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Coming up next, conversations on human rights with Speak Up – Kōrerotia, here on Plains FM


Sally 	
E ngā mana, 
E ngā reo, 
E ngā hau e whā
Tēnā koutou katoa
Nau mai ki tēnei hōtaka, Speak Up-Kōrerotia.
 
Tune in as our guests ‘speak up’, sharing their unique and powerful experiences and opinions and may you also be inspired to speak up when the moment is right.

Kei Te Wiki o Te Reo Māori nei, kei te whakanui tātou Te Reo me Te Ao Māori. It's a chance for us to celebrate and make visible Te Reo and by extension, Te Ao Māori. Te Wiki o Te Reo Māori 2024 comes at a time when political choices are bringing very real challenges to advances over the last few decades in Māori rights, with the National / New Zealand First / ACT coalition repealing or reviewing a significant amount of policy pertaining to Māori. Two of the most noticeable decisions in this regard have been abolishing Te Aka Whai Ora, the Māori Health Authority, which was only established just over a year earlier; and rolling back the use of Te Reo in government departments, which had been becoming increasingly commonplace under the previous Labour government, and something which personally I was really, really loving to see. 

Two significant events in the last few weeks have made these issues even more permanent. The first event is the death of the seven Māori monarch, King Tūheitia Potautau Te Wherowhero VII, who was celebrated by orators at his tangi for his lifetime of advocacy for Kotahitanga, or unity. In contrast, the second event is the progression of the contentious Treaty Principles Bill, which many observers argue risks furthering division within Aotearoa today. So on today's show we’re thinking about what is Kotahitanga? What does it mean? And what does it mean, especially, in the politically charged and divided context of Aotearoa at the moment? 

Ko wai kōrua? We've got two guests with us today. We've got Dominic O'Sullivan from Charles Sturt University in Australia. And Kassie Hartendorp from ActionStation here in Aotearoa. I'd love to hear from you both, what is it that brought you to where you are today? What is it that makes you passionate and interested in the topics that we're going to be discussing? Kassie, why don't we start with you? 


Kassie 
Kia ora Sally rāua ko Dominic i tēnei rā. Ngā mihi o Te Wiki o Te Reo Māori, kia kaha Te Reo Māori. Aē, ko wai au? He uri au Ngāti Raukawa me Tūwharetoa. On my mum's side, I come from Ngāti Raukawa and Ngāti Tūwharetoa. And on my dad's side, I come from England and Scotland and Italy. And really stoked to be joining you both today to have this kōrero. So the question of what drives and inspires me really is about the ambitious cultural revitalisation strategy that our pakeke in Ngāti Raukawa created in the 1970s, and this was a time that our iwi and our hapū were on what we talk about as the brink of cultural extinction. And they got together to organise, to protect what matters to us, you know, to restore ourselves back to being ourselves as Māori as tangata whenua. And as the younger generation, my whānau and I have been the beneficiaries of what was really about recognising that our marae is our principal home, our people are our wealth, our language is a taonga, and we strive to govern ourselves, so tino rangatiratanga. And for the most part, what I've noticed is that in our rohe, we've made huge progress over the last 50 years since that vision was put into life. So for me, I tangibly know that it's possible to create a better world, a better rohe, a better country because I've seen that happen. I've seen it in my everyday life. So what really drives and inspires me is the knowledge that everyday people can make a difference if they dream of a better world and get organised amongst ourselves to be able to create it. 


Sally
And that's no doubt like you get involved with Action Station. 


Kassie
That's the one. It's true. It's just, you know, just as this world as we know it was a many ways created by people. It was created by the minds and hearts in the hands, in the feet, the walk – the hikoi – of people who've come before us. And so why can't we shape it in the way that we believe is necessary to make it a better world? Yeah. 


Sally
Lovely, thank you so much. And Dominic?


Dominic
Kia ora Sally rāua ko Kassie. Kā nui te mihi ki a kōrua. Ko Māmari te waka. Ko Te Rarawa te iwi. Ko Te Uri o Hina te hapū. Ko Te Uri o Te Hina te marae. Ko Dominic O’Sullivan tōku ingoa. Kā nui te mihi ki a koutou ki te whakarongo ki te mātou kōrero kei te pō nei. Kia ora, my name is Dominic O’Sullivan. And I suppose I'm inspired to come to where I am for many of the same reasons that the Kassie’s just described. In addition to that, I'm a political scientist. I've been studying and writing and teaching politics for a long time, 25 years or thereabouts. Political scientists are interested in power. What it is? Where it comes from? Who has it? Who doesn't? What makes power legitimate? What makes power illegitimate? And how do different bodies of power, both legitimate and illegitimate, conflict, how do they come together, how do they reconcile? I’m particularly interested in Te Tiriti in broader public policy from those perspectives. I'm interested in how thinking about power and where it resides can help us to actually bring people together. 

