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Abstract
Although New Zealand is seen internationally and nationally as an independent nation,
its constitution is such that it shares its head of state with Great Britain and many
Commonwealth countries. Although it has been suggested that this is a technicality, as
at present the monarch is 'Queen of New Zealand', the legal powers of the monarch in
New Zealand are very real. Thus, it is the British monarch that holds ultimate power in
the New Zealand legal system, although these powers are not used out of constitutional
convention.

This thesis attempts to explain why New Zealand has not become a republic.

It

examines in detail six major areas of New Zealand life and experience. These factors
are the personal following of Queen Elizabeth II, British symbolism within New Zealand
life, public apathy in New Zealand towards the constitution, New Zealand's immigration
policies, the legal considerations required for New Zealand to change its constitution to
that of a republic (such as what would replace the monarchy), and Maori opinion. The
proposition of this thesis is that these six factors are each individually necessary, and in
combination sufficient, to explain why New Zealand is not a republic and to explain why
a serious debate about republicanism has not taken place in New Zealand.

Chapter I
Introduction

Queen Elizabeth 11, the Queen of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, resides as
the head of state of New Zealand. In New Zealand law the constitutional monarch has
the right to question the advice of any Minister of the Crown should she so wish. Thus
in legal terms the constitutional monarch, acting as Queen of New Zealand, has a higher
standing in New Zealand law than any New Zealand citizen. Although the constitutional
monarch does not use these powers out of constitutional convention, legally they are
still valid. Given that New Zealand is perceived internally and externally as independent
and as a sovereign nation this is surprising. It is also surprising that in 1999 any student
of New Zealand politics would consider writing a thesis on New Zealand republicanism.
Most New Zealanders take their independence for granted, while republicanism
continues to come and go as a topic of minor political debate without serious
consideration.

Therefore, any study of New Zealand republicanism is more an

examination of what it is not, as opposed to what it is.

Mark W. Gobbi has written,

however, that democracy in New Zealand is evolutionary.

That since 1840, New

Zealanders have repeatedly restructured their governmental system and that these
changes have included the enfranchisement of women, the practice of referring
questions to the electors, the abolition of the Legislative Council, and the establishment
of the public submission process (Simpson 1992, 156).

The first question of this thesis is why New Zealand republicanism is important
and worthy of serious academic research. Put simply, why should any New Zealander
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care about their nation's constitutionalism when they have bread on their table, petrol in
their cars and jobs to go to each morning?

Constitutionalism is important as lt provides the parameters on which a nation is
founded, organised and run.

Thomas Paine wrote that a government without a

constitution is power without a right (Bradley and Wade 1977, 2).

Throughout the

Western world constitutionalism has been an important method of unifying a country and
providing a higher law (De Smith and Brazier 1990, 4). The United States of America's
written constitution is a good example of a nation's founding document not only
protecting the rights of the individual, but providing a legal framework on which the
nation is founded and operated.

Thus, constitutionalism is important, even in New

Zealand which does not have a formalised, recognised entrenched constitution (Joseph
1993, 1).

New Zealand does have, however, a constitution of sorts derived from a number
of sources. New Zealand's 'unwritten' constitution is found in the statutes of the British
and New Zealand Parliaments, as well as common law, constitutional convention, the
law and custom of Parliament, the great legal commentaries, as well as an impressive
heritage devolved from British constitutional history (Joseph 1993, 1). Being a British
colony, New Zealand derived much of its constitutional apparatus and law from Great
Britain (Sinclair 1991, 88).

It made sense for the new settlement to use the British

constitutional system that had developed and proven useful over many hundreds of
years. As New Zealand developed from its colonial status to become independent, it
unsurprisingly outgrew some of its constitutional foundations.
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Yet, New Zealand retains the British monarch as its own head of state. This
state of affairs often seems to go unchallenged in the New Zealand polity and could be
construed as somewhat odd. New Zealand is largely an independent nation.

It has

representation at the United Nations and embassies in many countries. It is recognised
by other nations as democratic and independent and it plays an active part in
peacekeeping and other international activities.

Suggesting that New Zealand remains a constitutional monarchy because it
wants to remain a part of the Commonwealth and retain its cultural links is often cited as
the 'simple' answer to why this aspect of New Zealand's constitution is unchanged. This
is not a satisfactory answer. In the modern Commonwealth over half the countries are
already republics and given the trend, the number will continue to grow (De Smith and
Brazier 1990, 669), making membership and republicanism far from incompatible.

This thesis will attempt to show why such a simple answer is not satisfactory,
and will examine the several different reasons why New Zealand has not become a
republic.

Republicanism in New Zealand (Historical Background)

Republicanism in New Zealand has a chequered history, with no significant
enthusiasm from a public traditionally amongst the most enthusiastic supporters of the
British Empire. As a result, there hasn't there been a serious republicanism movement.
Historically, despite there being regular calls for New Zealand constitutional autonomy,
especially when Federation with Australia was debated at the turn of the twentieth

4

century, it was not until the 1960s - through the efforts of Bruce Jesson and others - that
any continuous republican movement was established.

When that occurred it was

within the protest movement of the time which swept Western countries (Trainor 1996,
50).

A Republican Association was formed by Bruce Jesson in Christchurch in 1966,
moving to Auckland in 1967 with Jesson and changing its name to the more aggressive
Republican Movement.

Despite positive intentions, the movement did not have a

prosperous existence. According to Jesson, " ... it had a fitful existence for several years"
(Trainor 1996, 48).

The only avenue for the mobilisation of public support for this

republican organisation was a magazine called The Republican, which was of general
left-wing political interest, as opposed to being an outright republican mouthpiece
(Jesson 1994).

Republicanism in the 1960s was not an isolated ideological cause.

For the

republicans it also involved economic issues and they were quick to espouse the
theories proposed by New Zealander W. B. Sutch, a former secretary of the Department
of Industries and Commerce.

Sutch believed that the New Zealand economy was

basically colonial, and dependent on the export of primary products and the importation
of manufactured goods. He considered this a barrier to New Zealand's economic and
social development (Sutch 1972, 11 ).

It was not surprising that within New Zealand

Sutch's theories were not seriously considered at the highest levels: New Zealand's
farming sector, despite a rapidly changing international environment, was still sending
significant amounts of its produce to Great Britain.

5

In 1994 a further republican organisation, The Republican Movement of New
Zealand, was founded in Wellington.

It was formed mainly by students at Victoria

University, and although it wrote a constitution, had a logo designed, had a lengthy set
of officers and received the support of a number of prominent New Zealanders
(including writer Keri Hume), it received scant attention from the public and had little or
no impact.

Part of the reason could have been the apathetic nature of some of its

principal officers. The publicity officer in the early days of the organisation, Stephen
Riden, made the comment to the author that although he believed in the cause, he "was
not prepared to give up his weekends for it".

Up until very recently, republicanism in New Zealand had not received serious
public consideration or support.

A serious republican movement, or any concerted

campaign, had not been established in New Zealand as it has in Australia, and
republicanism had not received major political party endorsement.

Despite New Zealand's economic relationship with Great Britain changing with
the latter's entry into the European Economic Community in 1973, and the subsequent
influence of likely republican Labour Prime Minister Norman Kirk and his Towards
Nationhood speeches, republicanism did not enter mainstream New Zealand politics

until 1993 when the then National Prime Minister, the Rt. Hon Jim Bolger, said New
Zealand should become a republic and suggested it was time for New Zealand to
debate its constitutional future (Trainor 1996, 52). Mr Bolger's call was surprising given
that he represented the more conservative of the two major political parties in New
Zealand, although with hindsight it may prove visionary.
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Although historically there has been little change in the policies of the major
parties, there has been a change in who has lead the muted republican charge.
Between 1973 and 1993 the support from the traditional left had been replaced by a left
that had become more adaptable and innovative and was more at home in a global
setting (Trainor 1996, 51). Republicanism was gaining support, and in some ways was
being driven by what Jesson calls the "Young Right":
"... these are well-educated people in business or the professions, mobile and of
the post-war generation. They are competitive, ambitious and value their
personal freedom. They approve of the political changes of the last 1O years for
what sometimes seem trivial reasons. They appreciate the wider availability of
consumer goods, restaurants and entertainment. Their approach to politics is
non-sentimental and narrowly rational" (Trainor 1996, 55).

Despite such evidence of change in ideological support, republicanism has still
failed to capture the imagination of the wider New Zealand public. Whelan and Cook
suggested in 1997 that republicanism sentiment in New Zealand was "pretty sparse"
(1997, 48). Although the polls have tendered to fluctuate slightly, the pattern is clear: a
majority of New Zealanders have supported New Zealand remaining a constitutional
monarchy.

Slowly the trend may, however, be changing.

Political polling this decade

indicates republicanism is favoured by 32 per cent of the under 30-age group, 13 per
cent more than from the over 50s (Insight New Zealand 1994, 9). Moreover, a majority
of New Zealanders - 61 per cent - believe New Zealand will, in the future, become a
republic (National Business Review April 15 1994, 18). Despite a small increase in
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public support, republicanism has remained a topic of minor political debate in New
Zealand. This thesis attempts to answer why this has been the case.

There are a number of reasons why this study is important:
1. While there is a large body of literature on why Australia has not become a republic,
(mirroring the greater lengths Australians have gone to debate republicanism) there
is in general a lack of academic literature on New Zealand republicanism.

2. There has not been a substantial piece of work on the reasons why New Zealand has
not become a republic. This scarcity of republican literature (academic or otherwise)
will hinder any serious republican debate.

3. It is likely that at some stage in the near future, possibly before 2010, New Zealand
will seriously debate whether it should become a republic. (For example, if Australia
becomes a republic, the onus will be on the New Zealanders to at least debate
whether republicanism is appropriate for their nation). If such a debate takes place in
New Zealand, and if the decision (possibly by referendum) is made to make the
constitutional change, many New Zealanders will question why New Zealand had not
contemplated becoming a republic previously.

The conclusions of this thesis will

explore the major reasons in an attempt to explain the past and to put into context
New Zealand's republican history, or lack of it.

4. With the rise of 'globalisation', there may be a continuing threat to New Zealand's
sense of nationhood. Being a small state, and an even smaller international actor, it
could well be the case that as trade becomes more open, and international media
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more pervasive, that the notion of what it means to be a New Zealander will get
increasingly overlooked and be replaced or blurred by regionalism, individualism or
consumerism. Constitutionalism is one way of maintaining civic and national pride.
Having a national head of state, and perhaps an entrenched constitution, might be
beneficial or maybe even necessary to ensure that New Zealanders continue to see
themselves as unique.

This thesis aims to add to a process of exploring

constitutionalism for New Zealand by examining the possible benefits and questions
attached to a replacement of the Queen as head of state.

5. By exploring the major reasons why New Zealand is not a republic, one is also
examining the possible reasons why a republican movement might develop.

If

historical reasons why New Zealand did not seriously debate republicanism are being
eroded in contemporary New Zealand, then the information of why this is taking place
is important for the decision:..makers who will have to respond to these changes.

6. Through exploring the possibilities as to why republicanism might develop in New
Zealand, this research hopes to outline why a republican debate may be vitally
important for New Zealand's sense of nationhood to remain strong. As one of the
commonly used definitions of republicanism is 'rule for the people by the people'
(Winterton 1986, 3), ultimately the New Zealand public. must make the decision
whether their nation is to become a republic. Such a decision, whether through a
referendum or otherwise, should be well informed. New Zealanders must understand
where they have come as a nation, where they currently see themselves, and in
which direction they wish to head. This thesis attempts to clarify the issues.
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Chapter II
Theoretical Overview

The aim of this thesis is to discover the major reasons why New Zealand has not
become a republic; that is, why this otherwise independent nation still retains the British
head of state as its own. This chapter starts with a definition of republicanism and the
explanation of the key concepts that will be used in this thesis.

It then provides a

theoretical and international context, exploring classical and modern republicanism, with
special emphasis on the notion of equality between elected official and constituent. The
hypotheses to be tested are then outlined, including a review of the relevant literature.
Six major hypotheses will be proposed as to why New Zealand has not become a
republic. These will be examined in more detail in the following six chapters. Finally,
the methodology for testing the hypotheses will be outlined.

Republicanism

It is important before examining the republican literature to define as precisely _as
possible what is meant by the term republicanism and give some general background.
Like many often used political concepts, republicanism has historically been difficult to
precisely define. J.G.A. Pocock came up with a broad definition of republicanism. He
believed a republican was someone who " ... disapproves of monarchy, who regards
kings as tyrants and courts as corrupting" (Pocock 1975, 363). This is an appropriate
starting point for a general definition as modern Republicanism was often an
oppositional position to the status quo of monarchy across most of Europe. Throughout
history, because of its opposition to the perceived norm of monarchy, republicanism has
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often been used as a term of abuse. This was the case in the first half of the eighteenth
century in Great Britain.

A 'classical' definition of republicanism survived in England well into the
nineteenth century, when it was not uncommon for Great Britain to be described as a
'parliamentary republic', a 'disguised republic' and even a 'monarchical', or 'aristocratic'
republic (Winterton 1986, 3).

Elements of classical republicanism have been

incorporated into a number of modern definitions of republicanism.

For example,

Bernard Crick's definition:
"... the form of government which attempts to solve the basic problem of the
adjustment or order to diversify by conciliating different i,nterests either by letting
them share in the government or at least in the competitive and public choosing
of the government or the assembly in which it is chosen" (1973, 56).

In a more positive sense, John Adams suggested that all states were republics
and that the term republic could be used to translate Aristotle's Polity (Wood 1969, 2734). Gordon Wood suggested classical republicanism was the basic premise of original
American thinking - the central presupposition behind all other ideas (1969, eh. 6). Luke
Trainor believes that republicanism has a variety of meanings; some popular, some
more recondite (1996, 7).

At various times the word republic has meant 'state',

'constitutional government' and 'democracy'.

Most definitions of republicanism have,

however, alluded to the protection and promotion of the general good (Trainor 1996, 2829). In many respects, the general good could be substituted for popular sovereignty.
Professor George Winterton, has suggested that popular sovereignty is the main feature
of modern republicanism (1986, 2), while republicanism has traditionally been
synonymous with the terms 'democracy' and 'commonwealth'.

The Oxford English
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Dictionary defines a republic as: " ... a state in which supreme power rests in their people
and their elected representatives or officers, as opposed to one governed by a king or
similar ruler; a commonwealth" (OED 1974, 479).

The modern concept of a republic is, according to Winterton, a more democratic
one which includes the representation of various interests or types of polity, and rejects
the notion that public office can devolve by heredity (1986, 3). Modern republicanism
was espoused by the American Founders in the 1770s. James Madison, for example,
defined a republic as:
" ... a government which derives all its powers directly or indirectly from the great
body of the people; and is administered by persons holding their offices during
pleasure, for a limited period, or during good behaviour" (Madison 1793, 251 ).

The modern concept of elected government with legitimate authority from the
people is by definition one of the main advantages of republicanism as it applies to
Australia and New Zealand.

For the purposes of examining republicanism in New

Zealand, it is appropriate to draw a parallel with the type of republicanism suggested for
Australia by Professor Winterton. He suggested Australian republicans seek a 'republic'
in the modern sense; the sense employed by the American Founders. He states that
the Australian constitutional system entails the following fundamental principals:
representative government, federalism, the independence of the judiciary, judicial review
of the validity of legislation, and responsible government under the Crown (Winterton
1986, 4).

(In the case of New Zealand, it is appropriate to replace the mention of

Australia's federal system with unitary system.) Thus, should New Zealand become a
republic, the only principal that would change would be the last point, with responsible
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government being the responsibility of the state and not the crown.

Republicanism

would have no effect on the other three principals, including the rule of law. Thus it is
appropriate when defining republicanism in this thesis to state that in using the term the
modern definition applies, although it must be placed within a classical and traditional
context.

More specifically, a modern republic in the British Commonwealth is one that has
outgrown the symbolic and legal need to have the British Crown as its head of state,
and chooses to replace it with its own democratically elected or appointed
representative and often national symbols that reflect its independence. A new republic
from within the British commonwealth is able to remain part of the commonwealth. In
fact, currently over half the nations in the commonwealth are republics {Trainor 1996,
24).

Before any republicanism theory can be examined, the difference and relevance
of classical republicanism as it applies to New Zealand must briefly be noted. Classical
republicanism theory applies to, in the most part, republics in either Ancient Greece or
Rome. In Athens and Rome monarchical rule was exactly that: rule by a governing and
hierarchical monarch (Trainor 1996, 28).

It was not, as would be the case in New

Zealand, rule by elected officials with the constitutional monarch as head of state,
occupying in reality no more than a symbolic role. The distinction is not as great as it
would first appear.

In New Zealand, the head of state does have significant legal

powers that are not exercised because of constitutional convention. Despite not being
used, they remain legally valid.
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In a modern republic the head of state is (normally) elected by, and comes from,
the general populous.

The political notion of equality and citizenship is therefore

fundamental in examining republicanism in New Zealand.

As in New Zealand, the

notion of citizenship in classical republics was association and involvement. To quote
Bosanquet (in Headon) in full:

" ... thus the meaning of citizenship was plain. Nothing stood between you and
your fellows in the community. Citizenship was obviously and visibly a life, your
whole life, with common dangers, common responsibjlities, common enjoyment,
and common ambitions. Your education, your character, your religion came
direct from the written and unwritten laws of your city. Your happiness was to fill
satisfactorily a recognised place, to be acknowledged by your fellows as doing
so, and to appreciate, in common with your city and your race ... " (Headon et al
1994, 162).

And that existence and involvement in society was the major objective of the
citizen:
"The commonest Greek citizen could never forget that his actual existence was
bound up with his discharge of civic duty. He would not be allowed to forget it. If
he and others were careless of bodily training, or neglected their drill by sea or
land, their city might be defeated in the next battle with the people over the way,
and terrible losses, or worse, might happen to in consequence to his family or
himself. And so the mind was not distracted. The path of duty was plain: the
soldier was a citizen soldier ... the philosopher a citizen philosopher" (Headon et
al 1994, 162).

Trainor states that Plato 'hedged his bets', envisaging a mixed constitution, either
a monarchy, oligarchy or democracy (1996, 1). Aristotle was firmer in his belief that the
people had to be involved.

Aristotle was in effect echoing Greek practice, where
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institutional participation was central to the good life. Civic humanism, as it has been
called, was an aspect of virtue: the good man was the good citizen.

The American Revolution was in many respects also founded on the notion of
civic humanism.

The classical model of civic humanism had been conveyed to the

Americans by the English translations of Machiavelli.

The Americans also used the

works of English political theorist John Locke, although as Pangle points out, the
Americans tended to know little of the classical republicanism texts in any great depth
(1988, 29).

The American Revolution was the fulfilment of Locke's ideas, whereby

people joined in a social contract with their rulers and if that contract was broken, they
had the right to revolt and break away, as the colonies did in 1776. In this respect, a
modern republic was a fulfilment of the desire for individual liberty.

Involvement of all men was the most prized objective of the British Republic
under Cromwell, the American Republic of the eighteenth century and the French
Republic of the nineteenth century. According to Pamela M. Pilbeam, for republicans in
France a republic came to epitomise the "final spiritual and institutional triumph of man
in society" (1995, 30).

In England the involvement of the citizen in public life can be traced back to the
English Civil War (Trainor, 1996, 2). In that period republicanism meant representative
democracy or representation by the people unchecked by the King or the House of
Lords. But throughout English republican history the rule of the people by the people
has been the been the main argument. W.J. Lipton, a prominent republican, wrote in
1852: "Republicanism is not republican unless it is social as well as democratic",

15

meaning the goal of an egalitarian society should be part of the republican's message
(Trainor 1994, 1).

In many respects it was the working classes and intellectuals who took up the
republican cause in Great Britain.

With time, however, support for republicanism

dropped because of more pressing concerns, such as better working conditions. Also,
the monarchy in the 19th century was being closely associated with patriotism in Great
Britain, something the working classes were particularly supportive of. About this time
many British republicans believed the connection between the Anglican Church and the
monarchy excluded many from contributing to society (University of Canterbury 1994,
2).

Many British theorists felt moving from monarchical government to republican

government was a process of natural progression as a nation matured (Winterton 1986,
5).

Both

classical

and

modern

republicanism

history

has

suggested

that

republicanism is rule by the people for the people. Republican history has also centred
around citizen involvement. Republicanism theory has also outlined that moving away
from monarchical rule is natural and the sign of a mature society.

Theory
Republicanism is an essentially contested concept. It is possible within some of
the definitions of republicanism to define New Zealand and Great Britain of today as
republics, yet there are plainly symbolic differences between these polities and that of
France or Ireland which went through a process of transition from monarchical or semicolonial status respectively to that of independent nations.
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This thesis will take republicanism in the New Zealand context to mean transition
to fully independent status.

This chapter opened by asking why this "otherwise

independent nation still retains the British head of state as its own."

In asking this

question, this thesis makes the proposition that the continuation of the British monarchy
as head of state of New Zealand is an anomaly which is out of step with the otherwise
relative independence of New Zealand amongst the world's nations.

That is, New

Zealand is like a republic in its constitutional aspects except that it retains certain
trappings of a constitutional/'British non-written constitutional' monarchy.

Thus, this

thesis will take the continued existence of the monarchy as the central factor which
makes New Zealand not a republic.

Moreover, this thesis supposes to show that the continuation of the monarchy in
New Zealand is more than merely outdated symbolism, but that it demonstrates a real
lack of a will to achieve 'full independence' in the New Zealand polity. As such, the
following hypotheses will try to demonstrate why the monarchy, and the culture built
around , the monarchy, is central to explaining why New Zealand is not the fully
independent nation it could be. As the six hypotheses are explored, this thesis will also
try to demonstrate how they limit New Zealand's independence, and how the
development of republicanism in New Zealand (i.e. the removal of the monarchy and the
culture surrounding the monarchy) could remove these limitations. The concept of 'full
independence' will be explored to illustrate how political and social actors in the New
Zealand polity are unwilling or unable to take the psychological step to become a
republic and generate a positive national identity and culture built around taking full
responsibility for total sovereignty. That is, this thesis will address why these actors
(such as politicians, the media, the professions, etc.) have not embraced republicanism
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as something positive which is capable of sustaining New Zealand as a nation with a
confident sense of itself.

This thesis rejects the too simple, sweeping generalisation of 'cultural ties' as an
'explanation' of New Zealand's relationship with Great Britain. It is true that many New
Zealanders appear confused about their nation's relationship with Great Britain and the
British monarchy in general. Many older members of the community see the monarch,
and the monarchy in general, and feel nationalistic pride, whereas many younger people
can not understand why some New Zealanders see Great Britain with such reverence
while they yet have to stand in the 'aliens' line when entering Great Britain.

There

seems to be obvious confusion, yet merely saying that the 'culture' of the older
generation explains this is insufficient.

This thesis suggests six hypotheses to be pursued, each of which is individually
necessary in explaining the limits on New Zealand's independence. This thesis asserts
that these hypothesis in combination are sufficient to offer an explanation of why the
monarchy, and the limits on New Zealand's independence, persist.

The six factors are:
(i) The personal attachment of many to Queen Elizabeth 11, which transcends
attachment to the monarchy itself;
(ii) Extensive British symbolism in New Zealand which continually reinforces New
Zealand's 'British' identity;
(iii) New Zealand's low level of interest in politics, especially the apathetic attitude of
New Zealanders to constitutional affairs;
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(iv) New Zealand's traditionally conservative immigration policies which encouraged the
development of an homogenous population;
(v) The legal complexities and difficulties in setting up an alternative arrangement to the
current constitutional status quo;
(vi) Maori ties with the British Crown and their opposition to republicanism.

One prediction of this thesis is that as a younger generation takes over the
offices of power within New Zealand, they will bring their naturally republican opinions
with them and there is a greater chance of New Zealand becoming a republic. The
necessary and sufficient factors outlined in this thesis will form part of the historical
background and explanation as to why this is likely to occur.

Likewise as New Zealand develops a more diverse population, with immigration
from elsewhere in Europe than Great Britain, as well as from the rest of the world
(especially South East Asia and the Pacific), there is likely to be a greater chance of
New Zealand becoming a republic. This thesis will explore the historical background
and explanation as to why this is likely to be the case.

Hypotheses

This thesis suggests that there are six main reasons why New Zealand has not
become a republic:

Proposition One

Respect for Queen Elizabeth II is a major reason why New Zealanders do not
feel comfortable discussing or debating republicanism. The attitude of a majority of New
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Zealanders towards the monarchy is still based on reverence, respect and Victorian
notions of grandeur.

Support for republicanism increased in Great Britain when the monarch was
unpopular.

Before Queen Victoria's rise to the throne, the reigns of George IV and

William IV were regarded as being prosperous times for republicanism. When Victoria
became the monarch, British republicans did not think her reign would last as long as it
did, and believed their best policy was to wait for a less popular monarch {Trainor 1996,
32).

By the time Victoria abdicated in 1902, the monarchy had become linked with

British patriotism and was being reported upon by the British mass media.

Andrew Stockley is one of few academics to write about the importance of
Queen Elizabeth II on the New Zealand republican debate (Trainor 1996, 77-78). He
states that respect for the current monarch has been and remains an important reason
why the monarchy has remained popular in New Zealand.

He believes that Queen

Elizabeth's behaviour has been exemplary and can not be faulted.

He writes, that

because of the respect held for her within New Zealand society, monarchists believe
there is no need to change the constitutional structure.

He has written that Prince

Charles, the Queen's successor, has in comparison with the Queen, faced difficulties
from a "more active and hostile media".

The argument which states that Queen Elizabeth ll's popularity makes now a
bad time to become a republic also has an Australian precedent.

Former Australian

Prime Minister Bob Hawke has stated that out of respect for the current Queen,
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Australia should hold off any move to become a republic (The Press [Christchurch] 23
April 1994, 28).

The level of support for republicanism in New Zealand can be directly related to
the amount of goodwill for the British monarch of the time. Throughout the last 50 years
whenever a Royal Tour occurred, although the issue of r~publicanism was often raised,
the increase in exposure of the monarch would usually lead to an increase in popular
support for the constitutional monarchy. After Queen Elizabeth's anus horribillis year in
1992, conservative backbench MP John Carter received and passed on to the Queen
1,500 letters from concerned New Zealanders after a plea by the MP to cheer up the
monarch (Usher 1993, 8).

Proposition Two

Extensive British symbolism in New Zealand has slowed down New Zealand's
own symbolic development. As a result, the constitutional monarch's position as head
of state in New Zealand has continued to be reinforced.

Theorists suggest a major reason why New Zealand has retained a British head
of state as its own is because of the British symbolism that still exists within New
Zealand (Whelan and Cook 1997, 14).

Symbolism has always been important in

unifying a country behind a cause, regardless of whether a nation is a monarchy or a
republic.

According to Pamela M. Pilbeam, symbolism was essential in promoting

nationalism in nineteenth century republican France:
" ... symbols which would be used to unite different provinces and peoples of
varying religious beliefs, degrees of education, wealth and knowledge of French
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itself were vital in the uphill struggle to attempt to create and capture a national
imagination and leave a favourable imprint on long-term memory" (1995, 5).

A number of Australian academics believe British symbolism in Australia has
also slowed its national identity, together with the traditional respect for the British
Empire. Donald Horne has written that the older generation in Australia were brought
up to believe in the British being a superior race of people:
" ... they were brought up to look down on Huns, Dagoes, Wags, Wops, Chinks,
Japs and so forth, and they still do. The belief was ingrained in them that
anything that went wrong in the world didn't really matter as someone in London
would fix it up" (1965, 120).

Horne has also written that in Australia the symbolism of the British Empire was
strong:
" ... the Britishness of Empire was official doctrine, written down and learned by
heart. It had its songs and ceremonies, its slogans and key phrases, its copy
platform and basic texts. It was directly examinable" (Horne 1965, 120).

Symbolism in Australia gradually became more nationalistic.

Jim Davidson

wrote that in the 1960s, " ... the old symbols were fading, not least because the
composition of the population was changing" (1979, 156). Davidson wrote that the main
reason why the monarchy has remained popular in Australia has been the high number
of British symbols within Australian society.

He suggested the supremacy of British

thought throughout schools, the celebration of Empire Day, and the Pledge of Allegiance
to the Queen by official officers of Australia, were important factors that maintained
British symbolism.
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Stephen Alomes went further than Davidson, suggesting that advertising had
been the major vehicle for both imperialism and nationalism in Australia (1988, 171 ). He
outlined the changes that have taken place over the last 100 years in Australia, and
wrote that where advertising once transported imperial images to the Australia public, it
had become a major vehicle in developing Australian national identity. Alomes also has
strong views on the change in Australian society from being British dominated, to being
more independent and nationalistic. He has written that the British Empire has been
scarce in twentieth century Australian texts (1988, 171). Despite a change, the links
between Great Britain and Australia have in some quarters remained strong.

