, based on the iwi in the areas, to 

/ 



be consulted by the local authorities on issues concerning iwi. The Bill 

provided that the provision for consultation should be made "having 

regard to the Treaty of Waitangi". 
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The Local Government Amendment (No.8) Bill, which was to establish these 

committees, was not passed before the Labour Government was defeated in 1990. The 

policy was then scrapped after National took office and no formal system of iwi 

consultation at the local government level has been put in its place since (Hoskin, 

1994: 12). Despite this, there is continued pressure for a formal system of iwi-based 

local government consultation, as proposed by the Fourth Labour Government. The 

central theme of the 1993 National Local Government Community Conference, for 

example, was "partnership -Treaty of Waitangi community development and local 

government". It recommended that local bodies should develop their own "Treaty

based" style of government and that this required formal consultation between them 

and local iwi. 

In two recent court cases - Haddon v Auckland Regional Council and 

Auckland City Council and Gill and Ors v Rotorua District Court - the Resource 

Management Act's Treaty clause has been interpreted as necessitating that local 

authorities actively consult with local iwi on issues which are of concern to them. 

This consultation is to be at all stages of the policy development process and does not 

simply mean sending local iwi a copy of relevant documents (Dormer, 1994:6). 

Unfortunately there continues to be no formal guidelines setting out precisely how 

local Maori are to be consulted and how to identity those issues which are of direct 

concern to them. 

REASONS FOR 
POLICY OF 
CONSULTATION 

THE 
IWI 

FA~URE OF LABOUR'S 
DEVOLUTION AND 

Both the Runanga Iwi Act and the Local Government Amendment (no.8) Bill 

appear to have failed to survive the 1990 change of government for two main reasons. 
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First, the legitimacy of both proposals was open to considerable question from both 

Maori and Pakeha. Second, both proposals, but especially Labour's iwi devolution 

policy, did not pay enough attention to the realities of Maori, and particularly iwi, 

ethnic affiliation. Each of these failings is closely related ( although they will be dealt 

with separately below) and highlight the particular problems involved in extending 

limited autonomy to groups in a modem and complex society on a non-territorial 

basis. 

McLeay (1980), in an article on the four Maori seats, argued that if a system 

of special representation for a particular group is to function correctly it is necessary 

that all parties, including those who are not accorded such special representation, view 

these arrangements as legitimate. This emphasis on legitimacy was borrowed from 

consociationalism, particularly that theory's contention that effective power-sharing can 

only take place if all parti,es agree with the terms upon which power is to be shared. 
····f•l, 

In a later article, specially on the Runanga Iwi Act and the Local Government 

Amendment (No.8) Bill, McLeay (1991:44-45) restated the importance of legitimacy 

to systems of group-based representation and identified three principles "which must 

be followed if new, legitimate structures of political representation are to be created". 

First, she claimed, there must be a clearly defined relationship between the 

members of the constituency which is to be represented and those who are to represent 

them. Second, the procedure by which these representatives are to be selected/elected 

must be acceptable to all parties. Third, there must be accepted procedures by which 

these representatives can be held accountable for the policies they promote. This 

accountability is not only to their constituency but also to central government if the 

representatives rely upon it for funding. Keeping these three principles in mind let us 

now look at the grounds upon which the legitimacy of Labour's iwi devolution and 

local government consultation policies were questioned by both Maori and Pakeha. 
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MAORI QUESTIONS OF LEGITIMACY 

Although the general principle of iwi devolution had wide support amongst 

Maori, not all iwi, as Fleras (1991:181) points out, were anxious or ready to assume 

responsibility for social service delivery under the Runanga Iwi Act. By 1990 many 

iwi authorities had not even been identified and were not adequateiy prepared for 

contracting with government departments. There was also considerable uncertainty 

regarding which functions would still be best performed by central government and 

which ones iwi should pursue contracts for. For some Maori there was the fear that 

an iwi based service delivery system would rekindle "tribal jealousies" and "power 

struggles". There was also much uncertainty about the status of those iwi who chose 

not to register as runanga (Iwi Transition Agency working group, 1990). 

Many Maori groups were opposed to the dismantling of the Department of 

Maori Affairs. The Department had not been free from Maori criticism, and it was 

widely accepted that it was in need of reform (see Fleras, 1991). However, its 

dismantlement, along with the "main-streaming" of many of its functions, was viewed 

by many Maori as a further attempt by the state to assimilate the Maori population. 

A positive result of the dismantlement of the Department of Maori Affairs was the 

creation, in 1990, of the Maori Congress. It was a pan-tribal organisation which 

aimed to provide a unified and independent platform for all Maori to lobby and advise 

the government (Walker, 1992:397). 

Probably the main reason the legitimacy of the Runanga Iwi Act was brought 

into question by many Maori was because it did not constitute a system of meaningful 

power sharing between the Crown and iwi in the manner many Maori expected. As 

suggested, the Runanga Iwi legislation was presented by the Labour Government as 

an example of "devolution". Devolution, as McLeay (1991:31) points out, implies the 

mutually agreed transfer of power, authority and responsibility from a national to a 

sub-national level. Such a transfer, or restoration, of power was very much in 
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accordance with the desire of many Maori groups for the formal recognition of Maori 

rangatiratanga and the creation of a "bicultural" state. 

The failure to institute a system of power-sharing, based on rangatiratanga, was 

the principal flaw that the Iwi Transition Agency working group found with the 

Runanga Iwi legislation when it was still in bill form. The Treaty, according to 

working group (1990:5), "contemplates the iwi as legitimate authorities and indeed as 

constitutional equals of the Crown". This equality, the working group (1990:7) 

argued, was not reflected in the proposed Iwi Runanga legislation as it was up to the 

Crown to decided which Maori entities were able to register as runanga authorities: 

The group felt particularly uncomfortable with the notion that the 

Crown, as one party to the Treaty contract should, by the terms of the 

contract, have the power to define the other party in accordance with 

the Crown's own objectives. 

Most iwi are, the working group (1990:8-9) claimed, "ancient entities" with histories 

which go back for hundreds of years. They thus "cannot be stopped or started 

according to Pakeha law". 

The Runanga Iwi legislation was also criticised for presenting a Pakeha, rather 

than a Maori, view of iwi. In identifying runanga as both the embodiment of iwi and 

also the "new treaty partner" the government was, according to the I wi Transition 

Agency working group (1990;7), ignoring the fact that a Maori Treaty partner already 

existed in the form of the individual iwi.2 It was supposedly the representatives of 

these iwi who had signed the Treaty in 1840 and it was therefore of up-most 

importance that "mana and rangatiratanga" remain with them. The runanga, on the 

other hand, was only the "servant and representative of the iwi", and "an agent for 

receiving resources from the Crown for delivering to the iwi". In its final form the 

2 Shane Jones, as was pointed out in Chapter Five, has argued that in fact it is the 
individual hapu, or "sub-tribe" who are the legally correct Treaty partners with the Crown. 
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Iwi Runanga legislation was modified to allow iwi to decide who should act on their 

behalf when they dealt with the Crown, although runanga were still recognised as "the 

authoritative voice" of the iwi for the purpose of the Act. 

By only focusing on the runanga the Crown, according to the I wi Transition 

Agency working group, showed that it was more interested in finding ( or creating) an 

administrative body (or "Crown agency") on which it could off-load some of its 

responsibilities than it was in power-sharing. Fleras (1991: 185-186) also shares this 

view: 

In the hands of the Labour Government, then, devolution was 

merely a mechanical process of "delegating" authority and 

responsibility from one level to another. It consisted of 

"decentralising" delivery structures to the community level, 

without any fundamental change in the prevailing distribution 

of power in society. 

This was obviously in accordance with the Labour Government's wider policy of 

"rolling back" the state, but it clearly did not meet the desire of many Maori groups 

for full power-sharing in accordance with rangatiratanga. 

The proposed Runanga Iwi legislation also failed to recogmse 1w1 

rangatiratanga by insisting that each runanga be accountable to central authorities with 

regard to funding. In particular, it was proposed that each contract which the 

incorporated runanga entered into with the Crown should specify the means by which 

the runanga would be held to account for the money and resources it was allocated. 

Such accountability, the Iwi Transition Agency working group (1990:28) argued, 

implied that iwi were subservient to the Crown, rather than in a partnership based on 

equality. If rangatiratanga was to be maintained all review and audit provisions 

should be a matter of negotiation through the devolution contract rather than 

conditions unilaterally imposed by the Crown. 
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In 1989 Moana Jackson (cited Fleras, 1991:88) made similar observations to 

those of the Iwi Transition Agency working group about how iwi rangatiratanga was 

being compromised by the imposition of strict accountability procedures and 

"eligibility criteria" for the distribution of resources: 

[The iwi development] policy illustrates the inherent incompatibility 

between claiming that indigenous people can have self-determination 

and control over their own lives, while at the same time subjecting 

them to an overriding power structure in the political and social values 

of another numerically dominant people. Such "self-determination" is 

not rangatiratanga at all, and this is clear from the reality of the 

devolution policy. Tribes will be granted rangatiratanga by the Crown, 

a concept difficult in itself, only if they meet criteria defined by the 

Crown. They will then exercise only those powers which government 

sees fit to grant them. 

If full rangatiratanga was to recognised, it was argued, iwi authorities should not be 

held answerable to central government for resource allocation any more than private 

owners are responsible for the utilisation of their assets (Fl eras, 1991: 188). 

The main problem with such a proposal is one of legitimacy. According to 

McLeay's third principle of legitimate representation systems it is essential that formal 

mechanisms exist through which representatives can be held accountable to not only 

their own constituencies but also to central government. In the New Zealand context 

it is unlikely that many Pakeha would accept the allocation of taxpayers money to sub

national bodies unless these bodies were seen as accountable to some central 

government authority, and, through it, ultimately to Parliament. This is likely to 

remain the case as long as New Zealand's system of government is based on there 

being only one sovereign authority - Parliament - with only it being responsible for 

raising and allocating public funds. 
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Despite the recommendations of the Iwi Transition Agency working group the 

Iwi Runanga Bill was not modified to give explicit recognition to rangatiratanga 

before being passed into law. A clause, however, was included which stated that the 

Act should be interpreted in a manner consistent with the principles of the Treaty of 

Waitangi. Whether this amounted to a recognition of rangatiratanga, as desired by 

many Maori, depends, as was suggested in Chapters Four and Five, on whose 

interpretation of the Treaty principles is employed. 

The Maori Advisory Committees proposed under the Local Government 

Amendment (No.8) Bill were also criticised by Maori for not constituting a meaningful 

recognition of rangatiratanga. In particular, the Iwi Transition Agency working group 

(1990:35-36) argued, the provision for "Maori consultation" in the Bill did not amount 

to rangatiratanga as there was no compulsion for local bodies to follow the advice 

tendered to them: 

The Bill is a simple denial of rangatiratanga and fails to recognise that 

the iwi are legitimate jurisdictional and constitutional authorities m 

their own right having autonomy over their own issues ... 

[the Bill] replaces the constitutional relationship of equality between the 

Crown, provided for in the Treaty, with a relationship where the iwi are 

subordinate and merely consulted. 

Without full decision-making powers Maori representatives can not, as McLeay 

(1991 :45) has pointed out, be held responsible for the policies they promote. This 

violates her third legitimacy principle for special representation systems - that of 

accountability - and means that any system that constructs bodies which are merely 

"advisory" should be dismissed outright. The Iwi Transition Agency (1990:37) 

working group proposed that if rangatiratanga was to be recognised then iwi-based 

committees should be empowered to make binding decisions over those areas of direct 

concern to local Maori. It then suggested a process of negotiation should take place 

through which each iwi could be granted "autonomy over its own resources and its 
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own issues". This, as shall be pointed out m the following section, resulted in 

considerable opposition from many Pakeha. 

The Iwi Transition Agency working group also identified the problem of 

defining what constituted an issue of "Maori concern". It feared that if this decision 

was left up to local bodies, as was proposed in the Bill, there was the danger that only 

issues of obvious cultural or spiritual importance to Maori would be referred to the 

Maori advisory committees. The working group (1990:43) thus recommended that iwi 

should have the ability to require a matter, which it perceives to be of "Maori 

concern", referred to it for consideration. This, however, was also likely to create 

legitimacy problems for Pakeha if they believe they too have a legitimate right to 

make decisions regarding the same concerns. 

The problem of trying to demarcate between issues which are of "Maori 

concern" (and can therefore be legitimately left up to Maori bodies to decide) and 

those which are of "general concern" (in which all groups must have an impact) has 

wider significance than just Labour's local government consultation policy. It is a 

problem which is central to all attempts to create systems of non-territorial autonomy 

of the type set out by Lijphart's consensus and consociational models, including the 

notion of an ethnically divided Upper House to be discussed in Chapter Eight. 

According to McLeay (1991:46), this difficulty m trying to identify areas of 

exclusively Maori concern is "the major obstacle" to the creation of a just and 

workable system of guaranteed representation for Maori: 

If separate political structures are established to allow the political 

autonomy of iwi to exist, as they must, then there must be a defined 

area of issue legitimacy, a situation where it is quite clear that Maori 

legitimately "own" the issue over which they have self-government. 

As was suggested in Chapter Five, there is a growmg consensus m New 

Zealand politics that there are some issues which Maori bodies can and should be left 

to decide. These relate to things of obvious cultural significance, such as ancestral 
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lands and burial grounds, as well as certain aspects of the internal functioning of 

Maori communities (James, 1992:311). There are, however, other issues, such as 

Maori's relationship to the legal system, which are often viewed as general issues, but 

which some Maori claim to be specifically of Maori concern (see Jackson, 1988). 

Reconciling these conflicts is a political issue and therefore should, and can be, 

resolved, as McLeay (1991:46) has pointed out, through a process of political 

negotiation between the parties involved. An equally big problem, however, is not 

just identifying which issues are the legitimate responsibility of Maori bodies but 

identifying which individuals are to be bound by the decisions of these bodies. This 

will be discussed further in a later section. 

An alternative to trying to demarcate between Maori and general issues is to 

argue that all issues are potentially of concern to iwi. Iwi, it could be argued, should 

therefore have a guaranteed voice on all local government policy decisions, not just 

those deemed to be "of Maori concern". This could possibly be achieved by reserving 

positions on all local bodies for Maori. Problems, however, arise regarding the precise 

proportion of positions to reserved. Many Pakeha, for example, would probably 

question the legitimacy of giving local iwi fifty per cent representation on local 

bodies: as with regard to the Maori Council's proposal to create a "Maori Parliament" 

(see Chapter Eight) this would be perceived as giving Maori a share of power 

disproportionate to their population size. At the same time, however, giving Maori 

guaranteed representation in proportion to their population size, as recommended by 

McLeay (1991 :45), could easily result in the same problems of marginalisation and 

lack of impact which has been experienced with the four Maori parliamentary seats 

(see Chapter Seven). 

PAKEHA QUESTIONS OF LEGITIMACY 

The grounds upon which Pakeha groups questioned the legitimacy of the 

Fourth Labour Government's iwi devolution and local government consultation 
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proposals are quite different from those of Maori. Whereas Maori groups, such as the 

Iwi Transition Agency working group, criticised Labour's initiatives for not giving 

enough power to Maori, many Pakeha viewed the reforms as "undemocratic" in that 

they gave Maori a share of power out of proportion to their population size or 

extended to them "privileges" not available to other New Zealanders. McLeay 

(1991:34-35) found clear evidence of this attitude in her study of public submissions 

on the Local Government Amendment (No.9) Bill which proposed to establish Maori 

Advisory Committees. Similar arguments appear to have been made with regard to 

the Runanga I wi Act and the whole issue of separate Maori representation in 

Parliament (Kelsey, 1990). 

This hostility toward giving special attention to the incorporation of Maori 

interests with New Zealand's system of government reflects the western democratic 

tradition's emphasis on individual rather than group rights (see Kymilcka, 1989). 

However, as was pointed out in Chapter Four, a strong case can be made for giving 

special attention to the incorporation of Maori in the governmental system on the 

grounds that they, to a certain extent at least, form a "compact minority" with a set 

of interests distinct from those of other New Zealanders. It was also suggested that 

Maori's status under the Treaty of Waitangi and as New Zealand's indigenous 

population can support, though not serve as the sole basis for, this claim for special 

incorporation. 

Although special incorporation of Maori within the system of government can 

be justified in these ways it is still possible to question the legitimacy of the actual 

mechanisms which are created to provide this special incorporation. This is what 

happened with regard to the Runanga I wi Act and the Local Government Amendment 

(No.8) Bill. Both proposals were criticised for not making clear how the 

representatives on the new bodies would be elected or selected: particular concern was 

expressed in Parliament about the use of "traditional methods" of leadership selection 

and about Maori wvw' do not have strong iwi ties (McLeay, 1991:41). There were 

also doubts expressed over who exactly these bodies were to represent or how they 

would be held accountable, both to their constituencies and to the central government. 
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The above concerns touch on each of McLeay's three principles for legitimate 

' based representation procedures cited above: the need for a defined 

relationship between constituency membership and representative; the need to employ 

an accepted procedure of representative selection; and the need for an accepted 

procedure by which representatives are held accountable to both their constituencies 

and to central government. 

With regard to McLeay's second principle a particular representation structure 

ts not intrinsically illegitimate just because it does not conform to the western 

democratic ideal of individual votes and majority rule. This is a point McLeay 

(1991:44) herself makes: 

As long as processes are clear and public there is no reason why 

representation should not be collectivist rather than individualist in at 

least some of its processes. The Runanga Iwi Act accepted the validity 

of collectivist, communal decision making; in that sense it must be a 

major move, albeit a flawed one, towards the creation of a just 

bicultural state. 

Some of the problems relating to McLeay's third principle, that of clear 

lines of responsibility, can only really be addressed, as indicated above, when a 

decision is made on what issues Maori bodies are legitimately responsible for. In the 

following section an attempt will be made to assess the extent to which the Fourth 

labour Government's iwi devolution and local government consultation reforms 

established well defined relationships between constituency members and their 

representatives as required by McLeay's first principle. 
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IWI DEVOLUTION, LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
CONSULTATION AND MAORI SOCIETY 

In Chapter One it was suggested that certain parts of Lijphart's consensus 

model, particularly non-territorial federalism, assume that society is divided into 

relatively static and internally coherent societal cleavages. It was also suggested that 

these social cleavages supposedly represent the most important, or at least most 

politically relevant, lines along which that society is divided. Based on these 

assumptions Lijphart claimed that it is possible to grant a degree of autonomy to these 

sub-national groupings, and have power shared between them, even though they may 

not be concentrated in the same geographical area. The Fourth Labour Government's 

iwi devolution initiatives appeared to be based upon a similar set of assumptions. 

In Chapters Three and Four some attempt was be made to assess whether 

Maori, at either the national or iwi level, constitute the type of internally coherent and 

relatively static societal cleavages associated with certain aspects of the consensual 
ot'\ 

model. In the present section of this chapter attention will be focused"how both Maori 

and Pakeha groups perceived Labour's iwi devolution and consultation initiatives as 

ignoring the realities of Maori social organisation and ethnic affiliation. 

Under the Runanga Iwi Act it was assumed that the iwi was "the single 

remaining and most significant form of social organisation of the Maori people" (Iwi 

Transition Agency working group, 1990: 11 ). Some individuals, including a number 

of notable Maori leaders, dismissed this claim outright, suggesting instead that iwi 

identities were no longer relevant in modern New Zealand. Then National MP 

Winston Peters described Labour's iwi devolution policy as "a reversion to tribalism" 

and suggested that Maori would be better off working collectively as a group, or with 

Pakeha, to address the problems of social disadvantage facing them (New Zealand 

Parliamentary Debates, 1989: 14232). 

Such a view ignores the fact that for many Maori their iwi identities are still 

very important. It also ignores the positive effect that emphasising iwi identities can 
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have on Maori self-esteem and sense of belonging in New Zealand today. The 

problem with the Runanga Iwi Act was not so much that iwi are irrelevant to 

contemporary Maori, but rather that iwi represent only one of a number of different 

social groupings with which Maori may potentially affiliate. The Iwi Transition 

Agency working group (1990:11) explains: 

It is accepted that the iwi are a significant aspect of the Maori social 

order, but it is not accepted that whanau, hapu and marae do not also 

have a formal role to play in the process of iwi administration and 

government. 

These other group affiliations, as was suggested in Chapter Three, may be 

more important to some Maori than their iwi identity. Individual Maori may choose 

to emphasis these different group identities at different times, or in accordance with 

situational factors. It is also possible, as the Iwi Transition Agency working group 

pointed out, that individual hapu or whanau may come into conflict with the iwi of 

which they are supposedly a part. The working group thus suggested that the Runanga 

Iwi legislation be modified to allow hapu and whanau to dissent from the view of their 

iwi and to represent their own interests if need be. 

In its early stages Labour's iwi devolution policy also ignored the existence of 

pan-tribal groupings, such as the Maori Women's Welfare League, the Ratana Church 

and the New Zealand Maori Council. Little attention was paid to the existence of 

Maori Trust Boards which had been established, many of them for long periods of 

time, to administer tribally owned land and resources. These organisations, the Iwi 

Transition Agency working group (1990) argued, represented possible sources of 

identity for many Maori and could, like iwi, be empowered to deliver social services 

to Maori. In its final form, however, the legislation was modified to permit a role for 

pan-tribal organisations. Provision was also made for Maori Trust Boards to be 

incorporated as Runanga for purposes of the Act (McLeay, 1991:41). 
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The Iwi Transition Agency working group (1990:8) argued that the Runanga 

Iwi Bill, in its "drive for certainty and tidiness", ignored the "fluid and dynamic" 

nature of iwi group affiliation in both traditional and contemporary Maori society. It 

assumed that iwi were relatively static social entities with continuous and discreet 

boundaries, or "robe". This was clearly not the case, as the I wi Transition Agency 

working group (1990:23) pointed out: 

[T]here are many iwi around the country who simply do not possess 

discrete boundaries. There are iwi in the north and in the Tainui area 

within the knowledge of the working group which have legitimately 

and historically overlapping boundaries. There is at least one rohe in 

the southern Hokianga in which five tribes are recognised to share 

exactly the same boundaries. 

Instead of attempting to impose some rigid definition of iwi from above the 

working group (1990: 12) suggested that iwi should be "self-defining" entities. It was 

thus up to each iwi to keep lists of its members, although there should be no 

compulsion, according to the working group (1990: 17), that these lists be given to the 

central government. If an individual had affiliations with more than one iwi then the 

system should be flexible enough to take account of it. Similarly, if two or more iwi 

had claims to the same robe it should be up to the iwi themselves, possibly with 

assistance from the Maori Land Court, and not the government, to work out a 

settlement. In the Bill's final form it was accepted that iwi should decide on their own 

boundaries and that they would based upon takiwa, the collective people, rather than 

on territory. 

This notion of iwi as a dynamic social entity, which represents only one of a 

number of possible group affiliations for Maori, is in accordance with the realities of 

contemporary Maori social organisation as already discussed in this thesis. Sharp 

(1990a:61) explains this situation and the problems it causes as follows: 



[T]hese traditional groupings, though strongly associated with their own 

rohe ( or territory), were groupings formed of multiple kinship relations, 

shared histories and current interests. At the edges they were fluid, 

ambiguous, a bureaucrat's nightmare, and no less a nightmare for Maori 

leaders wishing to put together representative institutions. 
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As a result it is virtually impossible to define fixed constituencies, and clear lines of 

accountability between these constituencies and their representatives, of the type 

McLeay identified as essential for legitimate systems of group-based representation. 

The Runanga Iwi Act was also criticised, particularly by the National 

opposition, for not taking enough account of manuhiri (Maori living in the in the rohe 

of another iwi). It has been estimated, as suggested in the previous chapter, that up 

to 30 per cent of those individuals who identify as Maori do not identify with any iwi 

and up to 70 per cent of those who do live outside their traditional iwi boundaries. 

In theory it was assumed that all Maori would either derive services from, and be 

accorded representation within, the iwi authorities to which they were related, or that 

they would opt for social service delivery from mainstream departments. There, 

however, was still the problem of what to do about those manuhiri who did not wish 

to be "main-streamed" but who had weak links with their own iwi as a result of urban 

migration. 

The Fourth Labour Government put forward two proposals for dealing with this 

"manuhiri problem", neither of which were completely satisfactory. First, it was 

suggested that local iwi should be given the authority and resources to deliver social 

services to, and provide representation for, manuhiri living within their rohe. As a 

result provision was included in the Runanga Iwi Act for manuhiri representation on 

runanga councils and for runanga to seek contracts to deliver services on behalf of 

both manuhiri and tangata whenua. No such provision was included in Labour's 

proposal to create Maori advisory committees under the Local Government 

Amendment (No.8) Bill. This was highlighted as an important weakness by many 

submissions on the Bill, particularly from Maori living in urban areas (McLeay, 
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1991:35). At the same time, however, many Maori were of the opinion that the 

membership of these committees should only come from local Maori on the basis that 

members are resident in the local authority's area. 

Second, it was proposed that pan-tribal organisations could be empowered or 

established to represent manuhiri and to deliver services to them. Such "defacto" iwi 

authorities (Te Taura Here) were established in the urban regions of Wellington and 

Auckland (Fleras, 1991:180). 

The main problem with both of these proposals was that they each had the 

potential to create a "two layered" system of representation for Maori, with those with 

strong iwi identities being most favoured. For example, it would seem unlikely that 

manuhiri on runanga councils would have the same mana as the tangata whenua, or 

that pan-tribal organisations, with their lack of history, would have the same mana as 

long established iwi. This fear of a two-tier system helped to discredit Labour's iwi 

devolution reforms, particularly in the eyes of many urban Maori. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion let us return to Lijphart's majoritarian/ consensus theoretical 

framework and attempt to assess the extent to which the Fourth Labour Government's 

iwi devolution and local government consultation initiatives constitute a move toward 

a more consensual system of government so as to better incorporate Maori. For a time 

in the late 1980s it looked as if New Zealand was developing a system of limited, iwi 

based, non-territorial federalism of the type identified by Lijphart's model. This, like 

a system of judicial review based on the Treaty of W aitangi discussed in Chapter Five, 

did not materialise. Partly this was because many Pakeha believed that Labour's iwi 

devolution and local government consultation initiatives would give Maori too much 

power; partly it was because many Maori believed they would not be given enough 

power. 
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The Fourth Labour Government's proposed iwi devolution and, to a lesser 

extent, iwi consultation reforms also failed because too little attention was given to the 

realities of Maori ethnic affiliation and social organisation. Labour's initiatives appear 

to have been based on the assumption that iwi represent the single most important 

group identity for Maori; and that each iwi has a membership which is relatively static 

and an internal organisation structure which is relatively coherent. This, it has been 

suggested, is a similar set of assumptions to that upon which Lijphart based certain 

facets of his consensual model, particularly non-territorial federalism. 