I think one of the things that was really important about one of the speeches King Tūheitia delivered earlier in the year when he used is room for everybody. And you contrast it with the Treaty Principles Bill, which says there's not room for everybody. And those clashes of values and philosophy and of power and, unfortunately, they make good political science and give political scientists a lot to write and think about. Within political theories of citizenship and democracy and rangatiratanga and things like that, which I like to think about and read about, there is enormous scope for giving effect to Tūheitia’s remarked that there’s room for everybody. And that's what really inspires my work. What does it look like? What does a society look like which has room for everybody? How do we reach a point where everybody can say, there's room for me? And to be able to say that people need to be able to approach public life from a cultural perspective, in a way that makes sense to them, not a cultural perspective that somebody else has imposed on them. It's not really their own; they don't understand or don't like. So how is there room for me in this world alongside there being room for everybody else is a very, very difficult question to answer. You know, the test is pretty high before we reach a point where people are willing to say it, but it's an aspiration, I think, worth pursuing and thinking about, even if it seems a long way off, when one looks at the Treaty Principles Bill and and some of the arguments that have been raised in favour of it. 


Sally
Right. We will no doubt get into that on a lot more depth. I think that's probably the crux, really, of what we'll be discussing. But just as we kick off the kōrero today, I think our first question has to be what exactly is Kotahitanga? Yes, we translate it as ‘unity’, but there's so much more depth to it than just the word ‘unity’. 


Kassie
Well, for me, when I think of kotahitanga, I think of being on our marae, and I know that everybody there knows who they are, where there's room for them, how they belong, how we connect to each other. And we all have a role and we all have a unique strength and a unique place. We all have something to offer to the collective, we all have something to give. And it looks different for everyone. For some people, it might be the political scientist, you know. For some people it might be in the kitchen, cooking the kai, I might be the nephews who are making sure all the seats come out so that our elders have comfortable places to sit and might be our people at the front, giving the whaikōrero and kāranga. But often, more importantly, it's the people at the back who have done all the careful planning to make sure that anybody who comes to our home feels welcome, feels cared for, knows what's happening, feels a sense of, feels a sense of being embraced. And so my experience of Kotahitanga is when everybody mucks in and gets to work for a bigger purpose, for a bigger kaupapa. And that purpose is above any single one of us individually: it's really about how we take care of each other – and usually, how we take care of our guests. So it's interesting to think about that and the microcosm that is our marae and then what that means in terms of our country, you know, just thinking about Te Tiriti. Te Tiriti was in some ways an expression of Kotahitanga to say, we know who we are as Māori, we know how we connected to each other, we know these special places, we know our whenua, our moana, our awa, and we are inviting you to come and be with us, to be in peace and mutual benefit and harmony, but we have some ways of doing that that will look after all of us. And so, yeah, for me, Kotahitanga is the mucking in and getting to work and doing it together for a greater purpose. 


Sally
Ka pai. 


Dominic 
I think that's an excellent model for how political relationships can work at a national level, but also internationally. Yeah, we're all different – that's why liberal democracy developed, because we're all different – and we need a way of not suppressing other people's differences, but a way of managing them in an orderly and in a fair way. And although Te Tiriti was signed before anyone in this part of the world or in Britain had thought too much about liberal democracy, and although it wasn't written necessarily as a blueprint for citizenship and democratic ways of organising things, it can today be interpreted as a guide to that kind of objective, if one wants it to. Yeah, there's a lot of kōrero out there that rejects that idea. And that’s, yeah, that’s fine. 

But I think, you know, one of the interesting things about Te Tiriti, which I think runs counter to the Treaty Principles Bill argument, is that it can help democracy work better, and it can do that through Kotahitanga, and it can do that through those principles that Kassie’s just described as belonging to the marae and, I think, taken further afield, taken to the national level in terms of of political relationships and so on. And I think, you know, Te Tiriti gave the Crown the right to establish government, but that's not the same as the right to be government – and that's something that we haven't thought about too much, I don't think, and it’s something that we don't hear too much about in public discourse. I think, you know, public discourse can get a bit lazy and, you know, people think, oh, the Crown's the Crown, it's over there, it does its thing. But of course, the Crown itself said, well, actually, the King isn't the sovereign anymore – the Queen back in the day – in the sense of being an absolute authority helped in the business of government by a few hand-picked ministers. That's not how the Crown came to see its authority, even though it probably saw it in that way at time of Te Tiriti’s signing. The Crown came to the view that government is actually for everybody and that's why we have, you know, what we call in political science ‘responsible government’. Government is the ministers who are responsible to parliament, which is in turn elected by the people. And the whole idea of Parliament – strangely enough, we don't always see it; we certainly don't see it when we turn on the TV and watch Question Time – but the idea of Parliament doesn't [inaudible]. 