Boyd

agrees that British symbolism is prominent:
" ... historical links are one of the strongest that hold the two peoples together. It
gives the Australian a feeling for the soil of England, which, if the theory of the
terrain is a true one, influenced the character of his own ancestors. At any rate it
is where they lived and struggled for their liberties, and where they shaped in
sombre splendours of medieval culture and the brilliance of the Renaissance"
(1953, 203).

British symbolism in New Zealand and Australia has continued to be reinforced
by the symbolism of the monarchy. Australian republican Geoffrey Dutton wrote of the
power and mystique of the monarchy:
" ...for Australian people the tradition of the monarchy has possessed a stronger
mystique than the traditions of Australia. There was something better, something
grander, something ultimately more powerful about the British monarchy" (Arnold
1993, 241).
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The monarchy in New Zealand and Australia has also come to reflect stability,
structure, and the successful operation of constitutional government, as Geoffrey Kirk
stated in the early 1970s:
"... a republic may be a logical form of state organisation; but it would be a
wanton act to destroy an institution which is woven into the history of the country
without being very sure that the alternative would make for greater unity and
cohesion" (Kirk 1969, 125 and 127).

Bruce Jesson suggests that in New Zealand the relationship between the Crown
and the people has traditionally been a lot closer than in Australia, due to the colonial
nature of New Zealand's history and New Zealand's lack of a strong Irish Catholic
tradition (Jesson 1993, 25-26). He also believes New Zealand has valued the monarchy
because of the lack of diversity within their population (Jesson 1993, 25-26).

Many younger New Zealanders enjoy watching, and in some cases feeling a part
of, the trappings of the British monarchy. In a New Zealand Women's Weekly article on
the monarchy, broadcaster Paul Holmes: " ... I enjoy watching the trappings of the British
monarchy in action. On the other hand, not having the monarch as head of state would
help us grow up, but I'm not sure we're ready for that yet" (Vincent 1991, 42).

There is little literature on the impact that British symbolism has had on New
Zealand's developing national identity. Matthew Heirshberg has, however, written that
New Zealand's British allegiance has slowed down New Zealand's national growth:
" ... the lingering British allegiance stunted the growth of full-fledged New Zealand
nationalism; indigenous national symbols have been slow to take over from
symbols of the British Empire" (1995).

24

Proposition Three

Despite a high level of national election voting participation, New Zealanders
have a low level of political participation and interest in public affairs and an apathetic
relationship with the state. Because republicanism has no tangible public reward, New
Zealanders are apathetic about their country debating or becoming a republic. In an
editorial in 1994, the Sunday Star-Times stated that republicanism did not have any
great support because the public had given the issue 'scant attention' (Sunday StarTimes 27 March 1994, C4).

Public apathy in New Zealand towards republicanism "is also increased by the
'because it ain't broke why fix it' argument. A number of the National Caucus - including
prominently Simon Upton and Ian Revell - believe that sharing a head of state has little
practical effect on New Zealand's developing national identity and there is no relevant
reason why New Zealand should become a republic (Upton 1994, 8).

Apathy appears to be a serious barrier to New Zealand republicanism.

The

Australian precedent suggests that it wasn't until a group of prominent Australians got
together and founded the Australian Republican Movement, that support was mobilised
and the issue debated (Keneally 1993, 1). Once the Australian Republican Movement
was founded,

a counter-group

(Australians for Constitutional

Monarchy) was

consequently formed, supporting the retaining of the constitutional monarch (Turnbull
1993, 209). Republicanism then started to be seriously debated and the public became
informed on what the relevant points of the issue were. Before support was mobilised,
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however, the issue was largely dormant, despite the opinion polls suggesting an
ongoing rise in support for republicanism (Turnbull 1993, 151 ).

Keith Jackson has suggested that New Zealanders traditionally tend to be inward
or more reserved in displaying their patriotism and, instead of seeing their nationhood
wrapped up in a head of state, as is the case in the United States for example, tend to
display their patriotism in other activities, such as in war or on the sports field (University
of Canterbury, 1993). This equally applies to the political process.

Jackson's argument that New Zealanders tend to show a lack of interest in
political events may be slowly changing.

Robert Chapman has written that the New

Zealand political culture changed in the 1960s (Gold 1989, 21). Chapman's explanation
for the reasons behind the change in political culture included a diversification of New
Zealand trade and the Government's reaction to it, rising education standards, and
public attention to the new forms of news media (Gold 1989, 21-22).

Despite the low level of interest in politics, New Zealand has one of the highest
turnouts of voters at national voting in the world. Peter Aimer wrote in Gold in 1989 that
there has been a high level of political acceptance of two-party politics in New Zealand,
and yet central government voting has been "significantly higher" than for the two other
classic two-party systems, Great Britain and the United States of America (Gold 1989,
262-263). He writes that turnout has not dropped below 80 percent and for the period
1954-1989 has averaged at nearly 89 percent (1989, 263).

Aimer states that

traditionally New Zealand has been "the most robust two-party system in the world
(1989, 263)."
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Vowles, Aimer, Catt, Lamare and Miller have written comprehensively on political
participation in New Zealand as it relates to the 1993 General Election (Vowles et al.
1995, 137-150).

They conclude that "an overwhelming segment of the population

engages in at least one electoral activity; on average, a large proportion of New
Zealanders participate in many," (1995, 150). However, they suggest more demanding
forms of political participation attract fewer activists, including party members, campaign
activists "and the numbers of those engaging in protest behaviour or violent action are
minute," (1995, 150). They suggest that voter turnout at central government elections is
dropping because of the age of the electorate, lower politicisation, a greater number of
parties to vote for and the gender make-up of the electorate (1995, 150). However, the
general conclusions of the political scientists indicate that political participation is due to
a series of factors:
" ... our data show participation to be firmly rooted in political interest, the norm of
civic responsibility, and a reasonably healthy incidence of a personal sense of
political efficacy," (1995, 150).

Although voting in national elections in New Zealand is high, the numbers
participating in other electoral activities is low and on a downward trend. The literature
therefore suggests that political interest and civic responsibility within New Zealand has,
if anything, dropped in recent times.
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Proposition Four

New Zealand's homogeneous and traditionally conservative immigration policy
has reinforced its colonial heritage and maintained the high levels of public support for
retaining the monarch as head of state.

Among the most relevant pieces of literature on the impact of New Zealand's
immigration policy comes from Tom Brooking and Roberto Rabel (Grief 1995, 23-50).
Brooking and Rabel state that New Zealand's immigration policy and New Zealand's
make-up was, and is, not as homogeneous as critics are quick to claim. They state that
diverse ethnic groups, such as the Highland Scots and the Lebanese, have continued to
retain their own distinctive culture within New Zealand (Brooking and Rabel 1995, 28).
They believe, however, that New Zealand has had difficulty coping with diversity, leading
politicians, bureaucrats and the public to show a preference for immigrants whom they
considered would fit most easily into the 'Britain of the South'.

New Zealand historian Malcolm McKinnon has also written about New Zealand's
immigration policy and the trends that it has followed. McKinnon believes New Zealand
has largely had a 'British immigration policy' that has seen like-minded Anglo-Saxon
individuals enter New Zealand almost at will (McKinnon 1996, 12). McKinnon has also
written of the change in New Zealand's immigration policy. He states that the Asians
entering New Zealand are the "first wave of migration dominated by people non-kin to
the domestic population since Pakeha displaced Maori as the majority population in the
1850s" (1996, 50).
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Rabel has written that the ethnic mix entering New Zealand has altered since the
late 1980s (Brooking and Rabel 1995, 46).

In proportion, the number of Asian

immigrants entering New Zealand has risen substantially, entering mainly by the
passages allowed by business immigration, and allowed for greater diversification of the
population.

Vasil and Yoon have written of the relationship between New Zealand and its
Asian settlers. They detail the troubles Asian settlers had in the early stages of their
arrival (Vasil and Yoon 1996, 2), while outlining the impact that recent Asian immigration
has had on New Zealand (1996, 39-40). The pair write of the cultural problems and
differences that Asians have faced in New Zealand and outline the impact Asian
immigrants have had on republicanism sentiment in New Zealand.

Rabel has written that New Zealand has become culturally diverse because of
the steps taken in the last 25 years to become less economically dependent and more
diversified " ... consequently, New Zealand national identity is no longer characterised by
the certainties of the 1940s.

The allusions to 'we British' which were once so

commonplace have become meaningless to most New Zealanders" (Brooking and
Rabel 1995, 48).

He concludes by stating that there is a clear link between New

Zealand's immigration policy and the perceptions of New Zealanders towards their
nationhood.

Regardless of whether it is McKinnon, Brooking and Rabel or Vasil and Yoon,
the general consensus of the literature is that New Zealand's immigration policy has
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moved from virtually allowing only Anglo Saxons to enter New Zealand, to a more
balanced multi-cultural policy that is marked by its maturity and fairness.

Proposition Five

The legal replacements required have prevented constitutional experts from
supporting republicanism. The 'why fix something that doesn't need to be fixed', and the
'what would we replace it with', arguments are important reasons why New Zealand has
not become a republic.

A major reason argued why New Zealand has not become a republic relates to
the constitutional changes that would need to be introduced. This can be viewed from
two angles. Firstly, would it be possible for a president or a national head of state to be
politically neutral? Having a constitutional monarch as New Zealand's head of state
does in theory promote an office of neutrality. Would that neutrality be possible with a
New Zealand republic? Secondly, what would the powers of the office of a president
consist of, who would be appropriate in the public's mind to fill the role, and how would
the head of state be elected? The opinion of most New Zealanders appears to be that
although the constitutional monarch is becoming increasingly outdated, at least it is a
system that works and which achieves satisfactorily constitutional results.

New

Zealanders have not had the experience of Australia, where former Governor-General
Sir John Kerr over-used his constitutional powers in the mid-1970s in dismissing Prime
Minister Gough Whitlam.

Since the adoption of the Mixed-Member Proportionality

(MMP) electoral system in November 1993 the powers of the Governor-General have
increased.

Under MMP the Governor-General may be called upon to decide who
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should form the next Government and may be forced to act as a political umpire, thus
playing a far greater in the political process than before.

The general consensus of constitutional experts is that becoming a republic
would involve a great deal of preparation and work. Palmer sums up the argument:
"... however strong the case for making New Zealand a republic may be in
political terms, and it does not seem overwhelming, there are many legal and
constitutional fish-hooks to be dealt with in bringing such a change about; it is a
formidable legal and constitutional undertaking. These difficulties need to be
weighed against the political arguments. Such a move should be preceded by a
thorough and authoritative study that deals with all the technical legal issues as
well as the political arguments" (1994a, 18).

The powers and prerogatives of a republican head of state, and the method by
which New Zealand chooses its president, would seem to require much work, and would
be subject to problems if the president and the Prime Minister were from different
political parties (Palmer 1994a, 18).

Trainor has written that political neutrality in a

Westminster-style government is a major advantage of being a constitutional monarchy,
given the discretion that a head of state may be called upon to exercise in a narrow
range of situations (1996, 35). Elections, he points out, will not maintain this supposed
neutrality, and instead introduce party politics in this most powerful of ceremonial
positions.
Palmer has written that the lack of appropriate alternatives presents problems:
" ... once you start examining seriously the nature of the alternatives, it
immediately becomes clear there is a great deal more involved than meets the
eye. You need to decide a number of critical issues which go to the heart of your
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governmental system. You don't need to debate them as long as the monarchy
is retained, but the moment it goes you have to" {1994a, 18).

Palmer suggests that the definition of a republican president's powers and
prerogatives would need to be examined, as would the method by which New
Zealanders elect their head of state. Palmer writes that New Zealand would need to
establish more clearly the nature of a president's reserve powers - and to what extent
they might exercise personal discretion in matters of the state (1994a, 18).

At the

current time, the head of state's reserve powers are extremely limited in their use,
although the head of state may be called to exercise their reserve powers should no
obvious winner emerge after a general election.

Palmer's argument, or 'can of worms' theory, relates to the unknown quantity of
the head of state's reserve powers.

These reserve powers are largely unused, but

remain present nonetheless. Palmer fears that if New Zealand ends its link with the
monarchy it is not clear who and what will replace it, and who will adopt these reserve
powers:
" ... the legal powers of that person would be awesome and unacceptable unless
a careful study was done to define and confine the powers. The key issues
would be how the new head of state would be chosen and what powers the
office would enjoy" (Palmer 1983, 451 ).

Lastly, Paul Harris has written regarding the Electoral Act of 1956 in which a
number of reserved powers are contained (Simpson 1992, 51 ). He states that a major
reason for adopting entrenchment in the revision of the Act was to ensure that certain
aspects of the electoral system would not be open to change by political parties for their
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own advantage. He makes the point that while some of those matters are at the core of
New Zealand's constitutional arrangements, others are not. He believes that added to
the list of basic constitutional matters which should only be changed by referendum,
should be such important matters as whether New Zealand should join the Australian
federation, whether New Zealand should remain a unitary state, whether a new written
constitution should be adopted, and whether New Zealand should introduce a republican
form of government.

Proposition Six

Maori opposition to a New Zealand republic has been a major reason why
decision-makers have not raised the issue for serious debate. The close relationship
between Maori and the British monarchy has encouraged

Maori to oppose

republicanism.

A number of Maori believe that republicanism would affect Treaty obligations in
so far as the Crown's responsibilities to Maori would instantly disappear. Maanu Paul is
one of the strongest proponents of this view:
" ... republicanism would definitely affect the status of the Treaty.

The

constitutional basis of the Treaty would disappear. On that basis (it) would
endanger... (the Government's) accountability to Maori" {Trainor 1996, 114).

This argument relates to the symbolic relationship developed and fostered over
many years between Maori and the British Crown. According to the former Maori leader
Dame Whina Cooper, there is a symbolic relationship between Maori and the Crown,
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"... I hope the Maori stay loyal to the Queen. That is who we signed the Treaty of
Waitangi with so we can work together" (McDonald 1993, 26).

As well as the symbolic importance of the Treaty, there are also legal
ramifications in becoming a republic. The former President of the Court of Appeal Sir
Robin Cooke has written that the special relationship between the New Zealand courts
and the Maori implied that some laws were beyond Parliament, although in practical
terms the Treaty of Waitangi has been implemented and resolved by the New Zealand
state (1992, 28-40).

Geoffrey Palmer states that the Crown pledged its honour to

actively protect the Maori people in the use of their lands, fisheries and other taonga.
He has written:
"... Maori would need to study the implications of change carefully from their point
of view. I doubt that they favour moves which could be seen by some as
weakening the Treaty" (Palmer 1994a, 18).

Despite Palmer's fears, the responsibilities of the Crown to the Maori have
changed from the Queen in right of Great Britain, to the Queen in right of New Zealand .
.The responsibilities for the Treaty's implementation has therefore changed to the New
Zealand Government and it is questionable whether Maori rights would be limited if New
Zealand become a republic.

There is also the suggestion that Maori rights under the Treaty of Waitangi would
be simply overlooked. The Bishop of Aotearoa, Whakahuihui Vercoe:
" ... we, I fear, will lose our tangata whenua status under a republican-style
government. Maori issues will be sidelined unless the Treaty is enshrined in
whatever new constitution is drawn up. As a Maori, it is one way of government
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getting rid of my problems and my requests and my claims as to my rightful
place in this country" (Fox 1994, 3).

Maanu Paul has suggested that the relationship is exclusively between the
Crown and the Maori:
"... the Treaty is between the Crown and the Maori. It is not between the
Government and the Maori. .. We cannot trust this government or any other
government. There is no guarantee" (Paul 1994, 7).

Caution in becoming a republic needs to be taken to assure Maori rights under
the Treaty of Waitangi are maintained, according to Professor Whatarangi Winiata:
"... (I) would be very cautious about moving away from the Treaty of Waitangi
which is the deal between Maori people and the Crown. No colonial government
can simply step across that and say we are now going to wipe the slate clean.
There must be major constitutional change before we agree to the country
changing its relationship with the British Crown. We need to have a bicultural
government with Maori as a full partner, not being treated as another minority
group. Then I would go with the separation. It would mean we then have a nation
governed by the two parties to the Treaty" (Winiata 1994, 2).

There is the argument that believes the Treaty of Waitangi is unique, and without
it New Zealand would ultimately lose a part of its history.

Former National cabinet

minister Graeme Lee suggests that the Treaty of Waitangi is what makes New Zealand
different and distinct, and that if New Zealand becomes a republic, the Treaty of
Waitangi would not mean anything (McDonald 1993, 26).

There is the argument that suggests the Treaty of Waitangi is economically
advantageous to Maori and that republicanism may affect that. An article in Time stated
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mischievously that Maori wanted to retain the British monarch for economic reasons, as
Treaty of Waitangi settlements were economically advantageous (Usher 1993, 28). In a
practical sense, some Maori leaders see the issue differently.

According to former

Labour cabinet minister and Mana Monuhake leader, the late Matiu Rata:
" ... a New Zealand republic wouldn't alter Treaty obligations one iota, but the
means of settlement would be transposed ... The issue is about being an
independent nation on the Pacific rim. It would be sad if Australia moved ahead
and left us wallowing in our emotions" (1993, 26).

Paul Harris has written that constitutional referendum may in fact not assist the
Treaty resolution process (Simpson 1992, 52). His argument is that because the Treaty
is "a matter of current political contest" it is not an appropriate matter for constitutional
referenda, despite it being a cornerstone of New Zealand's constitutional arrangements.
He argues wisely that referenda decide matters of political controversy by a majority,
and that it is inappropriate to use that method when the rights of a minority are at stake.
Andrew Stockley writes that maintaining the monarchy is not a precondition for
adherence to the Treaty (Trainor 1996, 101 ).

He believes that ·the gradual

dismemberment of the British Empire has brought with it a recognition that the imperial
Crown is now a divisive one.

Modern legislation suggests that the Queen of New

Zealand is legally distinct from the Queen of Great Britain. Former republican activist
Bruce Jesson agrees with this suggestion:
"... similarly, there is no theoretical reason why claims under the Treaty of
Waitangi should be threatened by a rejection of constitutional monarchy. You
could just replace the Governor-General with a president and leave everything
as it was. Have the president take over all the obligations of the GovernorGeneral vis-a-vis the Maori, and that way it would be simply done and reassure
everyone" (McDonald 1993, 27).
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He writes that the change would be minimal:
" ... all that needs to be done is for the president to stand in the place of the
Crown in the context of the Treaty of Waitangi, and everything else will remain
the same. This formula will have to be used for all the Crown's duties and
responsibilities, not just the Treaty. But it is only a technical matter, and not a
political problem" (Trainor 1996, 1).

There is also a suggestion that if New Zealand became a republic the effect on
Maori claims for greater recognition and understanding could be positive. As Tunks has
written in Trainor:
" ... change to a republic potentially provides Maori with the opportunity to
establish a constitutional framework based on our principles of hapu, iwi,
whanaungatanga and all those principles we believe have a place in the 1990s
and beyond. This framework must not only provide for the right of the iwi to selfrule; it must cater for the urban reality in which our people are living. It must also
provide a pan-tribal face to help negotiate the rules by which we are to co-exist
with tauiwi resident in our country" (1996, 132).

Apirana Mahuika has written that regardless of New Zealand's constitutional
apparatus, the obligations of the Crown, or the state do not change:
" ... being a republic does not alter the Treaty from being our founding document.
All we are doing is moving from the arena of royalty to one of republic... The
agreement is about the protection of our rights and the guarantee of those rights"
(Trainor 1996, 120).

Methodology

The method of this thesis will be an historical approach, which will attempt to test
each of the six hypotheses through an examination of the literature on the issue as well
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as looking at the contemporary and historical features of New Zealand. Comparisons
will be drawn with different historical or contemporary situations which mirror aspects of
New Zealand's situation in order to examine the possible outcomes for New Zealand.
The following chapters will deal with the different hypotheses raised and will outline in
each case the specific approach to testing each hypothesis.
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Chapter Ill
The Popular British Monarch?
- the influence of Queen Elizabeth II on New Zealand republican sentiment

Queen Elizabeth II has been and is a popular monarch in both Great Britain and
Northern Ireland and New Zealand.

Her support has traditionally come from all age

groups and in New Zealand, from both Europeans and Maori. As the monarch has
become older, she has become more distinguished and respected, although the

.

mystique which once surrounded her is no longer as strong. Within whatever republican
support there has been in New Zealand, an anger at Queen Elizabeth II has been
missing to the extent that republican activists have attempted to move the debate from
one about royalty to one about national sentiment.

This chapter argues that the public perception of Queen Elizabeth II in New
Zealand was created in a time when the monarchy received limited media attention.
What media it did receive was largely positive and connected with the broad notions of
patriotism and the British Empire. As the media has become more powerful, and New
Zealand developed a greater sense of national identity, the impact of Queen Elizabeth II
has lessened, although respect for her has not. She remains a powerful and positive
symbol by which New Zealanders can identify the monarch by and provides a positive
reinforcement of what the monarchy used to represent to all New Zealanders and what
the monarchy still represents to many.

It is argued in this chapter that support for

Queen Elizabeth II in New Zealand is a fundamental reason why republicanism has
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received limited support and why New Zealand has not seriously debated becoming a
republic.

The relationship between Australasia and Queen Elizabeth II

History suggests that 1953 was an appropriate time to start a reign as Great
Britain's monarch. Coming eight years after the end of the most dramatic of world wars,
the Western world was more stable and enjoying prosperous times.

Although the

Americans had replaced the British as the premier world force - both in economic and
military terms - Great Britain at least had the satisfaction of having repelled German
invasion. Despite there being a world switch from a primarily British-German conflict to
a possible American-Russian one, within Great Britain rationing and the hardships that
had accompanied war were gradually declining and life was returning to normal. But
this 'normality' was not the same as Great Britain pre-war. A generation and mindset
change was taking place within Great Britain, and throughout the British commonwealth.

Along with Great Britain, New Zealander and Australian servicemen had returned
home and a new 'normality' was being built, with the restoration of regular lives that had
been interrupted by up to five years. They were building houses, establishing careers
and contributing to society. They were also returning to their lives in the knowledge that
the British Empire, and the philosophical notions that they fought for, had been proven
right and just. Their ideals, both within Great Britain and Australasia, included respect
for the monarchy.

Therefore when Elizabeth II came to power in 1953, there was a general feeling
of optimism and hope that the world would be less volatile and there would be a
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sustained period of peace. This was reflected in Australasia where Queen Elizabeth
was a symbol of this new-found hope. Thus respect for Queen Elizabeth 11, as a new
monarch, was high and she was revered as much as her predecessors.

This is

reflected by David Campbell in his preparations for a night-time visit from Queen
Elizabeth II and her husband:
"I fumbled with the lock, and on the porch
Stood the Royal Family, with a wavering torch.
'We hope,' the Queen said, 'we do not intrude.
The pubs were full, most of our subjects rude .. .'
... I must admit I'd half
Expected this visit. With a laugh
That put them at their ease, I bowed my head.
'Your Majesty is most welcome here,' I said.
'My home is yours. There is a little bed
Downstairs, a boiler-room, might suit the Duke"
(Spearitt 1986, 89).

There was still a feeling within both Australia and New Zealand at the start of
Queen Elizabeth ll's reign that the monarchy was above 'the average person'. There
were a number of reasons for this. Firstly, communications were still developing to the
point where mass media was an unknown term. Australasians got their news about the
new monarch from radio, English magazines and newspapers and various delayed
reports that eventually made their way into New Zeala,nd newspapers.

Therefore

although the world had changed, the public's view of monarchy in Australasia had
essentially remained stagnant for the previous 40 years. Secondly, there was a feeling
of public grandeur that a new monarch had been crowned. When Elizabeth II became
the monarch the mystique of the monarchy was reinforced because it signalled a new
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dawn in British royalty. Throughout Australasia Elizabeth II was seen as someone with
almost divine powers.

Australian Peter Spearritt has written that in 1953 much time and trouble went
into convincing the public in Australia that the new Queen had some special divine
qualities. At the same time she faced many similar problems of her Australian and New
Zealand subjects, she was still unique and possessed of special qualities (1986, 216).
According to the Commonwealth Government of Australia, the Queen represented
" ... and enshrines the simple, abiding virtues - of loving home, husband and children. At
her Coronation Her Majesty rededicated herself to the service of her family of peoples"
(Spearitt 1986, 218).

But although Queen Elizabeth II represented service, she also represented
political mystique. Peter Spearritt wrote in 1986 that Queen Elizabeth II represented
history, fair play and all that was good within society:
" ... but to many Australians she remains a mystical embodiment of family life,
goodness, security, quality, position: a guarantee that democracy cannot and
perhaps should not be taken to extremes. Some see in the monarchy an
assurance of continuity at the apex of society. To others the Queen is protection
against the monarchical and absolutist tendencies of some of our elected
politicians, especially Labor men born in Balmain and educated at Fort Street
Boys High School" (1986, 229).

There was a school of thought within Australasia in the early 1950s, reinforced
by the crowning of the new monarch, that the British race was superior and stronger
than any other race on earth (Dutton 1977, 241 ). A number of national politicians of the

42

1950s in both Australia and New Zealand saw the British race as being 'genius' and that
the colonies were fortunate to be able to be involved with the progress of the Empire.
As one Australian politician wrote:
" ... because Queen Elizabeth the First was never Queen of Scots and not very
welcome as Queen of Ireland. The Kingdom of Australia is considerably more
populous than was the Kingdom of England four centuries ago. Athens, under
Pericles, is the only community known to history which rivalled the England of
Elizabeth the First for literary excellence, restless inquiry and undaunted
enterprise. I am confident that Australians under their first Queen Elizabeth will
do their best to emulate their forebears" (Spearitt 1986, 181 ).

There was also the sociological effect that having a women on the throne
entailed. The 'motherly' approach of the Queen had developed at an early stage of her
reign (Turnbull 1993, 64). It wasn't just that she had children, it was what she had to
say.

It was emphasised fully in New Zealand by the entire family sitting around the

radio, or in later years the television, hearing or watching what the Queen spoke of on
Christmas Day. She often spoke of her family being the Empire, or in later years the
Commonwealth. Her advice and Christmas wishes were taken as gospel. It seemed a
ritual as unique to Christmas as pulling crackers and opening presents. The reason this
ritual continues in New Zealand until this day is because of the way the public's
perception of Queen Elizabeth II was formulated in the 1950s and which has remained
with that generation. Bell sums up the image of the Queen in the 1950s within New
Zealand, " ... the connection between us in the 1950s and 'Mother England' appeared
perfectly correct" (1996, 22).
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Being a relatively small nation, and in the 1950s having a limited outside view of
the world, to the New Zealanders Queen Elizabeth 11 was as much a mother figure as
she was a reigning monarch.

This was reflected in the amount of symbolism that

accompanied the start of her reign. It was also reflected in the reaction she got from
New Zealanders when she first visited. To examine the changes in public attitude in
New Zealand to Queen Elizabeth II, it is possible to examine the reaction to three of her
visits - in 1953-54, 1970 and 1995 - to determine what, if any, the differences in reaction
were. Queen Elizabeth II first visited New Zealand in 1953-54 and it was the eighth
official royal visitor in New Zealand's history. It was a year after the Queen's Coronation
and the visit was marked with huge celebrations wherever the Queen visited.

A visit from the reigning monarch was long overdue as King George VI had
promised to visit Australasia in the late 1940s but because of ill health the tour had
never occurred (Spearitt 1986, 213). Queen Elizabeth ll's visit was in effect a public
relations gesture, allowing the people of Australasia to see first hand their new head of
state. The passion and grandeur of the royal visit in 1953-54 is hard to appreciate 45
years later, although given the expectation and the passion felt by most New Zealanders
. towards the monarchy and Great Britain in general at that time, it is easier to explain.
The 1953-54 royal visit was one of the biggest internal events of the 1950s in New
Zealand, comparable only with the visit of the 1956 Springbok Rugby team in its ability
to enthuse the public and grab their attention. Trainor has suggested that for the "loyal
British" it was the start of the next Elizabethan age (1996, 13) and that it received the
appropriate celebrating.
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The awe in which the New Zealanders saw Queen Elizabeth 11 was as much a
sub-conscious realisation that New Zealand had neither the history, nor the perceived
developed culture of Great Britain. When Queen Elizabeth II visited New Zealand the
way in which she was viewed personally was substantially Victorian.

The old age

perception of the monarchy was very much to the fore. Although she was not 'one of
us', she represented the standards and the morals that most New Zealanders believed
in (Trainor 1996).

Also, the 1953-54 tour followed on the coat tails of the royal

Coronation (Spearitt 1986, 213). The pageantry of the occasion made the visit by the
monarch something akin to a lengthy around the world honeymoon, with both
Australians and New Zealanders party to the celebrations and happiness.

However, it was not just the image of the royals that was instrumental in forming
public respect for Queen Elizabeth II, but the image New Zealanders had of themselves.
The New Zealand that the new monarch visited was certainly not the vibrant, dynamic
multi-cultural New Zealand of the 1990s. It was a New Zealand based on the virtues of
being a loya_l follower of the British Empire.

