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SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL

Māori have long sought to participate more effectively in the planning and management of their traditional places. Since the late 1980s, a number of legal mechanisms have been introduced to enable participation. Intriguingly, some have never been implemented, and the success of other mechanisms is questionable.  International literature argues that place-centred communities hold locally-specific knowledge, and these communities can make a vital contribution to ecological resilience if they are empowered to participate in managing their environment. The topic of indigenous participation and its relationship to environmental quality is seriously under-researched. Our research sets out to investigate why indigenous participation is failing, the characteristics of successful participation, and the associations between participation and resilience.  Using customary food resources – mahinga kai – as case studies, the research examines past and current experiences of iwi/hapu in resource management, and the effectiveness and benefits of different types of participation.  Comparisons will be made with parallel research in Canada. Theories of planning, resilience and environmentality offer divergent insights into methods, purposes and outcomes of participation.  The research will critically assess the relevance of these perspectives to the case study findings, and develop a theoretical position on indigenous participation that draws vitality from all these sources. 
BACKGROUND

Since the late 1980s, the New Zealand Government has introduced successive law changes with the intention of enabling Māori to better participate in decision-making for natural resource management.  Mechanisms for Māori participation include those in the Resource Management Act 1991, the Māori Fisheries Act 2004, Treaty of Waitangi (Fisheries Claims) Settlement Act 1992, and the Foreshore and Seabed Act 2004, and some arise from Treaty claim settlements.  Mechanisms include iwi management plans, transfers of power to iwi, joint management agreements, taiapure and mataitai.   Some of these mechanisms have rarely, if ever, been utilised1,2 while others have been fraught with protracted delays and/or conflict, or have ultimately delivered little real influence on resource decision-making – an issue that is common with other indigenous groups.4-7  This Marsden project is inspired by the question of why participation is not succeeding. (Participation is defined here as any multi-party process – including but not limited to co-management – that involves interaction, deliberation and influence on decisions).8  

In Aotearoa, as in Canada, indigenous communities have long histories of managing and using local resources in their traditional areas. Indigenous practices are contested by western and scientific environmental management/planning paradigms in both neo-colonial societies, so Aotearoa and Canada can learn a great deal from each others’ experiences.  This nexus of place, knowledge (matauranga) and practice, described in sociology literature as ‘sites of action’, is exemplified in Aotearoa by mahinga kai (places and practices of customary food gathering).  Māori have long been concerned about depletion and degradation of mahinga kai areas, resulting from such things as over-exploitation and impacts of adjacent land use.  At two national Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai9 hui, and in Canada10, indigenous people have expressed much concern about despoliation of mahinga kai, and their lack of influence in improving quality and productivity.  Planning and other institutional structures for resource management are seen as major barriers to genuine participation.  

Te Ao Māori (worldview) concepts embody close linkages between culture, practices and local environments.11  In contrast, resource management planning involves multiple institutions, and focuses primarily on the development of plans and standards, and the monitoring of environmental and economic outcomes, with only incidental attention paid to the maintenance of relationships, cultural wellbeing and the reciprocal connections between community and environment.  International literature argues that place-based communities tend to develop knowledge systems and management techniques that are locally specific, dynamic and adaptable to changing circumstances.12-15  They are thus potentially more responsive to changing local environmental conditions than national or regional resource planning systems.16  To achieve this, however, these communities need to be able to participate in a genuine way in their ‘sites of action’, and in particular to play a central role in planning (setting goals) and management (achieving goals).  

Participation is theorised in quite distinct ways in three bodies of western knowledge about people and place: (1) Collaborative planning theory suggest public participation is a means to achieve resolution and consensus between the public and planning agencies.17-18  The problems of difference (cultural diversity, different knowledge systems, tensions between collective and localised interests)19-22 have led to recent suggestions by some that consensus is unrealistic in many planning situations, and that the concept of agonism – reciprocal and respectful appreciation of difference – should be revisited.23-24 (2) Resilience theory suggests that where a community participates closely in its ‘site of action’, enhanced ecological resilience and socio-cultural resilience will result (where resilience means the ability of a nominally bounded ‘system’ to operate with internal integrity and withstand external shocks).25-28  Resilience can be enhanced by ‘vertical and horizontal linkages’ (via information and governance networks) which suggests that planning/management systems may influence resilience.  (3) ‘Environmentality’, an emerging theory, suggests that effective participation in the management of local resources is the key to transforming individuals’ subjectivities (environmental beliefs/behaviours) and thus improving environmental care.29-30 We anticipate fertile ground for theoretical development at the intersection of these conceptual strands.  