And, you know, we might say that members of Parliament don't do a particularly good a good job of it, but perhaps they should and perhaps they could and that's part of what it means for Te Tiriti’s third article to be really accentuated. And it's another thing we don't think about too much and that’s perhaps because in 1840, the rights of British subjects were pretty limited and they weren't necessarily rights that people would fight over: the right to be hanged and flogged and all sorts of things that were so-called British justice in those days. Subjecthood isn't the way we think about that kind of relationship between government and the people anymore. It's evolved as citizenship, and citizenship isn't static: what it looks like now is not what it looked like ten years ago, and it's probably not what it will look like in ten years’ time. 

And one of the things I try to contribute through my my work as a political scientist is to imagine what citizenship might look like in a way that reflects that idea of Kotahitanga. The first thing I think citizenship does to that effect is it says, well, the Crown is ours as much as any as it is anybody else's – it's neither partner nor enemy; it’s us – therefore, we have a right to share in its authority, a right to help work out what that authority is viz-a-viz rangatiratanga, viz-a-viz other bodies of authority that exist around the place, and we have, a right and an obligation to shape this and therefore a right to expect that government works as well for us as for anybody else. And perhaps only need for one Te Tiriti principle to be written into legislation, and there is something to the effect of, “This act will be interpreted and applied to work for Māori people as well as it works for anybody else”. You can make that argument with reference to the classical liberalism of the ACT party, for example. That philosophical tradition doesn't have to manifest itself in the the racist and exclusionary way that it is being presented at the moment, that's a political choice. My suggestion, through my reflections on political theory and political ideas and things like that, is to something different and something more expansive and inclusive. And that's how I think about Kotahitanga when it goes outside the marae. 


Kassie
Kia ora, Dom. I'm wondering if I can just jump on that a little bit? I love what you’ve put there, matua, it’s really refreshing to hear a concept of democracy in Parliament that doesn't feel like this exclusive us versus them. And I think that is often the challenge and the nuance with Te Tiriti o Waitangi which is essentially, you know, a treaty, an agreement, between two different groups of people from different places in the world working out how they were going to potentially coexist together well. And what I've really noticed, particularly over the past ten years, is the way in which we are watching actors like the ACT party use division to be able to drive a wedge between us in terms of who we are and who we are not, and we’re either this ‘in’ group or we’re the ‘out’ group. And I think Te Tiriti could almost move into a place of doing it because it's a treaty between two groups; the intention honestly seemed as though it was never about… it was never about division, because why would you have a treaty? A treaty symbolises Kotahitanga. It symbolises a unity. 

And as many people have have said before, such as our dear Moana Jackson, said that to Māori, treaties were really common. We were always, well often, making treaties or strategic alliances with each other. That was really normal, common and understood. And so why should this one be any different in many ways? But what we're noticing – and we will get into this – is the way in which I think a real bad faith politics is coming forward that has this really ugly, ugly tone to it. And we're seeing particularly in places like the USA with Trump, we seeing it in places like the UK with a real strong anti-migrant, anti-immigrant rhetoric is coming forward. This idea that you can get as many votes as you want if you stir up fear, stoke division, towards a group that usually, traditionally, is already seen as other or seen as different. And people are en masse told to fear, dislike, hate, this other group and all of this is really just a vehicle – I talk about it as, you know, the Treaty Principles Bill was a Trojan horse for hate. It really feels like it's a vehicle to stir up this, this hatred and this division in order to attain a political purpose, to get a political goal. And so, it feels really nice to hear what you're saying, Dominic, that actually our government can be for everyone. We all have a place to belong. It serves all of us. It doesn't have to be purely the us versus them, that is, that is used against us more often than not. 


Dominic
You know, to further that idea or those ideas: There are couple of words I think we should banish from our discourse. The first is ‘Crown’ and the second is ‘partnership’. And if we look at what really popularised the idea of partnership as a Treaty principle, it was the Court of Appeals judgement in the Lands Case back in 1987, where the Court found that the Treaty was a partnership between races and automatically that language is language of inequality. The court was trying to find a way forward – well, it was trying to find a route towards Kotahitanga – but I think what it did was actually to make it more difficult to achieve because the idea of race is an 18th century anthropological term and it was developed to create hierarchies of human worth so people could be placed on different points in a scale of worth and a scale of inherent suitability to exercise powers of government over themselves in whichever way they chose to do that. And it was therefore an essential concept in justifying the colonial project: the people higher up on the scale of human worth were entitled to dominate those lower down. And so if we think of Te Tiriti as a partnership between races, we're automatically accepting inequality. 