Large numbers of Maori and Pakeha, however, did not agree with the Labour 

Government's view of the political importance and general nature of iwi. Some 

groups, for example, dismissed iwi as being archaic, and instead encouraged Maori to 

either work together as a group or in union with Pakeha. Others, while 

acknowledging the continuing relevance of iwi identities, pointed out that iwi represent 

only one of a number of different social entities with which Maori may potentially 

choose to associate. It was also argued, by both Maori and Pakeha, that iwi are 

dynamic rather than static social entities; and therefore do not easily lend themselves 

to the type of rigid representation structures the Labour Government was attempting 

to impose upon them. Despite these apparent flaws greater tribal autonomy continues 

to be on the political agenda for many Maori leaders today. 

Based on the discussion in this chapter, and in Chapter Five, it would appear 

that at least some of the moves toward a more consensual system which are currently 

under way in New Zealand (as well as many of those which have been attempted or 

proposed) are of the type which require, or at least encourage, the existence of 

relatively static and internally coherent ethnic cleavages. These cleavages are located 

either at the national level, between Maori and Pakeha, or at the iwi level depending 

on what type of consensual device is under consideration. In the following two 

chapters attention will be focused on the various ways in which New Zealand's 

parliamentary and electoral systems have become more consensual and what the 

possible consequences of this evolution are for Maori. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: MAORI 
PARLIAMENTARY REPRESENTATION 
AND THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE 
FOUR MAORI SEATS 

The central aim of this chapter, and the one which follows it, is to use 

Lijphart's majoritarian/consensus theoretical framework to investigate the various ways 

in which New Zealand's parliamentary and electoral systems have been modified to 

supposedly better incorporate Maori. In Democracies (1984a), it will be recalled, 

Lijphart argued that the majoritarian model (with its plurality electoral system) was 

most suited to societies with homogeneous political cultures, while the consensus 

model (with its proportional electoral system) was most suited to plural or 

heterogenous societies. As has already been pointed out in this thesis, Lijphart 

identified New Zealand's system of separate Maori seats, with an optional Maori roll, 

as one of the few ways in which New Zealand deviates from the majoritarian model. 

In a survey of electoral systems Lijphart (1986a:121-122) identified three 

reasons why he believed that a system like New Zealand's Maori seats was the most 

effective way in which provision could be made for ethnic representation in non

proportional electoral systems. The first reason was that when special ethnic 

representation provisions are combined with the plurality formula, as was the case in 

New Zealand, the plurality formula's tendency to encourage a two party system is 

usually unaffected. This, Lijphart claimed, was positive as two party systems, with 

their inherent stability, were supposedly suited to societies with few if any major 

divisions. Second, ethnic representation provisions with single-member districts, such 

as New Zealand's four Maori seats, supposedly encourage a clear and close link 

between representative and represented. Third, such special provisions may, in some 

circumstances, provide "over-representation" to minorities instead of merely 

proportional representation. This, Lijphart (1986a: 122) acknowledges, has not always 

been the case in New Zealand, as the number of voters registered on the Maori roll 



163 

has potential for change while traditionally the number of seats has been fixed at only 

four. The present chapter will investigate these claims, particularly in the light of the 

findings of the 1986 Royal Commission on the Electoral System. 

Before we can begin to look at the various ways in which New Zealand's 

parliamentary and electoral systems have been modified to better incorporate Maori 

two important preliminary questions need to be addressed: first, is parliamentary 

democracy something which is compatible with Maori culture?; and second, is it 

necessary for "Maori interests" to be represented within the parliamentary system by 

MPs who are themselves Maori?. Both questions are of direct relevance to the 

legitimacy of the parliamentary system for Maori. 

PARLIAMENTARY 
LEGITIMATE FORM 
MAORI 

DEMOCRACY AS A 
OF GOVERNMENT FOR 

Throughout this thesis it has been suggested that if a country's system of 

government is to remain stable in the long term it is necessary that all groups within 

society view it is legitimate. This is particularly so in societies which are composed 

of two or more distinct groups with relatively different sets of interests. In New 

Zealand it is sometimes argued by Maori groups that New Zealand's parliamentary 

system is illegitimate because it is an "alien" form of government, based on western 

norms and values, which was forced upon Maori without their consent. This is one 

of the central themes of Donna Awatere's attack on the legitimacy of the Pakeha state 

in Maori Sovereignty (1984 ). It was also the rationale behind the attempted Maori 

boycott of the 1990 General Election in which Maori were encouraged to sign a 

"rangatiratanga register" rather than vote: voting was perceived as legitimating the 

"unjust" parliamentary system. 

Mulgan (1989a) has attempted to answer these charges against the 

"illegitimacy" of New Zealand's parliamentary system. Already in Chapter Four of 

this thesis attention has been given to Mulgan's argument that New Zealand's system 
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of government, though based for the most part on the unjust colonisation of the Maori 

population, is becoming increasingly legitimate for Maori given the passage of time 

and the fact that Maori have been accorded full democratic rights. Mulgan also 

argued that in some circumstances "equal" democratic rights may not be enough for 

Maori and that it may be necessary to take special steps to ensure that they are 

properly incorporated in government. In this section attention will be given to 

Mulgan's arguments as they relate to the parliamentary component of New Zealand's 

system of government, particularly his rejection of the argument that parliamentary 

democracy is something completely alien to Maori culture. 

Mulgan (1989a:50) does this by first arguing that, although many decisions in 

traditional Maori society were made in community based meetings, some 

representative institutions did exist through which leaders were delegated to speak on 

behalf of their own families or communities: 

Leadership in Maori society was usually based on descent and 

seniority, but it was always subject to the continued support and 

consent of the people; chiefs and elders could be bypassed and replaced 

if they proved incompetent or disloyal. 

Though not elected, as in parliamentary democracies, these leaders were still 

responsible to those they represented and responsive to their needs. 

A difference which is often cited between traditional Maori decision-making 

procedures and parliamentary democracy is that in traditional Maori societies decisions 

tended to be reached by consensus and compromise rather than by majority rule. 

Here, according to Mulgan (1989a:51), the difference between the two forms of 

government is also not as significant as may first appear. Majorities still tended to 

prevail on most issues in traditional Maori societies: those in the minority often did 

not end up agreeing with the majority, but instead chose to be silent so as to preserve 

the unity of the group. 



165 

It is often argued that parliamentary systems tend to stress individualism, whereas 

traditional Maori societies placed greater emphasis on communalism. This, Mulgan 

argues, is true, although it is quite possible for groups such as Maori to organise 

themselves collectively and function effectively - possibly more effectively - in a 

modem democratic system. Relating this to Lijphart's theoretical framework, it would 

seem that the majoritarian model is more geared toward individualism while the 

consensus model, which New Zealand is arguably evolving toward, is more suited to 

the representation of groups which are organised collectively (see Chapter One). 

Mulgan (1989a:54-55) argues that Maori are being "inconsistent" if they, on the 

one hand, reject New Zealand's present democratic system because it is not based on 

traditional Maori values, while on the other, embracing western political concepts such 

as "sovereignty" and "self-determination". All these concepts come from the same 

general stock of ideas which, though Western in origin, are increasingly accepted 

throughout the world as the basis of just government. That Maori have embraced 

these concepts supports the argument, presented in Chapter Four, that Maori culture 

is dynamic, rather than static, and constantly subject to intermingling with things non

Maori. 

There thus seems to be some solid grounds for accepting that parliamentary 

democracy is a legitimate form of government for Maori in contemporary New 

Zealand. However, as was pointed out in Chapter Four, this legitimacy appears to be 

conditional on how effectively Maori are represented within this system: if Maori are 

not adequately represented it is likely that the legitimacy of the system will continue 

to be questioned and instability will result. 

"TYPICAL" OR "VIRTUAL" 
REPRESENTATION IN PARLIAMENT? 

MAORI 

In Chapter Four it was shown that a strong case can be made for ensuring that 

Maori are properly represented within New Zealand's evolving system of government. 

A related issue which has not been discussed directly is whether or not it is necessary 
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that "Maori interests" are represented in government by people who are themselves 

Maori. This is what is often referred to as the debate between "typical" representation 

(representation by someone typical of the group being represented) and "virtual" 

representation (representation of a particular group by a person who is not necessarily 

of that group). 1 

One of the few New Zealand political scientists to give any attention to the 

question of typical or virtual representation of "Maori interests" is McLeay (1980). 

In an article on Maori parliamentary representation McLeay suggested that while 

typical representation is justified for groups within society it is certainly not suitable 

for every group: for example, it is generally accepted that the interests of groups such 

as children and lunatics are best represented by people who are "untypical" of these 

groups. At the same time typical representation may place undue constraints on the 

democratic choices of certain citizens if they are only allowed to vote for candidates 

who are "typical" of their own group: for example, although it is desirable to have 

working class interests represented in Parliament, working class voters should also be 

allowed to vote for non-working class candidates if they so wish. It is for this reason, 

McLeay (1980:61) argues, that individuals must be allowed to "opt out" of any 

representation structures which are created to ensure typicality of representatives in 

government. 

Despite these limitations there appears to be a strong case, according to 

McLeay, for arguing that typicality of representatives is something which is suitable 

for the representation of "Maori interests" within New Zealand's system of 

government. First, representatives who are themselves Maori are more likely than 

non-Maori MPs to understand Maori issues and be sympathetic toward them. This is 

particularly so if Maori representatives are only responsible for representing Maori 

concerns and not also those of "general" constituents. It is for this reason that Maori 

MPs like Winston Peters, who are elected via general seats, are often perceived as not 

1 For two important contributions to this debate see Pitkin (1967) and Nordlinger (1968). 
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being "true" Maori representatives: they constantly have to balance their commitment 

to Maori concerns with the concerns of their general electorate.2 

Second, when "Maori interests" are represented by Maori representatives it is 

more likely that government policy will reflect the true wishes of the Maori public. 

To back up this claim McLeay (1980:50-54) highlights the differences which have 

existed between New Zealand's two major political parties over Maori concerns. The 

National Party, for example, has traditionally relied on the virtual representation of 

"Maori interests" and only started standing Maori in winnable electorates in 1975. It 

is as a result of this, McLeay claims, that when in government National has been less 

receptive to Maori concerns and has pursued policies geared toward the integration, 

and eventual assimilation, of the Maori population. On the other hand, the Labour 

Party, through its traditional dominance of the four Maori seats, has relied on the 

"typical" representation of Maori, and as a result has supposedly been more receptive 

to "Maori interests" and more committed to "bicultural aspirations". 

Third, McLeay advocates typicality in the representation of "Maori interests" 

in Parliament, particularly in cabinet, because "informal" typicality already exists for 

other notable groups within New Zealand society: 

So, in New Zealand it has been the case that farmers can represent 

agriculture fairly in cabinet, businessmen can represent commercial 

interest without bias and a school teacher can be Minister of Education, 

but a Maori who represents Maoris and administers affairs pertaining 

to Maori interests is treated with suspicion. 

McLeay does acknowledge that ethnicity is a different form of association than the 

interests groups mentioned above because individuals supposedly have less opportunity 

1 
2 As will be shown below, it appears that Maori MPs elected via Maori seats also have 

jto compromise their concerns for their own people with those of the party and the public 
!generally. 
l 
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to exit from an ethnic group.4 Despite this, it is just as important, McLeay argues, for 

cultural interests as it is for sectional interests to be represented in government and 

integrated into government policy. When this fails to occur these groups are just as 

likely to question the legitimacy of the governmental system. 

McLeay's analysis, though accurate when she was writing in the early 1980s, 

now seems slightly out of date. Labour, when in office, has continued to pursue 

policies which can be viewed as in the general interests of Maori. A good example 

of this was the Fourth Labour Government's decision to extend the powers of the 

Waitangi Tribunal in 1985. It is debatable, however, how much of this positive 

attitude toward Maori is the direct result of the influence of its four Maori MPs. 

Former Labour Prime Minister and Minister of Justice, Geoffrey Palmer (1992:80) 

acknowledged the important role Labour's Maori MPs played in developing the party's 

new Treaty policy. Other factors, however, also appear to have been behind the 

Fourth Labour Government's more receptive stance. These included protests and 

lobbying from outside the parliamentary system; a greater appreciation by those in 

positions of power of the heterogeneous nature of New Zealand society; Labour's 

desire to "win back" Maori votes lost to Mana Motuhake in the 1984; and the more 

progressive outlook of Labour's new cabinet members, who incidentally, appeared to 

be more typical of the legal fraternity than any other group within society (James, 

1992: 124). 

That typicality of parliamentary representatives may not have been the central 

reason for Labour's more receptive attitude toward Maori is further reinforced by the 

fact that many of the Fourth Labour Government's new policies, particularly in the 

area of Treaty issues, have been continued by the present National Government. This 

is significant as National has never held any of the four Maori seats and its Maori 

MPs from general seats are not held exclusively responsible for "Maori concerns". 

4 It is possible to argue, as in Chapter Three, that individuals in modern complex societies 
[do have a degree of "choice" over their ethnic affiliation. Similarly, it could also be argued 
)that individuals who are unemployed or working class do not always have the opportunity to 
jexit these groupings. 
I 
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Not only is it uncertain what effect typicality of MPs has had on government 

policy, but it is also debatable whether true typicality is something which is 

realistically achievable. The notion of typicality of representatives assumes that not 

only does the minority group, in this case Maori, have interests which are distinct 

from those of the rest of society, but also that everyone within this group shares 

broadly the same set of interests. In this way it is possible to have "typical" 

representatives who can speak effectively on behalf of the whole group. 

It is an over simplification to assume that all Maori share broadly the same 

interests given the extent to which Maori society is interrelated with non-Maori society 

and "cross-cut" by other cleavages, such as tribal affiliation (see Chapter Four). This 

makes it very difficult to achieve true "typicality" of parliamentary representatives for 

Maori. This is especially so given the fact that there has traditionally only been four 

Maori seats and that until recently no account was taken of tribal affiliations when 

drawing Maori electoral boundaries (see below). 

Weaver (1985) has found similar "representivity problems" in her investigation 

of the representation of indigenous minorities within federal and national authorities 

in Australia and Canada. Not only is there the problem of finding leaders who are 

supposedly reflective of their claimed constituencies but there is also the problem of 

ensuring that these leaders, once in office within the dominant power structure, 

demonstrate responsiveness to the "grass roots" opinion of their groups. There is often 

a tendency, Weaver claims, for these representatives to either become alienated from 

the community they are supposed to represent or manipulated by the governments of 

which they have become a part. As shall be pointed out below, these are both 

criticisms which have often been levelled at MPs elected via New Zealand's four 

Maori seats. 

Despite these limitations of "typical" representation, it seems necessary that the 

Maori public see their "interests" being represented in Parliament by MPs who are 

themselves Maori. McLeay (1980:60) alludes to this when she suggests that it is often 

the "visual" aspects of typical representation which i(t most important for the 
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legitimacy of a governmental system. Farrell (1992:67) also draws attention to the 

visual dimension of typical representation: 

Recent decades have proven the presence of Maori MPs does not 

guarantee adequate attention to Maori interests. But the absence of 

them virtually ensures increased alienation for Maori. The Maori 

outcry over the sacking of Winston Peters as Minister of Maori Affairs 

is evidence of this. 

Efforts, however, still need to be made to ensure that these "typical" representatives 

are responsive to the needs of their constituents. It is also important, as shall be 

pointed out when discussing the recommendations of the 1986 Royal Commission on 

the Electoral System, that all MPs, not just those elected via separate Maori seats, take 

responsibility for ensuring that "Maori interests" are properly taken account of in 

government. 

TIIE FOUR MAORI SEATS 

The four Maori seats were first created in 1867. Until then the Maori population 

had not theoretically been excluded from political participation. Under the Treaty of 

Waitangi they were guaranteed all rights of British subjects, including males being 

given the right to vote. In practice, however, Maori, with their tradition of the 

communal ownership of land, were excluded from the franchise because they did not 

meet the individual property qualification on voting. Thus to qualify to vote Maori 

first had to alienate themselves from their traditional form of land holding (Jackson, 

1987:85). The four Maori seats were a way in which Maori adult males could be 

given the vote without the precondition of individual land holding. 5 "Half~castes" 

were permitted to cast a ballot on either the Maori roll or the "European" one if they 

met the appropriate property qualification (Fleras, 1986:553). 

5 The four Maori seats were based on the model of special seats created to ensure that 
]West Coast gold miners were represented in Parliament. 
' 
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Various views, as Pearson (1990: 153) suggests, exist regarding the true 

motivation behind the Crown1s creation of the four Maori seats. 6 There was an 

obvious desire on the part of the New Zealand Government to placate the British 

Colonial Society and the Aborigine Protection Society, both of whom were expressing 

concern at the time over the confiscation of Maori land. The fact that the seats were 

originally only intended to be temporary implies they were conceived as mechanisms 

to help assimilate the Maori population, which was perceived by Europeans as a very 

humane goal at the time. The desire to pacify the recently defeated, but still 

formidable, Maori population through the introduction of some form of token power

sharing also appears to have been important, as was the desire to stabilise the balance 

of electoral power between the North and South Islands. The creation of the four 

Maori seats, however, can also simply be dismissed as an attempt to perpetuate Pakeha 

dominance by keeping Maori parliamentary representation at a fixed minimum and 

precluding the establishment of separate power bases beyond the control of the state. 

Despite their origins, and the fact that they were only intended as temporary 

measures, the four Maori seats remained in existence, even after the 1878 abolition of 

the property qualification for non-Maori voters. To some this continuation may have 
n0ve.. 

represented a real desire, on the part of the colonial state, to"the Maori population 

incorporated within New Zealand's emerging democratic system. In reality, as Pearson 

(1990:153) points out, the extent to which the four Maori seats actually did constitute 

true inter-ethnic power-sharing was small, particularly in view of the problems the 

early Maori MPs faced: 

Once they were elected the influence of Maori MPs was severely 

constrained, not only by virtue of their small numbers but also because 

they had to administer enormous constituencies whose artificial 

boundaries made no allowance for tribal divisions. 

6 The various Maori tribes at the time did not appear to lobby for the seats, preferring 
bater to attempt the creation of their own separate "Maori Parliaments". 
I 
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There were also difficulties created for the early Maori MPs by language differences 

and by a general lack of interest amongst Pakeha MPs in Maori concerns. 

Some individual Maori members elected via the four Maori seats did manage to 

make important contributions to the welfare of their people. James Carroll and Sir 

Apirana Ngata, for example, both were able to achieve cabinet ranking and were able 

to extend, as Pearson (1990:153) points out, "a strong influence in Parliament through 

their own mana and the successful manipulation of political patron-client 

relationships". The influence of these individuals, however, should not be exaggerated 

as they could really only achieve what the Pakeha majority in Parliament allowed 

them to. This is a point also made by the 1986 Royal Commission on the Electoral 

System (90-91): 

History suggests that Parliament's overall record in dealing with Maori 

issues has been unsatisfactory, and we have no doubt that this has been 

in part the result of decisions being taken within Parliament, and more 

particularly in governing parties, by a relatively fixed non-Maori 

majority reflecting the attitudes toward Maori interests of those 

represented. 

The alliance which began in 1935 between the Ratana church movement and the 

Labour Party was, for the Maori partner at least, conceived as a way in which Maori 

could gain greater leverage in Parliament. Since then Maori electors have tended to 

remain very loyal to Labour, with the four Maori seats theoretically being what 

allowed Labour to form governments in 1935, 1946 and 1957.7 There is much 

evidence to suggest, as Farrell (1992:51) has pointed out, that the First Labour 

Government did not take the support of the four Maori MPs for granted: 

1 
7 Labour consistently won all four Maori seats between 1943 and 1993. It currently holds 

jthree of them (see Chapter Eight). 



The influence of the Ratana members resulted in the sweeping repeal 

of discriminatory laws, an attempt at the resolution of land claims in 

the Taranaki, Waikato, and the Bay of Plenty, and an augmentation of 

social services for Maori. 

1 ,..,,., 
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Since then, as Jackson (1987:86) has pointed out, the advantages for Maori 

from its alliance with Labour have been harder to discern. For example, many of the 

benefits which the Maori population have been accorded under Labour governments 

have not been targeted specifically at them, but at those of lower socioeconomic status 

generally. As late as 1957 Labour was still unwilling to give Maori MPs cabinet 

ranking, and when this has happened, as the Royal Commission (1986:92) has pointed 

out, Maori Cabinet members have usually had to sacrifice or compromise concerns for 

"Maori interests" to those of the party. Similarly, on the occasions when Labour has 

given greater attention to Maori, such as under the Fourth Labour Government, it is 

debatable, as was pointed out above, how much this can be attributed to the influence 

of Labour's four Maori MPs. 

That Labour has spent long spells in opposition has further limited the 

opportunities Maori MPs have had to participate in the determination of government 

policy. It also has meant that during these times in opposition the Maori population 

has had no members directly representing its interests in government. This argument, 

however, ignores the possibility of the "virtual" representation of "Maori interests" by 

non-Maori MPs or Maori MPs, such as Winston Peters, who have been elected to 

Parliament via the general seats. It could be argued, for example, that these MPs, 

though not exclusively or directly accountable to Maori electors, can still have concern 

for ensuring that "Maori interests" are properly taken account of by government. 

Partly as a result of Labour1s hold on the four Maori seats the National 

Government, in 1962, established the New Zealand Maori Council to act as an 

advisory body on issues concerning Maori. Since then the Council has served an 

important role, as Walker (1992:388) has pointed out, in ensuring that the government 

takes account of Maori perspectives when developing policy: 



In the three decades since its establishment the Council has developed 

considerable skill in monitoring Parliament, scrutinising legislation, and 

making submissions to Ministers and select committees of the House. 
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Notable achievements of the Council have included opening up appointments 

to Maori on government-appointed committees (such as the Waitangi Tribunal) and 

the modification of legislation (such as the Town and Country Planning Act) to ensure 

that it took proper account of Maori cultural values. In 1979 the Maori Council was 

granted the right to rewrite the Maori Affairs Bill. More recently it has taken a 

number of cases to the Waitangi Tribunal on behalf of all Maori (see Chapter Five) 

and has been a strong exponent of electoral reform. Despite these achievements the 

Maori Council continues to be criticised by other Maori groups for being too 

conservative and for its traditionally strong links with the National Party. 8 

It is sometimes argued that one of the main reasons why the two main parties 

have not given greater attention to "Maori interests" is because the Maori MPs 

themselves have failed to exploit the balance of power they sometimes held between 

the two major parties. As the Royal Commission on the Electoral system (1986:92) 

has pointed out, the fact that all four Maori seats had consistently gone to Labour at 

every election from 1943 meant that neither Labour or National have had "any real 

electoral incentive to commit resources to the development of policies for Maori 

people, or to campaign vigorously for their votes". 

It is important to appreciate, however, that the Maori MPs have traditionally 

been in a very invidious position, as the Royal Commission (1986:92) has also pointed 

out: 

8 Sir Graham Latimer, the Council's current chairperson, is a former Maori vice president 
of the party. 



To have broken from the Labour Party in such circumstances might 

have seemed like a betrayal of their supporters. More importantly, by 

bringing down the Government, they could have triggered a non-Maori 

backlash against them. 
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It is quite possible, as will be demonstrated in the following chapter, that this situation 

may in fact be changing now that New Zealand First holds one of the four Maori seats 

and MMP is on the way in. 

The four Maori seats have also been characterised by a number of anomalies 

which are not found in the Pakeha electorates. Maori rolls, though proposed in 1914, 

did not come into use until 1949, the first year that Maori elections were held on the 

same day as the European ones. Similarly, the Maori electorates did not get the secret 

ballot until 1937 and compulsory voter registration until 1956, even though Europeans 

got each in 1870 and 1927 respectively. The changing of electoral boundaries in 

accordance with population size, though adopted by Europeans in 1887, was not 

introduced for Maori electorates until 1982. Until quite recently only adult population 

figures were used to calculate Maori electoral boundaries, whereas for the general 

seats it has always been done on the basis of total population. The four Maori seats, 

though included in the 1956 Electoral Act, are not entrenched, and as a consequence 

can be abolished by a determined government. All this suggests, as Jackson (1987:86-

87) points out, a "double standard" with regard to Maori representation and encourages 

the view that it is "second class representation". 

There have been some important modifications to the Maori electorates which 

have helped to make them a more effective, though still far from perfect, vehicle for 

Maori representation. The most important of these was the 1975 amendment to the 

Electoral Act which gave individuals who identify as Maori the option of enrolling on 

either the special Maori roll or on the "general roll" (Mulgan, l989a:83). Since then 

a nationwide "Maori option" has been held every five years in which individuals who 

identified as Maori in the national census state which roll they wish to be registered 

upon. This marked an important improvement on the previous system as it recognised 
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that individual self-identification, rather than fraction of descent, was the most accurate 

criterion of Maori ethnic affiliation (see Chapter Three). 

In 1981 further improvements were made when the Representation Commission 

was given authority to make five-yearly adjustments to the boundaries of the Maori 

electorates which take into account the movement of the Maori population and tribal 

boundaries (Mulgan, 1989a: 83 ). In addition, the Commission now takes into account 

an estimation of the children of individuals on the Maori roll when setting electoral 

boundaries. In this way the children of Maori voters can no longer be used for 

calculating the number of general electorates and their boundaries, thus potentially 

increasing the number of non-Maori MPs. Until 1987 Maori voters also needed to go 

through the more complicated process of special voting in the large number of polling 

booths where no special Maori facilities exist. This resulted in a much higher than 

average number of informal votes being cast in Maori electorates. In 1987 the 

"Tangata Whenua Vote" was introduced which greatly simplified the process of Maori 

voting by making such special voting unnecessary. 

Despite these recent improvements in the workings of the four Maori seats there 

continue to be calls for further reform. One of the most comprehensive recent studies 

of Maori representation in Parliament was that of the 1986 Royal Commission on the 

Electoral system. Its recommendations, though not implemented exactly as it 

suggested, have had a lasting impact on the debate over Maori representation. 