OVERALL AIM OF THE RESEARCH

We are a transdisciplinary team with a common interest in indigenous participation in decision-making.  Our backgrounds include traditional knowledge (Kirikiri, Dick), planning (Stephenson, Dick), sociology (Campbell, Stephenson), ethno-ecology (Moller), and environmental management (Dick, Kirikiri). Our Canadian collaborators (Turner and Berkes) are international authorities on indigenous involvement in resource management, and our research will be enriched by their parallel work with First Nations peoples. 7,10,12,13,16,27,28,35-37
Our research programme inquires into different perspectives on the nature and purpose of participation, and the constraints and enablers of successful participation by indigenous communities in planning and managing their ‘sites of action’.  (The term ‘indigenous community’ as used here means a related group of indigenous people who have a long-established connection to a particular place, including through the use of the natural resources of that place).  Through this inquiry we aim to answer our core research question: What characterises successful participation by indigenous communities in resource management planning? This question has received little research attention in Aotearoa and Canada.31 There is an abundance of research on the general topic of participation in multicultural settings, but this mainly relates to urban environments or generic community-based environmental planning,32-33 and theorises what participation is rather than what it is for.  Apart from some work in the area of co-management (largely in the conservation estate34) there has been limited research interest in the qualities and outcomes of participatory activities by indigenous communities in their ‘sites of action’.  Our research will rectify this shortcoming.

Evidence suggests a lack of effective participation by Māori and other indigenous communities in institutional resource management planning mechanisms.  We will quantify the problem in relation to mahinga kai, and explore causes and remedies.  Successful examples of participation will be sought to identify features of governance models that improve engagement and wellbeing for indigenous communities, and for others sharing their community and environment.  We will identify why current mechanisms are failing, and develop principles, processes and indicators for effective involvement by communities.  The ways participation can change the dynamics of local-scale resource management will also be under scrutiny.  Indigenous management methods are embedded within locally-specific knowledge/practice regimes.  International studies have indicated that traditional knowledge and practices are selectively adapted by indigenous groups to take account of new knowledge, changing environmental conditions, and new governance contexts.35-37  The research aims to test this proposition, and to discover how social-ecological feedbacks are working in practice, and whether there are equivalencies between social and ecological ‘systems’ approaches to environmental management (e.g. the concept of cross-scale linkages).  
A further aim of the research is to explore indigenous participation in relation to the three key strands of academic literature identified in Section 4. Within the collaborative planning literature, the goal of participation is generally couched in terms of working past conflict to reach consensus; but where different cultural expectations are brought to bear on a single ‘site of action’, conflict may be inevitable.  We anticipate that the qualities of relationships and social processes may prove to be more important than producing plans.  Social-ecological resilience theory posits that confident participation by locals and ‘process professionals’ will increase cross-scale linkages and thereby enhance the ability of local communities to achieve sustainable resource use.38-40  These propositions will be under inquiry.   The third theoretical strand of environmentality suggests local community members apply, adapt and engage in governance and resource protection under certain participatory conditions.41-42 We will seek evidence of this in our case studies.  As a whole, our work will explore whether the experience of indigenous participation can be explained by concepts from collaborative planning, environmentality or resilience theory, and to what extent these theories can inform one another in relation to participation.  We are particularly interested in the interactivity between these three stands and that of indigenous knowledge (matauranga), and anticipate that some of the more profound theoretical insights may arise from this cross-fertilisation.  
RESEARCH PROGRAMME

The central focus of the research programme is the question: What characterises successful participation by indigenous communities in resource management planning?  This question will be addressed via a staged research programme which seeks to iteratively engage key stakeholders in participatory mechanisms relating to mahinga kai management (iwi/hapu representatives, governance representatives and process professionals).  Through a process of qualitative interviewing, critical content and discourse analysis, reflection with research informants, dialogue and reconsideration, the research team will seek to develop grounded insights in relation to theoretical underpinnings, as well as produce concrete outcomes relevant to the stakeholders.

Research process
The research will proceed in six main stages, which will overlap in time as described in Section 8.  The outcomes of Stages 1 and 2 will inform the detailed research design for the case studies (Stage 3) and the analytical approach used in Stages 4 and 5.  