Sociologist Claudia Bell sums up New

Zealand of that era: ·
" ... my generation, born after the war, grew up in the conservative comfortable
1950s and early 1960s. It was a time when it seemed things would never
change. Our 'history' was British imperial history. We were kept ignorant about
the impact of Pakeha settlement on Maori. In schools we learnt nothing of Maori
art, culture or tradition. Our literary references were to British writers ... The body
of knowledge transmitted to us at school linked us to our British heritage. In fact,
there was no sense of any other'' (1996, 21 ).
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Rugby union aside, most New Zealanders in the 1950s still saw anything British
as superior to anything of New Zealand origin and cultural cringe was a prominent
feature of highbrow New Zealand life (Bell 1996, 21-22). It was still perfectly natural for
New Zealand homes to have a figurehead of the Queen on their walls and it was
believed the British accent was superior to the New Zealand accent (1996, 22). Many
New Zealanders believed that 'the Queen's English' was the ultimate way to speak, in
some cases copying the style to embarrassing effect.

The first royal tour by Queen Elizabeth II was not just a New Zealand
phenomena.

Support for the new monarch was as strong in Australia.

Malcolm

Turnbull writes that the 1954 royal visit was the "last hurrah of the monarchy in
Australia" (1993, 64 ). He suggested that:
" ... subsequent royal visits have been lower key affairs, reflecting both a
lessening commitment to the British connection and the decreasing public
interest in the Queen herself as time transformed her from the fairy-tale princess
to the serious-looking grandmother of today" (Turnbull 1993, 64 ).

As in New Zealand, Queen Elizabeth's first visit to Australia reinforced her high
standing within society. " ... the first visit by Queen Elizabeth in 1954 was an event which
no Australians who witnessed it would ever forget" (Turnbull 1993, 64). Murray Goot
has written of the scene in Australia when Queen Elizabeth II came to the throne (1986,
295).

He suggests that for most Australians at the time, the Queen's Coronation

represented a high point in Australia's status as a constitutional monarchy and
Commonwealth dominion, and that only 15 per cent of Australians believed at the time
that Australia should become a republic:
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"... the impact of all this on what, 40 years earlier, could safely be described as
her loyal Australian subjects, is difficult to judge, but if the Coronation served to
strengthen ties of loyalty, it is difficult to imagine that the Royal family's selfdestruction has not helped to tear these bonds apart" (Goot 1986, 309).

The Queen next visited New Zealand in 1970. Without the excitement of the
'honeymoon trip' in the 1950s, the visit still generated much enthusiasm. On this visit
she was accompanied by two of her children (including Charles, the next in line to
succeed Elizabeth II), and they too received much public attention. New Zealand was
described as being in a "electric state of preparatory frenzy" (Sunday Star-Times March
27 1994, C4) while awaiting the visit:
" ... there's been a run on union jack flags and ticker tape for her parade up
Auckland's Queen Street. Gisborne and Rotorua, two of the towns wily enough
to make it on to the royal itinerary, have spent weeks sprucing up their streets for
an occasion local MPs hope will boost their polls next election. Newspapers are
brimming with stories on plans for the trip and speculation over what the young
Princess Anne might be wearing" (Sunday Star-Times March 27 1994, C4).

Despite Great Britain's entry into the European Economic Community (EEC)
being on the horizon - making New Zealand slowly reassess its relationship with Great
Britain - Queen Elizabeth II remained popular. On the 1970 tour of New Zealand there
was as much interest in seeing the young royals as the Queen herself. At this time the
monarchy had not received serious media attention and was unscathed by scandal. As
a result, the New Zealand public still saw the royal family with reverence and with the
greatest of respect. This was a far cry from the royal visit 25 years later.
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During the royal visit of 1995, which coincided with the Commonwealth Heads of
Government meeting in Auckland, it was noticeable that the local atmosphere towards
royal tours had considerably changed (Sunday Star-Times March 27 1994, C4). Instead
of adulation, now reserved for nationalistic endeavours such as the America's Cup
competition, the atmosphere was one of gentle respect for a popular head of state who
was now clearly 'not one of us'. It was apparent that despite the change in welcome for
Queen Elizabeth 11, no serious republicanism mutterings were heard. According to New
Zealand's leading republican, Bruce Jessen, this was not surprising " ... I've come to the
conclusion that it's because we are not a vibrant dynamic or diverse society. We're a
stagnant country town" (McDonald 1993, 23).

In New Zealand at least, the mystique

Queen Elizabeth II was no longer as regal as it was once was. If she had changed, so
had New Zealand.

Since the 1970s it had now learnt to understand its place in the

world. A similar situation occurred in Australia. Malcolm Turnbull has written about one
recent royal tour:
"... when the Queen arrived the press remarked that the welcoming crowd at the
airport was smaller and older than normal. Was this due to a growing republican
sentiment? Or was it simply that the grandmother of 1992 was not as fascinating
as the glamorous princess of 1954? In an age of celebrities, how can the Queen
compete with Madonna, or even our own Kylie? Perhaps we were just bored"
(1993, 189).

The Melbourne newspaper The Age summed up the feeling of many in an
editorial:
" ... the crowds, although warm, were predominately elderly women. Their
numbers have been dwindling since the first royal tour of 1954... The lasting
image of this visit was the division of the crowds. The older generation sang only
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'God Save the Queen'. The schoolchildren knew only the words to 'Advance
Australia Fair'" (Turnbull 1993, 191).

Royal visits and the continuing interest in Queen Elizabeth II, even in 1995, also
gave New Zealanders an opportunity to test their national development and reconfirm
their place in the world. The New Zealanders saw themselves as being on parade when
a member of the British monarchy visited (Sunday Star-Times March 27 1994, C4).
This was important not just for Commonwealth ties, but because - historically - a large
proportion of New Zealand's exports were still being sent to Great Britain. A close and
emotionally staid relationship existed between the two nations and royal visits were a
way of cementing this bond, and proving that the relationship was still close. There is a
complete distinction, therefore, between the New Zealand reaction to a royal visit in the
1950s and the 1970s, and the reaction in the 1990s. Where the royal family was once
revered and admired as role models in the society of the 1950s, the whole view has
changed. But the ultimate question, as it pertains to this chapter, is, did New Zealand's
public perception of the monarch, Queen Elizabeth II, change substantially?

The relationship between Queen Elizabeth II and New Zealand has, therefore,
been almost as strong as the relationship between the Queen and her British subjects.
It was formulated at a time when the monarch was unscathed from the tabloid press and
was still seen as being culturally superior.

Queen Elizabeth II was crowned at an

optimistic period in New Zealand history. She represented youth, vitality and a British
empire that had just won a world war.

Her youthful demure and her freshness

revitalised the monarchy to some degree and was embraced in Australasia when she
toured shortly after her crowning.

This view of Queen Elizabeth proved to be less
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passionate in 1970 when she again visited, although it was still strong. A New Zealand
that was still finding its place in the world saw Queen Elizabeth II as representing
cultural prestige and giving it an understanding of its place in the world.
Elizabeth II was a symbol for British success and culture.

Queen

New Zealanders felt the

connection between what she represented and who they were.

She was not one of

them, but she was a close relative and they treated her with the appropriate respect.

Changing Times
- why the perceptions of monarchy changed within New Zealand

The relationship between the monarchy and New Zealand changed significantly
through no fault of either party, although the change in opinion towards Queen Elizabeth
II was not as significant as the change in the relationship with the institution of the
monarchy. It was not one event that lead to a change in this relationship and it could be
argued that it was a gradual process from the time New Zealand introduced the Statue
of Westminster in 1947. But there were a series of events that took place from the
1970s that diminished the strength of the relationship and which ensured that it would
never be as strong again as it was in the 1950s.

The first major event occurred in 1972-73 when Great Britain entered into the
European Economic Community.

With Great Britain's new goals, New Zealand's

agricultural exports became less important to the British and New Zealand realised that
it could no longer expect Great Britain to take the bulk of its exports. This eventuality
had been coming since the end of World War 11, although Great Britain's new European
focus made it all the more obvious. The impact this had within New Zealand was in the
highest circles almost immediate, although it did take 10 years to filter into New Zealand
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society.

Prime Minister Norman Kirk's Towards Nationhood speeches were an

indication that some New Zealand politicians saw what the future entailed for New
Zealand, but despite these sentiments the relationship between the New Zealanders
and the monarchy remained strong. This was reflected by the attention in New Zealand
the wedding of Prince Charles in 1981 received.

The second major reason was the changes that were taking place within New
Zealand itself.

Issues were being raised that could not be solved in Great Britain:

Treaty of Waitangi issues, New Zealand's continued sporting relationship with South
Africa and French nuclear testing in the South Pacific meant that in international and a
number of domestic affairs New Zealand had to look inward to find solutions. What
developed because of this was a greater sense of national independence and a more
secure understanding by New Zealanders that the solutions to these problems may
have been in their own backyard. An example of this was in 1983 when New Zealand
did not automatically offer unequivocal support to the British in their dispute wlth the
Argentineans over the Falkland Islands. A series of further international differences including the British reaction to the bombing of the Rainbow Warrior in Auckland
Harbour in 1985 - saw relations between New Zealand and Great Britain become le·ss
like family and more like business acquaintances. Support for the monarchy in New
Zealand was affected by this and it wasn't until 1992 that the reverence for the British
monarchy in New Zealand was finally broken.

The third major reason why a change in public perception of the monarchy in
New Zealand and Australia was taking place was due to generational factors. Support
for the monarchy in both Australia and New Zealand has been directly related to the
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proportion of those who can remember Queen Elizabeth
1950s and those who can't.

11

as a young princess in the

Peter Spearritt suggests that the British era ended in

Australia when Prime Minister Sir Robert Menzies stood down in the early 1960s
(Spearitt 1986, 93). A similar trend occurred in New Zealand when Sir Robert Muldoon
lost the 1984 General Election. Muldoon's political philosophy was to represent what
could neatly be described as the 'ordinary New Zealander'.

In Muldoon's mind this

ordinary New Zealander had either been to war, or been brought up in the shadow of
war, and was dominated by the war ethic, which involved close ties with Great Britain
and the British Empire. They were indeed royalists. As Russell has written:
"... most New Zealand women had fathers a bit like Robert Muldoon; men driven
by the experiences of war and depression, decent, rugby playing, beer drinking,
lawn mowing, right thinking, fair go supporters of Godzone with a short back and
sides and a tentative conviction that a commoner was as good as a king" (1996,
21).

Given that he won three General Elections, it has to be concluded that for much
of his political career Muldoon's philosophy was, in general terms, that of the general
public.

By the time the Labour Party came to power in 1984, this attitude, and a

generation, had changed. What support royalty was now getting was for Princess Diana
and not for the actual royals themselves. Writing about contemporary Australia (which
could apply equally to current New Zealand), Peter Spearritt wrote:
" ... portraits of the Queen were (now) confined to RSL Clubs, parliamentary
premises, and provincial offices. 'Princess Di', wife of the heir to the throne, is
greeted enthusiastically whenever she visits Australia, but she is presented, and
presents herself, as a media star not a future queen. Such visits are no match for
the Royal progress of 1954" (1986, 237).
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The monarchy has also not helped itself with a series of public relations disasters
that have finally broken the superiority myth surrounding them.

A number of these

occurred in the early 1990s as the mass media in Great Britain put the royal family
under greater scrutiny than ever before. The main reason why this was occurring was
because of the rise of the mass media with new forms of transmission.

Kingsley in his book, The Crown and the Establishment (1962), called the first
decade of the Elizabethan reign the 'TV Monarchy', meaning that events such as the
coronation saw a majority of New Zealanders and Australians watch, or listen in on
radio, to the proceedings (Spearitt 1986, 228). Television had arrived on the doorstep of
Australia and New Zealand and the royals were in effect amongst the first superstars to
utilise the medium.

At the time technology was such that close scrutiny was unthinkable. Television
was mostly public relations, and certainly not the mass media as it is known in the
1980s and 1990s. Also, the environment in which the monarch operated in 1953 was
substantially different to what now exists in 1999. To examine this phenomenon, it is
necessary to look offshore and examine firstly how the media has changed, and how
reportage has changed public perception.

Abramson, Arterton and Orren state that old methods of media included
broadcast television, radio, newspapers, magazines, telephone, and telegraph, while
new forms of media include computers, satellites, cable television, videocassette
recorders, direct broadcast satellite, multipoint distribution service, satellite master
antennae television,

subscription television,

low-power television,

VHF

Drop-in
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television, Videotex, teletex, lasers, and fibre optics (1988, 5). The number of ways of
transmitting media output have also increased significantly, to the point where
journalism has moved from mere reportage to setting the agenda and establishing how
and what the public thinks.

In the new media the relationship between sender and receiver is much closer.
To apply a media reporting example to the monarchy, if a story about the monarchy
breaks in Great Britain overnight, it will be reported in New Zealand almost instantly,
often with satellite coverage and comment from some expert in London who continues
the media spin. Thus, being in New Zealand is no different than being in Great Britain.
· in 1953 at the start of the Queen Elizabeth ll's reign, mass communication was part of
the future. Given that the media has destroyed any sense of invincibility, the distinction
between 'them' and 'us' in the monarch/public relationship had been blurred. This is
important in understanding why the current royal family has lost the mystique that past
generations of royalty had.

1992 was also a landmark year in Australia and New Zealand's history and
relationship with the monarchy. For the first time the Queen visited an Australia that had
a Labor Party which had already preached Australian republicanism, while the
Australian Republicanism Movement had been established {Turnbull 1993, 189-191).
The Queen was already embattled with her annus horribilis year, which had negative
public relations connotations in both New Zealand and Australia (McDonald 1993, 2528).
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Within New Zealand the general popularity of the royal family has correlated
directly with the close media appraisal of the new generation of royals. The controversy
that has been reported - including intimate conversations by both the Prince and
Princess of Wales, the affairs of the Duchess of York, and the marriage break-ups of the
Queen's two oldest sons - has damaged the monarchy to such an extent that some
members of the New Zealand public started to question why the monarch still plays
such an important part in its constitutional life.

However, this questioning did not occur for nationalist reasons, but for reasons
of morality and suitability. Was Prince Charles an ideal person to hold the throne? It
was an on-going question about the monarchy which had little or nothing to do with the
deeper constitutional issue of nationalistic independence.

When most of this royal

controversy was occurring, in particular the year 1992, the New Zealand public
distinguished between what was occurring and Queen Elizabeth II, despite there being
criticism in Great Britain over the costs of the royals and issues such as taxation, which
affected the Queen herself. Although most of the so-called scandalous activities were
carried out by the Queen's children and their wives, there appeared to be a distinction
between this generation and the Queen.

The respect for Queen Elizabeth II has been more formalised. As mentioned
earlier in this thesis, Andrew Stockley states that a major argument put forward by
monarchists opposing a republic in New Zealand is this respect for Queen Elizabeth II
(Trainor 1996, 77-78). A monarchy, he suggests, by its very nature, is centred upon an
individual, and Queen Elizabeth has done, in his opinion, a sterling job:
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"... in a fast-changing world and one in which politicians have become
increasingly distrusted, the Queen's conduct has been exemplary. She has .
never spoken out of turn or put a foot wrong and has risen above the moral
conundrums posed by her children's marital difficulties" (Jessen 1996, 77).

Stockley's glowing comments are largely accurate. The Queen does reflect what
can safely be described as the 'old fashioned role of the monarchy', represented by high
morals, public service and good old fashioned British patriotism.

New Zealanders'

respect for this Queen, appears to remain undiminished despite the recent royal
scandals.

Thus there is still within New Zealand and Australia a strong degree of respect
for Queen Elizabeth. Harold Scruby has observed that Australia, although having few
monarchists, has a great many 'Elizabethans' (Arnold 1993, 189).

During. the latest

royal visit, this was reflected in the policy of the Australian Republican Movement:
" ... there was no point being seen to be anti-Queen. Our cause was proAustralian, not anti-British or even anti-royalty. So we waited for the visit to finish
before resuming our seditious activities" {Turnbull 1993).

The distinction between the Queen and the younger generation of royals was as
much generational as about personality. When asked about the role of the Queen in
1973, most young people in New Zealand surveyed knew what her role was and what
she did and represented (Tower 1978, 344). If the same study were carried out in 1999
a far lower number of those surveyed are likely to know what her role is, or her
relevance, in the New Zealand political set-up.

Again, the increase in modern

technology and mass communications has ensured that the Queen's place in the world
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is competing with a whole range of outside influences. It is those in their mid-thirties or
older who understand her practical role, or the lack of it, as Donald Horne wrote back in
1964: "To people who are under 35 ... there is no basis of power or performance or
reason in the monarchy" (1965, 120). Those aged 50 plus still see the Queen in the
symbolism attached to the 1950s.

It is, therefore, not difficult to see why Queen

Elizabeth II has retained such popular support in New Zealand, despite the role of the
monarchy being constantly questioned.

The Queen's almost faultless behaviour made any scandalous reportage difficult,
although the activities of her husband Prince Phillip received a lack of scrutiny that
would not have occurred in the 1990s. It is ironic that when the family ructions of the
royal family were reported in the early 1990s, including the break-up of the marriages of
Princes Charles and Andrew and a number of lurid sexual episodes, the distinction
between the public and the monarchy blurred to the point where it may take the
monarchy in Great Britain a generation to recover.

This factor indicates that the British, the Australians, and New Zealanders have
preferred the monarchy to be saint-like and to be the moral examples that the rest of the
populous should aspire to be like.

In other words, the monarchy represented

symbolically all that was good within society and all that is nationalistically British. A
good example of this occurring was the touring by the Queen Mother and King George
VI during the blitzes of London during World War II. The public realised that the royals
were indeed 'one of them', but still retained the moral high ground by deploring such
action.
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A further example of this level of respect occurs in the Charter for the Defence of
the Australian Constitution, produced by the Australians for Constitution Monarchy,
which states:
" ... some of us simply admire Her Majesty the Queen of Australia. We are hurt
and angry at the attacks on her in recent times, despite her exemplary lifetime of
service to her people, including the people of Australia" (Arnold et al. 1993, 315).

The royals were in effect above politics. Helping, of course, was their leadership
of the Church of England.

When serious cracks begin to appear in the monarchy's

invincible-like persona in 1992, it was as if British nationalism was being challenged and
the under-classes were rising up to rebel against the better-off sections of the
community.

Therefore although the monarchy has received greater scrutiny in the last 10
years than it had the previous 90, affecting the relationship between the institution and
Australia and New Zealand, the respect for Queen Elizabeth II has remained
undiminished, despite the mystique being lost.

What has changed is both nation's

reliance on the monarchy and the monarch in question to provide moral and social
leadership. In this regard Australasians are looking elsewhere. As a result, in 1999
. Queen Elizabeth II is seen with respect, but without the reverence of the 1950s, or even
the 1970s.
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Conclusion

New Zealand's republicanism debate has been stalled because of the popular
respect felt towards Queen Elizabeth II.

It could be suggested that a republicanism

debate would seriously take place in New Zealand when the Australians debate the
issue, or when Queen Elizabeth dies, whichever comes first. The link is surely symbolic:
many feel that talking about republicanism is an insult to both Queen Elizabeth II and
New Zealand's past relationship with the Crown. Debating republicanism appears to be
more appropriate when a new monarch takes the throne.

If the new monarch happens to be the next in line, Prince Charles, which is by no
means certain, it is likely that republicanism sentiment will increase. There is no doubt
in the years between the present and the possible crowning of King Charles, a huge
public relations exercise will take place to try and win back public support for the
embattled heir. Therefore, it is difficult to predict what effect this new monarch will have
on the popularity of the monarchy in New Zealand.

There is far greater chance of the popularity of the monarchy increasing in New
Zealand if the next monarch is Prince William - Charles' son. However, if that occurs it
is likely that the role of the monarchy in Great Britain will change from being 'higher than
above' to being more like the Dutch model of monarchy, which is more 'one of us', and
which does not have the same set of moral standards currently, or certainly in the last
100 years, expected from the royalty.

The same issues are relevant in Australia. Malcolm Turnbull has written that it is
highly unlikely that Prince Charles will ever be accepted in Australia as King (1993, 247).
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Many conservative members of the community in both New Zealand and Australia find it
hard to accept that their King would ever have an adulterous relationship.

How this

affects the relationship between the monarchy and New Zealand remains to be seen. It
is likely, however, that the change in the leadership of the British Crown will mean the
start of serious debate as to where New Zealand wishes to head constitutionally.

Queen Elizabeth II symbolises three distinct emotions in New Zealanders, which
relate to three distinct age groups. The first is loyalty, which relates to the 50 plus age
group. This age group sees Queen Elizabeth with genuine fondness. Many of their
perceptions were formulated in the 1950s, when the popular view of the monarchy was
of it being saint-like, and of it being the role model for not just British society, but also
New Zealand society.

The mass media was not dominant enough to put the royal

family, including Queen Elizabeth, under any close scrutiny.

The view of Queen

Elizabeth at the time was along traditional royal lines of divine inspiration. She also
reflected motherly virtues, and her behaviour ensured she was a fine representative of
the Empire at large. She was generally well perceived by the New Zealand public, and
this was assisted by the royal tours of 1953-54, and 1970.

The second major age group, those under 50 and over 30, see Queen Elizabeth
with contradictory views. On the one hand they pay her respect, and have in many
ways been brought up with her playing an important ritualistic part in their life, such as
the Queen's message on Christmas Day. This particular age group, however, still see
New Zealand as heading in the direction of a republic, and ultimately becoming a
republic, but as not being quite ready to make the change. As they are replaced in the
halls of power by the generation born in the 1960s and 1970s, it is likely support for
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republicanism will grow (National Business Review, September 1O 1993, 4 ). In many
respects, this middle age group is content with the status quo, although if New Zealand
were deciding what constitutional set-up to embrace, they would certainly choose to
become a republic.

The third age group contains those under 30 years old.

Their attitude to the

Queen is in many respects also mixed. On the one hand they see the British monarchy
with mystique and curiosity, as is the case with the other two age groups.

But they

largely see Queen Elizabeth as being not particularly relevant to New Zealand life. This
was seen particularly when the Queen last visited New Zealand in 1995. Then, much of
the stardom of previous royal visits, not to mention the expectation and excitement, was
missing. Importantly, this generation sees the Queen as being either British, or as head
of the Commonwealth, which was part of what New Zealand was, but was not the entire
part. She is a foreign head of state, and not 'one of us'. Their attitudes and opinions
towards Queen Elizabeth in New Zealand are crucial in understanding whether the
popularity and respect for the monarchy will be maintained.

This chapter has suggested that whoever becomes monarch when Queen
Elizabeth dies, the issue of New Zealand's constitutional future will be seriously debated,
if by that stage it had not been already discussed. Therefore, the popularity of Queen
Elizabeth in New Zealand is an essential reason why New Zealand has not become a
republic.
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Chapter IV
British Symbolism Within New Zealand

In attempting to explain why New Zealand has not become a republic, this
chapter examines the extent of British symbolism within New Zealand society. In the
theoretical section of this thesis, the impact of British symbolism and cultural perception
on New Zealand's republican sentiment was questioned. This chapter examines the
impact.

Founded by the English, modern New Zealand introduced the British way of
doing things in most areas of public life.

In its judiciary, its development of good

government, and in its cultural life, New Zealand adopted British traditions. Despite the
loosening of formal British ties and influence as New Zealand has developed as a
nation, New Zealand has retained much of this British culture, as have other postcolonial nations throughout the world to varying degrees.

This British symbolism is

reflected in the regular news reports televised in New Zealand regarding the British royal
family. One example of this was a Television New Zealand story broadcast on national
news reporting on British royalty's confiscation of a royal warrant from a cigarette
manufacturer (Television New Zealand 1999).

To

a nation independent of British

symbolism this story would have been meaningless, although since it was reported it
seemed that news executives believed that a New Zealand audience was interested in
this subject-matter.
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It would be impossible to examine this British influence without examining the
reasons why it was introduced in the first place. There exists in New Zealand, British
'colonial residue', left over from a time when New Zealand did not have the confidence
or experience to develop its own culture and symbolism. This chapter asks how much
'colonial residue' still exists and what effect this has had on preventing New Zealand
from becoming a republic. There are four main areas in which British symbolism is
strong within New Zealand life. These are:

(1) Cultural: the shared heritage between nations, as well as the shared language and
culture, and the historical component of shared ancestry. It includes the link forged in
battles fought together. It also includes the number of New Zealanders travelling to
Great Britain on their 'natural' return home, respect for the monarchy and the shared
constitutional vestiges;

(2) British notions: This area includes the British way of doing things and the British
tradition of fair play and sportsmanship in New Zealand: It also includes the British
value of colonialism and exploration, and the British value of patriotism;

(3) The Direct Links: This area examines the British history and literature taught within
the New Zealand education system, as well as the British way of looking at history. It
also examines the British symbolism of the New Zealand flag, New Zealand coinage,
and in the New Zealand bureaucracy. The oath of allegiance given by Ministers,
Members of Parliament, and members of the defence force is also considered, along
with parliamentary ritual, Privy Council appeals, and support for British international
endeavours;
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(4) The Mass Media. This area includes the role of the media as a facilitator.

The

media can be further categorised into the following areas:
- Television: British comedies. British news.
- Magazines: The Royal Link
- British personalities: Cultural Cringe
- Advertisements: Reinforcing the stereotype
- Newspapers: British news and ownership

Cultural

Most New Zealanders are ethnically descended from Great Britain in some form.
By ethnic origin, of the 3,618,302 New Zealanders in 1996, 88 per cent of them
considered themselves 'European' (KiwiNet 1996). Of the remaining number, 8.9 per
cent (around 280,000) described themselves as 'Maori', while 14.8 per cent described
themselves as being 'part-Maori', while most, if not all of that number, have some
degree of European blood, including around 250,000 New Zealanders who were born in
Great Britain (KiwiNet 1996). When origin of descent is considered, the figures are
much the same.

New Zealand, therefore, can largely be described as a European

nation by ethnic descent. The statistics have not always favoured the European New
Zealander. For part of New Zealand's history, Maori were the dominant ethnic race,
although since the turn of the twentieth century New Zealand has been inhabited by a
majority of European descendants (KiwiNet 1996). The impact of British migration has,
however, been dramatic, as described by James:
" ... more than 90 per cent of New Zealanders in the 1950s (92 per cent in the
1951 census) were of British descent. This made New Zealand ethically near-
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uniform and gave it a strong cultural identity and widely shared values, which
were underpinned by continuing strong ties with the mother country" (1992, 9).

For the majority of New Zealand's recent history the main language spoken in
New Zealand society and in the New Zealand Parliament has been English. In 1974
Maori was given equal standing as an official language and was able to be spoken in
Parliament (Lambert and Palenski 1989, 3). The Maori language was also promoted
within New Zealand society at large.

The British influence in New Zealand society is still common. As an example, the
author toured Christchurch one afternoon in 1997 to examine British symbolism in
Christchurch life. It must be noted that Christchurch has always had the reputation as
being the most English of New Zealand's cities. As an example, Austin Mitchell wrote in
1972 that Christchurch's residents liked to think of their city as an English city:
" ... this is partly because of the gardens and the presence of the Avon
meandering through in its half-hearted search for the sea. It is also because of
institutions such as the Cathedral, the private schools, the Press and the
Medbury Hamburger Bar... " ( 1972, 41 ).

On the author's tour the English influence was obvious. From the architecture of
the traditional Arts Centre, formerly the University of Canterbury, modelled on Oxford
and Cambridge Universities, through to the Cathedral itself, the street names (some of
which were British e.g. Hereford, Manchester, Gloucester, St Asaph, Moorhouse, and
others which were colonial, for example Colombo and Barbados), and the traditionally
English Christ's College which has kept many of the old English traditions that most
English public schools gave away years ago: not walking on the Quadrangle, stiff suits
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and the distinctive black and white blazers. The city's set-up, with the four avenues
circling Cathedral Square, also gave a picture of how the English settlers wanted the
new settlement to look.

There are other more indirect aspects of Christchurch that

make the city a reflection of its English heritage; the large number of bicycles throughout
the city, the gently sloping park in its centre, the Englishness - almost gentry-like
behaviour - of the country person who comes to town sometimes on a Tuesday or
sometimes on a Friday for their shopping.

The real Englishness of Christchurch, and large parts of New Zealand society, is
in the attitudes of many of its more well to do citizens. They often work in the centre
city, but prefer to live in suburbs such as Cashmere and Fendalton. In these suburbs
especially, there is a particular Englishness about many of the older residents who still
see Great Britain as their cultural home. It is unwise to stereotype, but it would not be
unrealistic to suggest that such people are normally professionals, have married
someone from a similar background, spent their overseas education in England, sent
their children to private schools (continuing the cycle), and still admire British royalty to
the point where earning a knighthood would be more important that winning a New
Zealand national honour. · Importantly, it is the British-like attitudes of this 'tweed jacket
brigade' which helps maintain emotional ties between Great Britain and New Zealand,
as many hold important positions of power, either within their professional life, or within
their social activities, such as in groups like Rotary and Lions, and perhaps church
activities.