TIIE 1986 ROYAL COMMISSION 
ELECTORAL SYSTEM AND 
REPRESENTATION 

ON TIIE 
MAORI 

The Royal Commission on the Electoral System (1986:88) established a set of 

criteria to assess the adequacy of Maori Parliamentary representation under the present 

first past the post system and various reform options which it was considering. These 

criteria, or "principles" of Maori representation, are as follows: 
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(a) Maori interests should be represented in Parliament by Maori MPs. 

(b) Maori electors ought to have an effective vote competed for by all political parties. 

(c) All MPs should be accountable in some degree to Maori electors. 

( d) Maori MPs ought to be democratically accountable to Maori electors. 

(e) Candidate selection procedures of the political parties should be organised in such 

a way as to permit the Maori people a voice in the decision of who the candidates are 

to be. 

This set of criteria is notable for a number of reasons. First, its emphasis on 

"Maori interests" being represented by Maori, who are themselves, democratically 

accountable to Maori electors MPs, shows a clear desire for "typical" representation. 

At the same time the Royal Commission's belief that all MPs have some responsibility 

for ensuring that "Maori interests" are adequately represented in government highlights 

a desire for a degree of "virtual" representation of 11Maori interests". The Royal 

Commission's criteria also gives recognition to the important role political parties play 

in New Zealand's parliamentary system and the need to ensure that Maori are properly 

represented within them. 

Using this criteria the Royal Commission (1986:89-90) was able to identify 

several advantages with the present system of separate Maori seats. First, it ensures 

that there are some members of Parliament who are Maori and directly represent 

Maori people. This, the Royal Commission argued, was particularly important in 

periods "when Maori numbers were too small or non-Maori attitudes too 

unsympathetic for Maori to have been elected from within the general system". 

Second, almost all MPs elected via the four Maori seats are "fluent in the Maori 

language, competent on the marae, strongly committed to the preservation of Maori 

cultural identity, and have long and wide experience in dealing with Maori issues". 
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As a result they tend to have a better understanding of the problems facing their own 

people than non-Maori MPs and greater personal mana. Third, the four Maori seats 

ensure that "Maori interests" are represented in Parliament in a context still dominated 

by the major parties. Because these parties contest both General and Maori seats they 

supposedly include Maori in their organisational and policy-making structures. Fourth, 

the four Maori seats have, over time, been adapted to function in Maori ways. 

Despite these advantages, the Royal Commission (1986:90-93) found a number 

of inherent flaws with the present system of separate Maori representation. One of the 

biggest weaknesses was that under the present system the representatives of each 

community, Maori and non-Maori, are only ultimately responsible to the particular 

community which elected them. Such a system is flawed, the Royal Commission 

argued, in that it allows the non-Maori majority in Parliament to make decisions 

without taking account of the "interests" of the Maori minority: 

In introducing electoral separation into Parliament, separate 

representation also introduces political separation, a condition under 

which a fixed majority is most likely to emerge on issues that affect the 

whole community. 

The Royal Commission argued that the present system of separate Maori 

representation has also served to isolate Maori MPs in Parliament by encouraging the 

non-Maori majority to regard Maori concerns as the sole preserve of the separately 

elected MPs. These deficiencies, as was pointed out above, have been exacerbated by 

the fact that the four Maori seats have traditionally all gone to Labour, and by the 

general nature of the two party system which the plurality method of voting fosters. 

This appears to undermine Lijphart's contention that one of the major benefits of a 

non-proportional provision for ethnic representation, such as the four Maori seats, is 

that it does not interfere with the functioning of the existing two party system: the two 

party system may not be worth preserving as it does not appear to bring much benefit 

to Maori. 
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The Royal Commission then drew attention to the way in which many Maori 

have criticised their MPs for failing to protect Maori rights and freedoms as 

guaranteed under the Treaty of Waitangi. Such tasks, the Royal Commission pointed 

out, are usually performed in other countries by the courts or other specially 

constituted bodies. It is therefore quite unrealistic to expect the four Maori MPs to 

take sole responsibility for ensuring that the political and constitutional rights of all 

Maori are up held. 

At the other extreme, the Royal Commission argued that it is inappropriate that 

minority groups, such as Maori, be given the power to automatically veto any 

legislation thought to be contrary to their own specific "interests". This would violate 

the notion of "equality", which is supposedly a cornerstone of the parliamentary 

system and enshrined in the doctrine of "one citizen, one vote, one value". Instead 

what is required, the Royal Commission (1986:93) argued, is an electoral system 

which ensures "conditions are present under which Maori enjoy their fair share of 

political power". If special institutions are to be established to protect and promote 

"Maori interests0 it is better that these are outside the parliamentary system. Possible 

suggestions put forward by the Royal Commission were greater recognition of the 

Treaty of W aitangi by the courts; strengthening of the Waitangi Tribunal; and greater 

Maori autonomy at the i wi level. 

The Royal Commission identified a number of other important disadvantages 

with the present system of separate Maori representation. First, it acknowledged that 

the four Maori seats have been the focus of much non-Maori disapproval, either 

because they have been seen as unfair and unequal or because they are thought to 

constitute a system of "apartheid" which institutionalise social divisions and go against 

the notion of "we are one people". There have also been calls for the abolition of the 

four Maori seats based on the view that their original grounds of justification, the 

property qualification, has now gone (Farrell, 1992:41). Some people object to any 

system which asks questions about ethnic origins and classifies individuals 

accordingly. The Royal Commission's response to all these criticisms was to suggest 

that all democratic systems should value minority representation, and as a result 



I 

180 

special mechanisms may be justified to ensure that minorities, such as Maori, are 

properly represented in Parliament. 

Second, the Royal Commission drew attention to the unwieldy size, m 

geographic terms, of the Maori electorates in comparison to the general ones: 

Following the 1983 Representation Commission, Northern Maori 

covered 18 General electorates, Eastern 8, Western 17, and Southern 

Maori 45, including all the South Island and the lower part of the 

North Island ... 

Some extra assistance is given to the four Maori MPs to help them canvas these vast 

electorates.9 Nonetheless, the Maori MPs tend to spend more time on the road than 

other MPs and often have more difficulty building up strong links throughout their 

electorate. This was not helped by the fact that until 1981 no account was given to 

tribal boundaries when drawing Maori electoral boundaries. These difficulties all help 

to undermine Lijphart's contention that one of the benefits of a ethnic representation 

like the four Maori seats is that it allows for the "clear and close" relationship between 

constituency and representative. 

The size of the Maori electorates, along with the general lack of electoral 

competition between the parties, has also hampered the development of effective grass 

roots party organisation. This, as the Royal Commission pointed out, has resulted in 

lower enrolments and voter turnouts at the electoral level, inadequate development of 

policy proposals at the central party level, and the absence of a strong base of support 

for Maori MPs at the parliamentary level. The size of the Maori electorates also 

creates similar problems for exclusively Maori parties, such as Mana Motuhake, who 

wish to contest the four Maori seats. The Royal Commission also drew attention to 

other problems, already discussed in this chapter, such as those caused by having the 

j 9 The electoral allowances paid to each of the four Maori MPs are the same as those paid 
;to General MPs from rural or predominantly rural sears. The MP for southern Maori is given 
blightly more in recognition of the size of that electorate. 
i 
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number of Maori seats fixed at four and the unsatisfactory administrative arrangements 

which still hamper enrolment and voting in the Maori electorates. 

The Royal Commission concluded that, in view of all these disadvantages, the 

existing system of separate Maori representation via the four Maori seats was an 

ineffective way of ensuring that "Maori interests" are properly represented in 

Parliament. It thus recommended that New Zealand should abolish its four Maori 

seats and adopt a modified electoral system with a common roll. An appropriate 

electoral system with a common roll would, the Royal Commission (1986:98) argued, 

provide Maori electors with a more effective vote and make all MPs, not just Maori 

MPs, accountable in some degree to Maori electors: 

[ A ]11 MPs would be forced to compete for Maori votes at election time, 

and the political parties would therefore be under pressure to give 

greater attention to Maori interests and concerns in the development of 

policy and to pursue those interests more vigorously while in office. 

Not only would the Maori vote supposedly become more contestable under an 

electoral system with a common roll but it would give Maori more scope, according 

to the Royal Commission (1986:98), for developing their potential voting strength in 

ways they choose themselves: 

As their ranks would no longer be split between two rolls, Maori voters 

would form a large minority within the electoral system.... Were Maori 

voters organised in ways similar to black voters in parts of the United 

States, their votes could have a substantial impact on the fortunes of 

the political parties. 

This, the Royal Commission hoped, would have a positive effect on the way political 

parties perceive Maori issues and on the amount of attention they give to them. It 

would also supposedly provide Maori with greater opportunity to marshall support 
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behind an exclusively Maori party if they become dissatisfied with the performance 

of existing parties. 

The Royal Commission did recognise that such a move to a common roll could 

have disadvantages for Maori voters. Maori, for example, would lose their guaranteed 

representation, thus creating the possibility of there being no Maori members elected 

to Parliament. There was also the possibility that even if Maori MPs were elected 

they might well consider themselves more accountable to the non-Maori majority, 

whose votes carry more weight, than to their own people. However, according to the 

Royal Commission, these disadvantages would really only become a problem if New 

Zealand were to adopt a common roll but retain its present plurality electoral system. 

This, as was pointed out in Chapter Two, would go against the Royal Commission's 

central recommendation that New Zealand should adopt a Mixed Member Proportional 

electoral system based on the then West German model. 

MMP, the Royal Commission argued, would allow Maori to make the most of 

the opportunities provided by the common roll as it would supposedly make Maori 

votes even more contestable. As a result political parties would have a real incentive 

to place Maori candidates high up on their party lists and present policies which were 

in the interests of Maori. There was also an expectation, as Farrell (1992:51) has 

pointed out, that MMP would help deal with the high levels of Maori non-participation 

in the electoral process by stimulating competition between parties for every vote. 

Similarly, there was the prospect, as Jones (The Dominion: 7.1.94) points out, that 

Maori women would have a better chance of gaining election under such an electoral 

system. 

To make it easier for Maori parties to mount their own electorial challenges 

the Royal Commission (1986:101) suggested that the four per cent threshold, which 

all parties supposedly had to meet before they are awarded seats under MMP, should 

be waived for "parties primarily representing Maori interests". This would mean that 

under the Sainte Lague method of allocating seats a Maori party would only need 
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about 25000 votes to have a candidate elected. 10 It was also suggested that in time 

this threshold could be waived for parties representing other significant minorities in 

the community, such as Pacific Island people. 

CONCLUSION 

The recommendations of the 1986 Royal Commission on the Electoral System 

regarding Maori representation have been the focus of much criticism. They have also 

not been implemented in the precise manner the Royal Commission suggested. Before 

attention is turned, in the following chapter, to these criticisms and changes it is 

instructive to conclude the present chapter by comparing the Royal Commission's 

arguments about Maori representation with Lijphart's exposition of his majoritarian, 

consensus and consociational models presented in Chapter One. 

Obviously both Lijphart and the Royal Commission agree that crude 

majoritarian systems of government are unsuited to societies in which distinct 

minorities exist. However, Lijphart's contention that the four Maori seats represent an 

effective way in which such distinct minorities can be accorded special representation 

in an otherwise majoritarian system of government seems somewhat misplaced in view 

of the inherent flaws in this system identified by the Royal Commission. Not only are 

the separate Maori seats characterised by a number of important anomalies not found 

in the general electorates, such as their geographic size and problems associated with 

enrolment and voting, but they also have proved in the past a convenient mechanism 

by which "Maori interests" can be marginalised in Parliament. This is especially so 

given the Labour Party's traditional hold on the seats and the effect this has had on 

the incentive of both major parties to address "Maori concerns". 

Despite these flaws with the present system the Royal Commission did not 

recommend that New Zealand move to the other extreme and adopt a rigid system of 

1 
10 The five per cent threshold applied to all other parties would require about 80000 votes, 

1½ut any party reaching that threshold would bee guaranteed at least 5 list seats. 
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power-sharing between Maori and non-Maori as set out under Lijphart's consociational 

model. The Royal Commission rejected the notion of Maori MPs and non-Maori MPs 

each only being responsible for the promotion of their own group's "interests", as 

would be the case under consociationalism. This, it argued, would make it too easy 

for the non-Maori majority to disregard the "interests" of the Maori minority (it also 

assumes that each group has interests which are relatively distinct from one another). 

At the same time the Royal Commission rejected the notion of Maori being given a 

"minority veto 11 in the legislature, as set out under Lijpharts consociationai and 

consensus models. This was because the Royal Commission believed that such 

devices were potentially undemocratic in that they would give Maori a degree of 

political power out of proportion to its proportion of the population. 

The reform option the Royal Commission proposed - the adoption of a 

proportionally based electoral system - is an important feature of Lijphart's consensus, 

as well as his consociational, model of representative democracy. As a result the 

adoption of MMP, as was suggested in Chapter Two, does constitute a clear evolution 

away form New Zealand's traditionally majoritarian system of government. In 

particular, it introduces the prospect of coalition governments and the representation 

of a wider spread of interests in government. That New Zealand has decided to retain 

separate Maori seats under MMP finding is in accordance with the general line of 

argument of this thesis that New Zealand is most suited to a system of government 

which lies somewhere between Lijphart's majoritarian and consensus/ consociational 

poles. This will be discussed further in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT: RECENT 
DEVELOPMENTS IN MAORI 
PARLIAMENTARY REPRESENTATION 

This chapter will focus on Maori reactions to the recommendations of the 1986 

Royal Commission on the Electoral System and on the possible consequences for 

Maori parliamentary representation of the adoption of MMP. Particular attention will 

be given to recent moves to form Maori political parties and increase enrolment on the 

Maori roll, as well as to the loosening of the Labour Party's hold over the four Maori 

seats. A attempt will also be made to assess the extent to which these recent 

developments in Maori parliamentary representation are associated with the perception 

that Maori, at either the national or iwi level, constitute a relatively distinct, stable, 

and internally coherent societal cleavage, or cleavages, within New zealand society. 

Finally in the chapter something will be said of the on going debate over improved 

Maori representation in some form of ethnically divided Upper House or separate 

Maori Parliament. 

MAORI RESPONSES TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS 
OF THE 1986 ROYAL COMMISSION 

Central to the 1986 Royal Commission's recommendation that New Zealand 

should adopt an MMP electoral system was the belief that this would allow Maori to 

be represented more effectively in Parliament. Despite this, as was pointed out in 

Chapter Two, it was not until the general public became increasingly disillusioned 

with the workings of New Zealand's majoritarian system that electoral reform made 

its way on to the political agenda. It is also somewhat ironic, given the stress which 

the Royal Commission placed on Maori representation, that very little effort was made 

by government to consult with Maori over the various reform options the Royal 

Commission laid down. Indeed, it was not until just six months prior to the second 

electoral referendum, in April 1993, that the National Government announced it would 
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sponsor a series of hui around the country on electoral reform (The Christchurch Press: 

15.4.93). 

These hui had two main goals: on the one hand they aimed to educate Maori 

about the electoral reform process and about the various options under consideration; 

on the other they were to provide the government with feedback on the Electoral 

Reform Bill, which was then before Parliament. In drafting the Electoral Reform Bill 

Parliament's electoral law reform select committee had followed the recommendations 

of the Royal Commission very closely, suggesting that the four Maori seats should be 

abolished and the four per cent threshold be waived for parties representing 

exclusively "Maori interests". 

A wide range of opinions were presented at these hui on the issue of Maori 

representation in Parliament. The hui held at the Nga Hau E Wha National Marae in 

Christchurch was no exception. 1 There was a general feeling amongst those who 

attended that the Government, by leaving it so late to consult Maori, had intentionally 

left very little time for Maori to prepare their submissions and was therefore not very 

interested in gauging Maori opinion on electoral reform. It was also generally thought 

that the Government was "blackmailing" Maori into supporting the status quo by 

threatening them with the abolition of their four Maori seats if they chose to support 

MMP. 

Though often very critical of the four Maori MPs, most of those who attended 

the hui at Nga Hau E Wha marae supported the continuation of separate Maori seats 

in some form. Though flawed, the four Maori seats had become an important part of 

Maori political culture and constituted what was seen as the only way in which Maori 

were guaranteed a say in an otherwise Pakeha dominated Parliament. This reinforced 

the earlier findings of Levine and Vasil (1985) in their investigation of Maori attitudes 

toward the four Maori seats. Some Maori who attended the hui went as far as 

1 I was fortunate enough to be able to attend this hui and take note of many of the views 
, which were presented by the local Maori who were there. 
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advocating that Maori should have up to twenty seats in Parliament, in accordance 

with the number of New Zealanders who identify as being Maori. Others argued that 

Maori would be best represented by some form of Upper House: either an exclusively 

Maori one, or one which was based on the Treaty principL(of "partnership", and 

therefore reserved half its seats for Maori representatives. 

Despite the range of views presented at this hui, and at the national hui which 

followed in May at Turangawaewae Marae in Ngaruawahia, a clear consensus emerged 

on certain key issues (The New Zealand Herald: 6.4.93). In particular, it was accepted 

that all the reform options which were to be presented to the electorate in the 1993 

electoral referendum should have some provision for guaranteed Maori representation 

in Parliament. This included not only the present plurality system, but the MMP and 

Senate options as well. Such special representation, the delegates at the national hui 

argued, should be extended to Maori as of right under the Treaty of W aitangi, and 

without it the legitimacy of New Zealand's system of government would be open to 

question. 

The electoral law reform select committee, which attended the national hui, 

was obviously influenced by the views presented to it and redrafted its legislation 

accordingly. In its final form the Electoral Reform Bill made provision for guaranteed 

Maori representation under both the first-past-the-post and the MMP reform options. 

It did this by allowing the number of seats reserved for Maori under both systems to 

vary in accordance with the number of voters registered on the Maori roll. At the 
(\"I 

same time, however, there would be no waiving of the minibm threshold - which by 

then had been moved from four to five per cent, for Maori parties, as this was thought 

to be unnecessary if Maori were to retain separate seats. Because it was decided that 

the Senate option would not be presented at the November electoral referendum the 

Electoral Reform Bill included no references to the question of separate Maori 

representation in an Upper House. 

This redrafted Electoral Reform Bill was passed into law unmodified in 

October 1993. However, there were still some points of contention with the 
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legislation. The fact that the number of Maori seats was to vary in accordance with 

the number of voters registered on the Maori roll introduced the prospect of there one 

day being no separate seats for Maori. It was for this reason that Whetu Tirikatene 

Sullivan, Labour MP for Southern Maori, argued unsuccessfully during the Bill's final 
~ 

reading for it to be modified so as to provide a fixed mini~m of four Maori seats. She 

also argued, equally unsuccessfully, for the waiving of the five per cent threshold, so 

as to give Maori parties easier access to Parliament, and for reference to be made to 

the Treaty of Waitangi in the long title of the Act (Mana News: 5.8.93). 

In the lead up to the 1993 electoral referendum a range of different views 

concerning Maori representation under MMP continued to be presented. Editorials in 

the major daily papers tended to approve of it being left up to Maori to decide the 

future of the four Maori seats, but all draw attention to the 1986 Royal Commission's 

recommendation that Maori would be better served through the eventual abolition of 

the separate seats. The New Zealand Herald (12.10.93) gave particular attention the 

many practical problems involved in calculating how many seats Maori were entitled 

to now that their number was allowed to vary in accordance with the Maori roll. 2 

The editorial described the mathematics involved in this process as a "fiendishly 

complicated formula" and concluded that, in view of the Royal Commission's 

recommendations regarding the future of separate Maori seats under MMP, "sometimes 

the simplest solution is best". 

For its part the pro-MMP Coalition for Electoral Reform actively sought 

notable people within the Maori community, such as Matiu Rata and Ranginui Walker, 

to endorse MMP and explain the potential benefits it would have for Maori. This they 

generally did, although with some reservations. Ranganui Walker, for example, 

continued to express concern at how there could conceivably be no Maori seats if the 

number on the Maori roll became too low (Mana News: 10.9.93). 

2 Because electorates are drawn from a census of the whole population it is necessary to 
take account of, not only an estimation of how many children those Maori who opt for the 

: Maori roll have, but also an estimation of those Maori who are not registered on any roll and 
their children. 
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Moana Jackson (Mana News: 3.9.93), who had helped organise the Maori 

boycott of the 1991 General Election, was less optimistic about the benefits to be 

gained for Maori under MMP: 

There is no guarantee that there would be more Maori seats... Even if 

there were they would still be a minority in a Pakeha parliament and 

that parliament would still not be the appropriate institution in Treaty 

terms, in constitutional terms, to address the seif-determination of 

Maori. 

Jackson then went on to suggest that the present electoral system was "imposed 

on Maori without reference to the Treaty" and therefore Maori non-enrolment was a 

"positive process". He did, however, conclude that it may still be worth pursuing 

electoral change so as to help bring about wider constitutional change at a later date. 

Labour's four Maori MPs came out clearly in support of the status quo. This 

was despite two thirds of Maori voters having expressed a desire for change in the 

1992 electoral referendum. On National Radio Koro Wetere (Mana News: 4.8.93), 

MP for Western Maori, attempted to defend his stance, and that of Labour's other 

Maori MPs. He argued that by supporting the present electoral arrangements the four 

Maori MPs were acting in the "true interests" of Maori even though large sections of 

the Maori electorates appeared to desire change: 

The old system, with all its imperfections, has served Maori well by 

giving the four Maori seats to Labour ... We should therefore stick with 

it. 

As was suggested in Chapter Six, the extent to which Maori have benefited from 

Labour's hold on the four Maori seats is a point of much debate. Some would say not 

a great deal. 
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In response to Koro Wetere's claims Ian Peters (Mana News: 4.8.93), National 

MP and brother of Winston Peters, accused Labour's four Maori MPs of furthering 

their own interests, not those of Maori, by supporting the status quo: 

It is obvious what Maori want. The Maori MPs are acting as 

individuals, not as representatives of Maori... They are ignoring what. 

the seats were originally created for. 

Labour's Maori MPs, Mr Peters went on to claim, were supporting an electoral system 

which may have guaranteed them their own seats in Parliament but which had brought 

few benefits to Maori. 

Matiu Rata (Mana News: 15.9.93) was also very critical of the way in which 

the Labour Party has "owned" the four Maori seats under the present system and how 

this has discouraged the four Maori MPs from acting in the interests of Maori. He 

cited the four Maori MPs' unwillingness to get involved in the recent Sea Lord 

Fisheries deal as an example of this: 

When was the last time you heard a Maori MP take the initiative and 

lead our people in the vexed issues which are facing them? These 

followers are not even part of the debate. 

In the same interview Rata suggested that the reason he had left the Labour Party and 

formed Mana Motuhake was to stop the major political parties "owning the Maori 

political agenda". What was needed, Rata argued, was an electoral system, like MMP, 

which allowed Maori voters to hold their MPs "accountable" and encourage them to 

become "independent" from the major political parties. 

Northland Maori leader Manuka Henare (Mana News: 15.9.93) shared this 

belief that a MMP electoral system would help to make Maori votes more contestable, 

particularly now the number of Maori seats were able to vary in accordance with the 

number on the Maori role: 



The opportunity of Maori being able to increase the number of Maori 

seats on the basis of Maori population and involvement in the 

registration process is a good start... It will loosen the hold one or two 

parties have on voting simply by encouraging Maori to vote according 

to their issues, not just for a particular party. 
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THE CREATION OF A SEPARA1E MAORI PARTY 
OR PARTIES 

In a paper on the various electoral options facing Maori, commissioned by the 

University of Waikato's Centre for Maori Studies, Farrell (1992:68) came to the 

conclusion that if Maori were to benefit from an MMP electoral system they must 

"sever all unconditional links with the Labour Party" and form their own "non-partisan 

coalition". He suggested that a number of historical precedents already existed for 

such a coalition, such as pan-tribal religious movements of last century and the Young 

Maori Party, and that today the Maori Congress could serve as ifbasis. 3 Farrell also 

recommended that Maori should court links with other political groups with similar 

views to their own, such as the Pacific Island community and the Greens. 

That societal cleavages, such as Maori, will develop their own political parties 

is, as was suggested in Chapter One, an important assumption upon which certain 

facets of Lijphart's consensus and consociational models are based. This is because 

it is supposedly through such parties that the specific interests of these different groups 

are represented in government and power is to be shared between them. Forming 

exclusively ethnic based parties also embraces aspects of primordial thinking in that 

it suggests that ethnicity - as opposed to some other group identity or combination of 

identities - represents the primary source of identity of the individuals involved (see 

Chapter Three). 

3 Farrell was writing prior to many southern iwi leaving the Congress in early 1993 over 
disagreements relating to the allocation of fisheries quotas. 
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Traditionally there have been few ethnically based political parties in New 

Zealand. The most electorally significant Maori party which has existed in New 

Zealand is Mana Motuhake, formed by Matiu Rata in 1979. However, Mana 

Motuhake has never even won a plurality of the Maori vote in the elections it has 

contested and has, since 1990, been part of the Alliance. 

In August 1993, four months prior to the second electoral reform referendum, 

the New Zealand Maori Council registered its own political party, the Aotearoa Party, 

with the aim of contesting the 1996 general election on a national basis. According 

to Maanu Paul (Mana News: 5.8.93) of the Maori Council this was "the first step 

toward offering Maori true political representation11 and the party would become 

particularly important if MMP was adopted. Mana Motuhake, according to Maanu 

Paul, could not offer Maori true representation, or "tino rangatiratanga", because its 

members were now subject to the Alliance's candidate selection procedures. Sir 

Graham Latimer (Mana News: 5.8.93), chairman of the Maori Council, suggested that 

he may cut his long standing ties with the National Party if he could serve Maori 

better through such an independent Maori party. 

Winston Peters, though a keen advocate of MMP, urged Maori people to 

examine the wisdom of the reasons being advanced for the creation of such new 

"separatist parties" (The Christchurch Press:26.1.94). He argued that whether or not 

Maori register on the separate Maori roll they could only get the most out of the new 

electoral system by forming an effective voting bloc while seeking support within 

mainstream political parties: "Minorities are always minorities and the new political 

system still depends on numbers to pass legislation through Parliament." Though 

Peters was obviously influenced by his own position as leader of a "mainstream" 

political party, his comment about Maori not being able to pass legislation in 

Parliament by themselves is valid. However, Peters does seem to ignore the view put, 

forward by groups such as the 1986 Royal Commission, that a unified Maori party 

could well hold considerable sway in a multi-party coalition under MMP. 
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The creation of a national Maori party to contest an MMP election seems 

somewhat out of step with the re-emphasis on tribalism which has occurred over the 

last decade in Maori society (see Chapter Three and Five). Shane Jones (The 

Dominion: 7.1.94), for example, has pointed out that today many Maori leaders are 

more concerned with furthering the interests of their own iwi than those of the Maori 

generally: 

Given that tribalism has become an extrapolation of extreme 

individualism, it is not surprising that there is considerable hostility 

among many tribal leaders to any notion that the full Maori community 

transcends, and is greater than, the sum total of individual tribes and 

their various parochial preferences. 