Stage 1 – Establishing the research context

(a) What was intended?  We will first review the current legal and procedural framework for Māori involvement in resource management planning in Aotearoa, the background to introducing the participatory mechanisms, and what the Crown’s intentions were at the time of introducing the various mechanisms so that we gain a clear picture of the design rationale for current planning institutions.  Research methods:

(i) document analysis (including legislation, Select Committee records, Hansard, records of consultation and hui) 

(ii) interviews of key participants involved in the design of these mechanisms (current or previous senior public servants, politicians and key Māori advisors)

Key team members: Stephenson, Moller, Masters student

(b) What participation is happening?  The current level of uptake of formal participatory mechanisms is currently uncertain, due to the fragmented nature of the agencies and schemes.  This will be clarified through direct approaches to government departments, local government and iwi.  This will enable a high-level identification of what mechanisms are being deployed, but not how effective they are in enabling participation. Research methods: Document analysis and personal communication with holders of this knowledge.

Key team members: Stephenson, Moller, Dick, Masters student

Intended outputs: Critical review of the intent and implementation of participatory resource management mechanisms in Aotearoa.  Products: Masters thesis; article/s in academic journals.  

Stage 2 – Indicative characteristics of effective participation

This stage will critically review the range of stakeholder perceptions on effective participation in relation to mahinga kai, and through this will determine a set of tentative characteristics against which to assess the case studies. Research methods: 

(i) Semi-structured interviews will be undertaken with a broad spread of iwi and government/ local government key informants from outside the case study areas.   Informants will be asked their views about a desirable participatory regime, rather than an actual one, although actual experience will likely colour their responses. 
(ii) Comparative assessment of interview findings with research by our Canadian colleagues on the involvement of First Nations people in the management of natural resources.

(iii)  Critical review of the findings in relation to participation literature, with a particular focus on collaborative planning and co-management theories.  

(iv)  A focus group reflection involving several of the research informants responding to our collation of research results from Aotearoa and Canada.

Key team members: Kirikiri, Dick, Stephenson, Moller, Berkes, Turner, Masters student

Intended outputs: An understanding of the range of views on the qualities and outcomes of effective participation; analysis to produce a tentative set of characteristics, goals and indicators for use in Stage 4.  Products: Masters thesis; article/s in academic journals. 

Stage 3 – Case Studies
The case studies will provide in-depth time-rich qualitative data relating to actual attempts at establishing participatory mechanisms for mahinga kai (successful or otherwise).  Guiding research questions for the case studies are: As viewed by all co-management partners, how successful are the mechanisms for participation by iwi/hapu? What evidence is there of the relevance of the theoretical paradigms that are being explored?  Research methods:  The field research will involve in-depth case studies in Aotearoa, focusing on Māori participation in the planning and management of mahinga kai areas (and, where relevant, in the wider land and water catchments of these areas).  A total of nine study sites will be chosen (3 different mahinga kai sites in each of 3 case study areas) using the following criteria:

(i) Each case study will  be within the rohe of a different iwi, will contain mahinga kai ‘sites’ of importance to that iwi, and be within a different regional council’s jurisdiction.  

(ii) Within each case study, iwi/hapu are (or have been) attempting to participate in the management of their mahinga kai resources through at least three different mechanisms under the Fisheries Act, Resource Management Act, Foreshore and Seabed Act, and/or negotiated settlements with the Crown. 
(iii) Two of the case study areas will be in the rohe of smaller iwi, and one a larger iwi.

(iv) Iwi/hapu representatives have the necessary cultural authority to be involved in the study.

Relationships will be developed with the chosen iwi/hapu prior to the start of the research process, to ensure that the research is being undertaken appropriately. Interviews to explore key themes will follow accepted standards for sampling (key informants, snowball techniques, triangulation, etc.) and practice (informed consent, open-ended questions).43-44  Key informants will be those who have been closely involved in attempting to establish (or contest) the participatory resource management mechanism/s relating to the mahinga kai and/or associated lands and waters.  These will include iwi and/or hapu members, and process professionals (e.g. planners, fisheries officers, regional council iwi liaison officers, environment court consultants and judges, policy makers, Crown negotiators) from government agencies associated with these sites.  Iwi/hapu interviewees will have had a long personal involvement with the mahinga kai so that the interview process will (in part) elicit long-term observations about the general quality of the local environment, any changes in the productivity of the mahinga kai, changes in the management processes over time, use and adaptation of matauranga Māori (Traditional Ecological Knowledge), and the impact of legislative and other resource management interventions on such things as socio-cultural structures and capacity to act. 