British culture, in many areas in New Zealand, still supersedes traditional New
Zealand culture. As an example, for a long-time New Zealand drama in local theatres
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was sacrificed for traditional British drama such as the production of various portrayals
of Shakespeare's work.

It has only been recently that Maori culture and drama has

come to the fore and been performed out of respect for the art and not merely tokenism.
The author recalls the decision not to allow the performing of Foreskin's Lament, an
important reflection of New Zealand life, to be performed at his traditional boys school
as an example where realistic New Zealand drama was rejected because it reflected
accurately New Zealand life. But it is not just in cultural activities that New Zealand and
Great Britain have a shared interest.

In international affairs New Zealand and Great Britain have had a number of
shared traumatic experiences. New Zealand and British troops have died together in
South Africa, at Gallipoli, at the Western Front in Europe, in Northern Africa, Southern
Europe, Korea, and in Malaya. New Zealand units, especially the Air Force, helped to
protect Great Britain from German invasion in World War II. But the war link goes
further than just shared experience. It also includes shared common cause.

Great

Britain and New Zealand have never been on different sides in a war, despite differing
opinions on the Vietnam conflict in the 1960s and 1970s. They have shared, mostly,
victories, often with hardship attached. There is a generation in New Zealand that still
sees this connection as important.

Culturally, many New Zealanders choose to spend some time in Great Britain,
often in the early stages of their adult life, on what is traditionally described as their O.E.
(Overseas Experience}.

Frank Sargeson summed up his feelings of returning to

England, when interviewed by Michael King:
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"... I developed the idea that I was European, born in this sort of non-European
environment - and you couldn't get any further away from Europe than New
Zealand, could you - and I was missing out on such a lot. So I thought while I
was young and had the money - not very much, two or three hundred pounds,
enough to pay my fare by boat to England - I would go and see what was to be
seen. And I looked my relatives up. I found them in the East End of London ... "
(King 1992, 133).

The reasons why young New Zealanders travel to Great Britain and Europe are
of course diverse. Great Britain is to many a springboard for further European travel,
while to others with a more direct British ancestry, there are relatives to visit and
heritage to seek and rekindle. But the figures suggest that New Zealanders are still
heading to Great Britain with great regularity.

One figure suggests that upwards of

11 ,500 New Zealanders travelled to Great Britain in one year alone (Lambert and
Palenski 1989, 190).

When New Zealand's limited population is considered, the

percentage of New Zealanders making the journey to Great Britain is indeed high.

The effect that this temporary migration has on New Zealand and British
relations depends largely on whether the New Zealand er decides to stay in Great Britain
or return home. This is normally decided by whether the traveller's parents, or at least
one grandparent, is a British, or European, citizen. If they do not have this connection,
then they are restricted to making a limited stay of two years in Great Britain (this is
ironic when it is considered that any European, with no English blood or heritage, is
allowed unlimited access). This cultural link reinforces the relationship between the two
nations and undoubtedly stunts any republican sentiment further.
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Respect for the monarchy is another reason why the shared heritage is
maintained.

There is an underlying theme in New Zealand which states that the

monarchy is to be respected.

The last chapter of this thesis suggested that the

receptions and parades of the 1950s and 1970s have been replaced with an
indifference.

The royal civic reception has not.

Despite the overall feeling that the

Queen, or other members of the royal family, are now not 'one of us', there is still an
overwhelming feeling of respect, and perhaps majesty, for members of the royal family.
A good example of this was the visit of Prince Andrew to New Zealand in 1998. His
activities while in New Zealand still appeared as the major story on television news and
in the national Sunday newspapers.

The importance of royalty in maintaining close ties between Britain and New
Zealand is clear: the British monarchy has traditionally been ·Great Britain's biggest
public relations draw-card.

The large number of royal documentaries constantly

- screened on New Zealand television would indicate that there is great interest in the
British royal family.

By maintaining a close relationship with ·Great Britain, New

Zealanders inevitability keep part of the royal mystique alive. A study of their influence
in New Zealand reveals that the British royals are everywhere. On one visit to a major
New Zealand city, the author discovered, in the space of four hours, that royals were on
magazine covers, books, and other assorted goods, symbolic entities and labels. They
featured no less than 22 times. Such British symbolism is an important facilitator in
maintaining this British traditio'n within New Zealand society·and stunting New Zealand's
symbolic growth.
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Within New Zealand society there are also a number of shared constitutional
vestiges. Most of New Zealand's common law stems from Great Britain, as do many of
the legal precedents that have been developed (Joseph 1993, 3). New Zealand still has
in law the right of appeal to the Privy Council in London in some cases. Many New
Zealand lawyers still see Great Britain as their natural home for finding precedent. The
basis of much of New Zealand's constitutional procedure, such as citizenship
ceremonies and marriages, are still based on the British tradition. Many aspects of New
Zealander's formal lives arrived from Great Britain with the colonials and have been
maintained.

The effect of this professional influence is that a 'professional cultural cringe' has
developed.

New Zealanders in many professional areas bow their heads to the

expertise of British, and sometimes European, precedent. As an example, in the late
1980s there were a number of important legal cases that dealt with fundamentally
important New Zealand issues, regarding l~nd and native land rights (Joseph 19~3,
873). Instead of looking inward to try and find the answers, New Zealanders looked
offshore to the Privy Council. While legally the Privy Council may, and did, provide a .
useful legal opinion, the reality was that it was decided to look outside New Zealand to
find answers that in a 'fully independent' country must have been solved nationally.

British Notions

British ideals in New Zealand, whether formal or informal, continue to foster the
traditionally close relationship between the two nations. Although they may appear to be
harmless, the symbolism of the relationship they reflect is fundamentally important in
maintaining the status quo and negatively affecting any republican sentiment.

70

For many years, New Zealand had very few overseas posts outside the United
States, Australia and Great Britain. Keith Jackson has written that Great Britain "long
evidenced considerable jealously at direct contacts by former colonies with states
outside the Empire or Commonwealth" (Henderson, Jackson and Kennaway 1980, 224 ).
It wasn't until 1956 (when a post was established in Thailand) that New Zealand
developed a diplomatic post outside these main centres (Henderson, Jackson and
Kennaway, 224).

New Zealand, therefore, for most of its history has kept close

international ties almost exclusively with Great Britain and been guided by their
precedent. Despite growing New Zealand representation throughout the world, there
are still a vast number of countries where New Zealand has no official representation.

Within New Zealand society at large, British notions _of sportsmanship and fair
play are still important and common. When sports teams take the field there is normally
a 'three cheers', while when the game is concluded there will normally be the shaking of
-· hands, and regularly the call of 'and one for the ref.' Such traditions come directly from
Great Britain and reflect the colonial nation of New Zealand's sporting history and
cultural traditions.

Social elitism is also common in various parts of New Zealand, and has been
gained almost directly from Great Britain. This notion is similar to saying that New
Zealanders see themselves as the chosen few. That God, so to speak, has chosen
them to live in what they consider to be one of the most divine parts of the world. This
attitude was brought to New Zealand in the mid-nineteenth century at a time when Great
Britain was the most powerful nation on earth.

While within British society that
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philosophy has been maintained, despite the reality, it has also been kept within parts of
New Zealand life.

Sport is a good example of this occurring.

Instead of embracing

soccer (football), like most of the world, New Zealanders, whether directly or indirectly,
chose rugby union as their national sport. The reason was that the New Zealanders
were good at it. New Zealanders were the chosen few. Soccer, being the national sport
of so many nations, only has one world champion at a time, and yet the game remains
popular world-wide.

Exploration has been, through geographical necessity, part of New Zealand life
since the time the first living inhabitants arrived in New Zealand.

But those British

colonials that travelled half way around the earth to first discover New Zealand, and then
later settle New Zealand, were explorers of the most obvious kind: exploration was their
major aim and objective. It is telling that among New Zealand's traditional heroes, three
have been either major explorers (Captain James Cook), or outdoor adventurers (Sir
Edmund Hillary and Sir Peter Blake). It would seem that the exploits and attitudes of
· British explorers; of whom Robert Scott was widely known, have helped shape the New
Zealand psyche.

As a nation of immigrants, New Zealanders cannot be anything

different because of their geog_raphical place in the world, although they have taken this
British exploration ethic and made it part of their national culture. This remains part of
the New Zealand psyche even today.

English poet Rupert Brooke wrote at the beginning of World War I that it was
noble and gallant to die for England and to leave one's blood on the fields of Europe,
knowing that it will be forever England's (Oxford Dictionary of English Authors 1985,
124). This romantic portrayal has never been part of the New Zealand tradition as such,
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although the passion of patriotism runs as deep in the veins of New Zealanders as it
does the British. To apply a similar war example, the exploits of double Victoria Cross
recipient, World War II soldier and nationalistic New Zealander Charles Upham, gives a
clear example of the level of patriotism within New Zealand society. Upham's gallant
deeds on the battlefields of Northern Africa and of Southern Europe were heroic, and as
gallant as perhaps any New Zealand soldier.

New Zealanders embraced Upham

because he reflected everything that was good about their own national character;
gallantry, heroism, masculinity, all tied up in characteristics that in some form make New
Zealanders distinct (New Zealand Encyclopaedia 1984, 559).

Patriotic values are

important in New Zealand, but in many respects these are imported British concepts that
were, up until the two major wars this century, slow .to develop.

Direct Links

Within New Zealand society there exists a good number of traditional aspects
that link both New Zealand and Great Britain. Perhaps none more obvious than in the
traditional educational system taught. ·Sociologist Claudia Bell suggests that when she
was attending school. in the 1950s and 1960s the important natural aspects of New
Zealand culture and history were largely ignored, and emphasis was placed on the
reigns of British monarchs and the various religious revolutions (1996, 21). Given that
there has traditionally been a lack of cultural understanding or sensitivity of Maori
culture, it is not difficult to see why most New Zealanders aged 30 or older lack a clear
understanding, or in many cases even scant knowledge, of this important part of New
Zealand history.
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Traditionally it has not just the subject manner taught that has affected New
Zealanders' views and perceptions of themselves, but also the way it has been taught.
Traditionally, when teachers tell students an important fact, they tend to not question.
When New Zealand students are told that British history, by its mere discussion, is
important then it is taken for granted that this is so. There is very little asking in the New
Zealand educational system of the most important question, which is of course, why?
To the post-World War II baby boomers, history involved learning British history, which
was assumed the "natural historic state" (Bell 1996, 7). In the last 30 years greater
emphasis has been placed on New Zealand culture in English, history and social studies
curricula, meaning the New Zealanders being taught this curriculum will have a far
greater knowledge and understanding of their own culture.

There has also been a

British interpretation of history. Many of the historical textbooks that have been used in
New Zealand schools have been British, and slanted accordingly without any world
perspective.

Within. New Zealand society there are a number of obvious symbols that reflect
New Zealand's colonial history and reinforce the British link and mentality.' Within the top
left-hand corner of the New Zealand flag the Union Jack sits proudly, a clear a sign to
both New Zealanders and the rest of the world, that much of New Zealand's heritage is
British. This symbol ignores the native culture and is selective about what it chooses to
symbolise. On the back of New Zealand coins the monarch's head is a further strong
British symbol. Slowly, a change has begun to take place. In 1987 the Reserve Bank
decided to move to one and two dollar coins.

Instead of duplicating the monarch's

portrait on the front (as the dollar bills had), a more distinctive New Zealand flavour was
chosen (Vincent 1991, 42). The head of the Reserve Bank said there was nothing
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republican about the decision to move to something more uniquely New Zealand, and
that it was merely a question of timing.

Regardless, the change had been made

(Vincent 1991, 42). The monarch, however, still sits comfortably on the back of New
Zealand's silver coins, as if an emotional backstop.

How these obvious symbols affect New Zealanders on a day-to-day basis
remains questionable. New Zealanders appear disinterested in the symbols that reflect
their national life. To them there is nothing sinister in having the monarch on the back of
coins.

Subconsciously, however, symbolism is important in developing, or slowing

down, national character and national identity.

It reinforces the status quo and the

stereotype of post-colonial New Zealand.

Within the New Zealand bureaucracy there are still many vestiges of the British
monarchy, which subconsciously affect New Zealand bureaucrats. In the New Zealand
Parliament, perhaps New Zealand's greatest bureaucracy, there are several different
forms of British influence: , from the British architecture of the buildings, the letter heads
which read 'In the Name of Her Majesty', in the official letters received from the Crown's
Ministers (which had the Crown's symbol on them), through to the opening and closing
of Parliament itself, the whole parliamentary practice embodies British symbolism and
history.

When the Parliamentary system of an independent nation copies and reinforces
the parliamentary practices of the traditional mother nation, it is not surprising to see
throughout society the leftover vestiges of colonial times. Ministers all have to swear
allegiance to the Crown when they take office, while Members of Parliament must do the
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same (Lambert and Palenski 1989, 106). Members of the New Zealand armed forces
also swear allegiance to the Crown.

In reality, the Crown means the state of New

Zealand, and not the Queen of New Zealand herself, yet legally the pledge is binding.
The fact that New Zealand troops swear their allegiance to the British Crown indicates
that British symbolism throughout New Zealand is still strong and common. There have
been calls to end New Zealanders' right of appeal to the Privy Council, as its existence
indicates a perception on both the part of New Zealand and to a lesser extent Great
Britain, that New Zealand does not have the internal legal means to act as a formal last
legal assessment.

Mass Media

In the last chapter the virtues and characteristics of the new media were
discussed. The mass media of Great Britain has altered the view of the monarchy in not
just Great Britain, but throughout the Commonwealth. The mystique, it has been found,
has been broken.

But while the superiority myth of the monarchy has ended, the

" superiority of the British is regularly maintained in New Zealand.

At 7.30 pm on some weeknight evenings British symbolism within New Zealand
is reinforced.

In some ways, Coronation Street has done more to maintain the

constitutional status quo in New Zealand than almost any other factor.

On Monday,

Tuesday and Thursday evenings in New Zealand a huge number, as much as 27 per
cent of the viewing public, tune-in to Television One to watch the goings-on of the lives
of one particular street in Manchester, Great Britain (The Press [Christchurch], 23 June
1997, 16). Coronation Street is the biggest single media reason New Zealanders retain
such close emotional links to Great Britain.
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The point is that New Zealanders see respect for Great Britain, and their British
history, as being mainly one and the same thing as respect for the monarchy.
Coronation Street started in the 1960s when the monarchy was, in the eyes of the public

both in Great Britain and in New Zealand, still invincible, and since then has played a
crucial part in maintaining the British stereotype and cultural link within New Zealand.
The slice of life in Manchester was as much an indicator that the British spirit was alive
and well. As the characters of Coronation Street came and went, and in some cases
kept on doing what they always did, the world changed, although for viewers of the
programme life remained pretty static.

For many New Zealanders, especially those

aged over 40, the traditional soothing beat of the Coronation Street theme reflect as
much a time of what was, as what is. Where the monarchy has to some extent let the
New Zealand public down, Coronation Street has remained tried and true.

This British stereotype and reinforcement within the New Zealand community
has not restricted itself to· Coronation Street. In numerous British comedies- such as
One Foot in the Grave, Fawlty Towers, Next of Kin, and Some Mothers Do Have 'Em -

and British dramas such as Inspector Morse, Heartbeat, Dangerfield, and the Sunday
Night Montana Masterpiece Theatre, which normally has British drama as its subject

·matter, the British stereotype and influence is strongly felt and the historical link
reinforced within New Zealand society.

There is also a large amount of British news and current affairs screened on New
Zealand television.

Both Television New Zealand and Television Three have direct

feeds off the British satellite. BBC News segments are very common on New Zealand
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news, and in the case of Television New Zealand, BBC News is often screened after
normal viewing hours in its entirety. This news source provides a British slant or angle
on the news of the day. In story selection, in story creativity, and in story reporting, the
British news allows New Zealanders to view world and British affairs through the eyes of
British reporters, reflecting the close cultural relationship between New Zealand and
Great Britain.

Next to British television, the biggest single facilitator in reinforcing the link
between New Zealand and Great Britain is through magazines, especially women's
magazines.

To understand why this is the case, the public who read women's

magazines, such as The New Zealand Women's Weekly, Women's Day, and New Idea,
need to be examined. It could be suggested, although not proven, that the readers of
these magazines are largely over 40 years old, largely poorly educated, and interested
in royalty and in the lives of stars. They are normally in the upper age bracket, which
suggests they are in general supporters of the Queen. By the constant stream of royals
-on the covers, it could be assumed that the readership is largely royalist.

It is also the case that the 'Women's Page' has generally been eliminated from
general news in major newspapers, thus royalty has ended up on the mainstream
pages. It was often said that Princess Diana was the world's most famous woman. If
this was the case, could it be that the public were buying and reading these magazines
because she was famous as opposed to being a member of the royal family?

The

reality is that Princess Diana was a member of the royal family, was connected with the
royal family and was seen as being royal.
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British 'personalities', mainly in television and film, are still revered in New
Zealand, and there appears to still be a large amount of cultural cringe within New
Zealand society.

For many years Telethons were held in New Zealand which were

supported by a number of overseas personalities, many of whom were stars from
Coronation Street. It appeared that New Zealand felt as though these overseas visitors

were judging them. Austen Mitchell, who spent time in New Zealand in the early 1970s,
said one of the most common things visitors are asked when they first visit New Zealand
is what do they think of the country (1972, 11). This is in many respects the same
phenomenon.

New Zealanders appear to be uncertain of their place and importance in the
world. A further good example of this was in the visit of British born and bred (although
American based), actress Joan Collins in April 1997. Ms Collins was touted as being a
major star, despite her profile having fallen substantially in the last ten years. She was
given royal-like ,.coverage .by the New Zealand media, with the most widely reported
aspect of her trip being her supposed 'date' with a high-country South Island farmer
(who also happened to write poetry) at a Cancer Society function in Christchurch. This
· was the ultimate act of 'modern New Zealand cultural cringe'. A 'common' New Zealand ·
farmer was 'lucky enough' to be accompanied by a British star.

It was as if New

Zealand was still seeing itself as being in the 1950s and inferior to overseas nations.

This notion of British superiority is also common in New Zealand advertising,
both directly and indirectly.

An advertisement screening in New Zealand in 1997

accurately summed up the attitude of many New Zealand advertising agencies. The
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advertisement was for Dimplex heaters. It contained an elderly British gentleman, who
looked as though he had just stepped off the set of Coronation Street, with a pint of
British bitter on top of a Dimplex heater. The nature of the advertisement pertains to the
heater being able to keep the beer warm, "Just the way I like it" (A further British
stereotype). The advertisement states that Dimplex, which is obviously made in Great
Britain, is 'the best of British.'

The advertisement reinforced the British stereotype

commonly felt amongst the older generation in New Zealand - that the British nation is
superior to any other nation on earth. This is not the only such advertisement on New
Zealand television, radio, in magazines or newspapers.

Within the New Zealand media there is a wide degree of reporting on British
issues and British subjects.

Newspapers are not left out in this regard.

Most New

Zealand newspapers contain a wide variety of British news and reportage. The effect
this has is to reinforce the traditional link between New Zealand and Great Britain,
despite the obvious geographical differences. However, the British influence in
newspapers goes further than just reporting. Many New Zealand metropolitan
newspapers are based on British Fleet Street models including: The Press, The Truth,
and even New Zealand's biggest newspaper, The New Zealand Herald. Wellington's
daily morning newspaper is aptly named The Dominion.

Much of the New Zealand news reportage comes directly from the British model
of news reporting, including emphasis on particular writing styles, and story angles. This
occurred because the colonials that arrived in New Zealand brought with them the
British style of news reporting that has been taught from generation to generation of
journalist. The English influence has also been seen in the ownership of a number of
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New Zealand newspapers by the largest newspaper proprietor in the world Independent News Limited (INL) together with Wilson and Horton (which, although
traditionally a New Zealand company, has been influenced heavily by overseas
example) (Comrie and McGregor 1992, 30).

What has been the effect of this ownership domination? E.B. White, an essayist
and senior statesman in American letters has written:
" ... as long as there are many owners, each pursuing his own brand of truth, we
the people have the opportunity to arrive at the truth and dwell in the light. The
multiplicity of ownership is crucial. It's only when there are few owners or, as in a
government-controlled press, one owner, that the truth became allusive and the
light falls. For a citizen in our free society, it is an enormous privilege and a
wonderful protection to have access to hundreds of periodicals, each peddling its
own belief. There is safety in numbers: The papers expose each other's follies
and peccadilloes, correct each other's mistakes and cancel each other's biases.
The reader is free to range around in the whole editorial bouillabaisse and
explore it for one claim that matters - the truth" (1992, 34).

With the domination by INL, and the demise or serious reduction of Wilson and
Horton as a major player in the industry, the news reportage in New Zealand is much
the same regardless of what metropolitan newspaper New Zealanders read. The result
is also a close and strengthening link between what New Zealanders read and the
British news and styles, fostering and keeping close the link between the two nations.
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Conclusion

This chapter has found that the link between New Zealand and Great Britain is
strong and active in a number of areas. These links were developed, firstly, when New
Zealand was not mature enough as a nation to develop them for itself. They came with
the British colonists and have not been lost entirely. The adoption of the British link by
New Zealanders was also introduced because of the inevitable questioning of New
Zealanders as to who they were. Being a New Zealander was largely seen as being
Maori, and most European New Zealanders had great trouble relating to this. It was
much easier to relate to Great Britain as home. But the important aspect of both was
that Great Britain remained 'one step up' from New Zealand and they were not able to
achieve their goals living in New Zealand.

This link of British symbolism has remained in New Zealand in a number of
areas. The first major link is cultural. Most-New Zealanders have a shared cultural
heritage with Great Britain. A shared heritage means many New Zealanders choose to
head to Great· Britain for -overseas experience. The colonial link is also important with
regards to respect for the monarchy and constitutional vestiges. Important also in the
New Zealand psyche is what has been described as 'British notions'. Aspects such as
the British emphasis on fair play and good sportsmanship, exploration and colonialism,
together with the British notion of patriotism have been introduced into New Zealand and
although they have developed as New Zealand has developed, they remain largely
British characteristics.

There are also within New Zealand society, direct links with Great Britain. For
most of New Zealand's history, the education system has reinforced the British links and
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emphasis on education. The New Zealand flag, the New Zealand coinage, the New
Zealand bureaucracy, and rituals (such as the opening of Parliament) reflect New
Zealand's colonial heritage.

The links go further: the traditional level of support for

British international action is still common in New Zealand foreign policy.

The media has also played an important, and in many respects vital, role in
continuing this British symbolic link. This has occurred in a number of mediums; on
television British symbolism has been reinforced in the ever-popular Coronation Street
and other similar British comedies and dramas. New Zealand receives a huge amount
of news from Great Britain, while in magazines the British stereotype is also reinforced
with emphasis on the royals and British personalities. Advertising reflects and reinforces
the British stereotype and the ownership, content, and reportage in New Zealand
newspapers also reflect this British link.

The effect of these factors on the republicanism debate is substantial in that the
link between Great Britain and New Zealand is reinforced. In many respects, by these
symbolic links New Zealand is not allowed to develop to its full potential and as a result
cultural cringe is still common within New Zealand society. Why, one might ask, is the
influence. of British media and symbolism so strong and significant in suppressing New
Zealand's development as fully independent? In the first case, the answer is simply to
be found in the economics of scale. Great Britain is a bigger country than New Zealand
and thus has a bigger media output. In turn this output is often cheaper to broadcast in
New Zealand than its home produced equivalent.

But why then is the influence of

American media which is also common in New Zealand television, cinema and music
not having a similar effect? On a surface level, one might expect the media imported
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from Great Britain and America to have similar effects.

However the deeper and

enduring influence of British media is its interaction with and mutual reinforcement of
other aspects of British symbolism.

Taking this further into the question of

republicanism, in isolation the effect of British media and symbolism is unlikely to be
sufficient to explain why New Zealand is not a republic. However, understanding British
media and symbolism as a significant part of the overall explanation, along with the
respect for Queen Elizabeth II, and so on, it can be seen why British symbolism is
necessary as one factor for the overall explanation to be sufficient.

84

ChapterV
Public Apathy in New Zealand
- the New Zealander's relationship with the state

In examining why New Zealand has not become a republic, this chapter reviews
New Zealand's national psyche and comes to the conclusion that on the whole New
Zealanders are apathetic about republicanism, as long as the effects of remaining a
constitutional monarchy do not directly affect them. The public appears to be more
concerned with the rise in price of petrol, mortgage rates, and the level of
unemployment, than with New Zealand's constitutional status.

The policy of New

Zealand's political parties has reflected this lack of interest.

The New Zealander

Author Gordon Mclaughlan summed up the New Zealand character accurately
in the 1970s, a description which still applies to a large degree in the late 1990s:
"... common-sense is the lowest common denominator of human thought and
imagination, the stuff that makes a man-who-can-fix-his-own-car out of a poet, a
Rugby player out of a musician, a politician out of a prophet, turns passion into
plaints. It enables him to regard lawyers and accountants as the highest forms of
life, with doctors beyond even that- demigods" (1976, 17).

New Zealanders are a nation of practical people, but it is here where the
contradictions begin.

Despite New Zealanders being entirely practical, and in many

respects independent, they have one of the highest rates in the world of social welfare
dependence. Likewise, their education system continues to lead as opposed to making
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them think for themselves. This spoon-fed relationship applies also to the relationship
between New Zealanders and the state.

The New Zealand public has traditionally, though, had limited involvement with
political affairs of the state besides the once-every-three-years procedure of voting,
which New Zealanders see as their contribution to constitutional matters of the state.
This commitment is indicated by the statistics. New Zealanders have one of the highest
rates of voluntary voting in the world at the central government level, although
approximately only between forty and fifty percent vote at local body elections (Bush
1989, 82).

This high percentage of voting at central government level needs to be

viewed with some caution however. J.R. Lucas wrote in 1975 that its effect might be
misleading:
" ... although everybody has the vote, the vote does not give anyone any
significant say... elective autocracy has its democratic aspect (but) it is deeply
undemocratic as regards the way and the spirit in which decisions are taken, and
has a built-in bias against freedom and justice. It is non-participatory. Apart from
the minimal participation of casting a vote at election time, it gives would-be
participators no part in the decision-making process" (Levine 1978, 81 ).

But the perception of most New Zealanders is that they do have a say in the
running of their state every three years. New Zealanders tend to vote, but leave their
input into the running of the state to the decision-makers. The author recalls voting for
the first time at the central government level in 1990. The sense of contributing to the
well being of the state is one that he has not forgotten.
experience for many New Zealanders.

It is that same emotional
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Despite the high level of central government voting, the relationship between the
New Zealander and the state is not close. A major reason is the taken for granted, open
access between elected officials and those that they represent, leading to "a celebrated
tradition of access to decision-makers at all levels" (The average constituency: Member
of Parliament ratio under the First-Past-the-Post system was 22,000: 1) (Levine 1978,
56). This is also reflected in that most New Zealanders can see their elected official if
an appointment is made, due to the smallness of New Zealand's geography and
population.

Despite this access, New Zealanders do tend to be apathetic when it comes to
acting on major issues.

Political Scientist Stephen Levine discovered that New

Zealanders were passionate about some issues, although not prepared to act on their
passions (1978, 353-366}.

Levine found after a study in 1975 that senior political

science students in New Zealand were concerned about a number of major political
issues. His survey suggested these issues were either ethical or moral questions, as
. opposed to economic questions. 86 percent of students surveyed stated that they were
strongly concerned about an issue, while 10.8 percent did not feel strongly about at
least one issue.

Levine then asked students whether they could "influence political outcomes on
these issues", replies were "considerably reversed." 36.6 percent of those students
surveyed stated that they could have an influence on policy, while 45.2 percent did not
consider they could have an influence. Levine then asked whether the participants had
been active in pressure groups in the year of 1975. 17.2 percent said they had been
involved with a pressure group {such as HART, CARE, the Abortion Law Reform
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Association of New Zealand, and Ecology action), while 79.6 percent of those surveyed
said that they had not been involved with a pressure group.

It could be expected that political science students would either be involved with
a political organisation or political candidate. But Levine suggests that these politically
aware New Zealanders tend not to be active when it comes to politics. 21.5 percent of
those surveyed said they had been involved with a political party or individual, while 78.5
percent had not had any involvement. Levine found that New Zealanders tend to be
prepared to join a political pressure group, and to give financial assistance to it, although
the results suggest this is only talk and that most New Zealanders are not involved in
issues that move them.

Because of this lack of change in the New Zealand character, and, if anything,
the move to a greater degree of individualism, Levine's study is still particularly relevant:
New Zealanders are on the whole 'apathetic believers' in issues that they consider to be
important, although they do not seem to 'take up arms' for their cause. They appear
apathetic to issues where support is not mobilised. Levine's thesis is also reflected in
the numbers belonging to political parties. Despite the Labour Party traditionally gaining
a wide membership through the Trade Unions, and through anti-Muldoonism in the late
1970s and early 1980s, political membership in .New Zealand (like the rest of the world)
has dropped significantly since the 1970s, despite approximately 80 percent of New
Zealanders (87 percent in 1990) having some party affiliation (Holland 1992, 51 ).