And I think that relates to why we might also banish the word ‘Crown’ from our discourse and think of other words to use. The ‘Crown’, if it's talked about and thought about and examined as kind of binary, is always the senior partner, simply because it's bigger and has all sorts of coercive powers that no other group in a state can can possibly have because they're not big enough. And it also – I think this is really important – encourages a ‘them’ and ‘us’ kind of binary. The Crown is them. We are over here trying to, extract whatever concessions we can from the Crown's kindness, from its benevolence. 

So within the partnership discourse, there's no real possibility to think about government is the property of the citizens, the property of everybody. That's why I made the point earlier about Te Tiriti giving the right to the Crown to establish government not being the same as the right to be government. And one of the ideas I'm thinking about at the moment is that perhaps we could see Te Tiriti as recognising hapū as political communities and recognising kawanatanga as a new political community, not a political community that was established to belong just to them but a political community that was established to belong to everybody. 

And I like to think of these many political communities as together constituting a Commonwealth – Commonwealth being a very old word used in political science that some places use to describe the idea of this is a group of people, a group of independent people who, by the free consent and free will, have come together for the common good, for the common wealth of everyone. And if we can take partnership and crown out of their language – perhaps replace it with Commonwealth, perhaps replace it with something else – then I think the idea that Kotahitanga is our goal is always present. Doesn't mean it's necessarily an easy task or an easy aspiration, but at least we know what the aspiration is. If if the aspiration is to be partners; well, there's always going to be divisions of power that effectively mean that rangatiratanga is the only site of Māori self-determination or Māori political authority, as distinct from rangatiratanga being a site of political authority that compliments the authority that belongs to Maori people as citizens, and therefore as shareholders in the authority of government. Because that’s what citizens are: shareholders in the authority of government, and language that sets that assumption up for people to think about is probably a good thing. 


Sally
Well, there's lots to think about in there. Amazing. Mind blowing. It's great. I love the idea of repositioning things so that we all kind of think about being shareholders, I think that's a really kind of unique way of saying government. 


Dominic
In a sense, that's what the Treaty Principles Bill is saying is its intention, but when one reads the principles, it's obviously not. But if it is the intention – which can be justified with reference to the ACT party's founding philosophies and ideals – it shouldn't be that hard for the ACT party to come out and say it. And there's just one principle: everything works equally well for everybody. 


Sally
I'd really like to think about this idea of Kotahitanga. We've already kind of pulled apart what it is and what it could be and what, perhaps, it should be – but thinking more about the historical context, and particularly the different movements that have come under the umbrella of Kotahitanga, and particularly with the Kīngitanga being a really important one right at the moment. 


Dominic
Well, we've already talked about Te Tiriti as an instrument of Kotahitanga, as an agreement that reflected the kinds of values and so on that we've been talking about. But I think, you know, the Kīngitanga, obviously, was established to pursue that goal of Kotahitanga back in the 1850s when it became clear that government forces were being deployed or going to be deployed to alienate land further and the government didn't see Te Tiriti as a binding and enduring commitment in the way was presented at Waitangi. You know, that's where Kīngitanga came from: it was an attempt to unite people under a monarch who would help foster cohesion and unity and coherent opposition to what governments were trying to do. 

Interestingly, too – and again, this isn't always as prominent, perhaps, as it might be in public debate – Te Tiriti was drafted by Anglican missionaries, Henry and William Williams. And Williams, knowing that the rangatira present at Waitangi were familiar with biblical language and concepts, presented Te Tiriti as a covenant akin to the covenants between God and different groups of people recorded in biblical texts. And he used that language to explain it as a sacred and enduring document. People knew that, from their readings of Scripture and thinking about biblical ideas, that covenants were a solemn promise. It wasn't just a random, ill thought-out agreement to do something; it was an enduring promise, and it was tapu, it was sacred, because it was akin to the promises of God. 