This, Jones argues, has left something of a leadership vacuum at the level of 

nationwide Maori politics which may adversely affect Maori's ability to take full 

advantage of the opportunities provided by MMP: 

At a time when there is extreme social dislocation, severe poverty and 

worsening employment prospects for Maori, there is actually an acute 

problem of effective political advocacy. 

In view of Jones' comments it is interesting to note that the Maori Council has 

indicated that it may allow individual iwi to take over the Aotearoa Party after the 

1996 general election, and presumedly form separate iwi-based parties. 

Jones (The Dominion: 7.1.94) also points out that the establishment of a Maori 

political party raises significant questions as to whether such a body would propound 

Maori-only political programmes or promote a vision for the entire community. In 

particular, there is a tension over whether such a party should have a "Maori only 

agenda", and therefore risk the charge of being separatist, or whether it should be 

more inclusive, and run the risk of not giving enough attention to "Maori interests". 

The growth of a Maori political party could also present problems for those Maoris 
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who are supporters or candidates of other political parties. They, for example, could 

be branded by other Maori as being "politically incorrect" or as disloyal to Maori 

aspirations. This, Jones suggests, would be destructive and compound the errors of 

the tribal sovereignty doctrine already discussed in Chapter Five: 

It would represent an attempt to compress the diversity and vitality of 

Maoridom into an ideological gourd which cannot be expected to 

function as the only way to achieve progress. 

It still waits to be seen what precise form any new Maori political party, or parties, 

will take. 

THE ADOPTION OF MMP AND THE DRIVE FOR 
ENROLMENT ON THE MAORI ROLL 

Despite the debate between Maori leaders over the advantages and 

disadvantages of MMP, support for MMP in the four Maori electorates at the 

November electoral referendum was amongst the highest in the country. On the day 

following the referendum Muru Walters (National Radio: 7.11.93), Anglican Bishop 

for the Auckland region, expressed how important it had now become that a Maori 

party be formed and Maori register on the Maori roll: 

What does MMP mean for Maori? At the moment very little as Maori 

votes are scattered amongst all major parties. If a Maori party were 

established and in 1996 gained say twelve per cent of votes it would 

be entitled to fifteen seats. Can you imagine such an increase in Maori 

representation in Parliament? Not under the present system ... This can 

only happen if a Maori party is formed and all Maori vote for it. In 

my personal opinion there is no other way. 

In the months immediately following the victory of MMP the energies of 

Maori leaders appear to have been focused more on encouraging Maori to register on 
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the Maori roll than on forming an exclusively Maori political party. Sir Graham 

Latimer (Morning Report: 16.2.94), for example, described the forthcoming Maori 

option, in which Maori are given the opportunity to register on the Maori roll, as a 

"Maori referendum on the future of separate Maori representation". It was, as he 

pointed out, "the first time, since 1867, that Maori can decide for themselves how may 

seats they are allowed in Parliament". If all the estimated 400,000 voters entitled to 

register on the Maori roll could be persuaded to do so there could be as many as 

twelve Maori seats in Parliament. 

At the time of the 1993 General Election only 104,639 Maori had enrolled on 

the Maori roll, compared with 149,225 on the general roll (The Christchurch Press: 

16.2.94). This would have been enough to justify somewhere between three and four 

separate Maori seats. It is important to note, however, that Maori who had 

traditionally registered on the general roll did not necessarily desire an end to separate 

Maori representation. The high level of Maori registration on the general roll can 

instead be partially explained, as Farrell (1992:38) has pointed out, in terms of 

strategic voting: because the four Maori seats have traditionally always gone to Labour 

some Maori voters believed they could have a greater impact on the final election 

result by voting in general electorates where their votes were "worth more". 

Another possible reason for the traditionally high number of Maori registered 

on the general roll relates to complications involved in registering on the Maori roll. 

Under the 1975 amendment to the Electoral Act Maori are presumed to be on the 

general roll unless they make a choice to opt for the Maori roll. This means that 

following every national census all individuals who identify as Maori are sent a 

registration card which they must complete and return if they wish to be on the Maori 

roll. Voters on the general roll do not have to go through this same process. 

As a result of these difficulties some Maori leaders, as well as new National 

MP Pauline Gardener, have argued that the Maori enrolment process be reversed, with 

it being presumed that all individuals who identify as Maori are automatically on the 
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Maori roll (The Christchurch Press: 2.5.94). The danger with such a proposal is that 

it may make votes lodged in the Maori seats worth more than in the general seats if 

all Maori do not stay on the Maori roll. A possible way around this is to adjust the 

number of Maori seats after, rather than before, the election in accordance with the 

number of Maori who voted on the Maori roll. The drawback with this is that it 

would make the drawing of general electorate boundaries very difficult. 

To help encourage Maori to enrol on the Maori roll an advertising campaign 

was organised, under the guidance of the Maori Women's Welfare League, the New 

Zealand Maori Council and the Maori Congress, to coincide with the March-April 

1994 Maori option. The Government announced it would give between $150,000 and 

$200,000 to help fund this campaign. The campaign organisers, on the other hand, 

argued that this was not enough and lodged a claim in the Waitangi Tribunal for $1.4 

million. This amount, the claimants pointed out, was needed to organise a series of 

face to face meetings around the country to tell Maori about the option and was not 

out of step with the $4 7 million spent in the past three years to keep the general 

electoral rolls up to date (The Christchurch Press: 16,2,94). 

The claim was heard under urgency by the Waitangi Tribunal, which presented 

its recommendations to the Government in mid-February. The Tribunal up held the 

claim and recommended that the government should drastically increase the amount 

of funding it had set aside for advertising the Maori option (The Christchurch Press: 

15.2.4). Buddy Mikaere (Mana News: 16.2.94), director of the Waitangi Tribunal, 

explained the nature of the Government's obligations: 

The Tribunal has found that the funding was substantially less than 

would be required to meet the Crown's obligation under the Treaty of 

Waitangi to protect Maori citizenship rights. The Government is also 

in breach of Treaty principles requiring the Crown to protect Maori 

rights to representation under the Electoral Act 1993. 
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Such a finding by the Waitangi Tribunal is, as was suggested in Chapter four, very 

significant as it appears to mark the first time a claim has been heard before the 

Tribunal on an issue directly relating to Maori representation in Parliament as a Treaty 

right. 

Though acknowledging that Maori had a strong claim the Government went 

against the recommendations of the Waitangi Tribunal and did not increase the 

funding for advertising the Maori option. The Government's rationale for not doing 

so was that there was no money available for such an increase and that it could only 

be found by taking money away from health and education programmes, something 

it was not prepared to do. On National Radio Professor Ngatata Love (Morning 

Report: 22.2.94), speaking on behalf of the organisers of the Maori enrolment 

campaign, responded by suggesting that the Government had failed to grasp the 

constitutional significance of the forthcoming Maori option and was obviously not 

interested in seeing Maori representation in Parliament improve. 

Mulgan (1989a:85) had predicted that once the exercise of the Maori option 

was known to affect the number of Maori seats "racial conflict" may occur at 

registration time if Pakeha perceive the Maori population to be getting too many seats. 

This does not appear to have happened. Some sectors of the Pakeha population did 

express·. , concern at the prospect of the number of Maori seats increasing, voicing the 

old argument that "we are all New Zealanders" and that there is therefore no need for 

special Maori representation in Parliament. They, however, seemed to be a minority. 

Many Maori groups, on the other hand, have taken the issue of registration on the 

Maori roll very seriously and there were reports of Maori trust boards suggesting they 

will only award scholarships to Maori who are registered on the Maori roll. 

The number of individuals who chose to enrol on the Maori roll was, by the 

time the 1994 Maori Option had closed, considerably less than many Maori leaders 

had expected. Final totals showed that the number of voters registered on the Maori 

roll had increased by over 30 per cent since the 1993 general election to 136,708 (The 

Christchurch Press: 23.4.94). This was enough to increase the number of Maori seats 
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to five but 2877 short of the requirement for a sixth seat. There is still a possibility, 

however, that the Government may choose to make the Maori electorates marginally 

smaller than general electorates, thus allowing for six Maori seats. If this were to 

happen it is likely there would be 66 single member constituencies (60 of them 

general ones) and 54 list MPs in the first MMP Parliament (The Christchurch Press: 

28.4.94). 

The Maori Council, the Maori Congress and the Maori Womenis Welfare 

League have all blamed the lower than expected level of Maori enrolment on the 

Government for not allocating enough time and money to the Maori enrolment 

campaign. These claims have since been supported by MPs Winston Peters and Tau 

Henare of New Zealand First and Sandra Lee of Mana Motuhake (The Christchurch 

Press: 28.4.94). The Maori Council has gone as far as to consider disputing the 

outcome of the Maori electoral option in the Court of Appeal on the grounds that the 

Government, by ignoring the Waitangi Tribunal's recommendations with regard to the 

level of funding to advertise the Maori option, was violating the principles of the 

Treaty. If this were to happen the whole post-referendum MMP electoral process 

could be delayed significantly. 

Minister of Justice Mr Doug Graham, who was ultimately responsible for the 

administration of the Maori option, has defended himself by arguing that ample time 

and money was devoted to the registration process (The New Zealand Herald: 

23.4.94). The low result merely showed that while significant numbers of Maori 

voters wish to be on the Maori roll many others clearly do not. Mr Graham's 

comments were echoed in the editorial of Wellington's Dominion (26.4.94) daily 

newspaper. It argued that all citizens of voting age, regardless of ethnicity, have a 

legal obligation to register and that two months is plenty of time to fill in a simple 

form and post it. The editorial then went on to imply that those Maori leaders who 

were protesting about the result of the Maori option were as much concerned with 

pursing their own "separatist" agendas as they were with the political well being of 

all Maori: 



Maoris who see political gain in highlighting their distinctiveness must 

now come to terms with the fact that, on the basis of this option, nearly 

half the Maori voter prefer to be numbered among the general voting 

public. Many have thought just as hard about the issues as the activists. 

Their choice deserves the same respect as that as the voters who opted 

for the Maori roll - many of whom would not favour separatism 

anyway. 
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Arguments about "separatism" aside it would seem that many Maori voters, 

like many non-Maori voters, do not believe that there is much to be gained from 

enroling on the Maori roll. A 1980 Heylen Research poll, for example, found that of 

those Maori surveyed 47.1 per cent opposed the retention of separate Maori seats 

(cited Levine and Vasil, 1985:91). In part this attitude may stem from the negative 

assessment of many Maori of the Labour Party's traditional hold on the four Maori 

seats (see Chapter Seven). This may well change now that this monopoly appears to 

be weakening (see below). 

Of more concern is the large number of Maori of voting age who do not appear 

to be enrolled on any roll. Clearly the 32, 294 voters who opted for Maori roll during 

the recent option did not all come off the general roll, with it instead being estimated 

that over 1000 previously unregistered voters are now registered on it (The 

Christchurch Press: 23.4.94). Despite this, it has been estimated that as many as 

39,000 Maori of voting age remain unregistered on either electoral roll (New Zeal and 

Herald: 23.4.94). Even more shocking were the findings of a survey carried out by 

the Wellington Maori Legal Service in April 1994. It found that of the 2000 Maori 

it randomly phone polled throughout the country 1411 of them, or about 70 per cent, 

were unregistered on any roll (The Dominion: 28.4.94). The most common reason for 

not enrolling - 44 per cent of all respondents and 51 per cent of under 35s - was that 

they saw no point. Another 39 per cent said they could not be. bothered or had not 

got around to it. 
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It is impossible to say whether this high rate of non-enrolment is found on a 

national basis (it does seem to be considerably higher than other estimates). What this 

survey does show is that despite the shift to MMP there is still a large number of 

Maori who feel alienated from the political system; and that the level of this alienation 

seems considerably higher than that for non-Maori. More than anything else, it is this 

high level of Maori alienation which seems to justify more being spent to inform 

Maori about the new electoral process and the importance of being registered to vote, 

whether it be on the general or the Maori roll. 

THE LOOSENJNG OF LABOUR'S HOLD ON THE 
FOUR MAORI SEATS 

Besides the victory of MMP the 1993 General Election was significant, from 

the perspective of Maori representation, in that it marked the first time, since 1943, 

that Labour had not won all four Maori seats. Leading up to the election there had 

been much speculation that the Ratana Movement - frustrated with what it saw as the 

lack of benefits Maori had gained from their long alliance with Labour and the limited 

role it had been given under the Iwi Runanga Act (see Chapter Five) - would shift its 

allegiance to New Zealand First. This view was reinforced when Riki Tama, a strong 

Ratana follower, announced his intention to challenge Kora W etere in Western Maori. 

Political commentator Colin James (Mana News: 15.10.93) explains: 

Maori don't have a lot to thank Labour for in terms of employment and 

general social development. They have a lot to thank Labour for in 

terms of beginning the process of settling Treaty claims, but this has 

also left a lot of tension... If the connection between the Labour Party 

and the Ratana movement, which developed in the 1930s and has 

delivered Labour four Maori seats since the 1940s, were to be loosened 

that would mark an important change in New Zealand politics as that's 

four seats Labour has always been able to take for granted. 
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On election night it was not Western Maori which fell to New Zealand First 

but Northern Maori, where Tau Henare defeated the Labour incumbent Dr Bruce 

Gregory. Henare's victory, as Riddell (The Christchurch Press: 15.2.94), has argued, 

is partly attributable to the fact that the Labour Party is no longer the party of those 

at the lower end of the socioeconomic scale, as was the case when the Maori-Labour 

alliance was first forged: 

As Labour shifted from Centre-Left to embrace the Centre-Right as 

well, and so appeal to a wider voter constituency, it began to forfeit the 

support of the bottom socioeconomic group that includes many Maori 

voters. 

While older Maori voters appeared to still support Labour's Maori MPs young Maori 

and those of lower socioeconomic status have, according to Riddell, increasingly 

identified with Mana Motuhake in the Alliance or, more recently, with New Zealand 

First and the charismatic Winston Peters. 

Other factors also appear to have been involved in Henare's victory. First, 

Henare had strong personal mana amongst the northern tribes on the strength of his 

family connections. Such mana and social standing is, as suggested in Chapter Four, 

particularly important in Maori electorates. Second, Henare, like New Zealand First 

leader Winston Peters, came out strongly against the Sea Lord fisheries deal. Henare's 

Alliance opponent, Mai tu Rata, was, on the other hand, a strong advocate of the deal, 

while Dr Gregory, like Labour's other Maori MPs, appeared not to get involved in the 

debate. This probably proved to be a big vote winner for Henare as many northern 

Maori believed they had been treated badly by the Sea Lord deal. 

Both New Zealand First MPs identify as being Maori and Henare's victory in 

Northern Maori obviously indicates a considerable amount of support for New Zealand 

First amongst Maori. However, it seems unlikely that New Zealand First will ever 

emerge as a fully fledged "Maori Party", totally committed to Maori aspirations. This 

is because it relies on the support of such large numbers of non-Maori New 
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Zealanders, many of whom may well have little affinity with Maori concerns. Indeed, 

it could be argued that Peters owes much of his popularity amongst non-Maori New 

Zealanders to the fact that he, though himself Maori, is often very critical of Maori 

political aspirations. His attitude toward iwi devolution, discussed in Chapter Six, is 

evidence of this. 

Winston Peters also does not appear to have the same level of support amongst 

Maori as he does amongst other sectors of the population. The recent Wellington 

Maori Legal Service survey found that only 12 per cent of the 2000 Maori polled 

believed that Mr Peters, who has consistently topped general leadership polls, was the 

most effective Maori MP (The Dominion, 28.4.94). The same poll did, however, find 

that Mr Henare was most popular Maori MP, receiving 29.5 per cent support, followed 

by long-serving Southern and Western Maori MPs Whetu Tirakatene-Sullivan and 

Koro Wetere with 20.5 and 20 per cent respectively. 

The 1993 General Election was also significant in that it saw Sandra Lee of 

the Alliance Party become the first Maori woman ever to successfully contest a 

general seat. She defeated incumbent Labour MP, and former Cabinet Minister, 

Richard Prebble in the Labour stronghold of Auckland Central. Though representing 

the Alliance in Parliament, Lee is also leader of Mana Motuhake. Mana Motuhake 

has recently announced its intention to stay part of the Alliance, at least temporarily, 

although there are some indications that it is losing many of its members to New 

Zealand First. 

The election of Tau Henare and Sandra Lee, along with the reelection of 

Winston Peters, creates a situation in which three of New Zealand's four minor party 

MPs are Maori. 4 If National's current majority of one were to be reduced these Maori 

MPs could effectively hold the balance of power. Because these MPs are presumedly 

not as constrained by party concerns as Labour's Maori MPs (who also have 

theoretically held the balance of power on occasion) they may have the potential to 

4 The fourth is Jim Anderton, leader of the Alliance. 
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make both parties more receptive to "Maori concerns". This is significant in that it 

reinforces the argument, presented in Chapter Two, that New Zealand's parliamentary 

system is actually becoming more consensual before the adoption of MMP. It is also 

interesting that Peter Tapsell (Mana News: 8.11.93), Labour MP for Eastern Maori, 

has warned the three Maori minor party MPs not to abuse their position as potential 

holders of the balance of power: "they have to choose to use that power 

independently, but also carefully... they should not be too disruptive". 

Labour was obviously shaken by its loss of Northern Maori and it has led 

many in the party to question whether they have indeed taken the Maori electorates 

too much for granted in the past. Further instability followed in December 1993, 

when Helen Clark successfully challenged Mike Moore for the party's leadership. 

Moore had been popular with Labour's Maori MPs. When he lost his position they, 

along with two Maori members of Labour's executive council, threatened to leave the 

party. Helen Clark's response was swift, actively consulting with Maori groups and 

visiting marae throughout the country. It was also around this time that Labour 

announced that it would allow Peter Tapsell to become Speaker of the House (see 

Chapter Two). 

Although Ms Clark's efforts appear to have been successful, it is now obvious 

that the loyalty of Labour's Maori MPs can no longer be taken for granted. Labour 

Party executive member, Shane Te Pou, for example, is currently pushing for a quota 

of Maoris on Labour's party list as one way of increasing Maori representation in 

Parliament (The Dominion: 3.2.94). Ideally, he argued, this quota would be 50 per 

cent, though a lower figure was probably more attainable. Mr Te Pou did not see 

joining a Maori party, such as that proposed by the New Zealand Maori Council, as 

a solution for the Labour Party's three Maori MPs. There was, however, scope for a 

formal Maori faction within Labour, which would be more willing to act 

independently in the "interests" of Maori. 

Just how insecure Labour's hold over its Maori MPs now is was shown in 

February 1994 when Labour MPs failed to support the nomination of Mrs Whetu 
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Tirikatene-Sullivan, MP for Southern Maori, as chairperson of the electoral law reform 

select committee. This led Mrs Tirikatene-Sullivan to claim "disloyalty" from her 

three Labour colleagues on the committee and, for a time, consider leaving the Labour 

Party altogether. Once again the Labour Party has attempted to repair the damage 

with Helen Clark and Mr Pete Hodgson, Labour's senior MP on the electoral law 

reform select committee, both sending Mrs Tirikatene-Sullivan formal apologies 

explaining that no insult or disloyalty was intended (The Christchurch Press: 10.2.94). 

Labour has also hired a Maori organiser "to rejuvenate Maori interest" in the party. 

Mrs Tirikatene-Sullivan has since announced that she intends staying in Labour, for 

the time being at least. Despite this some commentators are suggesting that we are 

beginning to witness the "death" of the sixty year old political relationship between 

Maori and Labour (The Christchurch Press: 15.2.94). 

GUARANTEED MAORI REPRESENTATION IN AN 
UPPER HOUSE OF PARLIAMENT 

Before attention can be returned to the central question of how these changes 

m Maori parliamentary representation relate to Lijphart's majoritarian/consensual 

theoretical framework it is instructive to look briefly at the on going debate over 

Maori representation in some form of Upper House. The idea of creating a second 

chamber of Parliament, which is either exclusively Maori or reserves a certain 

proportion of its seats to Maori, has a history which goes back to the 19th Century. 

Although the option of an Upper House was never put to the public in any form at the 

1993 electoral reform referendum, this issue, and what it could mean for Maori 

representation, has continued to be discussed by many groups. For example, the lower 

than expected response to the 1994 Maori option has rekindled calls from the New 

Zealand Maori Council for an Upper House and/or a separate "Maori Parliament" (The 

Christchurch Press: 23.4.94). 

The Maori Council first put forward its comprehensive proposals for a second 

chamber and separate Maori Parliament at the 1984 national hui on Maori 
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representation. 5 There it suggested that if New Zealand's parliamentary system is to 

be in accordance with the Treaty of Waitangi's guarantee of tino rangatiratanga then 

Maori should have their own separate House of Parliament. This House would be 

responsible for matters which concern Maori and would only be accountable to the 

Maori population. There would also be a non-Maori House of Parliament, with the 

size of each house being roughly proportionate to the population they each represent. 

Above these two ethnically based chambers of parliament there would be an Upper 

House, composed of half Maori and half non-Maori representatives. Its role would 

be to scrutinise any legislation produced by the two Lower Houses and ensure that it 

is in accordance with the Treaty of Waitangi. The selection of Maori members for the 

Maori Parliament and the Upper House would be in accordance with Maori protocol. 

The Maori Council's proposal was obviously a very ambitious one and 

probably only intended as an "opening bid", as Jackson (1993:10) has pointed out. 

Despite this, it did embrace several facets of Lijphart's consensus and consociational 

models of representative democracy, and is therefore worthy of discussion in the 

context of this thesis. Bicameralism is, as was pointed out in Chapter One, a central 

feature of the consensus model, although the prospect of two separate "Lower Houses" 

is something which Lijphart does not really address. Similarly, using the Treaty of 

Waitangi as a "written constitution", which guarantees the smaller of the two 

"communities" special rights, is also a feature of the consensus model in that it 

introduces the prospect of Maori having a "minority veto". The whole notion of the 

representatives of each "community" only being responsible for the concerns of, and 

accountable to, their own community is a central assumption of Lijphart's 

consociational model. 

There are some strong reasons why the Maori Council's proposals are unlikely 

to provide a workable solution to the question of how to improve Maori representation 

I 5 This same proposal was included in the Maori Council's submission to the 1986 Royal 
(Commission on the Electoral System. It is also very similar to the proposal recently put 
!forward by Whata Winiata, a prominent Maori academic and activist, for a separate Maori 
)Parliament (Farrell, 1992:58). 
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in the New Zealand Parliament. The first of these is that these proposals, particularly 

the creation of an Upper House with half its seats reserved for Maori, would be 

unacceptable to the majority of non-Maori New Zealanders. A strong case can be 

made, as was suggested in Chapter Four, for ensuring that Maori are represented 

effectively within New Zealand's system of government. However, giving a minority 

who compose, at the most, fifteen per cent of the population fifty per cent of the seats 

in one House of Parliament would be viewed - and probably quite rightly - as 

undemocratic by those who are not accorded such special representation. 6 This, as 

was shown in Chapter Six, was the case with the Maori Council's suggestion that fifty 

per cent of local body positions should be reserved for Maori. 

Farrell (1992:60) has suggested that the Pakeha majority would probably find 

any method of member selection, other than direct election, unacceptable. For 

example, methods such as rangatira appointment or selection based on group 

consensus would possibly be perceived as bestowing privilege on a particular group 

and violating the democratic principle of "one person, one vote one value". However, 

as McLeay (1991 :40) pointed out in her discussion of the Fourth Labour Government's 

iwi devolution policy there is no reason why at least some selection procedures should 

not be collectivist. The important factor is that they are open and public, and that 

there are clear lines of accountability between representatives and the constituency 

they are to represent. 

The assumption that the representatives of each community should be 

responsible for only the concerns of their own group is also quite contentious. The 

1986 Royal Commission on the Electoral System, it will be recalled, suggested that 

such parliamentary separation was inadvisable in that it made it too easy for the 

parliamentary majority to ignore the concerns of the minority (presumably the upper 

6 It is not uncommon for groups, particularly territorially defined groups, to be accorded 
la degree of representation in an Upper House of parliament which is unproportionate to their 
ipopulation size. In the United States, for example, all states have two senators regardless of 
(their population size. 
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house with half Maori MPs was intended as a means of avoiding this). What the 

Royal Commission suggested instead was an electoral system which made all MPs 

responsible, to some degree, for representing the "interests" of Maori and of other 

minority groups. 

Even if it were justifiable that the representatives of each community be only 

responsible for the concerns of their own group there is still the vexed problems 

associated with identifying who is in each community and what issues are their 

exclusive concern. These important problems have already been discussed in some 

depth in Chapter Six, as they seriously undermined the Fourth Labour Government's 

attempt at iwi devolution and iwi consultation at the local government level. There 

it was suggested that the problem of identifying who belongs to which ethnic groups 

in New Zealand, and which issues should be the exclusive concern of each of these 

groups, is almost unsolvable given the complex and intermingled nature of 

contemporary New Zealand society and the often ambiguous nature of ethnic 

affiliation. 

That a proposal, such as that of the Maori Council, for a separate Maori House 

of Parliament and an ethnically divided Upper House seems unworkable in the New 

Zealand context reinforces the central contention of this thesis that New Zealand is 

unsuited to a pure consensual or consociational system of government. There are, 

however, less extreme proposals for according Maori special representation in an 

Upper House which may be worthy of consideration. 

One such proposal is that recently put forward by Henderson (1992). 

Henderson, as was pointed out in Chapter Four, is of the opinion that not only Maori, 

but also Pacific Island peoples, are entitled to special representation within New 

Zealand's parliamentary system. He is also sceptical of the benefits which would be 

brought to these groups under an MMP electoral system, particularly without any 

institutional mechanisms to guarantee them special representation. Henderson 

(1992:180-181) argues that the Royal Commission, when recommending a common 

roll, was "assuming a degree of goodwill in the political parties and the electorate that 
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will not always be present": parties geared toward winning elections may not give 

much attention to the concerns of Maoris and Pacific peoples and may even "be 

tempted to exploit the prejudices of the majority" against these groups if this seems 

electorally advantageous. 