New Zealanders will not start a cause, but will be more than happy to follow it or
jump on the band-wagon should a movement be formed. The 1981 Springbok rugby
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tour was, in many respects, the catalyst for a number of other internal racial divisions
that were occurring in New Zealand at the time, ironically enough (given New Zealand's
love affair with the game) all over a rugby tour. Spiro Zavos accurately sums up what
was happening:
"... there was, though, an underlying cultural revolution within the protest
movement, in that young people, church people, Maori and women linked their
protest against apartheid in South Africa with their exclusion from the
establishment and the mainstream of New Zealand life. They were victims, they
claimed, of a form of social and cultural apartheid. The urban way of life battled
with the country way. Liberals confronted conservatives" (1997, 192).

The reality was that it took an external event - apartheid in South Africa - to ignite
the rumbling social effects within New Zealand. This was in line with the traditional view
of New Zealanders not wanting to stand apart from the crowd. The irony continues, as
many of those New Zealanders who have prospered in international events, such as
Edmund Hillary, Peter Blake, Jack Lovelock, Peter Snell, and John Walker, have done
so individually.

This mass following aspect of the New Zealander's culture is further emphasised
by the extension of the modern mass media. Tower (in Levine) found in 1973 that the
·emphasis in politically socialising New Zealanders had changed from the school, which
had traditionally been the biggest socialising agent in a child's life, to the mass media
(1978, 350). Political events in 1999 are now being suggested, debated, and decided by
the New Zealand public in their living rooms. New Zealanders are being socialised
through the media to act, or vote, in a certain way, therefore reducing even further their
need to protest with their feet. It is now common for the public to be asked on current
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affairs shows to offer their opinion by dialling a telephone number. Despite costing the
caller on average 99 cents per minute, most polls on prime-time television get upwards
of 1,500 calls, reinforcing the phenomena found by Levine that New Zealanders like to
have their say on issues of the day at a national level, but are not prepared to leave the
warmth of their living room to do it.

New Zealanders are not just receiving information on particular issues through
the media, but they are being told how to feel.

This important power of the media

seems to have been overlooked by many of the decision-makers, who still see the
media as being a facilitator of information - as perhaps it should be - and not the shaper
.of information that it has become.

Examples of this media bending appear every

weeknight at 7.00pm on Television New Zealand's Holmes programme.

An examination over a period of a week from the 23-27 June 1997 gives a clear
indication of the power of the programme. During this week the main issue was the
dishonesty of many car dealers by misstating the mileage of many cars imported from
Japan. On two consecutive nights, two individuals to whom this unfortunate experience
had happened, visited the same Auckland car-yard where their cars had been
purchased with the assistance of a reporter from the Holmes programme. It is doubtful
whether those individuals would have approached the car-dealer in such a way if the
reporter had not been by their side. This example suggests that New Zealanders are
being fed the interpretation of political and social events that the newsmakers believe
they should hear or see.

It puts huge responsibility and public importance on the

decisions they make. They are, in effect, making up the minds of those that choose to
get their news from them, which at 7.00 on weeknights is a substantial proportion of the
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population.

The effect is to make New Zealand citizens less participatory, and more

reactive. The issues are being decided for them, with the follow-up being on Holmes the
next evening. 'Good television' reigns supreme. The effect this has is that people are
believing and interpreting what the media believe they should know. Thus, if the New
Zealand public is fed a constant diet of British entertainment and news, it is likely they
will believe that the ties between New Zealand and Great Britain are emotionally and
practically strong and are continually to be reinforced.

Tower had a firm conclusion about what was happening in the New Zealand
educational system, which is reinforced by the effect the mass media is having in New
Zealand today:
" ... it is essential for the continuation of New Zealand's democratic political
system to reconsider the political system to rediscover the political socialisation
of children in New Zealand. Where evidence should exist of a participant culture,
it appears that New Zealand has, at best, a subject culture with strong
undertones of the parochial variety. This is not encouraging for the principle of
the active citizen involvement in the democratic political process" (1978, 351 ).

The New Zealander, therefore, is prepared to act on issues that affect them,
however they are rarely prepared to lead on moral or social issues. They instead tend
to follow the trend. Although the New Zealander has a high level of participation when it
comes to voting at central government level, they have a low level of participation at
local government level and have a distant relationship with the state and constitutional
affairs. This has been reinforced by the introduction of interactive media.
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Austin Mitchell wrote in 1972 that New Zealand owes much of its national
character to the smallness of its population. New Zealand, he said, deals in individuals,
being small enough to participate (1972, 20). Yet many New Zealanders, although they
may believe in a constitutional issue like republicanism, are unwilling to devote their
personal time to political participation. Such a belief is the view of most New Zealanders
under the age of 40 (McDonald 1993, 27).

Republicanism appears inevitable in the

long-term, although currently no one is prepared to organise a movement that will see it
come to fruition. It's as if the public is saying, 'Yes, let's become a republic eventually,
but at the moment does it really matter?'

Apathy towards republicanism is not new.

New Zealand's most prominent

constitutional lawyer, Sir Geoffrey Palmer, suggested before New Zealand's first Mixed
Member Proportional . system election that it was not the time to start talking about
republicanism, and New Zealand had much more urgent aspects of its constitutional
system to consider ( 1994a, 18). Likewise, former Prime Minister Jim Bolger's call in
1994 for New Zealand to debate republicanism fell reasonably flat.

Unlike Australia, ·

where the then Prime Minister Paul Keating's call in 1992 started serious debate, the
New Zealand reaction indicated that the public was apathetic. Opinion polling in the last
five years would also suggest New Zealanders are apathetic about republicanism in the
short-term.

They appear, however, to be apathetic about the monarchy as well.

Auckland University sociologist, Professor Ian Carter, wrote recently on a royal visit: ".. .I
don't think there will be many people getting worked up about this royal tour...They just
don't matter much anymore" (Sunday Star-Times 1997, C3). The question this poses is
why do New Zealanders feel apathetic about both the constitutional monarchy and a
possible New Zealand republic, and what effect does it have on their political response?
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Carter has argued that the apathetic nature of the public is not so much an
indication of the level of support for the royal family, or the monarchy for that matter, but
an indication of the support for the status quo in New Zealand. The adage 'if it ain't
broke don't fix it' applies (1997, C3). Carter makes an accurate comment about the
New Zealand psyche and agrees that on the whole when it comes to matters of the
state New Zealanders are largely apathetic: " ... New Zealanders don't get worked up
about politics generally and republicanism doesn't move us much either. It's more a
case of who cares?" (1997, C3).

Part of the reason could be that New Zealand, situated at the bottom of the
world, is still yet to fully mature and become associated with some of these large
constitutional issues. That New Zealand is, in effect, too small and unworldly to discuss
and even consider something that other countries may consider to be very important.
To many New Zealanders, retaining links with Great Britain enables New Zealanders to
·feel part of a long-gone Empire and relate in some shape or form to the royal family, and
yet in all salient matters retain their independence. But do New Zealanders care about
their constitutional status?

American boxing giant Muhammad Ali once said of his

proposed draft to the American force fighting in Vietnam at the end of the 1960s that he
did not personally have anything against the Viet Cong, and that there was no reason
for him to fight them in the jungles of Asia. A similar case could be applied to New
Zealander's relationship with Great Britain and the British monarchy, and the entire
issue of a New Zealand republic.

Many New Zealanders feel there are far more

pressing issues for New Zealanders to debate and seriously consider.
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Apathy is also encouraged by the possible legal problems republicanism may
cause, detailed further in another chapter.

There is the train of thought, mainly put

forward by Sir Geoffrey Palmer, that suggests that the problems New Zealand has with
its constitution are not related to the monarchy:
"... none of the problems we have as a nation can be traced to (the monarchy).
Removal of the monarchy will not solve policy problems New Zealand has now;
nor will it contribute to the resolution of any in the future" (1994a, 18).

Although republicans would suggest it is difficult to see why this means New
Zealand should not become a republic, it is the view of many New Zealanders,
especially in the last five years with the introduction of a Mixed-Member Proportionate
(MMP) system of electoral representation, and, later the coalition Government, that
further constitutional or political change is not necessary. Palmer writes:
" ... there is a limit to the amount of constitutional change a country can engage in
at one time .... While MMP is bedding down, it would be downright irresponsible
to put the question of a republic on the constitutional agenda. Distractions are
not needed at present" (1994a, 18).

The lack of 'urgent attention' debate seems to be reinforced by many national
politicians. Alliance leader Jim Anderton said in 1993 that republicanism will not change
the lives, or solve the problems, of average New Zealanders, and will not help solve the
pressing concerns that they face on a day-to-day level (McDonald 1993, 27), while then
National Party politician, Graeme Lee, also suggested in 1993 that there was no reason
to make the change:
"... I nave seen the monarchy as a very satisfactory structure for this country and
I'm not aware of any issues right at the moment that would suggest we need to
make a ch_ange from the current structure" (McDonald, 1993, 26).
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Backstop

Many New Zealanders believe that if New Zealand becomes a republic the
important structural and stability aspect of the New Zealand constitution will fall apart
(Fraser 1997). This is largely an historical argument. It suggests that New Zealand has

always had the monarchy as a means of backstop against any constitutional problems
that arise, for which it does not have the precedent or the internal mechanisms to solve.

Connected with this, there is also a belief that the lack of stability will in some
way affect New Zealand's economic situation. This fear seems unjustified but is present
in New Zealand nonetheless, and is as much a fear of the unknown as it is based on
any realistic premise. Applying a relevant Australian precedent, the 1993 Republican
Advisory Report in Australia suggested there would be little change:
" ... experience throughout the world demonstrates that there is no necessary
relation between a country's political stability or economic success and the
nature of its head of state; for example republican Switzerland and the United
States have enjoyed great political stability, as have monarchical Britain and The
Netherlands. Similarly, among the world's greatest economies are republican
United States and Germany, and monarchical Japan. Moreover, British
Commonwealth experience has demonstrated that the change from a
constitutional monarchy to a republic does not necessarily affect a nation's
political stability" (Australian Republican Advisory Report 1993, 13).

Public interest in republicanism is also affected by the symbolic messages of
what republicanism means to some. Many New Zealanders see republicanism as being
anti-monarchist and anti-British in almost revolutionary-like emotional terms. This was
seen, and felt, when Prime Minister Bolger made his now famous public statements in
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1994, from the reaction that he got, not just from outside his own party, but even from
within. Cabinet Ministers were quick to ridicule Mr Bolger's statements (Upton 1994, 8;
Shipley 1994, 6).

The debate centred on the way in which politicians viewed the issue. Mr Bolger
talked of 'national identity', 'national independence', and 'national evolution', together
with words such as 'independence', and 'inevitability'. The critics used words such as
'solidarity', 'history', 'solidness', and 'divisive'. It would appear that the debate is largely
concerned with different issues and evaluations of those issues. While this may be the
case, the national culture of New Zealanders means that an issue must be a serious
threat to the national character, or historical way of doing things, or a protest vote,
before New Zealanders fight to change the status quo. This is an essential aspect in
understanding the lack of public support for republicanism as the imagery that is
associated with a New Zealand republic will be a crucial element in making a change or
maintaining the status quo.

It can be argued, however, that if a referendum on republicanism were to take
place, public apathy in New Zealand may become less of an issue. This point, referring
to constitutional matters in general, was made by Paul Harris. Writing in 1992, he
commented that referendums tend to focus attention:
" ... A referendum on a proposal to change an aspect of the constitution focuses
individuals' attention on the conditions and responsibilities of their citizenship in
ways that are often overlooked. When citizens are invited to decide about a
proposal to change constitutional arrangements in a context in which others are
doing the same, they have the opportunity to consider and debate the basic
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terms of their political association in a way that goes beyond personal or sectoral
advantage" (Simpson 1992, 49).

Republicanism sentiment in New Zealand, therefore, has been affected by the
inability of New Zealanders to get involved in political issues, as well as not
understanding and not being willing to debate, the pros and cons of republicanism when
the perceived benefits in becoming a republic are so uncertain and, in the public's eyes,
so unimportant.

Political Parties

Despite many MPs being 'cautious republicans', no major political party has
adopted republicanism in its manifesto, and very few politicians have publicly supported
it, former National Prime Minister Jim Bolger being clearly the most prominent.
Traditional republican supporters - the left wing - have failed to take up the issue. This
is partly due to public apathy, summed up appropriately by Alliance leader Jim Anderton
in mid-1993 who said that although he has republican sympathies, the issue in his mind
was not a priority (McDonald 1993, 27). The same opinion was expressed by Labour
leader Helen Clark, despite there being more support for a republic in her party than
most observers would be led to believe (McDonald, 27).

Despite the rhetoric and personal views of Prime Minister Jim Bolger, there
appears to be little support within New Zealand's political parties for becoming a
republic, reflecting the high degree of public apathy.

Ironically, the opposing Labour

Party, on an individual level, are more supportive of republicanism than Mr Bolger's own
National Party, reflecting the younger generation coming into power and Labour's
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traditionally more liberal views. Mr Bolger is still seen publicly, however, as the most
vocal supporter of republicanism (Burns 1994a, 19).

The official National Party view is accurately stated by former National President
Geoff Thompson, who said at the 1993 National Party Conference that the party had
decided to oppose any moves for New Zealand to become a republic.
decision was

again

reinforced

in

1998 at the

This policy

Party's national conference.

Republicanism has simply not been an issue for the National Party throughout its recent
history, supporting the conservative nature of most of its members (Hunt 1994, 18).

The official position of both the Labour and Alliance policy on republicanism can
be described as cautious (McDonald 1993, 26-29).

Informally they speak of its

inevitability and, true to their historic roots, promote the ideal of equality through
rejecting an unelected monarch. However, neither party is prepared to publicly support
republicanism.

The New Zealand First Party's position, like a number of its policies, reflects the
attitude of its leader Winston Peters. Simply, it believed in 1993 that if republicanism
was what the people of New Zealand want, then it is what should happen (McDonald
1993, 28). In the 1996 General Election, however, they opposed any moves to make
New Zealand a republic, campaigning on retaining the status qua. Amongst the main
political parties they appear to not be alone on this issue (Fraser 1997). Many New
Zealand politicians privately appear to support a New Zealand republic, and yet publicly
ignore the issue.

Steve Maharey (Labour), and Michael Laws (National and New

Zealand First) have been two recent exceptions (Trainor 1996, 48).
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Given the political history of New Zealand, it could be expected that New
Zealand would slowly move from being supportive of the British monarchy, to
encouraging an independent republic. However, the polls suggest that although New
Zealanders have become more supportive of a New Zealand republic, public opinion
has not matched the more independent direction in which New Zealand has headed in
the last 30 years.

Opinion polls have been carried out monitoring the level of support republicanism
has had in New Zealand.

In November 1973, a Heylon Poll found that 59 per cent

supported the Queen as head of state, with 35 per cent being against and 6 per cent not
knowing. In 1977, the Queen's jubilee year, support for the monarchy soared to 76 per
cent, with 22 per cent against (Heylon 1977). A Royal visit, or something similarly
official, tends to increase the level of support.

In 1993, once the issue of republicanism became a relatively serious issue in the
minds of New Zealanders due to the Prime Minister's statements, the pollsters started
seriously polling the level of public support for republicanism.

On September 10, 1993, an NBR-Consultus Poll was released.

The results

suggested that although republicanism was gaining ground, it still lagged behind the
level of support for a monarchy. When asked: "Do you support or oppose New Zealand
becoming a republic?", the results in April 1993 were: 27 per cent support, 56 per cent
against and 17 per cent don't know.

In August when asked the same question, the
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results were: 23 per cent support, 58 per cent against, and 19 per cent don't knows
(Hunt 1994, 4).

When asked: "Do you approve or disapprove of the royal family?", the results
were, in April 1993, 45 per cent approval, 32 per cent disapproval, and 11 per cent don't
know, and 11 per cent supported some members of the family and not others,
suggesting that on the whole the British Royal Family are generally liked in New Zealand
(Hunt 1994, 4). In August, when asked the same question, respondents gave the royal
family a 51 per cent level of support, with 29 per cent being against and 14 per cent
don't knows. 7 per cent approved of some and not others (Hunt 1994, 6).

An unscientific poll was carried out by Metro magazine in its end of year opinion
polling that same year.

Readers were asked to complete and return questionnaires.

Befitting the liberal nature of the magazine's readership, it was found that 50 per cent of
respondents believed that New Zealand should become a republic.

Metro reported:

"You are exactly evenly divided on whether New Zealand should become a republic"
(Metro 1993, 20).

One of the more scientific polls asking respondents whether they supported a
republic, or the status quo, was carried out by Time-Morgan.

The poll that was

published on February 1, 1994 suggested that: "New Zealanders favour retaining the
monarchy over becoming a republic by more than two to one ... " (Time-Morgan 1994, 6).
The poll, which consisted of face-to-face polling of 1132 people, discovered that 60 per
cent opted for the monarchy, 24 per cent favoured becoming a republic, and 16 per cent
were undecided. The poll found that retaining the monarchy was strongest amongst
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National Party supporters (71 per cent), with support for a republic strongest amongst
Alliance supporters (29 per cent).

Support for a republic was strongest amongst Maori respondents (31 per cent),
although 43 per cent of Maori asked still favoured retaining the monarchy. Those that
favoured the monarchy made comments such as "New Zealand is too small to be
alone," "There is no reason to change," "It's part of our heritage and tradition," and that
they were "Quite happy with the monarchy." The most common responses in favour of
a republic with an elected republic were, "The monarchy is a waste of money," and the
"Monarchy is out of date" (Time-Morgan 1994, 6).

On March 15, 1994, a further NBR-Consultus Poll was released (1994, 18). It
asked the question: "Do you support New Zealand becoming a republic"?

The poll

found that 28 per cent of respondents supported the move, 51 per cent were against it,
and 21 per cent were unsure. This poll indicated that republicanism, compared to the
polls in the year beforehand, had apparently gained in support.

On March 29, 1994, the Sunday Star-Times published an opinion poll that
indicated similar results to that suggested by the Time-Morgan poll (Sunday Star-Times
29 March 1994, C7).

This poll found that only 28 per cent were in favour of New

Zealand moving to a republic, 46 per cent were against New Zealand making the move,
and 26 per cent did not know or care. This poll found that the greatest support for a
republic came from the under 30s, who were split 35 per cent each way, with 30 per
cent not knowing. At the other end of the age divide, 48 per cent of the over-60s came
out against a republic. Women tended to be more opposed to a republic, with 48 per
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cent being against, 23 percent in favour, and a large 29 per cent not knowing or caring.
Men were more evenly split, with 38 per cent in favour, 41 per cent against, and 21 per
cent not knowing.

Geographically, Canterbury voters were the republic's strongest supporters, with
31 per cent in favour, 46 per cent against, and 23 per cent don't knows. Otago voters
showed least support, with 25 per cent in favour, 46 per cent against, and 29 per cent
don't knows. In the Auckland region, 28 per cent didn't know, 44 per cent were against,
and 28 per cent didn't know. Wellington voters were 28 per cent in favour, 49 per cent
against, and 23 per cent didn't know. Most supporters of a republic said that they
wanted change sooner rather than later - 30 per cent preferring it within three years, and
46 per cent by the year 2000. It must be noted that a third of the people polled were
older people, heavily influencing the anti-republican vote.

One of the other major polling firms in New Zealand, Insight, also started to poll
public opinion once the issue was debated seriously. The results found in April 1994
were as follows:

Table 1: Do you support or oppose New Zealand becoming a republic?

Support %

Oppose %

Unsure %

All

28

51

21

Under 30

32

43

25

30-50

32

44

24

Over 50

19

65

16
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Table 2: Main Income Earner
Support%

Oppose%

Unsure%

$15,000 or less

25

59

16

$15-25,000

27

46

27

$25-35,000

25

55

20

$35-45,000

24

52

23

$45-55,000

39

37

23

$55,000 +

41

40

19

Table 3: Political Persuasion
Oppose%

Support%

Unsure%

National Voters

32

48

20

Labour Voters

25

53

22

Alliance Voters

29

50

21

NZ First Voters

36

55

9

(Insight New Zealand 1994, 4).

That same month, voters were asked: "Do you generally approve or disapprove of the
British Royal Family?"

Table 4
Approve

Disapprove

Unsure

All

51

27

13

Under30

8

42

38

30-50

50

27

16

Over 50

59

18

9

(Insight New Zealand 1994, 5; tables reports three 'extreme' opinions leaving out
intermediary options, hence table does not total 100%)
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Time-Morgan continued to poll on the issue.

In May 1994 they asked 693

electors whether the monarchy was very important, fairly important, or not important
(Time-Morgan 1994). Similar questions were asked as to the importance of becoming a
republic, and voters opinion on The Union Jack. The following results were found:

Table 5: Remain a Monarchy

May' 94

Dec' 93

May' 93

Very Important

22%

16%

18%

Fairly Important

29%

29%

31%

Not Important

13%

15%

12%

Table 6: Become a Republic
May' 94

Dec' 93

May' 93

Very Important

3%

4%

4%

Fairly Important

10%

11%

10%

Not Important

8%

9%

10%

Undecided

15%

16%

15%

(Time-Morgan 1994, opinions total 100% over both tables 5 and 6)

Table 7: The Union Jack/New Zealand Flag

May '94

July '93

April '92

Keep It

66%

72%

71%

Take It Out

20%

21%

22%

Undecided

14%

7%

7%

(Time-Morgan 1994).
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Responding to the results, the magazine stated:

"... New Zealanders remain

committed to retaining the nation's traditional ties to the monarchy and keeping the
Union Jack on the flag ... ". Although New Zealand has made significant moves to
become independent, and has achieved this aim as much as is possible in an interdependent world, the reason why New Zealand politicians have not embraced
republicanism pertains to the low level of support for republicanism. New Zealand may
be a free nation, although its citizens do not wish to reflect this constitutionally.

Conclusion

It would appear that active citizen involvement in New Zealand is less likely than
in other countries and, although interested, New Zealanders are not prone, nor
encouraged, to become involved in issues that are not pragmatic. Republicanism in
New Zealand has been, and is currently, supported by a minority of the New Zealand
population, although a majority suggest that New Zealand will become a republic in the
next half century. More liberal voters, on the whole, tend to support a New Zealand
republic as opposed to conservative voters who oppose it.

Connected with this,

republicanism is supported by northern voters more than southern voters.

At the

moment, lower-earning voters tend to support a republic more than high-earning voters
do, and yet there is a groundswell of professional, young, political right wingers, who are
likely to be a driving force for New Zealand to become a republic.

Because of this low level of public support, national politicians have been on the
whole slow to support the issue publicly, despite many privately being in favour. The
respective positions of their political parties is also cautious, with no major New Zealand
political party choosing to endorse it. This low level of support for republicanism does
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not entirely answer why New Zealanders have failed to debate republicanism. There
are some important characteristics of the New Zealand psyche that suggest why the
issue has not been seriously discussed.

New Zealanders are a people that appear to care about issues on a national
level that affect them. Despite the belief by New Zealanders in certain causes, they
appear to be reluctant to become directly involved. Part of the reason is the nature of
the news media in New Zealand, which instils a sense of 'passive involvement', where
New Zealanders can feel they are participating, and that issues about which they feel
strongly are being addressed, all from the comfort of their living rooms.

New

Zealander's lack of passion for the issue of republicanism is due to a range of factors, of
which the politically/constitutionally apathetic nature of the average New Zealander is a
significant component.
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Chapter VI
New Zealand's Immigration Policy
- the effect on New Zealand's homogeneity and on republicanism sentiment.

In examining why New Zealand has not become a republic, this chapter outlines
New Zealand's immigration policy and the move from a predominately pro-Anglo-Saxon
policy to a wider, more open criteria that encouraged other races to settle in New
Zealand.

This chapter then examines the effect this policy history has had on

republicanism sentiment.

This thesis has noted that the make-up of New Zealand's population has been,
and is still, remarkably homogenous, and which is reflected in and reinforced by British
symbolism throughout New Zealand society.
Zealand's immigration policy.

This has been largely copied in New

New Zealand's immigration policy has had big effects

throughout New Zealand society, beyond the issue of republicanism. It is noticeable
that when New Zealand's immigration has been dramatically altered, it has inevitably led
to political controversy. There are two good examples of this.

The 1972-75 third Labour Government continued the trend established in the
economically prosperous 1960s when open access to New Zealand was provided for
Pacific Islanders in the hope that they would provide much needed labour for growing
New Zealand industries (Sinclair 1991, 330). The decision to allow an enlarged Pacific
Island labour force led to many over-stayers. This irritated many New Zealanders, and
led to a crack-down when the National Party came to power in 1975, and resulted in the
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controversial 'dawn raids', which saw many of these over-stayers prosecuted for their
actions. New Zealand's immigration policy became a 'political football', with the National
Party playing on the fears of many New Zealanders and carrying out their promise on
winning power.

Secondly, in the later stages of the 1993-96 National Government's term, the
decision to allow an increase in migrants, predominately Asian migrants with the
necessary finance and the education to make a positive economic contribution to New
Zealand society, led to a back-lash within New Zealand. This led to greater support for
the New Zealand First Party, led by Winston Peters, and to the establishment of an antiimmigrant organisation, 'Kiwis Against Further Immigration', designed to promote the
rights of 'native' New Zealanders and which resembled Le Pen's National Front in
France (Brooking and Rabel 1995, 47).

On the face of it, New Zealand's immigration policy has little to do with
republicanism. It has, however, had a big impact on the lack of republican sentiment in
New Zealand. A country with a homogenous population and a homogenous immigration
policy is clearly far less likely to alter its way of thinking. It is therefore appropriate to
briefly examine New Zealand's immigration policy before examining its effect on
republicanism sentiment.

New Zealand's Immigration Policy

Before 1945, New Zealand's immigration policy was a reflection of a postcolonial country inviting like-minded and culturally similar individuals to bolster its
population. As in Australia, a 'white New Zealand policy' was quickly developed and
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implemented. The original charter for immigration into New Zealand was the preamble
of the Treaty of Waitangi. The English version of the Treaty stated that Her Majesty
Queen Victoria of the United Kingdom:
" ... has deemed it necessary, in consequence of the great number of Her
Majesty's subjects who have already settled in New Zealand, and the rapid
extension of emigration from both Europe and Australia which is still in progress,
to constitute and appoint a functionary properly authorised to treat with the
aborigines of New Zealand" (Methodist and Presbyterian Public Questions
Committee Occasional Paper 1994, 2).

This 'Britain of the South' policy was vigorously enforced by New Zealand
politicians.

For example, George Grey, Governor 1845-1853 and 1861-1867, was

'religiously devoted' to the ideal of making New Zealand a replica of England in the
South Pacific.

He believed that the Anglo-Saxon face was the noblest, and had a

grandiose plan of "breeding a superior race in the country (Sinclair 1991, 217)."

The

late nineteenth century was a time when New Zealand was slowly acquiring a national
identity and white racial superiority was unquestioned. As Ip has written: " ... in the age of
evangelism, any non-Christian, non-white, non-European culture or race was despised.
The Chinese were deemed 'unassimilable"' (1990, 17). Thus, the New Zealand that the
Chinese and other immigrant settlers found was one of discrimination against any nonBritish race or nationality. As New Zealand was developing its own national identity, and
clinging to anything reflecting their British heritage, those that suffered were the settlers
from other non-British nations.

It is not surprising that the immigrants had trouble

identifying with an independent New Zealand, let alone wishing to turn against this
British heritage.
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Brooking and Rabel suggest that in the early stages of New Zealand's history,
New Zealand's immigration policy was largely favourable to Protestant Anglo-Celts,
apart from a preference for Scandinavian and German bush fellers in the 1870s:
" ... in short, New Zealand was viewed by successive governments as a Utopia for
the chosen few; preferably white, Protestant Britons" (1995, 23).

This inherent 'Great Britain of the south' tag was similarly applied to immigrants.
Malcolm McKinnon has written that New Zealand's immigration policy has ensured that
Britons have had to have a specific reason to be denied permission to enter New
Zealand, while other immigrants have had to have good reason to enter (1996, 12).
Indeed, British subjects could be naturalised in any British dominion or territory (1996,
14).

Despite New Zealand's immigration policy being predominately Anglo-British, a

flow of other migrants did arrive in New Zealand. They were largely speculators; the
Irish and Chinese gold-miners being examples (Brooking and Rabel 1995, 24). Where
the New Zealand Government accepted minorities, they were largely for temporary
labour and not for firm and final settlement. This often led to an uproar within colonial
New Zealanders, with the Chinese especially suffering from this prejudice (Vasil and
Yoon 1996, 40 ).

New Zealand's immigration policy has been closely connected with economic
goals and considerations (McKinnon 1996, 13).