And that's reasonable language for missionaries to use when they're explaining ideas, and it's reasonable for people to accept that in good faith. And I think that's one of the reasons the Treaty Principles Bill might be seen by some people as particularly objectionable, because it is really an attempt to rewrite a solemn and enduring commitment that Māori have always kept. Yeah. It's not just out of pragmatism that Māori don't resist the presence of government, the presence of non-Māori people. It's not just the pragmatic necessity to do that that comes from being a minority. It's honouring an agreement that was made back in 1840 for the Crown to establish government, but – as I have been saying – not to be government. So that's some examples there of Kotahitanga as a principle that's been around for a long time. 


Sally
Okay. I'd be really interested to hear from either of you how you think the death and the tangi of King Tūheitia have come into play with everything that's happening at the moment around the Treaty Principles Bill, especially this idea of Kotahitanga, given how central that was to the King's philosophy. 


Kassie
I'm not going to pretend to know the inner workings of the Kīngitanga, because that's not part of my rohe but I can talk about how the experience has been outside of that rohe. It really came through earlier in the year – and I think it was actually December – when King Tūheitia made that call for Kotahitanga so held the first hui ā motu in January. And from going up there, the mood was electric, the ahua was absolutely electric and there were thousands of people who were there. And I think what was really happening was that our Kīngi was noticing what the government was doing and trying to lead a way forward, find one way forward for Māori to move through it, and appealing to that value, that kōrero of Kotahitanga is in many ways the perfect, the perfect thing to think about. 

And I think one of those reasons is because what we're noticing is that most Māori you will speak to at this time, are highly aware that right now our current government is pushing through policies that are going to take us backwards. We can see it, we completely understand it, and we know it for what it is. And the call for Kotahitanga asks us, I think, to be in unity with each other first and foremost. And that's not necessarily an easy thing to do, because we know the tactic of divide and conquer, which has often been used, and even within our forms of Treaty settlements and things like that, often it has meant that our relations with each other can be very tense or conflicting. And so the first call for us as Māori to be in Kotahitanga with us and to say very clearly about what is happening, but to keep thinking about what it means to be in unity, was a really… was a sign of strong leadership at that time. 

And of course, what it also means is by us being on the same page and in Kotahitanga, I think it makes then easier for non-Māori, for the rest of Aotearoa, to be able to see what is happening and understand. You know, when we surveyed our community among ActionStation, which was over 3000 people, over 88% of them do not support the coalition government's policies relating to Māori and to Te Tiriti o Waitangi. And that's not just the Treaty Principles Bill, that's all kinds that’s going on now, from Māori wards, from Takutai Moana, for our coastal areas, as well as things like fair pay agreements and no cause evictions for renters, which disproportionately affect us as Māori. 

We know that Māori tend to be on the same page around what is happening, but what really matters right now, I think, is similar to what Dominic is talking about, is how, as a nation, how do we all conceive of and move forward together? And I think there's a real task here for non-Māori, for tangata Tiriti or tauiwi, to be able to show their support as well. And so they will take time with us. We already know that people understand the value of multiple cultures and languages a lot more. If you even look at Te Wiki o Te Reo Māori, people are embracing it a lot more than they ever have. I would say they understand growingly that successive governments have disadvantaged Māori and that we need to take action to remedy it. So for me, that call was really sensing what was going on in the nation and the world, calling us this morning to come together and also laying the fabric, laying the foundation, so that as a nation we can come together and set the path for where we need to go. 


Sally
Kassie, it must have been amazing to have been there. 


Kassie
Yeah, absolutely. And and you know, it's that's interesting, right. Because I've been a part of it over the past ten years, particularly with Māori. I really wanting to have a modern conversation about how how governance works in Aotearoa. What does that constitution look like? How what are our relationships to each other? I think maybe I've been really craving this conversation, but this one about the Treaty Principles Bill is not the tahi, that's not the way. That's not the conversation that I have been wanting to have. It really feels like it's a politically opportunistic, bad-faith approach to be able to skew and influence where our politics goes in a way that doesn't really feel like it truly honours the intent of Te Tiriti o Waitangi. It feels like these ideas from outside planted onto what we should be doing as a nation and that's affecting how we even talk about Te Tiriti as a sacred covenant. Te Tiriti is a sacred, enduring relationship. What are the sacred ways that we have a conversation about it? How do we sacredly respect each other to be able to do that? And I don't think that's what this bill is. 


Sally
For people who aren't familiar with the Treaty Principles Bill – and I know there's still quite a lot – what exactly is ACT proposing? 