Henderson (1992: 186) proposed a "Senate" with reserved seats for Maoris and 

Pacific Island peoples, and powers of delay and review, as a means of avoiding these 

problems: 

I suggest a senate of 50 senators, about half the size of the House of 

Representatives. Thirty senators would be elected by proportional 

representation on a regional basis. The Maori people would be 

represented by 15 senators, and Pacific Islanders by 5 senators. In the 

case of both Maori and Pacific Islands senators, the method of section 

could reflect traditional practices. 

Henderson's proposal for a reconstituted Upper House is more feasible than that 

of the Maori Council. It does ensure that the "interests" of Maori and Pacific Island 

communities are represented in Parliament by members of each community, thus 

fulfilling the requirement of "typical representation". At the same time, however, the 

number of seats each group is allocated is much closer to being in proportion (though 

not exactly) to their share of the population. As a result Pakeha would be more likely 

to view Henderson's proposal as legitimate than they would the Maori Council's 

proposal that half the seats in the Upper House be reserved for Maori. 

Henderson's proposal does, however, have some possible weaknesses. First, 

there are all the general problems, identified in Chapter Two, associated with the 

creation of an Upper House in New Zealand. These include the problem of finding 

an effective, but workable, balance of power between the two houses and the extra 
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expense involved in creating a second chamber.7 Second, there are the specific 

problems involved in identifying which New Zealanders are to be able to vote for the 

ethnically specific seats and which are to vote for the general seats. Presumedly it 

would be through a process of self-identification, as under the present Maori roll 

option system, with those individuals who identify as members of these groups having 

the option of registering to vote on the appropriate rolls. This, as has already been 

suggested, is not always a straight forward process and is made more complicated by 

the fact that many New Zealanders have mutable or contextually viable ethnic 

affiliations (see Chapter Three). 

Henderson's proposal for an ethnically divided Upper House, though an 

improvement on the Maori Council's proposals, also does not escape the specific 

problems, highlighted in Chapter One, related to the creation of rigid structures for the 
~ 

representation of potentially dynamic ethi~ minorities. This makes it unlikely, or at 

least inadvisable, that New Zealand adopt some form of Upper-House as a way of 

improving Maori parliamentary representation. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the discussion in this chapter it is clear that, with the recent decision 

to adopt MMP, New Zealand's parliamentary and electoral systems have evolved in 

a more consensual direction along Lijphart's majoritarian\consensus theoretical 

framework. Although the main motivation behind this transition was not necessarily 

to improve Maori representation, the adoption of MMP nevertheless appears to hold 

a number of possible benefits for Maori. In particular, it has the potential to make 

Maori votes more contestable than has previously been the case and gives exclusively 

Maori parties a greater chance of having their own candidates elected. The 

opportunities Maori would have to take advantage of MMP could have been even 

7 As noted in Chapter Two, both Jackson (1987) and McRobie (1992) are of the opinion 
!that properly organised select committees can serve the same functions as an Upper House, 
\but for a fraction of the cost. 
! 
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greater had the waivmg of the five per cent threshold for Maori parties been 

maintained in the manner suggested by the 1986 Royal Commission on the Electoral 

System. 

It is important to note that there are possible disadvantages with MMP as far 

as Maori are concerned. There is no guarantee, as pointed out above, that the major 

parties will give greater attention to "Maori interests" under the new system. Even if 

Maori choose to "punish0 the major parties by voting for an exclusively Maori party 

they could only hope to gain, if all Maori vote for the same party, 12 to 15 per cent 

of the seats in the House. This, however, would obviously be an improvement on 

having only four MPs directly accountable to the Maori population, as is presently the 

case, and would give this Maori party considerable leverage in a multi-party 

Parliament. Given the lack of benefits Maori have gained, at least until recently, from 

their long-standing alliance with Labour it seems unlikely that any new Maori party 

which is formed will seek a formal relationship with a major party under MMP. 

There is still the possibility that the continued existence of MPs who are 

directly responsible to Maori constituencies - especially if they are few in number or 

divided amongst themselves - might provide a convenient excuse for non-Maori MPs 

not to address "Maori concerns". The degree to which Maori stand to benefit from 

MMP thus depends to a large extent on whether or not a single, effective, Maori party 

is formed which all, or most, Maori vote for. If a number of separate Maori parties 

form, as may well be the case, then it is possible that the Maori vote will be split and 

none of these parties will get over the five percent threshold. This would mean that 

these parties would have to rely on single member constituency seats, particularly the 

separate Maori seats, in order to have their candidates elected. 

That New Zealand has decided to retain separate Maori seats under MMP 

appears to support Lijphart's claim that New Zealand's separate Maori seats are an 

effective way of ensuring that distinct minority are properly represented in 

government. This goes directly against the recommendations of the Royal 

Commission on the Electoral System. There is a possibility that the effectiveness of 
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the separate Maori seats may improve if Labour's hold over them continues to crumble 

and their number increases. There is also the possibility that different parties will 

dominate the separate Maori seats and the Maori share of the list vote. For example, 

candidates with strong personal mana, such as tribal elders or Labour's existing Maori 

MPs, may well dominate the Maori seats, while an exclusively Maori party, like the 

new Aotearoa Party could win Maori list votes. If this were to happen there could be, 

in theory at least, as many as 15 to 20 MPs in Parliament directly responsible to 

Maori. Such an outcome, however, seems unlikely given the level of enrolment on 

the separate Maori roll and fact that most Maori parties will probably contest both list 

and constituency seats, at least the separate Maori ones. 

Despite the possible benefits to be gained from retaining a flexible number of 

Maori seats there still remain unresolved problems associated with the massive size 

of the Maori electorates, the administration of the Maori Option, and with the way in 

which the Maori seats perpetuate the view that Maori concerns should be the sole 

responsibility of the separately elected Maori MPs. There is also the prospect, given 

the fact that the number of Maori seats now varies in accordance with the number on 

the Maori roll, that there may one day be no Maori seats. This, however, seems 

justified if Maori themselves choose not to register on the Maori roll. 

In Chapter One it was suggested that a possible flaw with certain facets of 

Lijphart's consensus model was that it, like Lijphart's earlier consociational model, was 

too closely based on the assumption that society is divided into relatively 

homogeneous and internally coherent societal cleavages. This does not appear to be 

the case with regard to the moves of the last decade toward a more consensual 

parliamentary and electoral system in New Zealand. As this chapter has shown, there 

is a strong possibility that exclusively Maori parties will become electorally significant 

under MMP. However, there is clearly no necessity under MMP that Maori associate 

together on a permanent basis for political purposes. For example, at any given 

election someone who is Maori can decide to vote based on not just ethnic interests, 

but also on class or gender interests or a combination of a number of different 

interests. In addition, although the Maori parties which emerge are likely to have a 
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national outlook there is also the possibility of iwi-based parties. Such flexibility 

appears to be in accordance with the realities of contemporary Maori ethnic affiliation. 

That New Zealand's transition toward a more consensual electoral and 

parliamentary system has not necessarily been based on the assumption that Maori are 

a completely distinct cleavage within New Zealand society is probably a result of the 

fact that the main motivation for electoral reform has come, not from Maori, but from 

the general public. This is in sharp contrast to some of the other ways in which New 

Zealand's traditionally majoritarian system of government has become more consensual 

over the last decade, such as the rise in the constitutional importance of the Treaty of 

Waitangi and the Fourth Labour Government's policy of tribal devolution. Unlike the 

adoption of MMP these developments represented changes outside the parliamentary 

system and were geared specifically toward better incorporating Maori within New 

Zealand's system of government. Both also appeared to be based on the view that 

Maori, particularly at the iwi level, constitute distinct and internally coherent cleavages 

within New Zealand society. 
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CHAPTER NINE: CONCLUSION 

NEW ZEALAND'S EVOLVING MAJORITARIAN 
SYSTEM AND THE INCORPORATION OF MAORI 

Based on the evidence presented throughout this thesis it would seem 

undeniable that New Zealand's system of government has undergone some significant 

changes over the previous decade. These changes have not been random or 

unconnected but have instead constituted an obvious shift along the majoritarian/ 

consensus continuum developed by Lijphart. This continuum, as was suggested in 

Chapter One, is two-dimensional, with one dimension including the effective number 

of political parties, executive dominance and the degree of electoral disproportionality, 

and the other including the degree of unicameralism, centralisation and constitutional 

flexibility. In this thesis it has been found that New Zealand's system of government 

has been transformed in a more consensual direction along both these dimensions as 

a result of the introduction of various constitutional checks on the elected majority, 

the move toward electoral reform, and the efforts which have been made to better 

incorporate the Maori minority. This supports the thesis' first hypothesis, that New 

Zealand's system of government is in the process of evolving in a more consensual 

direction. 

At the same time it is important not to over-exaggerate the extent to which 

New Zealand's system of government has become more consensual. In 1994 New 

Zealand's system of government is still centralised and unicameral with no 

comprehensive and entrenched written constitution. Although the 1993 general 

election saw the election of several candidates from third parties the two party system 

is still very much intact, with the governing party forming a bare majority cabinet, 

despite only winning a plurality of the popular vote. The adoption of an MMP 

electoral system obviously has the potential to profoundly alter many of these 

remaining features of New Zealand's majoritarian system by introducing the prospect 

of a multi-party system and coalition governments. However, it is still very uncertain 

what the exact consequences of the adoption of MMP will be or when the first MMP 

election is to be held. 
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This thesis has shown that a variety of factors have motivated New Zealand's 

transition toward a more consensual system of government. The adoption of MMP, 

for example, was motivated to large degree by public disillusionment with what were 

perceived to be the disadvantages of New Zealand's highly majoritarian system of 

government; particularly its tendency to produce governments which were viewed as 

unresponsive and unrepresentative. The issue of improved Maori representation did 

enter into the rhetoric over MMP, but in generalflectorai reform was perceived as an 

issue of wider concern. 

Some of the other ways in which New Zealand's majoritarian system has 

become more consensual over the previous decade have been motivated by more 

specific factors, particularly a greater appreciation of the heterogeneous nature of New 

Zealand society. The belief that New Zealand was, or would at some point become, 

a homogeneous society was an important variable in explaining why New Zealand's 

system of government originally developed in the majoritarian direction it did. 

However, the persistence and intentional mobilisation of the Maori ethnic cleavage -

coupled with pressure from other groups and the more progressive outlook of the 

Fourth Labour Government - led to specific modifications being made, from 1985 on, 

to New Zealand's system of government so as to better incorporate Maori. The most 

important of these, from the perspective of this thesis, were the general rise in 

constitutional importance of the Treaty of Waitangi and the Fourth Labour 

Government's attempt at iwi devolution. 

In the course of this thesis it has been shown that the adoption of these 

consensual devices to better incorporate Maori has been based on certain assumptions 

about the nature of Maori society. In particular, it has been shown that both the rise 

in importance of the Treaty of Waitangi and iwi devolution appear to have assumed 

that Maori, particularly at the iwi level, constitute distinct and stable societal cleavages 

within New Zealand society which are relatively homogeneous and internally 

organised in a coherent manner. In part this resulted from the way in which Maori 



elites have chosen to present Maori society: their case for such special attention is 

made stronger if they are perceived to be not only distinct from the rest of society but 

also well organised. In part this view of Maori society has developed as a result of 

an eagerness on the part of government to identify well organised and uniform social 

entities - whether they actually exist or not - to off load certain of its responsibilities 

for distributing resources and fostering economic growth. 

This thesis also highlighted the considerable similarities which exist between 

Lijphart's consensus model, which New Zealand is apparently evolving towards, and 

his earlier, and much criticised, consociational model. Lijphart argued that the two 

models, though certainly similar, were quite different in several fundamental ways. 

In particular, he argued that the consensual model/ was less rigid than the 

consociational model and therefore did not have the same potential to institutionalise 

social division. This, it has been argued, does not appear to be the case, at least with 

regard to the consensus model's inclusion of non-territorial segmental autonomy and 

a written constitution which makes geographically dispersed minorities eligible for 

special entitlements. Both features, it has been argued, are clearly based on the 

assumption that distinct, stable, and coherent societal cleavages exist. Both also have 

the potential to make social divisions more salient when introduced into situations 

where stable and distinct cleavages are absent. It was then suggested that the 

consensus model's apparent over-reliance on the existence such cleavages is of direct 

relevance to the incorporation of Maori within New Zealand's evolving majoritarian 

system of government. 

A strong case can be made, as was suggested in Chapter Four, for g1vmg 

special attention to the incorporation of Maori in government. This case is based 

primarily upon the extent to which Maori can be said to constitute a "compact 

minority" within New Zealand society with a distinct set of interests. It can also be 

strengthened by reference to the Treaty of Waitangi and Maori's status as New 

Zealand's indigenous population. Despite this it would seem, based on the findings 

of this thesis, that New Zealand is unsuited to the type of rigid consensus/ 

consociational devices, mentioned above, as a means of better incorporating Maori. 
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In part this is because many of the favourable background conditions which Lijphart 

(1977/1985) himself identifies as conducive to consociational success - such as no 

majority segment, segments of equal size, socioeconomic equality between segments 

and geographical concentration of segments - are clearly absent from New Zealand. 

More importantly New Zealand is unsuited to such rigid consensus/consociational 

devices because they often ignore the dynamic and ambiguous nature of Maori ethnic 

affiliation. 

In Chapter Three it was established that Maori are best defined, not as a 

biologically distinct racial group, but as an ethnic group. Such a definition emphasises 

individual self-identification over biology as the main criterion for categorising 

individuals as being Maori. It was suggested, however, that the manner in which 

individuals are socialised and how they are perceived by others as a result of 

biological traits, like skin pigmentation, can also affect which ethnic group they 

choose to identify with. The acceptance of self-identification as the main basis of 

ethnic affiliation is important as it introduces the possibility of individuals identifying 

with more than one ethnic group, or of them emphasising and de-emphasising different 

ethnic identities depending on situational factors. Evidence of this type of ambiguous 

and flexible ethnic identification was found in Maori census reporting and enrolment 

on the Maori roll. 

Using self-identification as the main basis for ethnic group affiliation also 

introduces the possibility of individuals intentionally mobilising ethnic identities so as 

to achieve specific socioeconomic goals. Factors which motivated this ethnic 

mobilisation were Maori's lower than average socioeconomic status, Maori 

urbanisation, improved Maori literacy and exposure to mass media. This mobilisation 

process was "triggered" by elites within Maori society who had been influenced by 

western democratic theory and the examples of civil rights and indigenous peoples' 

movements overseas. Such ethnic mobilisation was found to have occurred amongst 

Maori at both the national and the iwi level, with the most recent example of this 

being the intentional mobilisation of tribal differences under the present Treaty claims 

resolution process. This acceptance of mobilisation theory and of the generally 
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dynamic nature of Maori ethnic affiliation supports the second hypothesis examined 

in this thesis: that Maori, at either the national or iwi level, do not constitute the type 

of relatively distinct, stable and internally coherent societal cleavage, or cleavages, 

required by certain features of Lijphart1s consensus model. 

This hypothesis was also supported by the finding that individuals who identify 

as Maori, though often sharing certain values and interests, do not compose either a 

distinct linguistic, regional or religious cleavage within New Zeaiand society. J\1ost 

Maori do tend to be of below average socioeconomic status, which provides them with 

both a degree of commonality of interests as well as a possible motivation for ethnic 

mobilisation. However, not all Maori fit into this low socioeconomic bracket, which 

is also occupied by an increasing number of non-Maori. 

Culture, defined as a specific group's set of values and how they fit together, 

is often presented as the most important line of division between Maori and non-Maori 

within New Zealand society. For example, it is now more readily accepted by 

government, and increasingly by the general public, that New Zealand is a "bicultural" 

society composed of two main cultural groups; each of which needs to be properly 

taken account of in the organisation of the state and in government policy. This 

greater acceptance of New Zealand as bicultural was an important motivating factor 

in at least some of the moves toward a more consensual system of government as 

described above. This thesis found, based on the limited research which has been 

undertaken in this area, that there is some evidence of a distinctive Maori culture 

within New Zealand society. However, like Maori ethnicity, this culture is something 

which all Maori do not share equally and is constantly subject to change and 

intermingling with things non-Maori. Maori, and also iwi, culture are both subject to 

revival and re-invention to serve socioeconomic or political purposes. 

This acceptance of the ambiguous nature of Maori culture - along with the 

ambiguous nature of Maori ethnic affiliation and the fact that there are other 

significant ethnic minorities in New Zealand, such as Pacific Island people - brings 

into question the suitability of the term "bicultural" as either an accurate description 
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of New Zealand society or as a guideline for government policy and the organisation 

of the New Zealand state. A more accurate concept, as was pointed out in Chapter 

Four, is "moderate pluralism", borrowed from Mulgan (1989a). Moderate pluralism 

does acknowledge that important cleavages exist within New Zealand society, of 

which one is ethnicity. However, the concept is :flexible enough to take account of 

the fact that these cleavages are often non-reinforcing, with individuals having the 

potential to affiliate with a number of different groups simultaneously, or to even 

change groups. 

One of the central findings of this thesis has been that several of the specific 

ways in which New Zealand's system of government has become more consensual to 

better incorporate Maori have failed to take account of the moderately plural nature 

of New Zealand society, and the dynamic nature of Maori ethnicity and culture. In 

Chapter Five, for example, it was shown that the rise in the status of the Treaty of 

W aitangi over the previous decade, particularly the emphasis on addressing Treaty 

grievances on a iwi basis, has been based on the assumption that the iwi is the most 

important social entity within Maori society. It also assumes that all Maori have 

equally strong affiliations with their iwi and that each iwi is internally organised in 

a coherent manner. It was found in Chapter Six that the same assumptions lay at the 

basis of the iwi devolution and local government consultation policies pursued by the 

Fourth Labour Government. 

All these initiatives failed to take account of the fact that iwi are only one of 

a number of entities within Maori society with which individuals can chg~ to identify. 

The strength of affiliation to these iwi also varies between individuals, with some 

Maori being better placed to benefit from iwi based distribution structures than others. 

Similarly, it was found that iwi are dynamic rather than static social entities, being 

subject to revival and re-invention to achieve socioeconomic goals. All this has made 

it difficult to create iwi-based representation and resource distribution structures which 

are accountable to all Maori, particularly those who are urbanised or of below average 

socioeconomic status. Such findings support the third hypothesis of this thesis, that 

rigid consensual devices, like rigid majoritarian ones, are unsuited to the incorporation 
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into government of ethnic minorities which, like Maori, do not constitute relatively 

distinct, stable and internally coherent societal cleavages. 

Besides failing to take account of the realities of Maori ethnicity and social 

organisation the moves to better incorporate Maori in government involving the Treaty 

of Waitangi and iwi devolution have been criticised on legitimacy grounds. Many 

Maori obviously do not believe the reforms of the previous decade have gone far 

enough, while many Pakeha believe that these reforms have given Jvfaori too much 

power in view of their population size. As a result of these pressures, particularly 

those from the Pakeha electorate, many of the reforms involving the Treaty of 

Waitangi and iwi devolution which were contemplated in the late 1980s have since 

been curtailed. The Treaty, for example, has not been fully incorporated into New 

Zealand law, and Parliament, since 1989, has reasserted its sovereignty over the issue 

of defining what precisely the Treaty guarantees to Maori. The Fourth Labour 

Government's iwi devolution and local government consultation policies were also 

discontinued when National took office in 1990. 

Despite this, there still remains pressure for the creation, or continuation, of 

rigid structures for the incorporation of Maori within New Zealand's evolving system 

of government. Treaty claims are still generally resolved on an iwi basis, although the 

Sea Lord fisheries deal did constitute a possible move toward settlements between the 

Crown and a consortium of iwi. There is continued pressure for greater tribal 

autonomy in accordance with the Treaty of Waitangi's guarantee of rangatiratanga, 

with the recent introduction of the Te Tunanga O Ngai Tahu Bill suggesting that the 

present government is again interested in this. Other consensual devices, such as an 

Upper House with guaranteed ethnic representation, remain on the political agenda of 

some Maori groups. 
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''JUSTICE'' OR STABILITY? 

Whether or not New Zealand's system of government should keep moving, or 

at least move again, in this rigidly consensual direction so as to better incorporate 

Maori depends, to a large extent, upon what the goals of the system of government 

are perceived to be. If the goal is to achieve "justice" for Maori in accordance with 

some external standard, say the Maori interpretation of the Treaty of W aitangi, then 

it would seem that New Zealand should continue to develop rigid structures for group 

based power-sharing. Given the present emphasis of Maori elites, and also the state, 

on iwi sovereignty this would presumably involve making iwi more autonomous and 

giving them increased responsibilities for the allocation of resources and social 

services. This is despite the various problems, identified above, involved in creating 

workable iwi-based structures that are accountable to all Maori. 

Such a system of power-sharing between Maori, organised on an iwi basis, and 

non-Maori is also likely to run into legitimacy problems for many Pakeha if it is 

perceived to give the Maori minority too much power. Many Pakeha do appear to 

have become more receptive, over the last decade, toward the better incorporation of 

Maori within New Zealand's system of government. However, because the Pakeha 

majority ultimately has a veto through the ballot box over all issues involving Maori 

it seems unlikely that such power-sharing - especially equal power-sharing - will 

become a reality until Maori are a majority. This seems unlikely given present 

demographic trends, which suggest that Maori population growth will level out in the 

first decade of next century and stay at just under 20 percent of the total population 

(Pool, 1991 :214-227). 

Possibly a more appropriate goal for New Zealand's system of government is 

not what is "just" in accordance with some external standard, but stability. Stability 

does not just mean longevity, as some regimes can remain in existence for very long 

periods of time through the use of coercion. Rather, for a system of government to 

be stable it needs to be viewed as legitimate for all groups involved, whether they be 

a majority or a minority. It also must allow for the relatively regular and easy transfer 

of power from one group of representatives to another, without any groups seriously 

questioning the legitimacy of how this transfer of power is undertaken. 
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It is as a result of this stress on legitimacy, and its importance to long term 

stability, that majoritarianism seems unsuited to societies like New Zealand in which 

identifiable minorities, such as Maori, exist. This is because the specific "interests" 

of these minorities are less likely to be integrated into government policy than those 

of the majority, and as a result they are more likely to question the legitimacy of the 

system. On the other hand, it is equally important that any mechanisms which are 

created for ensuring that Maori are properly taken account of by government are 

viewed as legitimate by the non-Maori minority. This emphasis on iegitimacy, along 

with the fact that Maori ethnicity and Maori culture do not lend themselves to rigid 

representation structures, suggests that any mechanisms for special Maori 

representation need to be flexible and well conceived. 

One possible way of finding a balance between giving recognition to ethnic 

divisions and not entrenching them is by using rigid, group-based power-sharing only 

on a temporary basis. Steiner (1986:204), for example, is a strong advocate of 

consociational type power-sharing as a transitional device: 

If as a result of consociational decision-making, relations among 

subcultures remain peaceful for some time, cultural fragmentation 

begins to lose some of its importance, and so consociationalism is no 

longer necessary to preserve harmonious relations. You can then say 

that successful consociationalism makes itself superfluous. 

Steiner then cites Austria as a society which was supposedly culturally fragmented but 

was then able to adopt competitive decision-making mechanisms after two decades of 

consociational power-sharing. 

There are a number of weaknesses with Steiner's suggestion that rigid power

sharing devices be used as a temporary device. First, Barry (1975) has argued that not 

only was the degree of cultural fragmentation in pre-consociational Austria debatable, 

but its consociational success depended to a considerable degree upon the country's 

underlying economic prosperity. Second, New Zealand's system of government has 
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already had experience with supposedly "temporary" devices for the incorporation of 
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Maori in government in the form of separate Maori seats. These seats, as has~pointed 

already, have not only become permanent, but have been the focus of considerable 

criticism from both Maori and Pakeha. 

Third, and most importantly, there is the possibility that the introduction of 

rigid power-sharing and group representation structures, even on a temporary basis, 

may actually enhance social division and further undermine stabiiity. This is because 

such devices would force individuals to emphasise one particular group identity ahead 

of all others for the purpose of governmental decision-making and the allocation of 

resources. Already in New Zealand, as a result of the current iwi-based Treaty claims 

resolution process, there appears to be some evidence of social divisions. This has not 

only been between Maori and Pakeha, but also between different iwi. 

If stability is what the governmental system should aim to achieve it would 

seem more appropriate to put in place mechanisnfwhich encourage the integration of . 
different groups rather than their separation. Integration requires the creation of 

representation structures which ensure that government policy reflects the interests of 

all groups involved, not just the majority. With integration also goes the expectation 

that a national identity will develop which reflects the values and cultures of all the 

main groups which help to make up society. Such integration between Maori and 

Pakeha, and also other groups, appears to have occurred on a number of levels 

throughout New Zealand society. There, however, is the very real danger of 

integration becoming assimilation. This has often happened in the past in New 

Zealand, with the dominant group forcing its values upon minority groups without 

really taking account of their specific interests. It is precisely for this reason that steps 

need to be taken to ensure that the interests of distinct minorities are always 

adequately represented in government. 

Based on the findings of this thesis it would seem that the adoption of an 

MMP electoral system may provide an effective way of ensuring that "Maori interests" 

are properly integrated into government policy, but not necessarily in a way which 



encourages social division. Such an electoral system, it has been argued, has the 

potential to make Maori votes more contestable than under the present first-past-the

post system and would hopefully make all MPs, not just those who are Maori, more 

responsible for ensuring Maori are properly taken account of. MMP would also 

increase the chances of exclusively Maori parties having candidates elected, thus 

fulfilling the need for the "typical" representation of "Maori interests11 by individuals 

who are themselves Maori. There is the possibility that MMP will allow other 

identifiable minorities, such as Pacific Island people, to aiso be more effectively 

represented in Parliament. 

Maori themselves obviously perceive the potential benefits MMP has for them, 

particularly with the retention of a flexible number of separate Maori seats. This has 

been shown by the high level of support for electoral reform in Maori electorates at 

both the 1992 and 1993 referendums. Maori optimism about MMP has also been 

indicated by recent moves to increase enrolment on the Maori roll and to form new 

Maori political parties, although enrolment levels were clearly not as high as many 

Maori leaders had hoped. The prospect of the increased contestability of Maori votes 

under MMP also appears to be a factor in the apparent weakening of Labour's 

traditional hold on the four Maori seats. However, it still remains to be seen what the 

long term significance of these developments will be. 