Two or three interviews will be undertaken with each participant to develop trust, and to record real-time changes in the participation process and how it was and is being experienced.  Initial lines of inquiry will be guided by the participants themselves to better discover values and priorities, but as interviewing progresses, questions will also be framed from our three theoretical strands of inquiry.
Interviews will be semi-structured (initially using oral history interviewing techniques) and will primarily seek to discover (a) effectiveness or otherwise of participation in resource management mechanisms, and (b) social and ecological resilience outcomes from this involvement.  

For (a) we will seek informants’ perspectives of the process (successful or otherwise) of establishing a participatory mechanism; reasons for any lack of participation; the goals of their participation and whether they have been achieved; the management processes and any adaptive dynamics; inter- and intra- organisational linkages; and evidence of tensions and resolutions.  

For (b), direct measurement of ecological resilience outcomes is outside the scope of this Marsden research project and represents one of the most challenging frontiers of the social-ecological resilience paradigm.  However we can use the results from the complementary ecology/matauranga project (Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai) to compare degree of participatory involvement with ecological outcomes for customary fishing sites.  For the other mahinga kai study sites we will identify and report proxies (to a rough order of magnitude only) of local environmental quality outcomes from:

· Existing scientific monitoring data for each site, ‘State of Environment’ reporting, and iwi/hapu ‘State of Takiwa’ reports).

· The opinions of case study government/local government informants. 

· The opinions of case study iwi/hapu informants, including the reported increase or decrease of ‘kai on the table’. 

This will be compared against reported levels of indigenous participation (or lack of it) in resource management planning.  The case study findings will be contrasted with data from similar research undertaken by our Canadian colleagues.  This comparative work will be aided by exchange visits between some of the team members.

Key team members: All including PhD student.

Intended outputs: An extensive set of data for further analysis in Stage 4; some immediate evidence of which mechanisms are successful and the circumstances under which they are working. Products: Academic articles in international journals. 

Stage 4 – Analysis and synthesis
The interview data will be transcribed and transcriptions returned to interviewees for confirmation.  All the case study interview material (Stage 3) and some of the documentation uncovered in Stages 1 and 2 will then be analysed using NVivo™ software (QSR International 2002) or similar, seeking patterns and associations relating to the research aims.  The tentative set of characteristics, goals and indicators from Stage 2 will also be tested via applications to the data. Synthesis of the findings from Stages 1-3 will enable us to address the theoretical and practical research aims, and to determine the characteristics of successful participation as understood by indigenous communities and other stakeholders in resource management planning.  

Key team members: All

Intended outputs:  Interim conclusions that will be taken into the process of iterative reflection in Stage 5. Products: see Stage 6 (progressive publication is envisioned rather than only reporting at the end of the project).

Stage 5 – Reflection, dialogue and iterative learning
Interim results will first be workshopped with our Canadian colleagues, producing insights across the whole of the case study findings and in relation to comparative Canadian experiences.   To enable truly grounded and iterative creation of new knowledge, the interim findings will then be reflected back to the case study participants via hui in each case study area. Structured facilitation techniques will be used to enrich group reflection at these hui (e.g. model and scenario building, thought experiments) as used in ‘holding environment’45 and structured visioning exercises46 to foster inclusive, innovative and transdisciplinary problem definition and solution identification. The research team will then reflect on these outcomes to reach its final conclusions, including where relevant a re-framing or augmentation of the theoretical underpinnings of the research.

Key team members: All

Stage 6 – Disseminate findings

Findings will be disseminated in four main ways:

(i) Production of a practice-related report on participation by indigenous communities in Aotearoa in resource management planning, including the current state of play, problems and successes with the current mechanisms, and principles, processes and indicators for successful engagement.

(ii) Dissemination to participating groups through Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai’s national network and website (www.mahingakai.org.nz), Kai Kōrero magazine, Te Kohinga Rangihau (Reports), Te Puna Korero (fact sheets), Whiriwhiri Whakaaro (Kaitiaki’s email discussion group).

(iii) Masters and PhD theses.

(iv) Findings in relation to the theoretical questions will be published in leading academic journals.

Contributing team members: all 
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