Kassie
So the way that we see it is that ACT is proposing a bill to change the Treaty principles that, as Dominic has mentioned, came about as, I think, bridging both the Treaty, the English text, and the Te Tiriti, the Māori text, into a way that courts and government understand it and make sense of it going ahead. So we have some existing Treaty principles and David Seymour and the ACT Party are wanting to change those to another set of principles into attach that to a referendum so that it can be voted on as a nation. Now, where we stand on this, we really see it as a bad-faith move. And there's many reasons for that. Partially, the Bill is actually disconnected to you know… our Te Reo translators have said that the Bill is completely disconnected from our original Te Tiriti, it's a novel interpretation, they would say, and that’s what the Waitangi Tribunal found. It’s really just a copy paste of ACT policy, essentially, and they’re trying to put that over how we interpret Te Tiriti. And the major concerns for it is that it takes out the part about rangatiratanga. It clearly erodes Māori rights as we understand them in law, and by the government. And it really is a chance to be able to put the values of a party that has 8% of the vote on the sacred enduring covenant, this agreement, that goes back hundred and 84 years and rewriting history with it. Yeah. 


Dominic
There's an argument, too, that the principles, which are obviously not part of the Treaty text, detract from the substance of the text and perhaps we don't need them at all. That seems to be the New Zealand First party position. Not that New Zealand First is too worried about the substance of the text, but it does make the argument that the principles have been interpreted to take Te Tiriti away from its original meaning. And one might contest that perspective, it's really an argument that New Zealand First wants to prosecute on a case-by-case basis, by looking at references to Treaty principles in each act of Parliament in which they appear, and to clarify them, where they’re irrelevant and repeal a section if they're not relevant. 

I think there's some merit to that idea. If it would, with regard to an honest reflection on what Te Tiriti text was saying, I don't think that's necessarily how New Zealand First proposes to do it, but that's the reason why New Zealand First, as I understand it, won't be supporting the bill beyond its introduction. 

If we just come back to the question we were looking at earlier about the effect of King Tūheitia’s tangi and just go back a step to the effect of the big hui ā motu he called in January. I think about 10,000 people attended, and it was within a day or two of that, Christopher Luxon reaffirmed quite strongly the National Party's view that it wouldn't be supporting the Bill beyond first reading. I think it might be fair to say that Luxon and his part of the government were spooked a little bit by the turnout. And one of the significant things Tūheitia did, in calling that hui as an illustration of Kotahitanga, was to really take the leadership of the issue away from Te Pāti Māori. Te Pāti Māori, while might have been coming from a similar philosophical perspective, had very different tactics: blocking motorways with car hikoi or something and, you know, stopping people going to work in the mornings as if alienating people is a better way of making your point than Kotahitanga. I think what that strategy showed, which was very much at odds with Kotahitanga, was unwillingness to accept that every motorist you stopped getting to work, every motorist you stopped getting their kids to school, is a potential supporter – not necessarily an enemy. So treating the whole country as an enemy was, I think, how the debate seemed, or the resistance, seemed to be proceeding. Tūheitia attracted a much wider cross-section of people to Ngāruawāhia [marae]. The whole Māori world was there, from what one could see, and the arguments were made in very measured and clear language, but simply by the weight of numbers, the message was also very clear that we're serious. This isn't going to work easily. If you side with ACT and let this Bill proceed, you're going to come up with very significant resistance and it's going to be a more sophisticated and sustained resistance than just the odd protest trying to stop people going to work on a busy morning. And that's an interesting contrast, too, I think. So Tūheitia really took the leadership of the argument away from Te Pāti Māori. And he also said, interestingly, I think it was at the koroneihana [coronation] celebrations just a few weeks before he died, that if there was to be a national discussion about Te Tiriti, we didn't want politicians leading it. I think that's very important and an insight into, or an example of, why perhaps we might want to look at ways of doing politics differently, being more careful and considered and deliberative rather than confrontational in the way that we make decisions. 


Kassie
It's been interesting to see the different waves of leadership that are happening within Te Ao Māori, and I always think that we're a leaderful people, you know, it's almost like leadership inbuilt into how we bring up rangatahi and model it with our marae context, because we need leaders of all different kinds. So it has been interesting to watch that. And while I might not completely share the observations that you've made there, Dominic, in terms of the treating the country as the enemy, I think that what is happening here is there needs to be… what we know changes government’s minds is an element of political risk. And it's not everything, you know, the hikoi or the protest isn't everything, but in some ways, if there is not that hard edge to the pushback, then it does become really easy to be able to treat it as another normal day, which is why we say civil disobedience and disruption used throughout the world all the time. That being said, it's been really wonderful to see the diversity of ways that Māori are responding and thinking outside the box in terms of what does it mean to get to the future that we're working towards? 

I will say as well on this, is that the question of taking it out of politics, I think, is crucial. I think that is the part that's making this particularly polarising is because there are votes attached to which party, any party, any party in parliament, how they are performing, how they are reacting, everything they are doing is highly calculated to how it's going to result and more or less power within the next election, within a very bound Westminster system, right. And I think that it's right to be thinking outside of outside of politics on this. 