Focusing on the electoral system, as opposed to local government or 1w1 

devolution, is an appropriate way of better ( )-iricorpo;~ti;~1V11aori in the 
\-

governmental system because Parliament remains the most important decision making 

body within the New Zealand political system. It is therefore important that Maori 

are adequately represented at the parliamentary level to ensure that their "interests" 

have just as much chance of being taken account of in government policy as those of 

other groups. It is also worth noting that parliamentary democracy, though western 

in origin, is something which can be viewed as being in accordance with political 

structures in traditional Maori society. However, the possibility that there may one 

day be no Maori representatives in Parliament under MMP, and the degree of 11 good 

faith" the system appears to place in major political parties, suggests that measures 



may still need to be taken outside Parliament to ensure "Maori interests" are always 

properly taken account of. 

One possible way in which Maori can ensure that those in government are 

aware of them when formulating policy is through interest group lobbying. Mulgan 

(1989a), as was pointed out in Chapter Two, saw interest groups as one of the three 

main ways in which individuals can make government responsive to their wishes 

under his model of democracy and power in New Zealand. Elsewhere in the thesis 

it was suggested that many of the benefits which Maori have gained over the previous 

decade have come from them putting pressure on governments fci!m outside, rather )( 

than from inside, Parliament. This is likely to continue to be the case. An important 

advantage of interest groups from the perspective of this thesis is that they provide a 

possible means by which ethnic groups can influence government policy without 

having to work through rigid representation structures. The main drawback is that 

some groups are often in a much better position than others to influence government 

policy. This inequality is also likely to remain a problem. 

It is often argued, by the 1986 Royal Commission on the Electoral System and 

others, that the Treaty of Waitangi should serve an increased role in ensuring that 

Maori are always taken account of by those in government. The increased status of 

the Treaty over the last decade has, as already suggested, played an important role in 

New Zealand's transition toward a more consensual system of government. The Treaty 

has also served as an important focus for educating the general public about the 

"bicultural" nature of New Zealand society and has been central to the bureaucracy's 

more receptive attitude toward things Maori. 

The problem with the Treaty of Waitangi as a model for the organisation of 

New Zealand1s system of government is, as was shown in Chapter Five, that it is open 

to a number of often conflicting interpretations. The situation is made even more 

complex by those who interpret the Treaty being influenced by what they or their 

group wishes to gain from it. Probably the most difficult conflict over interpretation 

of the Treaty is that between the two language texts: the Maori text, which appears 
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to guarantee Maori sovereignty, and the English text, in which Maori clearly cede 

sovereignty. Both interpretations, as this thesis has shown, have been used as the 

basis for advocating quite different forms of government, ranging from equal power

sharing to assimilation. 

This great uncertainty over what the Treaty of W aitangi means makes its 

practical application to government policy and the organisation of state institutions 

very difficult. It has also led some academics to suggest that it may have been better 

for Maori if there was no Treaty so some other, more objective criteria, could be 

developed for assessing what they are owed. In reality this could never be as the 

Treaty has become, particularly over the last decade, an "inescapable fact of life" 

which permeates almost every facet of New Zealand politics. However, if the Treaty 

is to continue to serve such an important role it seems necessary that its symbolic 

values, rather than its various literal interpretations, be emphasised. 

This emphasis on the symbolic meaning of the Treaty appears to be central to 

present efforts to reconcile its two language texts through the notion of "Treaty 

principles". The set of Treaty principles currently utilised by government and the 

courts emphasise the need to address Maori historical grievances and to take account 

of "Maori interests" in government policy and the organisation of the New Zealand 

state. However, the Treaty principles also emphasise that these tasks must be carried 

out under the single sovereignty of Parliament. Those Maori who desire full 

rangatiratanga obviously find this unacceptable. However, this stress on the ultimate 

sovereignty of Parliament seems the most practical solution to the problem of 

interpreting the Treaty given the problems associated with creating practical and 

legitimate institutions for Maori autonomy. This emphasis on parliamentary 

sovereignty also reinforces the point that it should be Parliament where most, though 

not all, effort be made to ensure that Maori are effectively represented and taken 

account of. 

If stability is to be the central goal of the governmental system it is not only 

necessary to ensure that Maori are properly represented. It seems just as important 
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that steps are taken to reduce the disparity in socioeconomic terms between ethnic 

groups. Barry (1975), in a critique of Lijphart's (1968) application of the 

consociational model, presented evidence which suggested that the main reason for 

stability in Lijphart's four case studies was not the existence of mechanisms for group 

based power-sharing, but economic prosperity. This prosperity, Barry suggested, 

benefited all groups and so reduced the likelihood of conflict between them. 

In this thesis it has been suggested that an important reason for increased 

ethnic salience in New Zealand is elites mobilising ethnic groups so as to improve 

their collective socioeconomic status, as under the present iwi-based Treaty claims 

resolution process. This introduces the possibility that if steps were taken to alleviate 

socioeconomic differences between Maori and non-Maori there might less motivation 

for Maori ethnic mobilisation. Cultural differences between groups would probably 

not disappear completely, and ascriptive differences like skin pigmentation would still 

remain. However, such a reduction in material disparities between groups may well 

make the intentional revival and "invention" of cultural differences to further 

socioeconomic causes less prevalent. This in turn would make it easier to identify 

those Maori values and interests which are of fundamental importance to Maori, 

regardless of socioeconomic factors, and therefore need to be properly taken account 

in government policy and the organisation of the state. 

There still remains the question of what is the appropriate means of addressing 

the problems of Maori socioeconomic disadvantage in contemporary New Zealand 

society. Based on the findings of this thesis it would seem that an iwi-based resource 

allocation system is not the answer. This is because iwi-based structures often fail to 

address the needs of those Maori who need most help: poor, urbanised Maori with 

weak tribal links. Possibly a more effective system would be a centralised one, as 

suggested by Jones in Chapter Five, based around a reconstituted Ministry of Maori 

Affairs. Its role would be to ensure that funds set aside for Maori development are 

administered in a manner which benefit all Maori, not just those with strong iwi 

affiliations. Some eligibility criteria could also be devised, again as was suggested in 

Chapter Five, to ensure that it is those Maori who are still obviously disadvantaged 

by colonisation who benefit most from these allocations. 
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Some Maori could probably find a number of grounds to criticise such a 

centralised resource allocation system. The inclusion of an eligibility criteria for 

resource allocation could, for example, be criticised for ignoring the need to achieve 

"justice" for all Maori, not just those who are poor. If viewed solely in Treaty terms 

this criticism would seem valid. However, if viewed more as an issue of resource 

allocation on a need basis, as this thesis has attempted to, it seems reasonable that 

those with obvious need benefit most. 

Second, such a centralised system could be criticised for ignoring tribal 

divisions and imposing a single national structure on Maori society. However, these 

tribal divisions, like the notion of a single Maori ethnic community, are often 

themselves historical constructions and thus just as subject to invention of tradition. 

This makes it difficult to work out exactly which groupings within Maori society, if 

any, are the most appropriate mechanisms for the allocation of resources. The case 

for a single centralised system, however, seems to be strengthened by the fact that 

New Zealand is a relatively small country, and therefore possibly more suited to 

centralism. This case is also supported by the fact that decentralisation has the 

potential to lead to wasteful conflicts between different groupings, as appears to have 

occurred under the present Treaty claims resolution process. 

Despite this, there still remams obvious benefits to be gained for Maori, 

particularly socially dislocated Maori youth, from reestablishing links with more 

traditional social groupings. This is in terms of improving the self-esteem of these 

individuals and fostering the belief that they have a place of value in society. There 

also appears to be considerable potential for the further development of community 

based language and health programmes. This thesis has not attempted to discredit in 

any way the very important role these more locally based Maori groupings play, or 

could play, in these and other key areas. Rather it has merely attempted to show that 

such groupings are not always the most appropriate basis for incorporating Maori in 

government and the allocation to all Maori of resources and social services. 
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LIJPHART'S THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK RE
EXAMINED 

So what 1s the consequence of these findings for Lijphart's 

majoritarian/consensual theoretical frameworks? Obviously Lijphart's notion of a 

majoritarian/consensual framework has considerable utility as a means of categorising 

different forms of government and showing how they relate to each other, or may 

change over time. As this thesis has shown, Lijphart's two models, and the continuum 

which exists between them, provides a very useful theoretical framework for making 

sense of the various changes which have occurred in New Zealand's system of 

government over the previous decade. The weaknesses which have been identified 

with Lijphart's theoretical framework relate to its prescriptive, rather than its 

descriptive, qualities. 

The central prescriptive claim which Lijphart makes for his two models is that 

majoritarian systems of government are suited to homogenous, non-plural societies, 

in which everyone shares broadly similar interests, while consensual systems are suited 

to heterogenous, plural societies. The main problem this thesis identified with this 

claim, at least with regard to New Zealand, is that the categorisation of societies as 

either homogeneous and non-plural or heterogenous and plural becomes almost 

meaningless when the society in question is an industrialised and complex one. With 

regard to the degree of social homogeneity, for example, it is important to realise that 

there are other possible cleavages, besides those of language and religion identified 

by Lijphart, which may divide societies. In New Zealand this includes not only the 

Maori ethnic cleavage, but also immigrant communities, the unemployed, and certain 

regional groupings. As a result New Zealand's system of government, like those of 

other increasingly complex societies around the world, has begun to evolve in a more 

consensual direction so as to better take account of these differences. 

At the same time, it appears equally difficult to categorise a modern complex 

society like New Zealand as completely plural or homogeneous . in the manner 

described by Lijphart. This is because although different social cleavages do exist the 



processes of urbanisation, industrialisation, migration, inter-marriage and improved 

communications, has ensured that these cleavages are very intermingled and 

overlapping. In addition, individuals in such societies have considerable opportunity 

to emphasis certain group identities and not others so as to achieve particular goals. 

This flexibility, as suggested throughout this thesis, has made it very difficult to 

identify stable boundaries between different groups and to create rigid structures for 

group based representation. Because Lijphart's consensual model recommends the 

creation of such rigid structures it can thus be criticised, as his earlier consociational 

model was, for ignoring the dynamic nature of ethnic and other group affiliation and 

for recommending governmental structures which may entrench, rather than reduce, 

social divisions. 

It would thus seem that, in a prescriptive sense at least, neither of Lijphart's 

models are applicable to increasingly complex societies like New Zealand. These 

societies must instead find a median point somewhere between Lijphart's majoritarian 

and consensus poles which balance the need to give recognition to the interests of 

distinct groups with the desire for long term stability. In New Zealand this means 

developing government structures which ensure "Maori interests" are properly 

represented, but which at the same time are viewed as legitimate by all groups and 

take account of the potentially dynamic nature of Maori ethnic affiliation. It still waits 

to be seen, in the next decade and beyond, how successful New Zealand has been at 

finding this equilibrium. 



230 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Almond, G.A. (1956) "Comparative Political Systems", Journal of Politics, vol.18, 

no.3. 

Amyot, G. (1985) Review of Lijphart's Democracies, Canadian Journal of Political 
Science, vol.18, no. I. 

Anderson, B. (1991) Imagined Communities (revised edition), London. 

Awatere, D. (1984) Maori Sovereignty, Auckland. 

Barry, B. (1975) "The Consociational Model and its Dangers", European Journal of 
Political Research, no.5. 

Butler, D. and A. (1978) (eds) Referendums: A Comparative Study of Political Theory. 
Washington. 

Brudney, K.M. (1985) Review of Lijphart's Democracies, Journal of Politics, vol.47, 
no.2. 

Connor, A. (1978) Modern Social Theory. London. 

Chapman, R. (1986) "Voting in the Maori Political Sub-System, 1935-1984", 
Appendix to report of the Royal Commission on the Electoral System: Towards 
A Better Democracy, Wellington 

Chapple, D.R (1975) "A Timber Town", in Kawharu, I.H. (ed) Conflict and 
Compromise: Essays on the Maori Since Colonisation, Wellington, Sydney, 
London. 

Dahl, R. A. (1971) Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition, New Haven. 

Department of Statistics (1992a) 1991 Census on Population and Dwellings: Iwi 
Population and Dwellings, Wellington. 

Department of Statistics (1992b) 1991 Census on Population and Dwellings: Maori 
Population and Statistics, Wellington. 

Down~ , A. (1957) Economic Theory of Democracy, New York. 

Dormer, A. (1994) 11 Consultation, the Treaty and RMA", New Zealand Local 
Government, vol.30, no.I. 

Durie, E.T. (1991) "Waitangi:Justice and Reconciliation", unpublished paper presented 
as Second David Uaipon Lecture, School of Aboriginal and Islander 
Administration, University of South Australia, Adelaide. 



,_..., 1 

L-' l 

Durie, E.T. (1993) "Self-Determination", unpublished paper presented at the 
Conference on the Position of Indigenous People in National Constitutions, 
Canberra. 

Farrell, M.K. (1992) Te Pooti Maaori: Maaori Representation and Electoral Reform, 
Centre for Maaori Studies and Research, University of Waikato. 

Fleras, A. (1986) "From Social Control Towards Political Self-Determination? Maori 
Seats and the Politics Of Separate Maori Represetation in New Zealand", The 
Canadian Journal of Political Science, vol.I 8, no.3. 

Fl eras, A. (1991) "Tuku Rangatiratanga: Devolution in I wi/Government Relations", in 
Spoonley, P., Pearson, D. and Macpherson, C. (eds) Nga Take: Ethnic 
Relations and Racism in Aotearoa/New Zealand, Palmerston North. 

Gold, H. and Webster, A. (1990) New Zealand Values Today. Palmerston North. 

Greenland, G. (1991) "Maori Ethnicity as Ideology" in Spoonley, P., Pearson, D. and 
Macpherson, C. (eds) Nga Take: ethnic Relations and racism in Aotearoa/New 
Zealand, Palmerston North. 

Gustafson, B. (1993) "Regeneration, Rejection or Realignment: New Zealand Political 
Parties in the 1990s", in Hawke, G.R. (ed) Changing Politics: The Electoral 
Referendum 1993, Wellington. 

Harre, J. (1966) Maori and Pakeha: A Study of Mixed Marriages in New Zealand, 
London. 

Harris, P. and E.McLeay (1993) "The Legislature", in Hawke, G.R. (ed) Changing 
Politics: The Electoral Referendum 1993, Wellington. 

Harron, D. R. (1985), Review of Lijphart's Democracies, The American Political 
Science Review, vol.79, no.3. 

Hechter, M. (1975) Internal Colonialism: The Celtic Fringe m British National 
development, 1536-1966, London. 

Heisler, M. 0. (1990) "Ethnicity and Ethnic Relations m the Modern West", in 
Motevill J.V. ( ed), Conflict and Peacemaking in Multiethnic Societies, 
Lexington. 

Henderson, J. (1992) "Culture, Ethnicity and Political Representation m New 
Zealand", Culture and Democracy in the South Pacific, Suva. 

Horowitz, D.L. (1985) Ethnic Groups in Conflict, Berkeley, Los Angeles and London. 

Hoskin, P. (1994) "The Treaty of Waitangi: The 1993 National Local Government 
Community Council Reports", New Zealand Local Government, vol.30 no.I. 



232 

Iwi Transition Agency Working Group (1990) Report on the Runanga Iwi Bill, Local 
Government Amendment (no.8) Bill and the Resource Management Bill, 
Wellington. 

Jackman, R. W. (1986) "Elections and the Democratic Class Struggle", World Politics, 
vol.39, no.1. 

Jackson, M. (1988) Maori and the Criminal Justice System: He Whaipaanga Hou, 
Justice Department, Wellington. 

Jackson, M. (1989) "The Crown, the Treaty, and the Usurpation of Maori Rights", 
paper presented at Proceedings of Aotearoa/New Zealand and Human Rights 
in the Pacific and Asia Region: A Policy Conference. 

Jackson, W.K. (1972) The New Zealand Legislative Council, Dunedin. 

Jackson, W.K. (1987) The Dilemma of Parliament, Wellington. 

Jackson, W. K. (1993) "Problems Of Democracy In A Majoritarian System: New 
Zealand And Emancipation From The Westminster Model?", unpublished 
paper. 

Jackson, S. (1969) Politics In The Eastern Maori Electorate, unpublished MA Thesis, 
Political Science Department, University of Auckland. 

James, C. (1992) New Territory, Wellington. 

Jenkins, R, (1986) "Social Anthropological Models of Inter-Ethnic Relations", in Rex, 
J. and D Mason (eds.) Theories of Race and Ethnic Relations, Cambridge. 

Kellas, J.G. (1991) The Politics of Nationalism and Ethnicity, London. 

Kelsey, J. (1984) "Legal Imperialism and the Colonisation of Aotearoa" in 
Spoonley, P. (ed), Tau iwi: Racism and Ethnicity in New Zealand, Palmerston 
North. 

Kelsey, J. (1990) A Question of Honour?: Labour and the Treaty 1984-1989, 
Wellington. 

Kelsey, J. (1991) "Treaty Justice in the 1980s", in Spoonley, P., Pearson, D. and 
Macpherson, C. (eds) Nga Take: Ethnic Relations and Relations and Racism 
in Aotearoa/New Zealand, Palmerston North. 

Kymilcka, W. (1989) Liberalism, Community, and Culture, Oxford. 

Larmour, P. (1992) "The Politics of Race and Ethnicity: Theoretical Perspectives on 
Papua New Guinea", Pacific Studies, vol.15, no.2. 



233 

Levine, S. and R. Vasil (1985) Maori Political Perspectives: he Whakaaro Maori 
Monga ti Kanga kawanatanga, Auckland. 

Lijphart, A. (1968) The Politics of Accommodation. Plural Societies and Democracy 
in the Netherlands, New York. 

Lijphart, A. (1977) Democracy in Plural Societies: A Comparative Exploration, New 
Haven. 

Lijphart, A. (1984a) Democracies: Patterns of Majoritarian and Consensus Government 
in Twenty-one Countries, New Haven. 

Lijphart, A. (1984b) "Trying to Have the Best of Both Worlds: Semi- Proportional 
and Mixed Systems", in Lijphart, A. and B. Grofman Choosing an Electoral 
System, New York. 

Lijphart, A. (1986a) "Proportionality by Non PR Methods: Ethnic Representation in 
Belgium, Cyprus, Lebanon, New Zealand, West Germany, and Zimbabwe" in 
Grofman, B. and A. Lijphart (eds) Electoral Reform and Political Consensus, 
New York. 

Lijphart, A. (1986b) Power-sharing in South Africa, Berkeley. 

Lijphart, A. (1989) "Democratic Political Systems: Types, Cases, Causes, and 
Consequences", Journal of Theoretical Politics, vol. 1, no. l. 

Lipset, S. M. (1960) Political Man: The Basis of Politics, Garden City. 

McGarry. J and S. Noel (1989), "Prospects for Consociational Democracy in South 
Africa", Journal of Commonwealth and Comparative Politics, vol.27. 

McKay, J. (1982) "An Exploratory Synthesis of Primordial and Mobilizationist 
Approaches to Ethnic Phenomena", Ethnic and Racial Studies, vol.5, no.4. 

McLeay, E. M. (1980) "Political Arguments About Representation: The Case Of The 
Four Maori Seats", Political Studies vol.28, no.I. 

McLeay, E. M. (1984) Review of Mulgan's Democracy and Power, Political Science, 
vol.37, no.2. 

McLeay. E. M. (1986) Review of "Toward a Better Democracy", Political Science, 
vol.39, no. l. 

McLeay, E. M. (1991) "Two Steps Forward, Two Steps Back: Maori Devolution, 
Maori Advisory Committees and Maori Representation", Political Science, 
vol.43, no. l. 



234 

McRobie, A. (1992) "Electoral System Options: Three Proposals for Reforming the 
Electoral System" in Gold, H. New Zealand Politics in Perspective, Third 
Edition, Auckland. 

Metge, J. (1976) The Maoris of New Zealand, Revised Edition, London. 

Milne, RS. (1989) "The Relevance of Ethnicity", Political Science, vol.41, no.2. 

Mulgan, R. (1984) Democracy and Power in New Zealand, Auckland. 

Mulgan, R. (1989a) Democracy And Power In New Zealand (Second Edition), 
Auckland. 

Mulgan, R. (1989b) Maori, Pakeha And Democracy, Second Edition, Oxford. 

Mulgan, R. (1989c) "Can the Treaty of Waitangi provide a Constitutional Basis for 
New Zealand's political Future?" Political Science, vol.41, no.2. 

Mulgan, R. (1992) "The Elective Dictatorship in New Zealand", in Gold, H. New 
Zealand Politics in Perspective, Third Edition, Auckland. 

Mulgan, R. (1994) Politics in New Zealand, Auckland. 

Murphy, A. (1988) The Regional Dynamics of Language Differentiation in Belgium, 
Chicago. 

Nash, R. (1990) "Society and Culture in New Zealand: An Outburst for the End of 
1990", New Zealand Sociology, vol.5, no.2. 

National Maori Congress: Justice Committee (1993) The Treaty of Waitangi and 
Constitutional Implications of the Electoral Reform Bill, discussion paper, 
Wellington. 

New Zealand Maori Council (1988) A Response to: He Tirohanga Rangapu -
Partnership Perspectives, Wellington. 

New Zealand Maori Council v. Attorney General (1987) New Zealand Law Reports 
641, [SOE case]. 

New Zealand Offical Year Book: 1992, Wellington. 

New Zealand Planning Council (1988) For Richer or Poorer, 
Wellington. 

New Zealand Parlimentary Debates, (Hansard), vol.503, (1989) Wellington. 



235 

Nordlinger, E. A. (1968) "Representation, Governmental Stability and Decision 
Effectiveness", in Pennock, R. and J. Chapman (eds), Representation: Nomos 
X, New York. 

Novitz, D. (1989) "On Culture and Cultural Identity", in Novitz, D. and B. Willmott 
(eds) Culture and Identity in New Zealand, Wellington. 

Orange, C. (1987) The Treaty of Waitangi, Wellington. 

Palmer, G. (1979) Unbridled Power: an Interpretation of New Zealand's Constitution 
and Government, First Edition, Auckland. 

Palmer, G.(1992) New Zealand's Constitution in Crisis, Dunedin. 

Pearson, D. (1990) A Dream Deferred: the Origins of Ethnic Conflict in New Zealand, 
Wellington, Sydney, London, Boston. 

Pearson, D. (1991) "Biculturalism and Multiculturalism in Comparative Perspective" 
in Spoonley, P., Pearson, D. and Macpherson, C. (eds) Nga Take: ethnic 
Relations and Racism in Aotearoa/New Zealand, Palmerston North. 

Pearson, D. and D.C. Thorns (1983) Eclipse of Equality. Sydney. 

Pitkin, H. E. (1967) The Concept of Representation, Berkeley. 

Pool, I. (1977) The Maori Population of New Zealand, Auckland. 

Pool, I. (1991) Te Iwi Maori: A New Zealand Population Past, Present and Projected, 
Auckland. 

Pool, I. and N. Pole (1987) The Maori Population to 2011: Demographic Change and 
its Implications, Wellington. 

Ross, J. (1980) "The Mobilisation of Collective Identity; An Analytical Overview", 
in Ross, J. ( ed) The Mobilisation of Collective Identity. New York. 

Royal Commission on the Electoral System (1986) Towards a Better Democracy, 
Appendices to the Journal of the House of Representatives, H.3. 

Royal Commission on Social Policy (1988) April Report, Wellington. 

Schlemmer, J. (1991) "National Party Constitutional Proposals", South Africa 
International, October. 

Sharp, A. (1990a) Justice And The Maori: Maori Claims In New Zealand Political 
Argument In The 1980s, Auckland. 



236 

Sharp, A. (1990b) "The Problem of Maori Affairs, 1984-1989" in Holland, M. and J. 
Boston (eds) The Forth Labour Government, Second Edition, Auckland. 

Sharp, A. (1991) "The Treaty of Waitangi: Reasoning and Social Justice in New 
Zealand" in Spoonley, P., Pearson, D. and Macpherson, C. (eds) Nga Take: 
ethnic Relations and racism in Aotearoa/New Zealand, Palmerston North. 

Sharp, A. (1992) "The Treaty, the Tribunal and the Law: Recognising Maori Rights 
in New Zealand" in Gold, H. New Zealand Politics in perspective, Auckland. 

Sorrenson, M.P.K. (1986) "History of Maori Representation" Appendix to the Report 
of the Royal Commission on the Electoral System, Wellington. 

Spoonley, P. (1988) Racism and Ethnicity, Auckland. 

Spoonley, P. (1991) "Pakeha Ethnicity: A Response to Maori Sovereignty" in 
Spoonley, P., Pearson, D. and Macpherson, C. (eds) Nga Take: Ethnic 
Relations and racism in Aotearoa/New Zealand, Palmerston North. 

Steiner, J. (1986) European Democracies, New York. 

Stone, J. (1987) Racial conflict in Contemporary Society, London. 

Tainui Maori Trust Board v. Attorney General (1989) 2 New Zealand Law Reports 
513, [Coal Corp case]. 

Thompson, R. (1987) "Maori and Local Government", New Zealand Monthly Review, 
vol.28, no.302. 

Van den Berghe, P. L. (1981) The Ethnic Phenomenon, New York, Amesterdam, 
Oxford. 

Van de Cran, P. (1988) "Belgium: Cooperation Versus Conflict Model", Canadian 
Review of Studies of Nationalism, no.15, vol.15-16. 

Vasil, R. (1988) Biculturalism - Reconciling Aotearoa With New Zealand, 

Walker, R. (1987) Nga Tau Tohetohe: Years of Anger, Auckland. 

Walker, R. (1990), "Maori Identity", in Novitz, D. and B. Willmott (eds) Culture and 
Identity in New Zealand, Wellington. 

Walker, R. (1992) "The Maori People: Their Political Development" in Gold, H. (ed), 
New Zealand Politics in Perspective, Third Edition, Auckland. 



237 

Ward, A. (1974) A Show Of Justice: Racial Amalgamation in Nineteenth Century 
New Zealand, Auckland/Oxford. 