For example, during the 1930s,

economic depression and the lack of work for New Zealand labour meant that any
immigration, whether or not it was British, was frowned upon (Brooking and Rabel 1995,
24). Change in immigration policy occurred eventually because it was perceived that
New Zealand's labour needs would not be able to be fulfilled by New Zealand's existing
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population. Recommendations from the Government's Dominion Population Committee
in 1946 suggested that immigrants should be chosen on their 'occupational aptitudes'. It
was still believed, however, that British immigrants would settle into New Zealand
culture better than any other, despite Great Britain itself suffering from a post-war labour
shortage (Thomson and Trlin 1970, 11-12).

The pro-British immigration push is

demonstrated by an internal memorandum produced by the Department of External
Affairs in 1953:
" ... our immigration is based firmly on the principle that we are and intend to
remain a country of European development. It is inevitability discriminatory
against Asians - indeed against all persons who are not wholly of European race
or colour. Whereas we have done much to encourage immigration from Europe,
we do everything to discourage it from Asia" (Brooking and Rabel 1995, 39).

The principles suggested by the Population Committee guided New Zealand's
immigration policy over the next two decades, with emphasis placed firmly on the British
immigrant and, to a lesser extent, immigrants from Northern European countries
(Brooking and Rabel 1995, 39).

However, despite the advantages of having extra

labour, the influx of immigrants has often been used by opposition parties for political
gain. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the National Party made immigration a major
issue in 1975, while Winston Peters used immigration as a means of criticising the ruling
National Party in 1996.

It was in the late 1960s that New Zealand moved away, albeit unintentionally,
from having an immigration policy that was totally pro-British (Brooking and Rabel, 39).
European countries still provided the bulk of these immigrants, however, and Asian
immigrants were still seen as being taboo.

The connection between New Zealand's
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immigration policy and New Zealand's economic policy was clear, as traditionally has
been the case throughout its history: when New Zealand required labour in prosperous
economic times, New Zealand's immigration policy became more liberal and based
mostly on economic, as opposed to cultural, factors. Likewise, when the New Zealand
economy contracted, as it did in 1968, the screws were metaphorically tightened and
those immigrants who had come to New Zealand during prosperous times were now
frowned upon (Brooking and Rabel 1995, 42). Therefore, it was not necessarily a case
of the decision-makers from the 1950s onward wanting to keep New Zealand
homogenous, rather their decisions being dictated by economic motives.

There were still changes in New Zealand's immigration policy taking place
however.

At the start of the 1960s the Immigration Amendment Act 1961 was

introduced and which saw non-New Zealand citizens (other than Australians) including
Britons and Irish of European descent, required to have a permit before entering New
Zealand (McKinnon 1996, 41 ).

By the 1970s, with New Zealand's continuing

independent development and Great Britain's entry into the , European Economic
Community market occurring, changes in New Zealand's immigration policy had to take
place.

British favouritism had been replaced by a more realistic set of immigration

policies encouraging fairness in selection criteria.

With the advent of Norman Kirk's

Labour Government in 1972, New Zealand's immigration policy changed further
(Brooking and Rabel 1995, 43). Kirk gave a hint of the changes that were to take place
in 1971 when he said that the country required an immigration policy based on equality
and ignoring questions of race, colour, and religion (1995, 43).

Kirk was true to his

word, and in 1974 announced that henceforth there would be no discrimination against
potential migrants on racial grounds, although in reality there was little change before
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the 1975 election, despite the automatic right of British citizens to enter New Zealand
being dropped in 1974 (1995, 43). All British applicants for permanent entry previously
had to be between the ages of 18 and 45 years, of sound physical and mental health,
and, if married, have no more than four dependent children.

Between 1975 and 1978 a new immigration policy emerged. Robert Muldoon
and the National Party campaigned in 1975 on stopping and cleaning up the number of
over-stayers, especially in Auckland. When Muldoon and National gained power, steps
were taken to forcefully tighten the guidelines for permanent entry into New Zealand
(Sinclair 1991, 317). The effect of these measures and the economic downturn on New
Zealand's overall immigration was dramatic, and in the late 1970s New Zealand suffered
a net migration loss (Sinclair 1991, 317). During this time, the public's perception of
immigrants changed somewhat, albeit slowly. Greater patience, greater tolerance, and
greater understanding slowly came about, sowing the seeds of a multicultural New
Zealand.

Further major changes took place in New Zealand in the 1990s. The decade has
seen the rise of Asian immigration, often leading to conflict with some New Zealanders
who resent the perceived success and hard-working attitude of the Asian settlers. With
the loosening of the immigration laws, Asian investment and cultural diversification
became an important part of New Zealand culture, especially in the more northern parts.
Although it is too early to predict what impact this Asian influence has had on New
Zealand republican sentiment in the short-term, it is likely to play an important role in
any future republican debate, for the greater diversity of the local community, the less
likely the amount of support for the pro-British status quo. Reforms in the early 1990s
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have seen skills and money, as opposed to race, become the major criteria for entry into
New Zealand (McKinnon 1996, 55).

Where once immigrants were certain to be

supportive of New Zealand retaining a constitutional monarchy, in 1999 there would be a
far greater chance that they would be republicans, wanting to settle in a new, free land.
As in Australia, many immigrants believe it odd that New Zealand is an independent
nation with a colonial head of state.

As the diversity of immigrants entering New

Zealand increases, further questions will undoubtedly be asked as to the future direction
in which New Zealand is to head constitutionally. New Zealand's immigration policy post
World War II has, therefore, moved significantly from the British model, to a larger
European model, to the current model, which is based on economic need and on skill,
rather than on cultural or racial preference.

Immigration Policy and Republicanism

The effect that New Zealand's immigration policy has had on republicanism
sentiment has been dramatic and, until this point in time, under-stated.

Up until the

early 1970s, most immigrants to New Zealand did not possess any significant republican
sentiment.

Most immigrants were indeed of British heritage, and they continued to

foster the close tie between the two nations. Those non-British immigrants who entered
New Zealand were assimilated into the New Zealand culture, with only the Asians,
because of their distinctive features, standing out.

The main reasons why republican sentiment did not develop within these new
immigrants were, firstly, the small number of immigrants that were coming into New
Zealand and, secondly, the New Zealand they found when they arrived. It is a common
phenomenon of most racial groups to congregate in close-knit quarters in a city (for
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example, 'Chinatowns' are common throughout most of the larger immigrant cities in the
world, as are Italian, French, and Polish settlements).

The main reason similar

settlements did not, and have not, been formed in New Zealand has largely been due to
size. A good example of the problems immigrants have faced in New Zealand can be
seen in the case of Chinese immigrants.

Congregated in one area (Otago) in the early stages of their immigration to New
Zealand, the Chinese did not assimilate into New Zealand society and custom.
Alexander Don stated in his 1903 report, New Zealand: Her Chinese and Other
Immigrants:

" ... our Chinese do not seem to be denationalised at all by their residence in the
colony. I do not know any who have cut off their queues. Some there are who
dress themselves out in English names and try to ape the foreigner, but the
majority of their countrymen look at these with contempt" (1903, 6).

In the early stages of their arrival in New Zealand the Chinese were centralised,
mainly around the Goldfields of Central Otago, and clearly discriminated against
(McKinnon 1996, 27). When the Chinese population dispersed at the end of the goldrush, those Chinese who remained in New Zealand settled in various cities throughout
New Zealand, their lack of numbers meaning that they had no choice but to assimilate
into the New Zealand community. The law in many respects gave them no choice. The
probation of naturalisation of all Chinese residents in New Zealand from 1908 onwards
ensured that it would undoubtedly have been in the best interests of the Chinese to
keep a low profile (1996, 27). The plight of the Chinese in New Zealand was also not
helped by the overwhelmingly male-dominated population (1996, 31).

At the 1916

Census there were 1,933 Chinese men and just 79 Chinese women, plus another 84
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men and 51 women who were identified as 'half-caste' (1996, 31 ). Given those barriers
it was surprising that any Chinese stayed in New Zealand at all. They did, however, and
many prospered.

Stuart Greif wrote in 1974 of his amazement at how quickly the

Chinese had assimilated into New Zealand. He suggests it was due to the New Zealand
culture:
" ... I was initially shocked at the rapid pace of the blind assimilation of the
Chinese into New Zealand British life ... I can now see the reasons for
succumbing to the temptation of joining the good life as characterised by the
welfare state, the beer flagon, football and summer at Christmas" (Greif 1974, 8).

Despite the obvious attraction of the New Zealand lifestyle, including the much
loved space, the reality of this assimilation was that there were so few Chinese in New
Zealand, and those Chinese that did settle were dispersed throughout New Zealand,
mainly urban, society. This was also reflected by the Chinese response to learning the
language. By the 1970s, use of the Chinese language by the Chinese was in decline
and many Chinese children were exposed to the Chinese language only by
. grandparents and other elderly relatives. Connections at school meant that the learning
of English as a first language was a necessity. This assimilation of the Chinese into
New Zealand society often led to problems with older generations, ·although the pattern
was very clear. Greif sums up the reasons for this:
" ... there being no Chinatown, any association with Chinese outside of relatives is
strictly voluntary. Many young Chinese today prefer to know few Chinese, and
they choose their friends and eventually their spouses on the basis of their
assimilation or acculturation. Few Chinese youths today would willingly associate
with a Chinese immigrant and would have nothing more in common than the
colour of their skin" (1974, 10).
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The Chinese that entered New Zealand adopted the customs, clothing, and
lifestyles of New Zealanders.

If there had been a larger number of Chinese in New

Zealand, as in the United States, Chinatowns might have been established, customs
kept and practised regularly, Chinese clothing maintained, and a Chinese lifestyle
enforced on the young. Instead of showing loyalty to the British Crown (and the New
Zealand Chinese did on the whole support Crown initiatives and war efforts), the loyalty
might have been to the state of New Zealand. Likewise, questions might have been
raised, as they were in Australia, about why New Zealand, an inter-dependent and
sovereign state, had a foreign head of state as its own. As it was, the lack of a Chinese
community and assimilation of Chinese descendants into New Zealand society left
republican sentiment almost non-existent, as it was throughout the New Zealand they
arrived in.

Had any substantial number of Chinese, or any other race for that matter, settled
in New Zealand and developed a large community then it is likely that a greater
republican sentiment would have developed, as it did with the Irish Catholics in
Australia. This would have been the case in New Zealand particularly if the Irish had
been as predominant as, say, the Scottish were. With their contempt for the English, a
firm republican tradition might have been established. It would likely have gone together
with a strong Labour Party association, as it again did in Australia, and eventually
become a political issue.

Conclusion

Republicanism was literally non-existent to immigrants because the New Zealand
that they found was largely colonial. In the early stages of this century especially, New
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Zealand was seen as being the 'Britain of the South', in other words it was merely a
British community situated in the South Pacific. Immigrants who came to New Zealand,
especially those with European backgrounds in royalty, had an established view that
entering New Zealand was entering a Pacific version of England. It would have been
inappropriate, and totally unrealistic, for them to suggest that New Zealand should
become a republic. Unlike Australia, which had a firm Irish republican tradition, New
Zealand was on the whole largely colonial.

The other aspect of New Zealand culture that needs to be mentioned is that
Maori were anything but republicans.

Not only had the Maori signed the Treaty of

Waitangi with the monarch, cementing their relationship and belief in the monarch, but
the Maori themselves were proud of their own monarch, the Maori Queen, and
understood the importance of monarchy in society (Trainor 1996, 115). Not only were
the Maori non-republican, but they were amongst the monarch's biggest supporters, and
it is appropriate to note that in the 1990s it is sections of the Maori community who are
suggesting that New Zealand should not become a republic because of the
responsibilities of the Crown under the Treaty of Waitangi.

With neither Maori nor

British immigrants supportive of a New Zealand republic, it was hardly surprising that
other immigrants were also apathetic.

The second major reason that a lack of diversification in immigration policy has
affected republican sentiment pertains to the New Zealand that most immigrants found.
The New Zealand that the immigrants arrived in, whether it be in the 1890s, the 1920s,
or even the 1960s, was, as has been found earlier in this thesis, a New Zealand full of
British symbolism, custom, and action.

Being small in population, and being in a
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community that was so decidedly British in its approach and custom, meant that any
republican outlook was quickly quashed. When in New Zealand, the saying could go, do
as the New Zealanders do. This was reflected in the official view of Chinese immigrants
by the New Zealand decision-makers.

Given that previous generations of immigrants into New Zealand were not
interested in republicanism, and that the numbers were relatively small, what have been
the views of their sons, daughters, grandsons, and granddaughters on republicanism?
The younger generation of Asian immigrants are unique in the sense that immigrants
from other nations, such as from Europe, have in many cases married New Zealanders,
meaning that the children of these relationships are New Zealanders, despite having
European blood. Other Asian immigrants who have been allowed to enter New Zealand
through the relaxation of the mid-1990s immigration laws have, in many respects,
swamped Asian settlers in New Zealand.

As it pertains to this issue, the reaction of the new immigrant Asian into New
Zealand has been two-fold, and distinct from that of the Asian settlers earlier this
century. Either the Asian immigrant in the 1990s retains his or her own heritage, and
ignores their New Zealand surroundings, or becomes assimilated into, and accepts,
New Zealand culture. The large number of new Asian immigrants in New Zealand in the
last nine years suggests that new Asian areas are developing, merely because the
number of Asian immigrants is rising and individual communities are being developed.
Where in the past Asian immigrants were dispersed, these communities in both
Wellington and Auckland especially, are now developing cultural and social hearts.
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As this thesis has found, there is a widespread amount of British symbolism
within New Zealand society. Asians, like all immigrants, are affected by this and see
New Zealand as being a post-colonial British nation and at the very least as being
European. New immigrants are therefore affected in two ways: they either assimilate
into New Zealand society, which reinforces British symbolism, or they entrench their own
cultural identification. As for the children of immigrants, the only thing that they have in
common with the new immigrants is the colour of their skin. Although cultural heritage
could be added to this, the point is that immigrant New Zealanders brought with them
aspects of their own culture, but their own children were born New Zealanders and
adopted the New Zealand characteristics which were themselves non-republican. Of
course, not all immigrants assimilated into New Zealand culture. Those that didn't, such
as the Pacific Islanders to a large degree, played a limited active role in New Zealand
political affairs, reflected in the lack of Pacific Island representation in the New Zealand
Parliament.

Overall, therefore, the immigrants that have entered New Zealand have largely
been so few in number that they have had virtually no effect on any republican
sentiment in New Zealand. Although change in New Zealand's immigration policy has
taken place, allowing the diversification of people coming into New Zealand, any effect
on a developing republican sentiment has been slow.

Now immigrant numbers are

increasing, migrant communities in New Zealand's larger cities are likely to grow and
republican sentiment fostered. Thus it is a major question for the future. The lack of
immigrants in sufficient numbers, in comparison with Australia for example, indicates
why this is a significant factor and part of the explanation why New Zealand does not
have an equivalent republican movement.
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Chapter VII
Legal Considerations, the Alternatives and the Power of the Monarchy

An important reason why New Zealand has not seriously debated republicanism
is the perceived legal and constitutional problems that would need to be faced if New
Zealand became a republic. This chapter starts by outlining the legal role of the
monarch and the Governor-General in New Zealand, before examining how difficult it
would be for New Zealand to become a republic and the alternatives available to some
of the problems suggested in the literature.

Republicanism has received minority

support from not just the general populous, but from academic and constitutional
experts.

The main reason why most New Zealand theorists reject republicanism

pertains to the constitutional and legal problems that would emerge. This despite the
fact that the role of both the Governor-General and monarch in New Zealand
constitutional life appear to be largely symbolic.

To begin with, the nature of New Zealand's Constitution must be noted.
According to Professor Brookfield, up until 1947 and the adoption of the Statue of
Westminster, New

Zealand was a colonial legislature subordinate to the British

Parliament (Simpson 1992, 8). Brookfield argues that the powers of the New Zealand
are essentially the same as those of the British Parliament, the features being that both
are sovereign, supreme legislatures, unconstrained by a written constitution and widely
able to pass whatever laws it sees fit.

Brookfield writes as in Great Britain, New
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Zealand executive governs on the advice of Ministers commanding a majority in and
responsible to a popularly elected House of representatives of the people.

The Monarch and the Governor General

Constitutionally and legally, New Zealand has always had a close relationship
with the British Crown. Part of the reason for New Zealand's tidy political environment is
that it derived its notions of representation, choice of governments, and popular
sovereignty, together with the idea of party as the means to organise coherent political
choices, from the British settlers (Gold 1989, 15). On January 14, 1840, New Zealand
adopted a ready-made set of laws from Great Britain. All the statutes in force in Great
Britain, as far as they were applicable to New Zealand conditions, became part of New
Zealand's statute law.

Included in this were the Magna Carta and the Bill of Rights

(1688). Technically, New Zealand has had full law-making powers since 1947 and the
adoption of the Statute of Westminster.

Since the commencement of the Constitution Act (1986) on January 1, 1987,
only three seminal Acts of the Parliament of Great Britain have been retained as part of
the law of New Zealand (Brookfield 1995, 314). Those are the Constitution Act (1852),
the Statute of Westminster (1931), and the New Zealand Constitutional Amendment Act
(1947) confirming the Statue of Westminster. Importantly, section two and three of the
Constitution Act (1986) set out the exact role of the monarch in New Zealand. They
read:

"2. Head of State
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(1) The Sovereign in right of New Zealand is the Head of State of New Zealand,
and shall be known by the royal style and titles proclaimed from time to time.
(2) The Governor-General appointed by the Sovereign is the Sovereign's
representative in New Zealand.

"3. Exercise of royal powers by the sovereign or the Governor-General
(1) Every power conferred on the Governor-General by or under any Act is a
royal power which is exercisable by the Governor-General on behalf of the
Sovereign, and may accordingly be exercised either by the Sovereign in person
or by the Governor-General.
(2) Every reference in any Act to the Governor-General in Council or any other
like expression includes a reference to the Sovereign acting by and with the
advice and consent of the Executive Council" (Joseph 1993, 133).

The Crown, therefore, is the monarch or their representative.

Joseph

summarises New Zealand's situation accurately: "... the Sovereign is then, in law and
fact, the Crown personified. But it is not enough to say that the Crown is, in law, nothing
more nor less than the Royal person" (Cooke 1992, 32-33). It is interesting to note that
the language of the act states that without question the monarch is head of state in New
Zealand, while at the same time it eliminates the application of British Acts. It is as if the
Act is slowly pushing towards independence, without taking it in both hands and
embracing it. Sir Robin Cooke believes that despite the Constitution Act, New Zealand
still remains a legal possession of the Crown:
" ... it is a fact of history which no piece of paper, however impressive its New
Zealand origins, can of itself change" (1992, 34).

Despite having legal independence since 1947, in 1999 it still could not be said
that New Zealand is constitutionally free. Imported British legal links still exist and give
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authority to English judgements. The use of the Judicial Committee of the British Privy
Council is still New Zealand's final court of appeal and New Zealand Judges
occasionally sit on the Council (Mulgan 1994, 62).

The British connection is also

symbolically significant in the continued retention of the British monarch as head of
state. Mulgan has said of New Zealand's constitutional structure " ... as an offshoot of the
British constitution, has had, and continues to have great strength. By encouraging
constitutional development without radical structural change it has shown itself to be
highly flexible and capable of being adapted to changing political circumstance without
major disruptance" (1994, 62). And that it may not all be positive: "... in addition, the
residual clinging to British forms and traditions may hinder New Zealanders' perceptions
of themselves and others' perceptions of them, as a genuinely independent nation"
(Mulgan 1994, 63). Mulgan makes a valid point; New Zealand has continued to develop
constitutionally within the bounds of its own historical constitutional set-up.

In other

words, New Zealand's independent legal outlook has continued despite being legally
hamstrung by its apparatus.

New Zealand's relationship with the monarch has traditionally been strong and
dutiful. The Queen of Great Britain and the Governor-General, however, do not play an
active part in New Zealand politics, or the functioning of New Zealand's government
(Gold 1989, 46). The New Zealand Government is administered in Her Majesty's name,
and the administration remains in the hands of the elected Government of the day and
the Governor-General. The monarch's representative is still connected, financially at
least, to the people of New Zealand. The Governor-General is paid from public monies,
and is exempt from income tax (Joseph 1993, 530-531). Former Governor-Generals
receive an annuity for life, as do their partners, unless they remarry.
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The terms 'the Crown' and 'Her Majesty the Queen' have been used together
throughout New Zealand's history (Joseph 1993, 491 ). The Crown embraces more than
the Royal personage, for the Sovereign is also legally and constitutionally head of state.
Lord Morris summed up the Crown's personality in Town Investments v. Department of
Environment (1978), when he remarked:

"... the expression 'the Crown' may sometimes be used to designate Her Majesty
in a purely personal capacity. It may sometimes be used to designate Her
Majesty in her capacity as head of the Commonwealth. It may sometimes be
used to designate Her Majesty in her capacity as the constitutional Monarch of
the United Kingdom .... (in addition) the expression may sometimes be used in a
somewhat broad sense in reference to the functions of government and the
public administration" (Town Investments v. Department of Education 1978,
359).

For many years republicanism proponents in New Zealand and Australia have
suggested that confusion often reigned when the Queen spoke. Was she speaking as
Queen of Great Britain, .Queen of Australia, Queen of New Zealand or Queen of the
Commonwealth? It is the case, in practical terms, that the monarch normally acts as
either Queen of Great Britain or Queen of the Commonwealth, depending on the
situation.

For example, when the Queen is opening or closing the Commonwealth

Games, she will be appearing as head of the Commonwealth, while if she is visiting the
United States, the likelihood is that she is representing the people of Great Britain as
their monarch. Very rarely would she act as Queen of New Zealand. One of the few
situations could be if she happened to be in New Zealand at the time of a constitutional
crisis, although it is likely that most New Zealanders would expect the Governor-General
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to take control, while keeping the monarch informed on events.

In almost every

circumstance the monarch would operate through the Governor-General.

Legally, it was individual nationhood within the Commonwealth that forced the
concept of a separate and divisible Crown (Joseph 1993, 492).

Through the

independent dominions, the one-time imperial unity of the Crown gave way to plurality.
The Royal Style and Titles Act (1953, UK) recognised the authority of the Queen to

adopt by proclamation separate titles for Great Britain and those other territories,
including New Zealand, for whose foreign relations the British Government took
responsibility. On New Zealand's enactment of the Royal Titles Act (1953), it agreed to
the adoption of the following styles in relation to New Zealand: "... Elizabeth the Second,
by the Grace of God of the United Kingdom, New Zealand and Her Other Realms and
Territories Queen, Head of the Commonwealth, Defender of the faith" (Joseph 1993,
122). In 1974, for the greater recognition of New Zealand nationhood, the New Zealand
Parliament revoked the appellation and substituted the current Royal style and titles:
"... Elizabeth the Second, by the Grace of God Queen of New Zealand and Her
Other Realms and Territories, Head of the Commonwealth, Defender of the
Faith" (1993, 122).

The definitive case as to the difference between the Queen of Great Britain and
the Queen of New Zealand came in 1985 (Joseph 1993, 493). Re Ashman and Best
(1985) stated that the Royal Titles Act ( 1974) established in law that the Queen of New
Zealand was a different entity from the Queen of Great Britain, although she was the
same person.

The change to a more nationalistic and individual interpretation was

gradually occurring.

From a legal point of view, although a degree of confusion still
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exists between which law (British or New Zealand) is followed by New Zealand courts,
the situation was clarified in 1988 with Attorney-General for the United Kingdom v
Wellington Newspapers Ltd (1988), commonly referred to as the Spycatchers case

(Joseph 1993, 493). A concurrence of opinion between Viscount Simonds and Lord
Denning prevented the New Zealand Courts from giving special consideration in security
matters to the British Government, unless the New Zealand Government unlocked the
way by giving access to the New Zealand Courts by endorsing the action.

The Governor-General

An important way of retaining the monarch's presence in New Zealand has been
through ensuring that the powers of the Governor-General were maintained. Until 1917
the Crown's representative in New Zealand was designated 'the Governor' (Mulgan
1994, 52). The change to the term Governor-General was later made for practical, as
opposed to legal, reasons as it was a confusing term in both Australia and Canada with
their Lieutenant Governors and State Governors.

The Governor-General in New

Zealand has extensive powers under Clause X of the Letters Patent, which include the
appointment of all Royal Officers, including Ministers and members of the Executive
Council, judges, and Royal commissioners (Joseph 1993, 558).

The Governor-General also has the title of Commander-in-Chief, although it is
not clear what the exact powers of the Governor-General are with regards to the New
Zealand armed forces. The Defence Act (1990) gives an indication:
" ... 6. Further powers of Governor-General - (1) The Governor-General, by virtue
of being Commander-in-Chief of New Zealand, shall have such powers and may
exercise and discharge such duties and obligations relating to any armed forces
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raised and maintained under... this Act as pertain to the office of Commander-inChief' (Joseph 1993, 563).

Under s. 5, the Governor-General is empowered in the name of the Sovereign to
maintain armed forces for the defence of the nation and to assist in civil emergencies
(Gold 1989, 254 ). In terms of foreign relations, New Zealand's actions are conducted in
the name of the Crown under the prerogative of the Minister of External Relations, and
Trade and Foreign Affairs (Joseph 1993, 560-561). The External Relations Act (1988)
established authorities for facilitating the conduct of New Zealand's foreign relations, but
by virtue of the prerogative, expressly allows the Government to retain power.

This

prerogative covers much the same ground as an 'act of state' and includes such aspects
of foreign affairs as the making of treaties with other states, becoming signatories to
various conventions, sending and receiving diplomatic representatives, the recognition
of foreign states and governments, the annexation and cession of territory, declarations
of war and peace, and obtaining the extradition of nationals abroad for offences
committed in New Zealand.

New Zealand Honours have traditionally been conferred by the Sovereign on the
advice of the Prime Minister, and normally announced on the occasion of the
Sovereign's birthday - Queen's Birthday - and in the New Year.

The cabinet's

Appointments and Honours Committee considers all recommendations for Honours from
a list of nominations selected by the Honours Secretariat of the Cabinet Office. Any
person may submit a nomination to the Cabinet Office, or by writing to the Prime
Minister, any government Minister, or Member of Parliament (Cabinet Office Manual,
1991 ).

The reality of New Zealand's traditional honours system is, however, one of
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party favouritism and MP discretion. An MP will put forward a number of nominations
each year to the Cabinet Office, often after the recommendation of a member of the
public, who may themselves put forward a name for consideration. Often the Cabinet
Office will then ask the respective MP to rank in order of preference their choice for
honours.

It is in this situation that MPs have a great deal of discretion in selecting

persons who they believe are the most worthwhile. Often there is a clear correlation
between whom they put forward and who has done the most for them or their respective
party. It is a similar situation in the election of Justices of the Peace. There are also a
wide number of awards given in various services which are all carried out in the name of
the Sovereign, ranging from the judiciary through to the fire service (Joseph 1993, 569).

Regardless of their power, the Government generally makes the selection of
appropriate individuals to the post of Governor-General.

The Governor-General is

appointed by the Queen on the advice of her New Zealand Ministers (Gold 1989, 61).
This was recommended after the 1930 Imperial Conference, but occurred after serious
consultation with the Crown. It would be highly unusual for the monarch to turn down a
person nominated by the Government, and it has yet to happen.

As New Zealand

continued to grow in its identity, the matter changed from being a practical measure, to a
mere formality, continued out of colonial tradition, finally ending in 1973 (Upton 1994, 8).

Simon Upton has suggested that the office should be kept as non-political as
possible (1994, 8). The reality is that since the appointment of Sir Keith Holyoake - a
former National Party Prime Minister - in 1977, citizens with a political background have
largely inhabited the office.

Sir Paul Reeves and Dame Catherine Tizard both had

obvious Labour Party ties, while it could be argued that former High Court Judge, Sir
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Michael Hardie-Boys' political affiliations, despite not being overtly known, would be
more National than Labour. Andrew Stockley writes that the partisanship issue has the
potential to be dangerous (Trainor 1996, 88).

If the Governor-General ever had to

dissolve a Government, or in an MMP age make a controversial decision, a lack of
confidence may prevail. As yet, however, it has not made a great deal of difference.

Powers of the Monarchy

When examining the powers of the Monarch, or their representative in New
Zealand, it is necessary to examine the issue in several ways. Firstly there is the legal
context. What powers does the Monarch have in New Zealand legally? Secondly there
is the practical context. What happens in reality? Does the monarch use the powers
that they have? The third issue is that if the monarch does not use these powers, is it
any less important to the nation?

The Governor-General does have important ceremonial and legal roles in New
Zealand society. One of the most obvious is to provide the Royal Assent to Bills before
they become law (Gold 1989, 55-56).

Although this aspect of New Zealand's

constitutional life is among the most ceremonial, it is also an important factor in the
relationship between the monarch and New Zealand. Given that the Governor-General
has the power to provide the Royal assent, it also means that the monarch's
representative has also the power to refuse the assent (Joseph 1993, 596).