And I think what I'd add to that, as well, is that, you know, when it comes to these things like this Bill, I think it's also tempting to see them as these hypothetical questions of what is governance and what is democracy and what is citizenship, and avoid the questions that are things such as: Who does this Bill serve? Who benefits from a Bill like this? Because what we've been told is that as citizens, we all get this beautiful, equal say about what our country looks like. Yey we all feel included in this decision that we may be asked to make, or maybe not. But what's actually under the surface, I think, is actually a trick that everyday New Zealanders feel good about being included in this conversation. I think we have to ask the question: Whose interest does it serve? Whose interest does it serve, when our interpretation of our founding document has erased tino rangatiratanga and has created these kind of blasé, meaningless principles that mean that in practice big business do not have to talk to iwi when they come and set up their mining company or their fracking company. It means that governments have more power, potentially, to not have to talk to mana whenua in terms of what they do. We're not talking about these questions. And so I think that that's why I go back to this is bad faith. This isn't just a conversation about who we are in the world and our citizenship and democracy. It's also a question about what are we allowing to open up, what are we allowing to happen, if we direct a lot of this energy about Te Tiriti into policies that will make it easier for certain parts of society to have more power and more control. 


Dominic
I think these arguments are actually too sophisticated and too complicated. One sees that, for example, when you might have somebody from the ACT party and somebody from Te Pāti Māori arguing their different perspectives, it doesn't take long for the conversation to descend into chaos because the primary motivation for the ACT Party is to appeal to its base and secure just a small share of the vote it needs to return to Parliament. And this is an issue that it has grabbed onto to seek attention to itself. It's an issue that is intended to be polarising. It does raise big philosophical concepts about where power lies. Who has it? Who doesn't? What are the checks on power? Who checks power? Who doesn't? Does anybody check power? All these big, big philosophical questions that require very serious reflection and thinking. 

And one of the interesting ideas I've been looking at recently is the role that deliberative assemblies might play in making complicated and difficult decisions. And the idea here is that people are selected at random so they don't come with any political agenda, they don’t necessarily come with any knowledge of the topic but as part of the deliberative process they're given access to experts on the topic under discussion, they’re given access to serious, informed research, and they make a decision after discussion and deliberation. They come to a position after serious reading, serious thinking and serious talking where people are expected to present serious, considered reasons for their ideas and expose those reasons to critique. And the idea is that if a vote at some point has to be taken, the vote is not taken until everybody understands the other. So even if agreement can't be reached, at least people know the basis of the disagreement. And it seems to me to be a much better way of thinking about difficult things than a binary referendum, where these big questions are reduced to one simple question and you tick a box saying yes or a book saying no, with no space for the nuanced arguments or alternatives to yes and no that might exist. Yeah. So referendum as a way of making these kinds of decisions might sound like everybody gets their say and the majority prevails – and that's true to the extent that everybody does get their say – but a process that requires people to think first, then gives everybody an informed say – and maybe that doesn't mean the outcome will be any different, but maybe it does – we can, at the very least, perhaps be more confident that the decision is a reasonable one, a well-informed one, even if it's one that we don't necessarily agree with. 


Sally
In the absence of these deliberative assemblies, what are some steps that people could take if they want to learn more about what's going on? 


Dominic
Well, there have been deliberative assemblies held from time to time in New Zealand, most recently work here in Auckland. WaterCare in Auckland was faced with a decision about how to secure Auckland's water supply into the future. And it's a hugely complicated technical issue, there's an awful lot of science involved that most people don't have the time or the information to explore and examine, but the outcome that is decided has a real bearing on their lives for forever. So people were selected by selection and the representative of the community they heard from mana whenua groups, they heard from technical experts, from scientists and so on. And then they came to the conclusion that, as it happened, they all agreed upon, as the biggest source of Auckland's water supply. So we do have a few other examples as well in New Zealand. 