Weaver, S. (1989) "Political Representivity and Indigenous Minorities in Canada and 
Australia", in Dyck, N. (ed), Indigenous Peoples and the Nation-state: Fourth 
World Politics in Canada, Australia and Norway. Newfoundland. 

Willmott, B. (1989) "Introduction; Culture and National Identity" in Novitz, D. and 
B. Willmott (eds) Culture and Identity in New Zealand, Wellington. 



 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   TrimAndShift
        
     Range: all pages
     Trim: cut left edge by 42.52 points
     Shift: none
     Normalise (advanced option): 'original'
     Keep bleed margin: no
      

        
     D:20220411115517
      

        
     32
     1
     0
     No
     1213
     248
     None
     Left
     42.5197
     0.0000
            
                
         Both
         45
         AllDoc
         208
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Smaller
     42.5197
     Left
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     0
     243
     242
     243
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: all pages
     Mask co-ordinates: Horizontal, vertical offset 1.17, -0.02 Width 27.01 Height 839.59 points
     Origin: bottom left
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411115535
      

        
     1
     Default
     0
     BL
     1213
     157
            
                
         Both
         11
         AllDoc
         197
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     1.1743 -0.0164 27.0077 839.5879 
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     0
     243
     242
     f13f1778-b419-4a2b-99c9-ea893b8000ff
     243
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 243 to page 243
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (472.83 227.80) Right top (529.20 840.76) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     472.8314 227.8043 529.1953 840.7621 
            
                
         243
         SubDoc
         243
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     242
     313fc199-dfb9-4bca-81e1-7c2c47e272a3
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 242 to page 242
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 504.93) Right top (518.63 836.07) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 504.927 518.6271 836.0652 
            
                
         242
         SubDoc
         242
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     241
     00408117-7bfa-4d68-938c-e58f472c3aaf
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 241 to page 241
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (491.62 239.55) Right top (522.15 839.59) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     491.6194 239.5468 522.1498 839.5879 
            
                
         241
         SubDoc
         241
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     240
     f3e2cc79-09fb-496c-9076-9db6d3ae00b0
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 240 to page 240
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (496.32 659.93) Right top (518.63 839.59) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     496.3163 659.9279 518.6271 839.5879 
            
                
         240
         SubDoc
         240
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     239
     071b610c-5356-4f62-aa61-1d9149cd595a
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 239 to page 239
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (484.57 641.14) Right top (523.32 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     484.5739 641.1398 523.3241 841.9364 
            
                
         239
         SubDoc
         239
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     238
     dec595c6-886d-4890-89fe-067247d1257d
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 238 to page 238
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (491.62 670.50) Right top (526.85 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     491.6194 670.4961 526.8468 841.9364 
            
                
         238
         SubDoc
         238
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     237
     624c1474-fe35-4cfe-a1ce-b14cbac97f30
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 237 to page 237
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (479.88 638.79) Right top (542.11 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     479.8769 638.7914 542.1121 841.9364 
            
                
         237
         SubDoc
         237
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     236
     cf70d2c2-83bd-41be-be54-6ee7f0bc1348
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 236 to page 236
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (496.32 652.88) Right top (518.63 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     496.3163 652.8823 518.6271 841.9364 
            
                
         236
         SubDoc
         236
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     235
     ab41e52d-d892-4518-88fd-c989ed96eebe
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 235 to page 235
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (496.32 3.52) Right top (515.10 76.33) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     496.3163 3.5228 515.1043 76.3262 
            
                
         235
         SubDoc
         235
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     234
     024dc3cb-a491-45fd-a8c7-8fd629a020e0
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 235 to page 235
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (482.23 59.89) Right top (522.15 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     482.2254 59.8867 522.1498 841.9364 
            
                
         235
         SubDoc
         235
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     234
     73622749-1550-450d-ac03-c2cc6af9f2b5
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 234 to page 234
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (488.10 414.51) Right top (522.15 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     488.0966 414.5098 522.1498 841.9364 
            
                
         234
         SubDoc
         234
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     233
     02393441-907d-45c9-9fcc-c3fe28fdc4ac
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 233 to page 233
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (496.32 669.32) Right top (526.85 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     496.3163 669.3218 526.8468 841.9364 
            
                
         233
         SubDoc
         233
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     232
     87bd0e5f-913b-4c7a-a59d-233a4e4f36fc
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 232 to page 232
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (496.32 581.25) Right top (516.28 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     496.3163 581.2532 516.2786 841.9364 
            
                
         232
         SubDoc
         232
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     231
     729f459a-51f9-4be4-99cb-efa052fbd984
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 231 to page 231
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (486.92 528.41) Right top (504.54 581.25) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     486.9224 528.412 504.5361 581.2532 
            
                
         231
         SubDoc
         231
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     230
     ab8d2a93-a4c3-4d1a-9dcd-8735b74ab5b4
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 231 to page 231
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 658.75) Right top (522.15 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 658.7536 522.1498 841.9364 
            
                
         231
         SubDoc
         231
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     230
     8464dd14-a24a-4618-965c-e72f178d52a8
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 230 to page 230
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (492.79 668.15) Right top (513.93 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     492.7936 668.1476 513.9301 841.9364 
            
                
         230
         SubDoc
         230
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     229
     221f9718-267c-453a-929d-ce6443397771
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 229 to page 229
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (493.97 655.23) Right top (528.02 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     493.9679 655.2308 528.0211 841.9364 
            
                
         229
         SubDoc
         229
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     228
     f05ae759-4310-4f39-a96a-9f62ce22f3be
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 228 to page 228
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (495.14 658.75) Right top (528.02 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     495.1421 658.7536 528.0211 841.9364 
            
                
         228
         SubDoc
         228
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     227
     5f5110f2-8d0f-4abe-85a5-dc0212a0555c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 227 to page 227
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (489.27 577.73) Right top (513.93 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     489.2709 577.7304 513.9301 841.9364 
            
                
         227
         SubDoc
         227
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     226
     a61657e9-6170-4354-9415-27a55b6ef989
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 226 to page 226
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (492.79 670.50) Right top (530.37 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     492.7936 670.4961 530.3696 841.9364 
            
                
         226
         SubDoc
         226
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     225
     62c25ffc-e310-4aa1-9fd6-3b26ec6d79c3
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 225 to page 225
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (498.66 684.59) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     498.6649 684.587 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         225
         SubDoc
         225
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     224
     947f27a5-52e5-41c2-bb97-baea5bbe4755
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 224 to page 224
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (498.66 679.89) Right top (524.50 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     498.6649 679.8901 524.4984 841.9364 
            
                
         224
         SubDoc
         224
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     223
     65b39ba3-6e51-4993-a218-889c57cbde73
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 223 to page 223
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (493.97 644.66) Right top (524.50 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     493.9679 644.6626 524.4984 841.9364 
            
                
         223
         SubDoc
         223
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     222
     9da83e2a-d2f9-4ae4-8b7b-aeee62bb0c98
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 222 to page 222
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 632.92) Right top (523.32 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 632.9201 523.3241 841.9364 
            
                
         222
         SubDoc
         222
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     221
     eff783d0-409e-4420-9ebc-2b8bed88a8a7
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 221 to page 221
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 642.31) Right top (524.50 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 642.3141 524.4984 841.9364 
            
                
         221
         SubDoc
         221
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     220
     bd9b1083-9862-4bb9-b017-64eb7efaeefe
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 220 to page 220
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (489.27 658.75) Right top (533.89 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     489.2709 658.7536 533.8923 841.9364 
            
                
         220
         SubDoc
         220
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     219
     a5b63927-2eb3-4fcc-aab0-7b3323becb98
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 219 to page 219
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 635.27) Right top (528.02 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 635.2686 528.0211 841.9364 
            
                
         219
         SubDoc
         219
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     218
     672b6642-c0f0-4b27-a6e2-d82f5ce757af
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 218 to page 218
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (483.40 587.12) Right top (526.85 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     483.3996 587.1244 526.8468 841.9364 
            
                
         218
         SubDoc
         218
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     217
     31f73fb8-888f-498f-bebd-13e16a0d7862
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 217 to page 217
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 621.18) Right top (531.54 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 621.1776 531.5438 841.9364 
            
                
         217
         SubDoc
         217
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     216
     2fa68bba-6de7-4a76-a797-661c883b518f
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 216 to page 216
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (472.83 0.00) Right top (504.54 421.56) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     472.8314 0 504.5361 421.5553 
            
                
         216
         SubDoc
         216
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     215
     502fe2bb-574d-4a33-83f3-9c3caab7ff73
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 216 to page 216
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (483.40 406.29) Right top (519.80 829.02) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     483.3996 406.2901 519.8013 829.0197 
            
                
         216
         SubDoc
         216
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     215
     e071a6c6-b251-48ae-85de-63a1f76f2ac2
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 215 to page 215
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (491.62 790.27) Right top (509.23 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     491.6194 790.2695 509.2331 841.9364 
            
                
         215
         SubDoc
         215
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     214
     9a32ec3d-8fb1-4539-9a53-007d1cd78e67
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 215 to page 215
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (499.84 647.01) Right top (515.10 757.39) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     499.8391 647.0111 515.1043 757.3905 
            
                
         215
         SubDoc
         215
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     214
     26af4d2e-d504-42be-9151-d1d0d3a78746
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 215 to page 215
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (509.23 647.01) Right top (526.85 778.53) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     509.2331 647.0111 526.8468 778.527 
            
                
         215
         SubDoc
         215
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     214
     0c9e6b08-b987-4fc8-b7ab-40807aa10654
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 214 to page 214
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 452.09) Right top (518.63 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 452.0858 518.6271 841.9364 
            
                
         214
         SubDoc
         214
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     213
     6c8189b8-4f91-4ef2-8112-4df4908acb6b
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 213 to page 213
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (496.32 462.65) Right top (518.63 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     496.3163 462.654 518.6271 841.9364 
            
                
         213
         SubDoc
         213
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     212
     5cc9c1ad-24a3-491c-bbf3-c35e7c86fa42
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 212 to page 212
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 766.78) Right top (510.41 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 766.7845 510.4073 841.9364 
            
                
         212
         SubDoc
         212
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     211
     24e3922a-0ac2-4fa7-b926-22a78c73ac0a
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 212 to page 212
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (505.71 510.80) Right top (524.50 725.69) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     505.7104 510.7982 524.4984 725.6858 
            
                
         212
         SubDoc
         212
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     211
     3ced58ba-2f4f-4f5f-bd0d-09aab9b310bc
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 211 to page 211
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (499.84 785.57) Right top (508.06 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     499.8391 785.5724 508.0588 841.9364 
            
                
         211
         SubDoc
         211
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     210
     001228f2-b99b-46d6-b187-3a1a246a5e69
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 211 to page 211
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 516.67) Right top (530.37 738.60) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 516.6695 530.3696 738.6025 
            
                
         211
         SubDoc
         211
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     210
     f1bb7d27-ba73-4530-8aca-d51fede5cb24
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 210 to page 210
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (491.62 523.72) Right top (523.32 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     491.6194 523.715 523.3241 841.9364 
            
                
         210
         SubDoc
         210
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     209
     b41f021e-83d2-4d12-9de6-6474b06fddda
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 209 to page 209
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (486.92 565.99) Right top (512.76 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     486.9224 565.9879 512.7559 841.9364 
            
                
         209
         SubDoc
         209
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     208
     44a8078e-6944-4d11-8f38-85ca87684d44
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 208 to page 208
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (454.04 0.00) Right top (506.88 583.60) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     454.0434 0 506.8846 583.6017 
            
                
         208
         SubDoc
         208
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     207
     0e8aa061-1b52-4009-82aa-3eb8344482d0
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 208 to page 208
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 583.60) Right top (505.71 583.60) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 583.6017 505.7104 583.6017 
            
                
         208
         SubDoc
         208
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     207
     1e5081ff-8bb4-4082-ab89-13605a7e2805
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 208 to page 208
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 543.68) Right top (513.93 825.50) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 543.6772 513.9301 825.4969 
            
                
         208
         SubDoc
         208
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     207
     51098e98-47de-4f95-adba-48830d7789c6
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 207 to page 207
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (462.26 0.00) Right top (498.66 832.54) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     462.2631 0 498.6649 832.5424 
            
                
         207
         SubDoc
         207
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     206
     5895ef5c-b83f-4c8c-b909-6535adc08a31
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 206 to page 206
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (492.79 470.87) Right top (516.28 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     492.7936 470.8738 516.2786 841.9364 
            
                
         206
         SubDoc
         206
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     205
     e99b3dc6-5fb3-49ff-b122-6a25ec7d4e58
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 205 to page 205
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (491.62 461.48) Right top (518.63 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     491.6194 461.4798 518.6271 841.9364 
            
                
         205
         SubDoc
         205
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     204
     322b71d7-c482-449e-91cd-7b7b2bf89472
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 204 to page 204
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (499.84 561.29) Right top (516.28 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     499.8391 561.291 516.2786 841.9364 
            
                
         204
         SubDoc
         204
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     203
     013e978a-5ff1-42b2-af6a-51fc752f1aa3
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 203 to page 203
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (496.32 568.34) Right top (520.98 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     496.3163 568.3364 520.9756 841.9364 
            
                
         203
         SubDoc
         203
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     202
     589222c3-9531-44f8-979c-f79803773fb9
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 202 to page 202
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (498.66 580.08) Right top (530.37 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     498.6649 580.0789 530.3696 841.9364 
            
                
         202
         SubDoc
         202
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     201
     ed2e87a9-99b3-4b20-8190-a4de1d5cefac
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 201 to page 201
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (498.66 610.61) Right top (519.80 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     498.6649 610.6094 519.8013 841.9364 
            
                
         201
         SubDoc
         201
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     200
     33b5d423-9c99-43d7-8203-ebbfaec8d817
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 200 to page 200
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 595.34) Right top (523.32 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 595.3442 523.3241 841.9364 
            
                
         200
         SubDoc
         200
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     199
     adf8431b-85e9-4813-b108-c3ea2f704217
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 199 to page 199
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (499.84 602.39) Right top (526.85 840.76) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     499.8391 602.3896 526.8468 840.7621 
            
                
         199
         SubDoc
         199
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     198
     ca0f3983-e2e7-4aad-90b3-fa270010f630
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 198 to page 198
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (496.32 617.65) Right top (533.89 840.76) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     496.3163 617.6548 533.8923 840.7621 
            
                
         198
         SubDoc
         198
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     197
     4dff5ad1-8773-46c4-8837-c7f9b2456786
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 197 to page 197
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (499.84 796.14) Right top (511.58 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     499.8391 796.1407 511.5816 841.9364 
            
                
         197
         SubDoc
         197
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     196
     fd308f2e-42cc-418c-9402-3690796f2649
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 197 to page 197
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (504.54 611.78) Right top (522.15 767.96) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     504.5361 611.7836 522.1498 767.9587 
            
                
         197
         SubDoc
         197
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     196
     07fa6c3a-fc9f-47b0-b8a6-dc2e26e94f4e
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 197 to page 197
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (510.41 603.56) Right top (519.80 830.19) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     510.4073 603.5639 519.8013 830.1939 
            
                
         197
         SubDoc
         197
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     196
     ded18a9e-1a9b-4113-bffd-d90c480a9f21
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 196 to page 196
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (499.84 623.53) Right top (513.93 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     499.8391 623.5261 513.9301 841.9364 
            
                
         196
         SubDoc
         196
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     195
     11b02cac-6135-46f8-a0ea-51f6043669d9
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 195 to page 195
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (493.97 529.59) Right top (519.80 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     493.9679 529.5862 519.8013 841.9364 
            
                
         195
         SubDoc
         195
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     194
     2f632a3d-f03c-4795-b00e-24569cc36a8a
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 194 to page 194
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 783.22) Right top (515.10 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 783.2239 515.1043 841.9364 
            
                
         194
         SubDoc
         194
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     193
     249fcc3c-5999-45f1-b9d9-c852db4c5f3c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 194 to page 194
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 720.99) Right top (517.45 824.32) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 720.9888 517.4528 824.3227 
            
                
         194
         SubDoc
         194
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     193
     a3a9e149-e0a6-4009-a721-c52dad862fc9
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 194 to page 194
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (495.14 594.17) Right top (520.98 718.64) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     495.1421 594.1699 520.9756 718.6403 
            
                
         194
         SubDoc
         194
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     193
     5a4eb3b6-c0f9-455e-aaed-36bb46adae7c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 193 to page 193
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (492.79 615.31) Right top (517.45 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     492.7936 615.3064 517.4528 841.9364 
            
                
         193
         SubDoc
         193
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     192
     72938196-71ef-4ad1-bcd5-f41019bf4200
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 192 to page 192
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 766.78) Right top (513.93 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 766.7845 513.9301 841.9364 
            
                
         192
         SubDoc
         192
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     191
     50c01d1d-9e72-4329-a350-c7c26a6a1d07
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 192 to page 192
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 643.49) Right top (528.02 763.26) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 643.4883 528.0211 763.2617 
            
                
         192
         SubDoc
         192
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     191
     9373b13b-fee0-4436-8e50-918f7e46e9de
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 191 to page 191
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 617.65) Right top (520.98 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 617.6548 520.9756 841.9364 
            
                
         191
         SubDoc
         191
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     190
     78fa86cc-1153-470f-be59-e0a1855099db
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 190 to page 190
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (489.27 506.10) Right top (518.63 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     489.2709 506.1012 518.6271 841.9364 
            
                
         190
         SubDoc
         190
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     189
     fc74c55d-02c9-4d3d-8e60-783084c33a58
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 189 to page 189
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 773.83) Right top (513.93 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 773.83 513.9301 841.9364 
            
                
         189
         SubDoc
         189
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     188
     41c34f3f-3e0e-4b74-9f54-3c1a32a5541b
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 189 to page 189
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 585.95) Right top (536.24 762.09) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 585.9501 536.2408 762.0875 
            
                
         189
         SubDoc
         189
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     188
     05ec8577-c2d7-4345-a22c-9199d0aa6bfb
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 188 to page 188
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (496.32 597.69) Right top (520.98 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     496.3163 597.6926 520.9756 841.9364 
            
                
         188
         SubDoc
         188
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     187
     13fb688b-2959-43d2-8032-dfdefd9b1ab2
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 187 to page 187
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (486.92 608.26) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     486.9224 608.2609 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         187
         SubDoc
         187
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     186
     511970de-90ae-484d-a353-cd41d46622c2
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 186 to page 186
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (498.66 784.40) Right top (511.58 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     498.6649 784.3982 511.5816 841.9364 
            
                
         186
         SubDoc
         186
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     185
     7d016edb-0957-4319-985d-5faf5f091018
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 186 to page 186
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 632.92) Right top (524.50 805.53) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 632.9201 524.4984 805.5347 
            
                
         186
         SubDoc
         186
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     185
     b5f17b60-e0f3-4b4c-99ba-122abd498e2b
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 185 to page 185
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (499.84 632.92) Right top (526.85 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     499.8391 632.9201 526.8468 841.9364 
            
                
         185
         SubDoc
         185
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     184
     fa42f529-10f9-47a7-8b96-52f02e7a5c82
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 184 to page 184
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (483.40 625.87) Right top (520.98 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     483.3996 625.8746 520.9756 841.9364 
            
                
         184
         SubDoc
         184
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     183
     2561f522-7823-4341-b9b8-aad8bbd94304
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 183 to page 183
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 620.00) Right top (531.54 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 620.0034 531.5438 841.9364 
            
                
         183
         SubDoc
         183
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     182
     0dd9a39c-8be8-4f34-b48d-c3adbba58197
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 182 to page 182
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (485.75 616.48) Right top (528.02 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123014
      

        
     1
     0
     485.7481 616.4807 528.0211 841.9364 
            
                
         182
         SubDoc
         182
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     181
     32306abf-b97e-4d1e-a8ab-79c39aa1b5f8
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 181 to page 181
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 542.50) Right top (517.45 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 542.5029 517.4528 841.9364 
            
                
         181
         SubDoc
         181
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     180
     36a07efa-12fe-4756-9df3-289d2fdd32a5
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 180 to page 180
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (504.54 594.17) Right top (522.15 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     504.5361 594.1699 522.1498 841.9364 
            
                
         180
         SubDoc
         180
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     179
     e6bdd1bd-f882-405f-90c0-005ca1280cc8
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 179 to page 179
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 634.09) Right top (524.50 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 634.0944 524.4984 841.9364 
            
                
         179
         SubDoc
         179
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     178
     cb7f9512-3ffc-4916-9b98-67d15a09ba43
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 178 to page 178
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (439.95 780.88) Right top (509.23 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     439.9524 780.8755 509.2331 841.9364 
            
                
         178
         SubDoc
         178
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     177
     7f0962b4-d7a3-4e1b-8840-36bac4d2211f
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 178 to page 178
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 642.31) Right top (523.32 755.04) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 642.3141 523.3241 755.042 
            
                
         178
         SubDoc
         178
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     177
     888502d4-fbec-42f1-81d8-1f65eefd6fa6
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 177 to page 177
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (439.95 792.62) Right top (511.58 840.76) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     439.9524 792.6179 511.5816 840.7621 
            
                
         177
         SubDoc
         177
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     176
     8bbea955-571a-42b8-acdc-bc09c8c0addd
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 177 to page 177
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (504.54 629.40) Right top (532.72 769.13) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     504.5361 629.3973 532.7181 769.133 
            
                
         177
         SubDoc
         177
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     176
     0df9bb9d-2887-46e4-a253-574861ca2137
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 176 to page 176
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (457.57 785.57) Right top (511.58 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     457.5662 785.5724 511.5816 841.9364 
            
                
         176
         SubDoc
         176
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     175
     1cac177b-dc2b-4996-a220-20dab6147ec4
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 176 to page 176
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (503.36 636.44) Right top (529.20 767.96) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     503.3618 636.4429 529.1953 767.9587 
            
                
         176
         SubDoc
         176
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     175
     2107d574-95f0-4388-a1d6-2bfd214fd67e
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 175 to page 175
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 617.65) Right top (532.72 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 617.6548 532.7181 841.9364 
            
                
         175
         SubDoc
         175
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     174
     dadebe02-b728-4fda-a990-e7f1acc1e38c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 174 to page 174
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 789.10) Right top (509.23 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 789.0952 509.2331 841.9364 
            
                
         174
         SubDoc
         174
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     173
     02e80c0f-6142-4680-8f9f-d4df73797279
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 174 to page 174
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 645.84) Right top (520.98 742.13) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 645.8369 520.9756 742.1252 
            
                
         174
         SubDoc
         174
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     173
     b810e274-fcaa-4ce0-a597-eab9084958b0
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 173 to page 173
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 789.10) Right top (509.23 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 789.0952 509.2331 841.9364 
            
                
         173
         SubDoc
         173
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     172
     7ddbe0b2-6461-4af9-a163-ef97e5d9d967
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 173 to page 173
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (508.06 642.31) Right top (526.85 757.39) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     508.0588 642.3141 526.8468 757.3905 
            
                
         173
         SubDoc
         173
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     172
     ab5bc15a-3ae9-456b-b0d6-59797f4c4f2e
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 172 to page 172
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (504.54 638.79) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     504.5361 638.7914 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         172
         SubDoc
         172
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     171
     bdf345d2-92a3-42ce-86af-7ae951977681
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 171 to page 171
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (504.54 616.48) Right top (532.72 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     504.5361 616.4807 532.7181 841.9364 
            
                
         171
         SubDoc
         171
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     170
     186b325c-a91e-4768-91d6-0b0630230ccf
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 170 to page 170
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (478.70 624.70) Right top (520.98 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     478.7026 624.7004 520.9756 841.9364 
            
                
         170
         SubDoc
         170
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     169
     a64914a5-f071-4d3b-b98d-fa452b0913fd
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 169 to page 169
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (499.84 614.13) Right top (524.50 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     499.8391 614.1321 524.4984 841.9364 
            
                
         169
         SubDoc
         169
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     168
     307142d7-f161-4437-a212-3adf9e8d2a75
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 168 to page 168
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 622.35) Right top (525.67 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 622.3519 525.6725 841.9364 
            
                
         168
         SubDoc
         168
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     167
     b03fdf1f-d783-4187-8121-d2572afb2097
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 167 to page 167
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (503.36 594.17) Right top (532.72 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     503.3618 594.1699 532.7181 841.9364 
            
                
         167
         SubDoc
         167
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     166
     d3928524-9b86-46dd-9cfa-04675ea40aa9
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 166 to page 166
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (489.27 596.52) Right top (522.15 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     489.2709 596.5184 522.1498 841.9364 
            
                
         166
         SubDoc
         166
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     165
     1e38888d-99e7-4534-99a0-51ebe17a526a
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 165 to page 165
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (503.36 616.48) Right top (528.02 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     503.3618 616.4807 528.0211 841.9364 
            
                
         165
         SubDoc
         165
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     164
     2d654ef5-27d4-4a95-8ae5-d5ce60c2e173
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 164 to page 164
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 614.13) Right top (526.85 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 614.1321 526.8468 841.9364 
            
                
         164
         SubDoc
         164
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     163
     836dbe8e-1290-4d08-8bcc-ee6288c0cc52
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 163 to page 163
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 600.04) Right top (530.37 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 600.0411 530.3696 841.9364 
            
                
         163
         SubDoc
         163
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     162
     c962efd8-9d15-49fa-92f1-a2e0a12505ad
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 162 to page 162
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (495.14 596.52) Right top (530.37 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     495.1421 596.5184 530.3696 841.9364 
            
                
         162
         SubDoc
         162
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     161
     76992966-9aba-4d66-bc76-dde039b6eef1
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 161 to page 161
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (495.14 564.81) Right top (528.02 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     495.1421 564.8137 528.0211 841.9364 
            
                
         161
         SubDoc
         161
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     160
     f482d1b5-ccc9-4ba8-af3e-8d58ebd02c8b
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 160 to page 160
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (493.97 409.81) Right top (530.37 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     493.9679 409.8128 530.3696 841.9364 
            
                
         160
         SubDoc
         160
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     159
     b7aab47a-6f26-4746-80e0-52cbe008d875
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 159 to page 159
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 110.38) Right top (530.37 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 110.3794 530.3696 841.9364 
            
                
         159
         SubDoc
         159
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     158
     2a2f2ad6-43b9-4bfb-bc48-56914761db0c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 158 to page 158
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (496.32 434.47) Right top (526.85 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     496.3163 434.4721 526.8468 841.9364 
            