No

Governor-General would, however, refuse the Royal assent contrary to Ministerial
advice, except under the most extraordinary circumstances.
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Joseph states the Royal assent is an historical function, which remains the
Crown's, irrespective of the statutory foundations of the New Zealand Parliament (1993,
596). Such power remains, in legal terms at least, authoritative, despite not being used.
Also of particular relevance in the current New Zealand legal system is the GovernorGeneral's Prerogative of Mercy (1993, 572-574). Some theorists have called it "a safety
net", or a constitutional safeguard against mistakes. Clause XI of the Letters Patent
delegates this prerogative in New Zealand and, without limiting the authority conferred,
authorises the Governor-General to pardon any convicted person or grant a respite of .
the execution of a sentence or remit the whole or any part of any sentence.

Under

Article 5 of the Bill of Rights (1688), every convicted person has the right to petition the
Crown for mercy.

The most likely use of this particular power is for the Governor-

General, on view of the facts and with adequate legal representation and advice, to call
for a public inquiry to investigate again the facts of the case. Where a convicted person
is granted an unconditional (or free) pardon, s. 407 of the Crimes Act (1961) deems the
person never to have committed the offence. Thus the respective person can never
again be charged with the offence. An important legal right thus rests with the Crown,
and its importance in the overall make-up of the New Zealand constitutional picture
cannot be underestimated, as symbolically and legally it gives, in many respects, the
British Crown ultimate power.

Practically, the role of the Governor-General has potentially increased with New
Zealand's introduction of the Mixed Member Proportional System of representation,
accepted by a majority of the voting New Zealand public in 1993 and brought into effect
for the 1996 general election. The prerogative of calling on a party leader to form a
government (normally a coalition) has increased to the point where the role could very
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well become from time to time something of a 'constitutional umpire'. Indeed, it is the
Governor-General who dissolves Parliaments and is authorised to issue election writs at
the completion of each Parliament (Gold 1989, 58-59). The same rules, however, in
many respects apply in the formation of an MMP Government as they do a First-Pastthe Post Government, with the Governor-General being required to form a Government
with a majority of Members in the House of Representatives.

Theoretically, however, the monarch's representative, the Governor-General,
has the right to be consulted, to encourage, and to warn of any major decision that is
made (Joseph 1993, 531 ). This right is by virtue of the Letters Patent Clause XVI that
states:
" ... our Minister of the Crown in New Zealand shall keep Our Governor-General
fully informed concerning the general conduct of the Government of Our said
Realm, so far as they are responsible therefor, and shall furnish Our GovernorGeneral with such information as he may request to any particular matter relating
to the Government of Our said Realm" (Joseph 1993, 531).

The Governor-General also provides a stabilising function. Governments may
come and go, although the position of Governor-General remains intact, giving the
political system stability. But as well as having obvious powers, the monarch, or the
Governor-General, has reserve powers, referred to as an uncertain and sometimes
cloudy area of public law (Gold 1989, 59-60).

These include the ability to question

advice, appointment and dismissal of the Prime Minister, and the granting or rejecting of
early dissolution appeals. The reserve powers of the monarch also include the hazy
notion of protecting the national interest, or their own interpretation of what that is might
be.

This has been seen in Great Britain in the last three to four years with Queen
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Elizabeth II making statements that were against the 'New Right' economic policies of
the Thatcher and Major governments. Consequently, as a result of these powers, the
constitutional monarch in New Zealand does have real power, some of which it uses
regularly, and some of which it has the potential to use but seldom does, such as the
right to decide what should happen when a hung parliament occurs.

In reality the

monarch, even if she was in the country, would let the Governor-General handle the
situation, although constitutionally she still has the power to intervene.

The distinction between the legal and the practical role, as an example, applies
in Clause 10 of the Letters Patent (1983).

Clause 10 confers upon the Governor-

General the right to appoint numerous officials of Government, including ministers (Gold
1989, 55).

In reality, the Governor-General appoints only those whom the Prime

Minister advises should be appointed. Thus the monarch has absolute power, but the
Prime Minister has real power. The most powerful person in New Zealand, therefore, is
constitutionally the Governor-General, but practically the Prime Minister. Continuing, it
is out of constitutional convention that the monarch listens to and accepts the advice of
the Crown's Ministers.

It is speculation to ask what the result would be should the

Governor-General turn down the advice of a Minister of the Crown, or indeed the Prime
Minister.

The most likely scenario is that there would be a public outcry and the

Governor-General would be forced to accept the recommendations of the elected
Minister of the Crown. But like so many constitutional conventions, there is a great deal
of uncertainty about what are the Governor-General's actual powers. It would seem that
it is only when they are broken that the line is clearly defined.
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Dissolving the Monarchy

Sir Robin Cooke suggests that even if it wanted to, New Zealand, like Great
Britain, could not dissolve itself of the monarchy:
" ... it is doubtful in the extreme that the State Parliaments have the power to alter
the institution of the Monarchy even if they wished. It is doubtful even in the
United Kingdom that a republic could be achieved constitutionally because the
Queen is one of three elements of Parliament and cannot eliminate herself
without annulling Parliament...There is again talk of the matter, but since the
proposals for reform range from abolition of the Lords to a Lords' veto on the
House of Commons and all possible points within that spectrum, the better
opinion is that the Lords will be there, perhaps shorn of a few more powers, but
still there. Abolition of the Monarchy in Australia is a question of that sort" (1992,
28).

Professor Brookfield questions whether this is the case, believing there is
historical precedent. He makes the point that Parliament has already abolished one of
its elements, the Legislative Council in 1950, but that it was done in exercise of the full
power of constitutional amendment conferred by the British Parliament in 1947
(Brookfield 1995, 314 ).

Brookfield argues that this power to abolish is currently not

available, because the Constitution Act (1986) includes the following provision:
"26. United Kingdom enactment's ceasing to have effect as part of the law of
New Zealand - (1) As from the commencement of this Act the following
enactment's of the Parliament of the United Kingdom, namely,(a) The New Zealand Constitution Act 1852 (15 and 16 Viet, c72); and
(b) The Statute of Westminster 1931 (22 Geo V, c4 ); and
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(c) The New Zealand Constitution (Amendment) Act 1947 (11 Geo VI, c4),- shall
cease to have effect as part of the law in New Zealand (Brookfield 1995, 314315)."
It is doubtful whether the New Zealand Legislature has the powers to repeal the
Statute of Westminster and certainly none to repeal the United Kingdom Act (1947). The
change to become a republic would in many ways be pragmatic and because of such,
any legal hurdles could be overcome:
" ... if a court were to accept either or both arguments, the abolition of the
monarchy can only take place by revolution which courts might validate or
recognise if new "facts of constitutional life" were sufficiently strong to prompt
them to do so. Thus, a statute abolishing the monarchy, passed by Parliament
with the concurrence of a virtually unanimous House of Representatives and with
the support of separate referendums of Maori and Pakeha electors, and with
such concurrence and supported recited in the preamble to the statute, is likely
to achieve the change from monarchy to republic, whether or not it be technically
revolutionary. The supporting facts of constitutional life would be established and
Courts would surely recognise or validate the change" (Brookfield 1995, 310327).

Given that a move to a republic may have to be pragmatic, the question of
referendum and whether a national referendum on republicanism would be binding
comes into question. Professor Brookfield has written that there is precedent to suggest
that Governments are "morally bound" by the result of a referendum, but that Parliament
cannot be bound by it as ultimate power rests with it (Simpson 1992, 12). Although this
is the case, if the Hon. Members wished to remain popular with the electorate they
would not go against the wishes of the people, especially if the referendum was highly
publicised. Jackson has written about the two-step referendum (Simpson, 36). In this
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process the first referendum is viewed as 'indicative' but the second is to be 'binding'.
This was, in effect, how Mixed Member Proportional representation was introduced in
New Zealand in the early 1990s.

Harris makes a valuable point in stating that if a

government goes to the trouble and believes an issue is important enough to hold a
referendum, then it would be unacceptable for it then to regard the referendum as nonbinding (Simpson, 57).

Brookfield believes, however, that for matters of possible

important constitutional change a referendum is the appropriate means of examining
public opinion and ultimately where the final decision should rest (Simpson, 19-20). This
argument is also put forward by Paul Harris (Simpson, 49).

Harris writes that the

democratic case rests on the argument that the constitutional arrangements contain the
basic terms of the political association of a sovereign people and that the people
themselves are entitled to make the decisions about any changes to those terms.
Popular sovereignty has not, however, been a feature of the New Zealand Constitution.
Legal sovereignty resided with the British Parliament until 1947 when it was passed to
the New Zealand Parliament. It was not until the introduction of the Constitution Act in
1986 that New Zealand gained full legal control of its own affairs (Simpson, 20).

Criticism of Any Possible Change

Lawyer Sir Geoffrey Palmer is the greatest opponent of a New Zealand republic
on the grounds that republicanism would constitutionally open a "can of worms" that
does not need to be opened (1994a, 18). There is a general feeling amongst some
constitutional experts that becoming a republic would involve a great deal of preparation
and work. Palmer sums up the argument:
" ... from a legal point of view that (the change of powers from a constitutional
monarchy to a republic) is entirely a misrepresentation" (1994a, 18).
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Palmer's main legal arguments against New Zealand becoming a republic are
the following:
1. A large amount of legal research would be necessary to see where all the powers of
the monarch were going to go and how they would be described in law;
2. The con·stitutional nature of a New Zealand head of state;
3. The question of how a republican president would be chosen would have to be
determined;
4. The exact powers to be reserve powers of the head of state would have to be
determined.

Legally, much preparation to become a republic would have to be done to ensure
that the aforementioned powers of the monarch, and the monarch's representative, are
suitably replaced within the New Zealand legal and constitutional structure. Although
undoubtedly a lot of hard work, it is doubtful whether this would do anything but improve
and make substantially stronger New Zealand's bureaucracy and symbolism and
provide a greater sense of unity and pride in national character. Symbolism, and the
legal and the constitutional mechanisms that go with it, are important. Although Palmer
is correct to suggest a lot of work would be necessary, it would be worth doing and most
probably increase New Zealand's maturity, making it even more secure in itself as a
nation. The move to a republic would, although perhaps should not, be a big deal and
whatever legal problems there are, can, and should, be overcome. As the Republican
Advisory Committee reported in Australia:
" ... it is both legally and practically possible ... to achieve a republic without making
changes which will in any way detract from the fundamental constitutional
principles on which our system of government is based ... There are a number of
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practical and workable options for addressing these issues and ... the legal
complexities are readily soluble" (Trainor 1996, 110).

Palmer states that difficulty would arise in determining what the powers of the
New Zealand head of state would be and what the position would look like. A realistic
option would be to retain the Governor-General in the current specified role, taking away
the vestiges of the monarchy but maintaining the symbolic role as the head of state of
New Zealand. The status and independence of the post could be reflected in its name.
The name 'president' would not be appropriate given the comparisons with overseas
presidents who hold the most powerful office in the land. A name that reflected the role
and ceremonial importance of the position would be more suitable.

Stockley has written that the powers of the new head of state could be the same
as the present Governor-General outlined earlier in this chapter (Trainor 1996, 106).
There is virtually no reason why the powers of the Governor-General cannot be simply
passed over to the new head of state. It is quite likely that if New Zealand in 1999 were
defining its own constitutional make-up it would anoint a head of state with these
respective powers, but without the symbolism of the monarchy.

In terms of choosing a head of state, it is difficult to see from a legal perspective
how major problems could arise in choosing a New Zealand head of state. Perhaps the
biggest problem would be in choosing which system to use. Justice J.H. Wallace has
written that whenever major change to a constitutional framework takes place, it should
be decided by broad agreement and not merely by a government itself (Simpson 1992,
27). There are three options for choosing a head of state, despite former New Zealand
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Prime Minister Jim Bolger claiming in March 1994 that the options seemed to either be a
general vote of all electors, or by an electoral college (1994, 539).

Mr. Bolger did,

however, suggest that it was important to determine the exact role and authority of an
elected head of state.

The first option is for the president to be elected by the members of the House of
Representatives. Israel, Italy, and India all have systems whereby popular majority in
parliament elects their president (Winterton 1986, 110-113). Clearly, if a New Zealand
president was to be elected by the New Zealand Parliament it would have to be by a
majority, perhaps as great as 75 per cent of members, but more likely to be two thirds,
or 66 per cent of the assembly. This would ensure that the president would be a person
eminently suitable to fill the role, and not a political favour to a prominent person,
although there is still room for problems to exist. If, for arguments sake, a president was
elected in 1999, problems could still arise with the New Zealand National Party, the New
Zealand First Party, and ACT (Association of Consumers and Taxpayers), being able to
form a largely right-wing coalition to put into power a person deemed suitable. This of
course would not be suitable to many New Zealanders, and therefore should be deemed
largely inappropriate unless the proposed person receives a 75 per cent approval rate.
This would mean that they would have to receive the support of the majority of political
parties, and would be more likely to be acceptable to the general population.

The second possibility would be for the president to be elected by the general
population, which is the style used in Austria, Iceland, and Ireland (Winterton 1986,
109). By using this system, potential holders of the office would campaign for the post
and would try and woo the voters to vote for them. There would need to be limits to
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term of office, and perhaps a limit, as is the case in the United States of America, of
serving two terms of office would be appropriate.

This form of electing a president,

however, has inherent difficulties. Not only would the office of president be relegated to
the political process and the political bargaining that normally takes place in political
contests, but it would also mean that whoever does win the office would not receive a
majority of support. This should be an aim of the office itself. The office should be
symbolic, therefore elections should be discounted as a serious possibility for appointing
the appropriate person for this high office.

Also, it could be said that given the

representatives of the New Zealand Parliament are elected to represent the views of
their constituents, these elected officials take with them to parliament the views of their
constituents.

A commonly raised argument supporting the notion that the New Zealand public
should decide New Zealand's head of state is that by ending rule by the monarch,
constitutionally New Zealanders would be rejecting the hereditary principal (Trainor
1996, 71-72) .. This is a theoretical argument and does not take into consideration
practical aspects of the New Zealand legal system. Given that the office holder of the
head of state should be appointed, it is appropriate for a similar sort of system to exist,
as is the case with the Governor-General.

The third option available for New Zealand is to combine both appointment with
election. A system could be devised that gives the New Zealand population a limited
number of candidates for president. No political electioneering would be appropriate,
and the result of the public vote would be binding on the decision-makers.

The

inevitable problem that may arise would be for a cult figure, a Barry Crump for example,
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to become the popular choice although totally unsuitable for the role. Given that New
Zealanders have a high percentage of central government voting, it is more likely,
however, that the New Zealand population would see the importance of the symbolic
role and would choose accordingly.

Whatever system is selected to choose a president, or a similarly named official,
each decision is not going to be satisfactory to every New Zealander. However, what
the decision-makers would need to do would be to ensure that the office itself takes on
prestige. Applying an American example, not every American likes Bill Clinton, but they
do revere the office of president and are brought up to respect the post. It seems more
appropriate, given the obvious divisions that will take place, for the position of president
to be appointed with a 75 per cent approval in the House of Representatives, to ensure
that the person appointed would be suitable to a majority of New Zealanders and their
viewpoints.

In effect, by ensuring that the person elected receives majority support from the
House of Representatives, the position would. become less political. At the. current time
New Zealand's nominees for the position of Governor-General are largely political, if not
overtly, then certainly behind the scenes {Trainor 1996, 76). By making it necessary to
have a 75 per cent, or two thirds, positive vote in the House of Representatives, the
issue of appointment would take away the possible electioneering that may occur if the
role of the president is taken away and replaced by an elected official who is
accountable to the people.
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At the current time the head of state's reserve powers are extremely limited in
their use, although the head of state may be called to exercise their reserve powers
should no obvious winner emerge from a general election. This was perhaps one of the
main reasons why the current Governor-General, Sir Michael Hardie Boys, was
appointed (Hardie Boys being a lawyer and judge of high standing with a clear
understanding of the constitutional process). Despite no clear winner emerging from the
1996 General Election, it became obvious that the power to form a government rested
with the New Zealand First Party, which, if combined with either of the two main polling
parties - The New Zealand National Party or the New Zealand Labour Party (combined
with the Alliances on important bills) - was going to form the first coalition government
under MMP.

It would appear that parties (if they haven't already) will negotiate and form·
coalitions in their own right. It will be only in extreme circumstances that a GovernorGeneral, or elected head of state in any form, will be required to ensure that a
government is formed. If a majority is still unable to be found to form a government, the
main option for the head of state is to ensure a minority government (with the largest
single polling party) ruling, or to have another election. There is, therefore, in effect a
set of procedures that will take place post-election, and which will continue to be
established through precedent. The rules of constitutional government in New Zealand
will ensure that New Zealand's head of state does not require a sound background in
constitutional law.

As Sir Michael Hardie Boys has written before he became New

Zealand latest Governor-General, "... the formation of a government is a political decision
and must be arrived at by politicians" (1997, 47). And to provide certainty:
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" ... my task as Governor-General is to ascertain where the support of the House
lies. In an unclear situation, that may require me to communicate with the
leaders of all the parties represented in the new Parliament.

" ... once political parties have reached an adequate accommodation, and a
government is able to be formed or confirmed, I expect that the parties will make
that clear by appropriate public announcements of their intentions. At that point it
may be a necessary for me to talk again with some party leaders. I would then
expect to have sufficient information to be able to appoint a new Prime Minister,
if that were required.

" ... throughout this period of negotiation, the incumbent Prime Minister will remain
in office, governing in accordance with caretaker convention" (Hardie Boys 1997,

47).

The reserve powers comprise occasions when the Governor-General can - by
convention - exercise personal discretion in constitutional affairs. These reserve powers
are largely unused, but remain present nonetheless. As was discussed earlier in this
chapter, the definition and redistribution of the reserve powers would require some work,
although clearly whatever problems that may need to be solved, can be, with the proper
legal work.

If New Zealand decided to become a republic there would potentially be the risk
that any New Zealand head of state might be described as politically biased. This, in
reality, would not happen. As has previously been discussed, the head of state would
choose the leader who could form a coalition or, if that was not possible, the leader of
the highest polling minority party. But pragmatism would take over and it is doubtful
whether there would be any major problems. After all, the last three Governor-Generals
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have had overt political affiliations and it does not seem to have affected the reputation
of the office.

In terms of dissolving parliament, Stockley has written that the normal

course of action for a Governor-General to take in order to avoid any claims of political
partisanship would be to dissolve parliament when asked by the Prime Minister to do so.
It is hard to see how this would change with a national head of state (Trainor 1996, 108).
Like many constitutional and legal aspects of the republican debate, the powers of a
New Zealand head of state would be as great or as minimal as New Zealanders see fit.
They could be as minimal as in Sweden or Japan, but perhaps the easiest option would
be to make the powers of the head of state the same as those of the current GovernorGeneral.

Conclusion

To summarise, the monarch and their representative, the Governor-General,
have a large number of real and reserve powers at their disposal. Although many are
not used, out of constitutional convention, they are available nonetheless.

There is still opposition to New Zealand becoming a republic because of the legal
difficulties involved. Yet it would not be difficult for New Zealand to legally become a
republic. A simple Act of Parliament would be required, with the support of a majority of
the House of Representatives.

Practically, the House of Representatives would not

make this decision unless it had the majority of· public support - perhaps through a
referendum - backing the move. Also, it is doubtful whether the New Zealand courts
would accept it as law if the decision did not have majority public support.
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The options available for selecting a head of state include a vote by the House of
Representatives, a vote by the general population, and perhaps a vote by the general
population without general electioneering. The most realistic option would be for the
ruling government to suggest an appointment, subsequently to be accepted by the
House of Representatives, and for it to receive 75 per cent support by process of a
conscience vote in Parliament. Given that New Zealand operates a unitary system of
government, it would be more appropriate to have a 75 per cent level of support, as
opposed to a two-thirds majority.

The issue of political neutrality is irrelevant.

Already New Zealand has had

Governor-Generals with overt political affiliations. What is important is that the post of
head of state itself be non-political and that New Zealanders have the ability to look up
to the post and see it as a mark of New Zealand's nationhood. There doesn't need to be
any real change to the reserve powers of the head of state should New Zealand become
a republic, although a new head of state could have as great or as minimal power as the
public of New Zealand sees fit.

Like many constitutional changes, however, many New Zealanders and legal
experts see the unknown as more worrying than the reality. Thus the legal and political
debate over what form an alternative would take is a significant factor in explaining why
a republican debate has not advanced in New Zealand.

This factor is specifically

affected by the apathy towards constitutional change that exists in most New
Zealanders.
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Chapter VIII
Republicanism's Effect on Maori and the Treaty of Waitangi

A commonly suggested reason why New Zealand should not become a republic
is the close relationship between Maori and the British Crown, and the Crown's Treaty of
Waitangi responsibilities. This chapter examines the importance of monarchy to Maori,
the importance of the Treaty of Waitangi in the relationship between Maori and the
Crown, what effect becoming republic would have on Treaty obligations, and what
lasting implications there would be for Maori if New Zealand become a republic. This
chapter will also discuss Maori symbolism.

Maori and Pakeha views in republican

opinion polling have not been differentiated between and it is therefore difficult to
ascertain the republicanism sentiments of the average Maori (Whelan and Cook 1997,
53).

Like the opinions of other New Zealanders, Maori opinion would most likely be

mixed, with a fair portion both for and against.

Maori and the Monarchy

Chiefdom and the responsibility of subjects are major features of Maori culture
and custom. Dr Ranguini Walker has stated that Maori treat the Queen, whether it be
theirs, or the British monarch, as their chief and it would be insulting to talk of a republic
(McDonald 1993, 27).

The Maori King Movement that developed in the North Island in the 1850s had
as one of its principles respect and acceptance of the British monarchy. Maori respect
for monarchy also partly came out of the development of the King Movement. A large
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number of tribal meetings were held in the 1850s to try and unite Maori against Pakeha
encroachment onto their tribal lands. When Potatau I was proclaimed King in 1858, his
power, intelligence, and influence saw the notion of monarchy and of 'right to rule'
become important parts of Maoridom (New Zealand Encyclopaedia 1984, 350).

The relationship between Maori and the British monarch has therefore always
been close.

Hapu and iwi agreement protocol was usually based on a continuing

personal relationship with the other party, while many agreements were marked with the
exchange of gifts of good will and faith. Rangatira such as Hongi Hika and Waikato,
who met and spoke with the English King in the 1820s, liked and appreciated the kind
words expressed (Trainor 1996, 115). The relationship between Maori and the crown
was further enriched by the various missionaries who came to New Zealand and
established a good reputation (1996, 116). There was also Maori respect for the British
military and maritime strength (1996, 116). These factors created a perception of the
Queen as a strong personal ally. This was reflected in the four deputations that were
made to the Queen or King to outline Maori conflicts with the settler government before
the crown, and to appeal to the monarch to enforce the guarantees imposed by the
Treaty. What emerged, therefore, was a Maori distinction between the monarch and the
New Zealand Government, the latter whom the Maori did not trust. Overall, this respect
for the monarchy was well summed up by Sir James Henare, when in 1987 he informed
the New Zealand Court of Appeal that:
" ... it's a very moot point whether the Maori people do love governments in New
Zealand because of what they have done in the past.. .. The Maori people really
have no great love for governments but they do for the Crown" (Henare 1987,
641).
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More recently, members of a protest march sought to present a submission to
the Governor-General, Sir David Beattie, when he arrived at the Treaty House on
Waitangi Day in 1984 (Trainor 1996, 102).

Perhaps the modern importance of Maori to British royalty was demonstrated as
early as 1919 when Maori spiritual leader Tahupotiki Wiremu Ratana visited England to
see King George (Whelan and Cook 1997, 54). Although his intention was to tell the
King how the Treaty obligations of the Pakeha had not been met, unfortunately for him
he was not granted a meeting and was left to lament, his words on Westminster Bridge
almost poetic:
" ... when all your stone houses are destroyed in time to come, then will the
carpenters, the blacksmiths and shoemakers be in power and I will be the
Government" (Whelan and Cook 1997, 55).

The breaking-down of traditional Maori society, and the assimilation of Maori into
Pakeha society, has obviously meant that Maoridom has in part moved away from these
traditional forms of Mana and leadership. This does not mean to say that within Maori
society these aspects possess any less importance, merely that as Maori have become
more assimilated into the dominant European culture, Maoridom has become less
isolated and rigid.

The Importance of Symbolism

As it was explained in the theory section of this thesis, in most developed nations
symbolism is an important component in developing national character and at the same
time binding culturally similar people.

Symbolism is also important in continuing to
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recognise the achievements of the past. On the face of it there is a certain irony in that
while Maori have clung to the British monarch (and the symbolism associated with it) so
passionately, one of the major reasons why New Zealand has not become a republic is
that the rest of the public have ignored a similar sort of national symbolism, believing
there to be no practical advantage in New Zealand becoming a republic.

Symbolism is important to Maori. One only has to visit a Maori meeting house
and spend some time with Maori elders to appreciate that for Maori the past and history
is almost as important, and in some case more important, than the present. While the
Europeans have been present in New Zealand in some shape and form for the last 170
years, the Maori have been present on the land for the best part of 350 years (Sinclair
1991, 28-29). While European settlement in New Zealand is new and not based on
history, Maori see the beauty in their own history. Consequently, their understanding
and respect for the symbolism associated with their past is much stronger than that of
the New Zealand European. One only has to look at England (where the large majority
of New Zealand's Europeans originate) and the respect most English have for their
culture to understand that it is not a cultural issue, rather it a lack of national history that
leaves the New Zealand Europeans without a strong sense of independent national
symbolism.

It is wrong, however, to argue that symbolism isn't important to the European
New Zealander. Go to any major sports events in New Zealand and the importance of
symbolism will be seen, felt, and experienced. Therefore, it is wrong to suggest that
New Zealand has not become a republic because it is not concerned or interested in
symbolism. Rather it is that the symbolism on which New Zealand bases its national
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character is in essence symbolism based on its British heritage. As has been discussed
in an earlier chapter, much of the symbolism of the European New Zealanders is not
distinct, but rather British, and was imported directly with the first settlers.

In many

areas Maori have also inherited this British symbolism, but it has not fully penetrated
into Maori culture. Consequently, Maori symbolism and manner of doing things is still
strong in many parts of New Zealand. The result is that Maori culture holds in great
respect vestiges such as monarchy and the signed agreement between Maori and the
British crown in 1840. As Tunks has written in Trainor:
" ... to those versed in the Tiriti tradition of their tipuna, particularly those with Tai
Tokerau and the original Northern Confederation of Chiefs, the Tirito is a spiritual
and emotional covenant between Maori signatories and the Queen. The
convenant is based on an exchange of promises and trust. .. The spiritual nature
of the Tiriti covenant is intensified for Maori by it being an undertaking of our
tipuna, intended for our benefit and envisaging a permanent relationship with the
co-signatory for our protection" (Trainor 1996, 114-115).

To argue that symbolism is important to Maori and not the remainder of the New
Zealand population is clearly wrong. But what can be argued is that symbolism to Maori
is based on the past and past relationships and given that many Maori considered the
Treaty to be a binding document with the British Crown in 1840, it is plain to see why
some Maori would get so upset if the tie was officially broken. This respect for the past
and the traditional relationship between New Zealand and Great Britain, and the Treaty
of Waitangi, is a major reason why there might be sizeable Maori opposition to New
Zealand becoming a republic. It would appear that to many Maori the advantages in
having a national head of state would be overlooked in favour of maintaining the past
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relationship. The irony is that new constitutionalism might well ensure that Maori receive
more favourable treatment (Whelan and Cook 1997, 56).

The Treaty of Waitangi

But despite having great respect for monarchy, whether it be the British or Maori
Queen, respect is only a nominal reason why many Maori would be unlikely to support a
New Zealand republic.

Of far greater importance to Maori is the future of Treaty of

Waitangi settlements and the general political wellbeing of Maori without the traditional
safeguard of the British monarchy. Dr. Ranginui Walker identified the key issues for
Maori in New Zealand becoming a republic. He stated that Maori would be concerned
about whether the New Zealand Government would be absolved of any Treaty
responsibility; whether the Treaty's status would be downgraded; and whether there
would be any change to the terms of the Treaty (Whelan and Cook 1997, 53).

One of the attractions of the Treaty of Waitangi for Maori was the perception that
by signing the Treaty, the tribes of New Zealand would _be under the umbrella of Great
Britain. Therefore some Maori argue that republicanism is a Pakeha idea and goes
against the notion of Maoridom. According to Karo Dewes, Kaumatua of Ngati Porou:
" ... it may well be a political ploy of government to get Maori out of their hair; then
become a republic and the Treaty no longer applies. This is what is dangerous
for the Maori. It is a matter of the white man's expediency in my view" (Fox
Report 1994, 3).

Republicanism's Effect on the Treaty of Waitangi

Firstly, it would appear that for some Maori the real question is Maori sovereignty
and rights for Maori within the New Zealand political culture. To many, republicanism
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appears important only in that it can assist, or hinder, Maori goals to achieve those
ends.