And I'm not sure that we need the Treaty Principles Nill at all, but I'm just saying, if we do, then there's a better way of informing people about it than simply a referendum. And there are also some principles of deliberative democracy, like, we don't make a decision until we understand one another. We don't shout at one another, but we listen to people's reasons. We contest their reasons. Maybe we're convinced by them’ maybe they're convinced by ours; maybe not. But what that kind of process does, is it exposes prejudice and racism very quickly. Because if one comes to a discussion from a racist perspective, one can't mask it as reason. One can't expect a person from a group to whom that racism was directed to say, oh yeah that's reasonable, I’ll think on it. They're going to recognise what it is immediately and contest it and say, well, no, you need a better argument. You need a reasoned argument for saying to Te Tiriti does too much, just as I might have a reason for saying Te Tiriti doesn't do enough or doesn't influence enough. We have that, to a degree, in parliamentary select committees, but ultimately, members of committees vote down party lines in terms of whether to adopt a report or not. So I don't think… because emotions are going to be so heightened and changed when this Bill goes to select committee. I don't think it's going to be a venue for a sensible discussion. If we do need this Bill, we need a better way of thinking about it before it goes to a referendum but we might, in the process, decide that we actually don't need a bill at all. 


Kassie
I'll just add to that and say that the purpose of this Bill is not to have a reasoned discussion, it’s antithetical to that. And I and I say this as a campaigner, right, because we get trained on how to campaign on issues and so we know the playbooks that get used. And we've watched it over in Australia with the Voice referendum – albeit that referendum was called for by a number, you know, a number of First Nations people in Australia – but what we noticed is that from the get-go, the support for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people having more of a voice in the Constitution, how the country is run, just a little bit of my voice, had quite high support, about 60 to 70% support among the country. The far-right actors, similar to the ACT Party, but over there launched a campaign or many campaigns, and after that campaign was complete, public support dropped to 30 to 40%. And that campaign wasn't based on good information or reasoned argument or good proper debate. It was pure disinformation, misinformation, money making. It spread further and appealing to fear-based tactics. So I believe it was, you know, that Aboriginal people are going to steal your private home, they're going to come through your houses and your homes and everything that you love, which, of course, we know isn't true. 

And so I think we just need to hold that, you know, the, the idea of the leadership that we want to have, that's deliberative and thought-out and robust and honest and evidence-based, and hold that with the fact that what is actually happening is a bad-faith bid to be able to appeal to people's fear, to appeal to sometimes the worst parts of people, to soak it up and to be able to get into a position that has been able to be enshrined into law. 

And so what I would say, like, the things that will help, is for us to actually see that the currently the government doesn't have any checks and balances; to a degree, they can do what they want. The thing that is going to sway them on this Bill is public support or public opposition. And luckily, we've already seen a lot of that already. You know, we've seen over 400 church leaders, over 200 civil society organisations, our best Te Reo translators te mea, te mea. And we've seen so many people oppose it, it's probably going to be the most opposed bill that maybe we've seen in the last decades. And that's heartening. And that's what we must do, because if this does proceed, we will not only have an unreasoned debate, probably Māori will lose rights because of it, but also it will create that division because it's not capable of creating anything other than division. 

And so what I would say is something that people can do is to actually show their support or the opposition to this Bill in terms of their support for Te Tiriti, opposition to this bill. A small plug: one thing that we're doing is we've started this campaign called Together for Te Tiriti, and that really is just a way to be able to have something positive that people can show they really value Te Tiriti and our commitment as everyday people. You can get your own placard or sticker or poster and put that up. And when we start to show what our real values are as a country – we respect our sacred covenant, we respect our history, we want it to inform our future – we have to show that because that's going to be the thing that is going to change, unfortunately, these political parties’ minds. 


Dominic
A deliberative process might expose all those arguments – obviously we're not going to have that for this particular issue – but it might highlight the value, whichever way things go, of being a bit more measured and informed in our thinking about whatever it is that we might be deciding upon collectively as a nation. And as part of it, too, I think it's worth recalling that the really powerful and successful slogan that the ‘No’ campaign used against the referendum in Australia last year was “If you don't know, vote no” and glorified ignorance. And you can't have democracy if you don't want to know. You can't have checks on power if you don't want to know, because you don't know what you're taking. You can't be a citizen if you don't want to know, because a citizen's job is to know. So it was a particularly harmful thing, but it can be used to effectively campaign against the Treaty Principles referendum, if it does get that far – the indications are from the National Party and the New Zealand First party that it won't, but one never knows. Things could change if the debate transpires in a way that suggests there might be political mileage in it for them, then they would most certainly change their views, I think. 


Sally
Tēnā kōrua. Thank you very much for this really enlightening kōrero today. I've really, really enjoyed listening to both of you. It's been great having, Dominic, your really deep knowledge of political science and the theory behind it, and Kassie, your passion for all of this. Thank you very much. I hope that everybody listening has really come away with some really deep food for thought, actually, and hopefully is inspired to learn more and educate themselves more so that they can be part of this conscious thinking about what's happening. 


Dominic
Kia ora.


Kassie
Kia ora, kōrua. Great kōrero, thank you. 