                
         158
         SubDoc
         158
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     157
     411b202e-46f9-4d0e-a784-0aa4bffb4131
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 157 to page 157
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (490.45 526.06) Right top (524.50 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     490.4451 526.0635 524.4984 841.9364 
            
                
         157
         SubDoc
         157
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     156
     175b1cd0-b206-4052-9d1d-c0ea2dc5d1c4
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 156 to page 156
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (492.79 514.32) Right top (530.37 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     492.7936 514.321 530.3696 841.9364 
            
                
         156
         SubDoc
         156
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     155
     22e8dbeb-96a2-4136-9ae0-96689ac4dc9c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 155 to page 155
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (491.62 10.57) Right top (528.02 839.59) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     491.6194 10.5682 528.0211 839.5879 
            
                
         155
         SubDoc
         155
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     154
     c1d6157a-d8fa-44d5-ac05-cc83560aafeb
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 154 to page 154
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (508.06 743.30) Right top (516.28 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     508.0588 743.2995 516.2786 841.9364 
            
                
         154
         SubDoc
         154
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     153
     935b26a3-bd4e-4917-aecc-2e5ca59cf15b
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 154 to page 154
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (509.23 494.36) Right top (536.24 745.65) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     509.2331 494.3588 536.2408 745.648 
            
                
         154
         SubDoc
         154
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     153
     503df17b-0bed-4659-a6e3-de1f7749fa47
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 153 to page 153
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (493.97 569.51) Right top (524.50 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     493.9679 569.5107 524.4984 841.9364 
            
                
         153
         SubDoc
         153
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     152
     d9c9e062-62e2-4d5b-abe9-7bec05bea751
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 152 to page 152
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 549.55) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 549.5485 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         152
         SubDoc
         152
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     151
     5b307e37-6053-4c21-9b63-87a05942f65c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 151 to page 151
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 564.81) Right top (528.02 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 564.8137 528.0211 841.9364 
            
                
         151
         SubDoc
         151
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     150
     759979b3-6fa3-438b-a6d9-32f7ce9035c7
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 150 to page 150
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 369.89) Right top (531.54 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 369.8884 531.5438 841.9364 
            
                
         150
         SubDoc
         150
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     149
     945ea47b-0861-4a4a-aae4-a2e73154f001
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 149 to page 149
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (483.40 7.05) Right top (519.80 831.37) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     483.3996 7.0455 519.8013 831.3682 
            
                
         149
         SubDoc
         149
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     148
     9cb0fb46-d2f5-4493-af61-640520f55d1c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 148 to page 148
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (508.06 28.18) Right top (520.98 836.07) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     508.0588 28.182 520.9756 836.0652 
            
                
         148
         SubDoc
         148
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     147
     3883fb62-d814-4650-ac46-57b3cf182e3a
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 147 to page 147
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 601.22) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 601.2154 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         147
         SubDoc
         147
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     146
     6feb44c0-8126-4620-a793-6b98c93d8b88
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 146 to page 146
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (492.79 7.05) Right top (518.63 826.67) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     492.7936 7.0455 518.6271 826.6711 
            
                
         146
         SubDoc
         146
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     145
     cd5cd035-5e8a-41d2-951a-641399afa036
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 145 to page 145
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (505.71 14.09) Right top (515.10 824.32) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     505.7104 14.091 515.1043 824.3227 
            
                
         145
         SubDoc
         145
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     144
     1d0d5a56-8ad4-4e60-a959-cd7833715b16
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 144 to page 144
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 500.23) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 500.23 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         144
         SubDoc
         144
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     143
     34fe7e9c-a648-4849-bae4-26dc2ef096f8
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 143 to page 143
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (496.32 408.64) Right top (530.37 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     496.3163 408.6386 530.3696 841.9364 
            
                
         143
         SubDoc
         143
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     142
     3a660664-a48a-411f-a462-ad21df5470a3
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 142 to page 142
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 7.05) Right top (519.80 827.85) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 7.0455 519.8013 827.8454 
            
                
         142
         SubDoc
         142
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     141
     18adafe6-c589-4206-a8e8-ecb6008179ae
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 141 to page 141
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (503.36 11.74) Right top (518.63 836.07) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     503.3618 11.7425 518.6271 836.0652 
            
                
         141
         SubDoc
         141
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     140
     7c8adc33-17e7-49fb-9437-22b545a92fef
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 140 to page 140
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (498.66 434.47) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     498.6649 434.4721 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         140
         SubDoc
         140
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     139
     4913d1d2-b09a-4098-9f4c-9ccabb052f29
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 139 to page 139
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (508.06 473.22) Right top (537.41 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     508.0588 473.2223 537.415 841.9364 
            
                
         139
         SubDoc
         139
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     138
     e131d7e0-1a8a-4f1f-a6b4-69c591055502
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 138 to page 138
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 554.25) Right top (516.28 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 554.2454 516.2786 841.9364 
            
                
         138
         SubDoc
         138
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     137
     edf9461a-6cd7-4a37-bfe9-924325c6e8d4
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 137 to page 137
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 565.99) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 565.9879 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         137
         SubDoc
         137
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     136
     5db778a0-e155-4ae6-b348-9f61b972e2c0
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 136 to page 136
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (491.62 0.00) Right top (519.80 827.85) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     491.6194 0 519.8013 827.8454 
            
                
         136
         SubDoc
         136
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     135
     a7670552-e20a-4346-a9d5-4a25baf47c19
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 135 to page 135
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (493.97 504.93) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     493.9679 504.927 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         135
         SubDoc
         135
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     134
     1837b2cd-2b9e-47fd-b98d-6389d18977d3
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 134 to page 134
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (512.76 603.56) Right top (522.15 624.70) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     512.7559 603.5639 522.1498 624.7004 
            
                
         134
         SubDoc
         134
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     133
     3557d84a-5128-492d-a69c-f0824b8a5d61
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 134 to page 134
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (503.36 612.96) Right top (525.67 840.76) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     503.3618 612.9579 525.6725 840.7621 
            
                
         134
         SubDoc
         134
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     133
     3263a071-0c8b-48d1-917a-e8199a5e2964
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 133 to page 133
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (508.06 598.87) Right top (519.80 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     508.0588 598.8669 519.8013 841.9364 
            
                
         133
         SubDoc
         133
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     132
     9b5af675-8b3b-4fa8-bbea-d2cc103fb282
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 132 to page 132
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (503.36 635.27) Right top (536.24 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     503.3618 635.2686 536.2408 841.9364 
            
                
         132
         SubDoc
         132
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     131
     378eedd1-908e-4f0f-b285-ba5415e59af2
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 131 to page 131
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 495.53) Right top (519.80 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 495.533 519.8013 841.9364 
            
                
         131
         SubDoc
         131
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     130
     902288db-96ac-4cb2-a019-ae4af16afde8
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 130 to page 130
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (505.71 658.75) Right top (526.85 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     505.7104 658.7536 526.8468 841.9364 
            
                
         130
         SubDoc
         130
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     129
     4f0cb5b0-b011-42bd-a809-d49c677dbaf3
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 129 to page 129
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (504.54 637.62) Right top (526.85 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     504.5361 637.6171 526.8468 841.9364 
            
                
         129
         SubDoc
         129
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     128
     29d3f30c-4a30-4a25-915c-59599d33e893
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 128 to page 128
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 647.01) Right top (528.02 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 647.0111 528.0211 841.9364 
            
                
         128
         SubDoc
         128
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     127
     adfc17d9-302b-4461-80d0-c7ed2994d17e
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 127 to page 127
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 656.41) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 656.4051 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         127
         SubDoc
         127
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     126
     743f25a5-2fc8-4ecc-b44e-e7fa24fac93b
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 126 to page 126
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 650.53) Right top (525.67 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 650.5338 525.6725 841.9364 
            
                
         126
         SubDoc
         126
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     125
     8ad43207-2457-4ab4-9a66-1a1820b6761f
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 125 to page 125
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (508.06 654.06) Right top (528.02 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     508.0588 654.0566 528.0211 841.9364 
            
                
         125
         SubDoc
         125
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     124
     9cf05f56-7649-46c0-9f77-054c57a85c6d
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 124 to page 124
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 662.28) Right top (528.02 839.59) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 662.2763 528.0211 839.5879 
            
                
         124
         SubDoc
         124
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     123
     0c89a1a8-3fa6-4fe7-9608-4029edf8b677
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 123 to page 123
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (505.71 684.59) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     505.7104 684.587 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         123
         SubDoc
         123
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     122
     540eacc8-f99c-44db-bd65-5ba35d838a99
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 122 to page 122
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (499.84 638.79) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     499.8391 638.7914 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         122
         SubDoc
         122
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     121
     d58e34b2-8351-407e-8dc2-e0b98b74619e
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 121 to page 121
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (492.79 2.35) Right top (526.85 817.28) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     492.7936 2.3485 526.8468 817.2772 
            
                
         121
         SubDoc
         121
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     120
     4d016df3-3b5e-48e5-af77-ac0c975bf613
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 120 to page 120
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 399.24) Right top (538.59 839.59) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 399.2446 538.5893 839.5879 
            
                
         120
         SubDoc
         120
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     119
     9ec785bb-e71e-43ab-9160-bad4cc3d769f
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 119 to page 119
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (491.62 2.35) Right top (516.28 681.06) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     491.6194 2.3485 516.2786 681.0643 
            
                
         119
         SubDoc
         119
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     118
     3239ca3a-e980-4012-8ff1-c9eb15e7e0e4
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 119 to page 119
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 664.62) Right top (536.24 829.02) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 664.6248 536.2408 829.0197 
            
                
         119
         SubDoc
         119
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     118
     d68a6764-c567-4049-a5cf-5bfc73df0fc5
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 118 to page 118
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 565.99) Right top (533.89 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 565.9879 533.8923 841.9364 
            
                
         118
         SubDoc
         118
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     117
     b0601eb8-a13b-472e-b0cb-95a781cc091e
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 117 to page 117
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (461.09 0.00) Right top (528.02 819.63) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     461.0889 0 528.0211 819.6257 
            
                
         117
         SubDoc
         117
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     116
     027b827d-5c0d-494b-9daf-f5911b4d4ddd
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 116 to page 116
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (504.54 639.97) Right top (522.15 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     504.5361 639.9656 522.1498 841.9364 
            
                
         116
         SubDoc
         116
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     115
     bdb9dc6d-4d1a-41ab-aae8-e97603b952f6
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 115 to page 115
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 392.20) Right top (528.02 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 392.1991 528.0211 841.9364 
            
                
         115
         SubDoc
         115
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     114
     429a31ef-f524-4fa2-b9ef-37f26519e197
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 114 to page 114
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 513.15) Right top (542.11 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 513.1467 542.1121 841.9364 
            
                
         114
         SubDoc
         114
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     113
     63c0ae82-7425-4337-b712-74f48cd8c110
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 113 to page 113
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 569.51) Right top (524.50 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 569.5107 524.4984 841.9364 
            
                
         113
         SubDoc
         113
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     112
     2ba59dd4-4981-4e96-98a9-3bec42119512
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 112 to page 112
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (493.97 584.78) Right top (530.37 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     493.9679 584.7759 530.3696 841.9364 
            
                
         112
         SubDoc
         112
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     111
     67568f9b-aa29-4423-886e-2862e028b31d
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 111 to page 111
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (498.66 596.52) Right top (542.11 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     498.6649 596.5184 542.1121 841.9364 
            
                
         111
         SubDoc
         111
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     110
     1fa1a160-e353-4e35-8ade-0f89733d2d66
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 110 to page 110
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (508.06 634.09) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     508.0588 634.0944 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         110
         SubDoc
         110
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     109
     7108b290-6467-44d3-a99f-106f40a37640
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 109 to page 109
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 573.03) Right top (524.50 840.76) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123015
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 573.0334 524.4984 840.7621 
            
                
         109
         SubDoc
         109
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     108
     5138551b-e068-4c19-9ad3-7ff36e6754b2
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 108 to page 108
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (510.41 37.58) Right top (530.37 827.85) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     510.4073 37.576 530.3696 827.8454 
            
                
         108
         SubDoc
         108
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     107
     4287eb9b-787e-4e08-b4b0-a073d4ce1bb6
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 107 to page 107
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (491.62 550.72) Right top (519.80 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     491.6194 550.7227 519.8013 841.9364 
            
                
         107
         SubDoc
         107
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     106
     11f5d2f5-9be0-4b6e-b13d-2108ede43ef8
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 106 to page 106
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (493.97 0.00) Right top (529.20 705.72) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     493.9679 0 529.1953 705.7235 
            
                
         106
         SubDoc
         106
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     105
     83182a44-8c5c-45e9-b1de-34389e6e9382
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 106 to page 106
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (484.57 650.53) Right top (532.72 831.37) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     484.5739 650.5338 532.7181 831.3682 
            
                
         106
         SubDoc
         106
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     105
     c8f6662f-9adf-4467-a56e-600bd8e69564
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 105 to page 105
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (509.23 557.77) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     509.2331 557.7682 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         105
         SubDoc
         105
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     104
     6c7b9d98-b50b-4a9e-ba1e-aa588ba43156
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 104 to page 104
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (509.23 578.90) Right top (536.24 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     509.2331 578.9047 536.2408 841.9364 
            
                
         104
         SubDoc
         104
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     103
     9e5043fa-ab52-4278-a0ee-2dba49877f65
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 103 to page 103
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 620.00) Right top (523.32 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 620.0034 523.3241 841.9364 
            
                
         103
         SubDoc
         103
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     102
     dfbee9ba-7ea2-40cb-9acc-0419032811ee
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 102 to page 102
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (491.62 625.87) Right top (530.37 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     491.6194 625.8746 530.3696 841.9364 
            
                
         102
         SubDoc
         102
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     101
     a8ecfc9f-1d5d-4d81-8f24-7a9c26c8055a
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 101 to page 101
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (508.06 614.13) Right top (522.15 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     508.0588 614.1321 522.1498 841.9364 
            
                
         101
         SubDoc
         101
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     100
     bd5c8b9a-ccea-4d63-87de-add88585e4ff
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 101 to page 101
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (497.49 66.93) Right top (509.23 146.78) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     497.4906 66.9322 509.2331 146.7811 
            
                
         101
         SubDoc
         101
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     100
     692db12f-7209-44fc-ba83-17e0681fb29c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 100 to page 100
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (513.93 649.36) Right top (538.59 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     513.9301 649.3596 538.5893 841.9364 
            
                
         100
         SubDoc
         100
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     99
     d4aeb16f-1e0d-47d1-a241-d91b9aed3f09
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 99 to page 99
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (509.23 661.10) Right top (539.76 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     509.2331 661.1021 539.7635 841.9364 
            
                
         99
         SubDoc
         99
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     98
     3082b5d0-e6f9-4644-ae4b-d2a46b35411a
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 98 to page 98
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (503.36 677.54) Right top (524.50 840.76) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     503.3618 677.5416 524.4984 840.7621 
            
                
         98
         SubDoc
         98
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     97
     f4e75c8b-2cc2-4377-b6b1-bfc2506eb1c3
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 97 to page 97
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 690.46) Right top (530.37 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 690.4583 530.3696 841.9364 
            
                
         97
         SubDoc
         97
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     96
     61802912-3b96-4174-958b-6047c768b7e2
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 96 to page 96
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (504.54 703.38) Right top (537.41 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     504.5361 703.3751 537.415 841.9364 
            
                
         96
         SubDoc
         96
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     95
     8beb4c0b-9b1f-401b-abd7-5d04ca0efdd2
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 95 to page 95
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (495.14 662.28) Right top (537.41 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     495.1421 662.2763 537.415 841.9364 
            
                
         95
         SubDoc
         95
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     94
     e2be9387-a5a9-4869-896f-c4684d6c3904
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 94 to page 94
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 605.91) Right top (533.89 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 605.9124 533.8923 841.9364 
            
                
         94
         SubDoc
         94
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     93
     5a2c2918-247e-4bf4-8938-b1069d97d1b3
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 93 to page 93
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 450.91) Right top (540.94 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 450.9116 540.9378 841.9364 
            
                
         93
         SubDoc
         93
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     92
     ccd9e77b-1962-4aa5-97fe-db95569d61b0
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 92 to page 92
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 542.50) Right top (536.24 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 542.5029 536.2408 841.9364 
            
                
         92
         SubDoc
         92
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     91
     c5fbdab6-a9a2-4136-9181-a6995d50d71e
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 91 to page 91
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 359.32) Right top (530.37 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 359.3201 530.3696 841.9364 
            
                
         91
         SubDoc
         91
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     90
     356f85bd-236e-40b8-a923-0a27c41350f5
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 90 to page 90
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 581.25) Right top (529.20 630.57) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 581.2532 529.1953 630.5716 
            
                
         90
         SubDoc
         90
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     89
     17195cf2-7923-4024-981d-20e48083d4ee
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 90 to page 90
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (509.23 604.74) Right top (537.41 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     509.2331 604.7382 537.415 841.9364 
            
                
         90
         SubDoc
         90
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     89
     681df973-7c1e-4fb2-b40b-76845890c9ea
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 89 to page 89
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (496.32 562.47) Right top (542.11 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     496.3163 562.4652 542.1121 841.9364 
            
                
         89
         SubDoc
         89
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     88
     35e8a106-8eb4-4150-be34-576ea5f5049c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 88 to page 88
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 569.51) Right top (540.94 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 569.5107 540.9378 841.9364 
            
                
         88
         SubDoc
         88
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     87
     fb60a627-d149-4cb4-9656-1e842f6ae496
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 87 to page 87
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 600.04) Right top (533.89 840.76) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 600.0411 533.8923 840.7621 
            
                
         87
         SubDoc
         87
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     86
     d9969640-4473-428a-bf2d-2b498588b4b2
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 86 to page 86
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (506.88 578.90) Right top (538.59 839.59) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     506.8846 578.9047 538.5893 839.5879 
            
                
         86
         SubDoc
         86
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     85
     c75bb5a8-5fe7-4b5e-9c2e-57bdaa4a3363
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 85 to page 85
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (489.27 575.38) Right top (532.72 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     489.2709 575.3819 532.7181 841.9364 
            
                
         85
         SubDoc
         85
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     84
     f703931a-5e9c-452b-b0aa-31182de3b32f
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 84 to page 84
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 573.03) Right top (537.41 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 573.0334 537.415 841.9364 
            
                
         84
         SubDoc
         84
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     83
     9994f7eb-4d47-470a-bd01-c35b62d8cd28
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 83 to page 83
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 524.89) Right top (531.54 839.59) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 524.8892 531.5438 839.5879 
            
                
         83
         SubDoc
         83
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     82
     4539fe7b-78cd-48b6-b374-76d8f8f9c52b
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 82 to page 82
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (510.41 573.03) Right top (532.72 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     510.4073 573.0334 532.7181 841.9364 
            
                
         82
         SubDoc
         82
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     81
     1faef352-6123-4f0e-8d3c-c840b6421d0c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 81 to page 81
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 563.64) Right top (536.24 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 563.6394 536.2408 841.9364 
            
                
         81
         SubDoc
         81
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     80
     b670827f-027d-4e9a-a620-24c080121d36
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 80 to page 80
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (508.06 549.55) Right top (536.24 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     508.0588 549.5485 536.2408 841.9364 
            
                
         80
         SubDoc
         80
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     79
     e792ef11-d5df-43e3-a40d-5c5fe6866f04
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 79 to page 79
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (501.01 549.55) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     501.0134 549.5485 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         79
         SubDoc
         79
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     78
     6f973c2d-e304-4877-b630-ea9461a730de
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 78 to page 78
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (503.36 507.28) Right top (535.07 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     503.3618 507.2755 535.0666 841.9364 
            
                
         78
         SubDoc
         78
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     77
     cc35785d-05ef-47d9-8ba4-b485b91dba87
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 77 to page 77
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (509.23 502.58) Right top (537.41 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     509.2331 502.5785 537.415 841.9364 
            
                
         77
         SubDoc
         77
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     76
     0a09a7f3-3fbf-4ee3-9dd3-a204573f4a0c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 76 to page 76
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (512.76 422.73) Right top (532.72 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     512.7559 422.7296 532.7181 841.9364 
            
                
         76
         SubDoc
         76
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     75
     912be4d1-ef9b-4296-b57b-4e03857ebd74
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 75 to page 75
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 550.72) Right top (536.24 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 550.7227 536.2408 841.9364 
            
                
         75
         SubDoc
         75
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     74
     08853fd7-a828-4276-ae97-f02b33468729
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 74 to page 74
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (510.41 531.93) Right top (537.41 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     510.4073 531.9347 537.415 841.9364 
            
                
         74
         SubDoc
         74
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     73
     0c9bd6d6-37eb-45f5-b280-fe0d3b78ce8f
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 73 to page 73
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (511.58 604.74) Right top (530.37 839.59) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     511.5816 604.7382 530.3696 839.5879 
            
                
         73
         SubDoc
         73
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     72
     c69008c8-32e8-4021-a587-aad345e97105
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 72 to page 72
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (513.93 621.18) Right top (536.24 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     513.9301 621.1776 536.2408 841.9364 
            
                
         72
         SubDoc
         72
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     71
     9fbe55db-b05b-4019-968b-44e0d9c865ad
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 71 to page 71
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (513.93 597.69) Right top (531.54 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     513.9301 597.6926 531.5438 841.9364 
            
                
         71
         SubDoc
         71
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     70
     a8dfc590-a851-4578-b7c4-904e4e5fa112
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 70 to page 70
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (504.54 623.53) Right top (533.89 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     504.5361 623.5261 533.8923 841.9364 
            
                
         70
         SubDoc
         70
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     69
     57a9472b-e153-4d24-b798-c1956443736d
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 69 to page 69
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (502.19 382.81) Right top (536.24 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     502.1876 382.8051 536.2408 841.9364 
            
                
         69
         SubDoc
         69
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     68
     cd14c920-1e6e-4775-9a3d-09482cde6230
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 68 to page 68
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (510.41 625.87) Right top (532.72 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     510.4073 625.8746 532.7181 841.9364 
            
                
         68
         SubDoc
         68
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     67
     903d5552-fb8b-4995-b065-ed2b6790ea61
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 67 to page 67
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (516.28 679.89) Right top (535.07 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     516.2786 679.8901 535.0666 841.9364 
            
                
         67
         SubDoc
         67
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     66
     7233805f-cc0c-4dab-9cc9-cac6bb9a6ad4
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 66 to page 66
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (498.66 693.98) Right top (533.89 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     498.6649 693.9811 533.8923 841.9364 
            
                
         66
         SubDoc
         66
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     65
     38cca993-34ec-437d-8efd-973b952849c4
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 65 to page 65
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (517.45 717.47) Right top (535.07 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     517.4528 717.466 535.0666 841.9364 
            
                
         65
         SubDoc
         65
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     64
     988abe84-0fcb-445c-a970-51be5dbf47e1
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 64 to page 64
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (517.45 695.16) Right top (538.59 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     517.4528 695.1553 538.5893 841.9364 
            
                
         64
         SubDoc
         64
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     63
     f40c64c5-b2cd-4f1b-9026-ee814ed3cb04
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 63 to page 63
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (490.45 692.81) Right top (536.24 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     490.4451 692.8068 536.2408 841.9364 
            
                
         63
         SubDoc
         63
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     62
     23109d5e-869d-49b1-852e-a77d6cf78b1d
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 62 to page 62
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (509.23 690.46) Right top (536.24 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     509.2331 690.4583 536.2408 841.9364 
            
                
         62
         SubDoc
         62
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     61
     be73f920-0c4d-42c9-90a5-76b4e3b0d471
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 61 to page 61
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (509.23 684.59) Right top (543.29 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     509.2331 684.587 543.2863 841.9364 
            
                
         61
         SubDoc
         61
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     60
     30c77b71-2941-4364-a8b9-05671e3eebd7
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 60 to page 60
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (516.28 690.46) Right top (547.98 839.59) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     516.2786 690.4583 547.9833 839.5879 
            
                
         60
         SubDoc
         60
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     59
     ff73cf42-fbc6-4c8e-aedc-39cd20467a67
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 59 to page 59
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (513.93 693.98) Right top (529.20 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123016
      

        
     1
     0
     513.9301 693.9811 529.1953 841.9364 
            
                
         59
         SubDoc
         59
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     58
     b6ecdceb-e9bd-4fb4-9e99-a20d1a154d6c
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 58 to page 58
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (518.63 718.64) Right top (540.94 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123017
      

        
     1
     0
     518.6271 718.6403 540.9378 841.9364 
            
                
         58
         SubDoc
         58
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     57
     87e2d828-04d6-40a9-999c-891b70accfb0
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 56 to page 56
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (515.10 748.00) Right top (537.41 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123017
      

        
     1
     0
     515.1043 747.9965 537.415 841.9364 
            
                
         56
         SubDoc
         56
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     55
     893d0b53-04f0-4a98-a46d-d5ad001c37e8
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 55 to page 55
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (515.10 745.65) Right top (537.41 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123017
      

        
     1
     0
     515.1043 745.648 537.415 841.9364 
            
                
         55
         SubDoc
         55
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     54
     7aa97b58-2a2d-4d8a-a9c2-98ab6d924743
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 54 to page 54
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (519.80 736.25) Right top (536.24 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123017
      

        
     1
     0
     519.8013 736.254 536.2408 841.9364 
            
                
         54
         SubDoc
         54
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     53
     5fa36996-4223-44ee-a9f1-013d706bc5f7
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 57 to page 57
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (510.41 488.49) Right top (549.16 841.94) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123017
      

        
     1
     0
     510.4073 488.4875 549.1575 841.9364 
            
                
         57
         SubDoc
         57
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     56
     5a2a5bed-d070-4f0b-ba29-5879ba4370e5
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 11 to page 11
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (555.67 792.60) Right top (595.59 841.92) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123017
      

        
     1
     0
     555.6664 792.6016 595.5908 841.92 
            
                
         11
         SubDoc
         11
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     10
     4e3bcfb4-a2ac-4fd9-96e2-f633f0a2242f
     1
      

   1
  

    
   HistoryItem_V1
   AddMaskingTape
        
     Range: From page 11 to page 11
     Mask co-ordinates: Left bottom (438.24 838.40) Right top (607.33 841.92) points
     Colour: Default (white)
      

        
     D:20220411123017
      

        
     1
     0
     438.2415 838.3972 607.3334 841.92 
            
                
         11
         SubDoc
         11
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0m
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     242
     243
     10
     75da5b91-a5c0-4f84-947d-3a8067ba349f
     1
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base