Those Maori who see republicanism as important fall into two distinct categories;
those who see becoming a republic as diminishing the position of Maori under the
Treaty of Waitangi, and those who believe that the state for some time has carried out
the responsibilities of the British Crown, and that there would be no negative effect. The
debate, examining it further, is between the practical effect and the symbolic. On the
one hand, in practical terms there would be very little change in the responsibilities of
the state in upholding Treaty of Waitangi. rights if New Zealand became a republic, while
symbolically it would appear that many Maori still see the agreement today as being
between Maori and the British Crown, thus providing a direct impediment to New
Zealand becoming a republic.

Who Cares?

Although . to many republicans and nationalists, republicanism should be
important to Maori in so far as it would bring together both Maori and Pakeha under one
constitutional banner, to Maori themselves this is not necessarily the case. Indeed, to
many Maori republicanism is far less important than the bigger issues confronting Maori.
Indeed, mainly because of the lack of serious attention republicanism has received,
there has been a genuine lack of Maori interest in republicanism. When it has been
debated, it has been within the context of larger issues affecting Maori. Tau Henare MP
said in an interview in 1995 that republicanism did not mean much to anybody and
questioned its importance to Maori (Fraser, 1995). He said that opinion in Maoridom
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was, however, divided and that the role of the Treaty of Waitangi needed to be
examined before any ultimate decision was made.

Indeed, this view is common. On the same current affairs programme, Maori
artist Diane Prince said that although there was a strong latent push for republicanism,
the real issue was self-determination for Maori (Fraser 1995).

Entertainer Mona

Jackson has also stated that the real issue for Maori is not whether New Zealand
becomes a republic or remains a constitutional monarchy, but how the Crown-Maori
relationship was to proceed (Fraser 1995). If the responsibilities of the Crown are not
being met under the present government, what steps will be taken by a government with
a republican head of state to ensure that the responsibilities are met? In essence, what
these Maori voices are saying is that the issue is only one of a number of important
issues confronting Maori and needs to be viewed within the larger picture. There is a
large body of opinion, however, which suggests that a New Zealand republic would be
detrimental to Maori rights under the Treaty of Waitangi.

Republicanism Negative Effect on Maori

Before examining the realities of what effect a republic would have on Treaty of
Waitangi obligations, it is necessary to review some of the opinion suggesting that the
effect would be dramatic. A number of important Maori opinions have suggested that
republicanism would negatively affect Treaty obligations in so far as responsibilities to
Maori by the Crown would instantly disappear and that Maori would be left with nothing.
Maanu Paul is one of the strongest proponents of this view, stating in Trainor:

153

" ... republicanism

would

defiantly affect the

status

of the Treaty.

The

constitutional basis of the Treaty would disappear. On that basis (it) would
endanger... (the Government's) accountability to Maori" (1996, 114).

This argument pertains to the symbolic relationship developed and fostered over
many years between Maori and the British Crown. According to the former Maori leader
Dame Whina Cooper, there is a symbolic relationship between Maori and the Crown that
must be taken into consideration in any republicanism discussion (McDonald 1993, 26).
History and symbolism are important in Maori culture and society and would be an
important part of any republicanism debate. Would Maori feel let down if New Zealand
severed its ties with the British Crown? To say the least, there would be a great deal of
sadness and it would be fair to suggest that in some quarters of Maoridom there would
be substantial opposition because of the strength of the relationship.

As well as the symbolism of the Treaty, there are also legal ramifications for
Maori should New Zealand become a republic. Sir Robin Cooke has suggested that the
special relationship between the New Zealand Courts and the Maori implied that some
laws were beyond Parliament, although in practical terms the Treaty of Waitangi's
responsibilities have been implemented by the New Zealand state (1992, 28-40).
Following on from this, legal practitioner Sir Geoffrey Palmer states that the Crown
pledged its honour to actively protect the Maori people: " ... Maoris would need to study
the implications of change carefully from their point of view. I doubt that they favour
moves that could be seen by some as weakening the Treaty" (1994a, 18).
Nevertheless, Stockley, writing in Trainor, has maintained that the responsibilities of the
Crown have changed from the Queen in right of Great Britain, to the Queen in right of
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New Zealand, before the very eyes of Maori (Trainor 1996, 101 ). The responsibilities for
the implementation of the Treaty have therefore moved to the New Zealand
Government, and it is questionable whether they would limit Maori rights should New
Zealand become a republic.

However, the argument that Maori rights under the Treaty of Waitangi would be
simply overlooked is strong and based on the past relationship between the New
Zealand Government and Maori.

While it is the view of many Maori that the New

Zealand Government has proved untrustworthy and often unable to fulfil Treaty of
Waitangi claims, the British monarch has remained above it all. The potential effect that
this lack of trust in the relationship should New Zealand become a republic is dramatic in
the sense that this so-called safeguard would no longer be available.

This chapter has suggested that many Maori feel that history has shown that
governments cannot be trusted. That, in fact, governments will go in the direction where
most voters are, and there are certainly more Pakeha voters than Maori voters. Even
with the steadying influence of the monarchy, Maori feel the Treaty has not been
honoured. There are grave fears as to what would happen if New Zealand switched to a
republican system of government, as Fox has suggested:
" ... it is nice to say the Treaty is there; and for years (the government) has had
diplomats go to the United Nations and describe us as having the best race
relations

in

the world.

Clearly that

is

nonsense ... settler governments

disadvantage Maori. That is the reality. To say otherwise is untrue" (1994).

Fox to some degree misses the point in that the responsibilities of the Crown
have been implemented by the New Zealand state since New Zealand gained full
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independence with the adoption of the Statue of Westminster in 1947.

Caution in

moving to a republic needs to be taken, however, in assuring Maori rights under the
Treaty of Waitangi are maintained. There can be no question that the process must be
done carefully, although there is little in reality to suggest that much will change between
Pakeha and Maori.

Republicanism's Minimal Effect

Republicanism would have little practical effect on Treaty of Waitangi claims.
Since 1947 the New Zealand Government has exclusively carried out Treaty claims.
Some Maori appreciate the symbolic side of the argument, but also accept that the
responsibilities of the Crown have been passed on to the state and are carried out, or
broken, by New Zealand politicians. They see that maintaining the monarchy is not a
precondition for adherence to the Treaty (Trainor 1996, 101 ), and that the gradual
dismemberment of the British Empire has brought with it a recognition that the imperial
Crown is now a divisive one.

Modern legislation suggests that the Queen of New

Zealand is legally distinct from the Queen of Great Britain (1996, 101 ).

The reality,

therefore, appears to be that a republic would alter Treaty obligations little. There is
also a train of thought that suggests that if New Zealand became a republic there could
be positive steps made on Maori claims for greater recognition and understanding of
New Zealand's constitutionalism (Whelan and Cook 1997, 56).

Maori Must Decide

Practically, changes to Treaty of Waitangi obligations would alter little, although
republicanism would have more a symbolic effect on Maori.

Regardless of which is
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considered more important, Maori are convinced about one particular aspect of the
debate - they themselves must decide their own futures. According to Tunks in Trainor:
" ... Maori must determine what fundamental principals should form the basis of
our representative and legal structures, and must then ensure these become the
basis of any new legal and political framework to which we give our
consent...The time has come for the New Zealand Government to accept that
other knowledge bases and politico-legal frameworks, in this case the Maori one,
are as valid as, if not more valid, than the assumptions on which its own
structures rest" (Trainor 1996, 131 ).

In other words, it is up to Maori to decide whether the advantages in becoming a
republic outweigh the disadvantages.

This is largely a Maori Sovereignty issue and

pertains to Maori having control over their own destiny. Republicanism in New Zealand,
however, would have to be decided - ultimately - by the general populous and not one
section or race of it.

Although all peoples in New Zealand should be listened to, the

rights of one individual race, group or sector of society should not be given preference.
After all, the equal right of each individual to rule forms the basis of republicanism
theory.

The Practical Realities

The responsibilities of a New Zealand republic with regards to the state's
obligations under the Treaty of Waitangi would be relatively simple. The Crown has
already passed on its responsibilities to the state, and under a New Zealand republic
this would not change. All responsibilities of the Crown entered into by the signing of
the Treaty of Waitangi would be maintained and upheld by the New Zealand
Government. The former Prime Minister, Rt. Hon Jim Bolger, has stated accordingly:
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"... treaty intent and obligations are carried out by the elected government, not by
Her Majesty in London ... Her Majesty cannot intervene and neither can her
representative here, the Governor-General. They do not have any capacity in our
framework to involve themselves in the decision-making powers of the
government of the day. That would not change whether we move to an elected
head of state as distinct from an appointed Governor-General" (1994, 4 ).

This is the current situation.

There is no firm evidence to suggest that the

responsibilities promised Maori will, in any shape or form, change with New Zealand's
adoption of republicanism. Mr. Bolger has also commented:
" ... the Treaty imposed obligations on New Zealand and New Zealand will have to
honour those obligations irrespective of who or in what manner we select or elect
the head of state" (1994, 4).

What Maori Want

What do Maori want from either a constitutional monarchy or from a republic? It
would appear that they want their issues addressed, regardless. According to Tunks,
quoted in Trainor:

" and
" ... while concerns about the status of the Treaty in a republic have a genuine
solid basis, the opportunity that the republican idea can create for positive
constitutional change must not be ignored. Potentially, republican reform
provides the chance to effect constitutional change reflective of the real treaty,
the Maori Text. This in effect would be a 'transformation' of the fundamental
concepts on which our constitutional framework is based" (Trainor 1996, 130131 ).

Because of the importance of the issue and the probable large amount of
national attention it would receive, it is likely that if republicanism is debated, Maori
grievances and land claims will get further attention.

It would be foolish for Maori
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leaders not to push these barrows when they have the opportunity.

Although

republicanism is about nationalism and New Zealand's constitutional future, for Maori
leaders it will undoubtedly come down to what is best for Maori in general and their
respective position in New Zealand society. Although it could be hoped that a New
Zealand republic would make the nation, and the people, more inclusive, it could have
the potential to make the country less united if the issue became racially divisive. Maori
may bring the Treaty up as a major reason for retaining constitutional links with the
British monarchy, despite the current realities in 1999 of the Crown having no input into
settling Treaty differences.

Therefore, the responsibility of the Crown with regards to the Treaty of Waitangi
has already moved from the Crown to the New Zealand Government. The underlying
reality is that Treaty obligations were assumed as part of a compact providing Maori
acquiescence to British governance of New Zealand, once it acquired full control of the
country's destiny. A change in that form of government would not alter the obligations
inherited (Trainor 1996, 101 ). As Professor Brookfield writes, a change to a republic
would not alter the responsibilities of the state:
" ... in Treaty and related matters, a transition from the honour of the Crown in the
present New Zealand Monarchy to the honour of the state in a New Zealand
republic could be made without further attenuating those obligations, first
undertaken by the Crown as an imperial unity in 1840 and now borne exclusively
by the Crown in right of New Zealand" (1995, 2).

There is a possibility that if New Zealand decided to become a republic without
further constitutional change, then it would allow the New Zealand Government to
entrench the Treaty within New Zealand law.

This would ensure, officially, that the
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responsibilities of the Crown would be met by the state. Whatever happens and when,
some Maori opposition is likely to be forthcoming. Whether it has the deciding say on
whether New Zealand becomes a republic is again difficult to determine, although Maori
dissent has clearly been a major reason why in 1999 New Zealand has not seriously
debated, nor become, a republic. There is the possibility, however, that Maori opinion
will realise that the status of the Treaty will not change under a New Zealand republic.
This may ease the way for a change that will perhaps ultimately benefit Maori.

Conclusion

Over the last 157 years Maori and the Crown have had a close and maturing
relationship. From the early stages of the relationship, Maori placed their security with
the Crown, in much the same way as they did a chief. The signing of the Treaty of
Waitangi in 1840 was a formal recognition of this. How the responsibilities of the Crown
under the Treaty of Waitangi would be handled if New Zealand became a republic is the
essential element in understanding why there is such a great deal of support for the
British Crown within Maoridom.

Maori have historically distinguished between the European settler and the
British Crown. Therefore, the relationship between the Maori and the Crown has always
been close because it has largely been symbolic and based on idealism as opposed to
practical realities due to the Crown having no direct say in New Zealand native affairs
since 1947 at the very latest.

Within Maoridom, opinion as to the effect becoming a

republic would have on the Treaty of Waitangi has varied. There is a strong body of
thought that suggests that it was the Crown that signed the Treaty with Maori, and any
loosening of constitutional ties between New Zealand and the Crown would ultimately
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weaken ties between the Maori and Crown.

Governments cannot be trusted, some

Maori feel. The other school of thought is that the responsibilities of the Crown have
already been taken over by the state and that regardless of whether New Zealand is a
constitutional monarchy or a republic, it is the state's responsibility to ensure that Treaty
obligations are met.

Regardless of which body of thought is correct, it is safe to assume that the
attitude of Maori, and Treaty obligations are vitally important in any New Zealand
republicanism debate, and have been a major reason why New Zealand has not
become a republic.

At the current time, to many Maori and non-Maori alike, they

provide a real stumbling block to New Zealand becoming a republic. These reasons
appear to be both based on symbolic reasons and the perceived lack of honesty in
governments. Despite there being little chance of Treaty obligations being reneged on
by the state, the symbolism of New Zealand retaining ties with the British Crown
appears to most Maori as relevant and a possible safeguard against the state further
reneging on Treaty obligations.
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Chapter IX
Conclusion
- the reasons why New Zealand has not become a republic

Several different propositions were put forward in the theory section of this
thesis. The suggestion of this thesis is that each of these factors is significant and is
necessary to explain why New Zealand has not become a republic nor engaged
seriously with republican debate. In combination, this thesis asserts, the six factors are
sufficient to offer a complete explanation as to why New Zealand has not become a
republic nor had any form of serious republican debate.

The first proposition suggested was that when a popular monarch is on the
British throne, ex-colonial countries would be less likely to move to republicanism. This
thesis has found this proposition to be largely correct. Queen Elizabeth II has been, and
remains, a popular monarch in the mind-set of both New Zealanders and Australians
alike.

There are many reasons for this.

Firstly, her behaviour has been of a high

standard throughout her reign. Secondly, her rule for the most part has not coincided
with large-scale media pressure, reinforcing the stereotype of the monarchy
representing patriotism. Likewise, as media scrutiny on the royal family at large has
increased, the Queen's behaviour and level of public respect has remained high. To
many she has reflected the traditional values of what the royal family, in their eyes,
should represent. In many respects she was the mother of the nation and Empire and,
throughout her career, most New Zealanders have admired her civility and upstanding
attitude.
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Queen Elizabeth's reign started in 1953, a time when New Zealand still saw itself
as being closely emotionally linked with Great Britain, and many New Zealanders still
regarded Great Britain as home. These emotions were retained, even reinforced, by the
1953 Royal Tour, which was perhaps the biggest event to occur in New Zealand that
decade. What these important ceremonial events did was to install Queen Elizabeth as
a public favourite, especially amongst the older half of the New Zealand population.

New Zealanders' respect for Queen Elizabeth has largely remained strong
through a number of symbolic and ceremonial events, such as the Queen's message on
Christmas Day, and royal visits, which nevertheless seem to take on less importance
each time they occur.

Thus the call for New Zealand to become a republic would

appear to be muted until such time as Queen Elizabeth abdicates the throne.
Regardless of who replaces her as monarch, Prince Charles or Prince William, it is likely
to be an appropriate time for New Zealand to debate republicanism.

Conclusion 1: The support and respect New Zealanders feel for Queen Elizabeth II are

important reasons why New Zealand has not become a republic, and thus this
proposition is consistent with the traditional view of the impact of a popular monarch on
support for republicanism.

The settlers that arrived in New Zealand brought with them much British
symbolism. They brought it with them because the land that they found was devoid of
any European culture, and out of their own experience and desire to retain some link
with Great Britain. There was also a degree of cultural cringe within the New Zealand
psyche that installed in New Zealanders the notion that anything British was superior to
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anything of New Zealand origin.

In this respect, the notions of British fair play and

sportsmanship were introduced into New Zealand and are still today important features
of the New Zealand psyche.

This thesis has discovered that British symbolism can be found in four specific
areas in New Zealand life. The first area is in the cultural arena. New Zealand shares a
common history, ancestry, and language with Great Britain. For many New Zealanders,
Great Britain is the place to travel for overseas experience, and in some respects to get
an insight into their ancestral home. The cultural aspects are obviously strong, and are
similar to that of many relationships between post-colonial nations and their motherland.
The effect it has had is to ensure New Zealand emotionally retains a close and fixed link
with Great Britain. It is also the case that there are a large number of New Zealanders
who either have parents who were British, or who are in fact British themselves.

The second major area of British symbolism in New Zealand life are the British
notions that came into New Zealand with the first settlers and have been reinforced by
continued British immigration and by the close economic ties between the two nations.
These notions of Britishness come in many forms and, for example, can be seen on
sports fields on Saturday mornings. New Zealand is predominately a European nation,
and has adopted British notions of fair play and sportsmanship. There are also direct
linkages of British symbolism within New Zealand society, the most obvious of which
has been the New Zealand educational system, which for most of its history has taught
British deeds and activities as if they were its own. In more recent times, the New
Zealand educational system has appreciated that it is more important for New Zealand
students to learn about their own national history, although New Zealand students still
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learn much British history and literature. British symbolism also appears directly in New
Zealand life, especially in public life.

Members of Parliament swear an oath of

allegiance to the monarch when they enter Parliament, the vestiges of Parliament are
tied within British parliamentary symbolism, while the New Zealand flag and coinage are
two of the more basic examples of blatant and direct British symbolism in New Zealand
life.

This thesis has found that perhaps the most important facilitator of British
symbolism in New Zealand life, and certainly the most regular, is the mass media.
Television presents a visual, direct way of maintaining British symbolism. As well as
news and current affairs, the most direct, and certainly the most effective, form of
television are the regular British entertainment shows screened in New Zealand. In this
regard, Coronation Street is effective in reinforcing the traditional cultural link between
New Zealand and Great Britain.

However, despite the history, the American media

machine is increasingly taking over as the major media source for New Zealanders.
Because of the diversity of influences, it is likely that with time British media influence
will be severely lessened.

There are other forms of media that reinforce British

symbolism within New Zealand society. Women's magazines continue to promote the
British stereotype by publicising British subjects, the royals themselves, and British
events. Advertisements also, on the whole, reinforce the British stereotype and ensure
that the British connection within New Zealand is well maintained.

Conclusion 2: British symbolism is apparent and obvious throughout New Zealand

society. Sometimes it is overt, as in the obvious history and shared culture, sometimes it
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is more hidden, such as in school curricula, although in general it ensures that the
traditionally close ties between Great Britain and New Zealand are maintained.

This thesis proposed that when a nation's constitutionalism appears to not get in
the way of its developing nationhood, then the nation is less likely to change the status
quo. Opinion polling suggests that a majority of New Zealanders currently want to retain
the monarch as head of state, while a majority also believe New Zealand will become a
republic in future.

Only one prominent parliamentarian, former Prime Minister Jim

Bolger, has said that he personally favours a republic.

His views have not been

supported by any of the major political parties. New Zealanders, it has been found,
neither have passionate feelings about the monarchy nor republicanism.

This thesis has found that New Zealanders have a tenuous relationship with the
state and do not often involve themselves without due cause. Research suggests that
outside of central government voting, New Zealanders are not politically active and in
many respects are not overly patriotic, unless they are participating in the watching of
sport. The effect of this means that they are less likely to want a republic as they cannot
see inherent advantages - whether economic or otherwise. The result is a large degree
of apathy and a lack of general interest in any political issue that does not affect their
monetary well-being.

Conclusion 3: A majority of New Zealanders do not support New Zealand becoming a

republic at the current time and most are apathetic towards both the monarchy and a
New Zealand republic. On the whole, New Zealanders have a tenuous relationship with
the state and apart from central government voting, have little direct motivation to
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become involved in any issue that does not affect their financial well-being, or their dayto-day living.

Immigration, it has been found, is commonly espoused as a major reason as to
why New Zealand and Australia have different republican histories. The first area of this
argument suggests that Australia, from its early origins, had a far greater Irish Catholic
immigrant population, who were against the British monarchy from the outset.

New

Zealand, on the other hand, did not have such a strong Irish history, being founded
mainly by English colonials. The other side of the argument suggests that New Zealand
has not had such a diverse history of immigration as Australia. This argument is partly
true, but also partly false.

Certainly in the last 25 years Australia's immigration policy has changed
significantly from what was in the early stages of Australian history, a 'white Australian
policy'. The policy changed slowly at first, but escalated quickly to make Australia a
multicultural nation. New Zealand's immigration policy has also been traditionally proBritish, although since the mid-1980s, New Zealand has realised that it could no longer
maintain this narrowness. As such, it has based its entry criteria on aspects that will
assist the New Zealand community, such as skills, finance, and acceptability into the
New Zealand community. In Australia, there appear~ to be a direct correlation between
the rising levels of support for republicanism, and the rising levels of diversification of
immigrants arriving into Australia.

This is not necessarily the case in New Zealand,

although the lack of immigrant diversification has made it hard to prove. Although the
number of immigrants entering New Zealand have increased significantly since the mid1970s, it has not been reflected in the level of support republicanism has received.
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The immigrants that have come to New Zealand have entered a nation that did
not promote diversity. Because of their limited numbers it has been traditionally difficult
for immigrants to form their own cultural communities, and the only course of action has
been for them to assimilate into the New Zealand community, which was predominately
pro-British.

Issues like republicanism, therefore, have not been raised.

This thesis

highlighted the plight of the Chinese in New Zealand, and suggested that not only did
they not have their own community, but also, until recently, they had little decisionmaking influence within the New Zealand political system. The result of this was that
their views and attitudes were not taken into consideration. It would not be correct to
say that they were republicans, but they must surely have asked questions about the
constitutional status and Britishness of the land that they were settling in. However, the
seeds of immigrant discourse have been sown. As in Australia, there will likely come a
time when New Zealand immigrants seriously question why the country they decided to
settle in still has a British, and therefore foreign, head of state.

Conclusion 4: Immigration has been a significant factor in determining why
republicanism has not been implemented in New Zealand. The official New Zealand
Government policy has been traditionally pro-British in who it allowed to enter New
Zealand. Although this changed as economic concerns ensured that immigration policy
was determined more on individual, rather than cultural, reasons.

The number of

immigrants have not been substantial enough, nor politically involved enough, to debate
New Zealand's constitution.

With time, and with a greater say in the New Zealand

political process, more questions are likely to be raised.
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This thesis then asked whether legal considerations were an important factor in
New Zealand retaining the constitutional status qua.

This thesis found that in legal

terms, New Zealand becoming a republic only required an Act of Parliament, which
meant it would only take a majority of members in the House of Representatives to vote
for a republic, for it to become law. The reality, however, is that the members would
most likely not so act, or vote, unless they had a mandate from the people of New
Zealand to do so, which would most probably be achieved through a referendum.

Fear of a lack of continuity and stability if New Zealand became a republic would
not appear to be based on any solid research. There appear to be several workable
ways of replacing the Governor-General without a crisis ensuing. The seemingly best
course for this is for the House of Representatives to select a candidate, and for there to
be a 75 per cent level of support, thus ensuring that the candidate selected would
receive support across party lines. Other options include a general vote in the House,
or for a popular vote.

However these options might alienate sections of the New

Zealand population, and would not be appropriate for a non-partisan office.

This thesis has found that constitutional convention could ensure that the new
head of state post would not be overtly partisan and would in itself be non-political,
much the same as the Speaker in the House of Representatives. Despite the reality,
legal considerations are viewed by many constitutional lawyers as being a hurdle to New
Zealand becoming a republic. The perceived problems of designing a head of state,
with a large amount of power, is considered by many to be too difficult in an age where
a major change to Mixed Member Proportionality has just taken place.
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Conclusion 5: The legal aspects of becoming a republic are deemed legally awkward

by many constitutional lawyers who believe making the switch would be inappropriate.
In reality, however, there is little solid evidence that a move to a republic would be
difficult, and it seems likely that constitutional convention would ensure that the office of
head of state would remain non-political.

The last major proposition suggested was that when an indigenous race of
people supports retaining the constitutional monarch as head of state, there is less
likelihood of the nation moving to become a republic. This thesis has found that the
Maori and the British Crown have retained a close emotional relationship for the last 160
years. This started with the signing of the Treaty of Waitangi in 1840. A major reason
why many Maori do not want New Zealand to become a republic is that they consider
that the rights promised to them under the Treaty will be diminished if a move is made.
The argument seems to be largely a symbolic one.

In reality, the Queen of New

Zealand is legally distinct from the Queen of Great Britain, and the Crown's
responsibilities to the Maori under the Treaty have been maintained and carried out by
the New Zealand Government.

In Maoridom there appears to be a lack of trust in politicians, while the monarch
symbolically has still been maintained as head of the Empire, and the traditional chief.
Thus, although Maori fears in practical terms may be largely unfounded, symbolically
there is a real problem in ending ties between New Zealand and Great Britain, as many
Maori feel that if New Zealand became a republic, the rights of the Maori under the
Treaty of Waitangi could fall by the wayside.
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Conclusion 6: Although in practical terms, Maori rights under the Treaty of Waitangi

have been maintained and carried out by the state throughout the bulk of New Zealand's
history, Maori still consider the monarch to be the provider of their rights. Symbolically,
the Crown is still important in the Maori way of thinking. In effect, Maori opinion stands
as an important factor in New Zealand retaining the constitutional monarch, and
certainly a large barrier to New Zealand becoming a republic when the issue is
eventually seriously debated.

General Conclusion

In 1999 New Zealand is for most purposes an independent nation, although a
great deal of its national symbols still reflect its former colonial status.

It would be

foolish to underestimate the importance of these symbols in maintaining ties between
New Zealand and Great Britain.

At the same time, it is an overly simplistic and

insufficient explanation to say that 'cultural ties' with Great Britain is why New Zealand
has not seriously engaged with the idea of republicanism.

This thesis examined six

major factors which in combination explain why New Zealand has not become a
republic, why New Zealand has not seriously debated republicanism, and why there
remain barriers to politicians promoting republicanism in New Zealand.

Of these six factors, the two most unchanged and therefore those which remain
as the biggest barriers to republicanism are the general apathy of New Zealanders
towards constitutional issues and the fears of the Maori that their protection by the
Treaty of Waitangi, upheld by their special relationship with the Crown, will be lost. In
the case of the former, however, it must be noted that previous support of the monarchy
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as an institution has been replaced with apathy too.

Thus, the support of New

Zealanders for the monarchy is not the barrier it once was. In terms of the latter, it is
worth noting that some Maori do not oppose republicanism and do see a possibility for
furthering their interests through a renegotiation of the Treaty. Of course, it must be
noted that the Maori are not politically homogenous. Nevertheless, there is a solid block
of Maori tradition opposed to republicanism.

The other four factors are to a larger extent ameliorated due to recent events in
New Zealand. The personal following of Queen Elizabeth II has aged with her, and with
the rise to positions of social and political power by younger New Zealanders, who do
not have the same post-war ties to Great Britain, it is likely that republican ideas will be
more acceptable. At the same time, this new generation is also marked by its apathy to
New Zealand's constitution.

British symbolism is important in explaining why New Zealand is still tied
constitutionally to Great Britain.

However rather than a central causal factor, this

influence reinforces the other pro-Britain factors, like Queen Elizabeth ll's popularity,
and the ethnic ties many New Zealanders have with Great Britain. These 'ethnic' ties
relate to New Zealand's long-standing Anglo-Saxon immigration policy. With the change
in this policy over recent decades, a demographic shift has begun which undermines the
'natural' ties between Great Britain and the population of New Zealand. The rise in
Asians, other Europeans, and even younger generations of British-descended New
Zealanders, are all part of this shift away from a constitution that ties New Zealand to
Great Britain through the monarchy.
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Finally, legal barriers to constitutional change seem to be over-estimated by
'experts' in these areas. Their worries about the form and manner of replacing the head
of state may say more about their generation and background than about the actual
legal issues.

In many ways, the questions over who and what would replace the

monarchy acts as a distillation of the whole republican question for New Zealand. The
old guard of New Zealand is still a pro-British, culturally homogenous block opposed to
change and perhaps lacking the self-confidence that a constitutional change would
require. Coming to the fore is a younger, culturally diverse, perhaps more self-confident
generation which may be politically divided from left to right, but which is likely to have
more of a sense of itself as being from New Zealand than as British.

With the

inevitability of demographic change, the barriers to republicanism that remain will be the
constitutional apathy of this generation combined with the need to provide an
imaginative proposal that solves the Maori concerns over republicanism. New Zealand
may in the future seriously debate republicanism and decide in which constitutional
direction it wishes to head.

But until the above factors in New Zealand society are

examined, debated, and dealt with, a Republic of New Zealand will not become part of
New Zealand's immediate future.
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