CHAPTER |

DEVELOPMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL
MANAGEMENT AND TARANAKI

his thesis explores how Maori, the Indigenous people of New Zealand,
engage in environmental management processes in Taranaki in the context of
postcolonial i [tribal] * development and negotiated settlements with the
government. Situating collaborative relationships in  environmental
management within the wider context of #w/ development and postcolonial
reconciliation reveals the complex interweaving of tensions, limitations and optimism
that characterises this historical moment. Although ideas of settlement, reconciliation,
partnership and collaboration invoke fixed and stable arrangements between Indigenous
and government organisations, postcolonial coexistence is an ongoing process and
remains profoundly unsettled. Drawing on postdevelopment and postcolonial theories I
argue that (Indigenous) negotiations of collaborative environmental management and
development can be read as unsettling openings that clear space for postcolonial

mutuality and plurality.

Government-led environmental management is a fundamentally cultural, spatial and
political act that asserts and maintains the government’s prerogative to control the use

and construction of places. Colonial appropriations of Indigenous land are stabilised

! Throughout the thesis Maori words will be italicised and translated into English at their first
usage. Maori words and their translations can also be found in the glossary.
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through the state’s environmental management; managerial disenfranchisement and
exclusion affirm and enforce colonial dispossession (Memon and Perkins, 2000,
Rossiter, 2007, 2008). This top-down approach to environmental management has
proven problematic, not only because the state’s limitations undermine its efficacy, but
also because it fails to recognise Indigenous rights (Tropp, 2002, 2003, Wilshusen et al.,
2002). Collaborative and participatory approaches suggest a significant shift in
environmental management practices, and advocates expect that greater local
involvement will produce better and more just outcomes. In practice, there are
numerous models for fulfilling this objective (Chapter Three), just as there are diverse
rationales for seeking community input (Pero and Smith, 2008). Notably, in former
colonies and settler-colony nations, collaborative approaches tend to be motivated by
contemporary efforts to address colonial grievances, suggesting inclusion as a means of

addressing historical exclusion (Kepe, 2008).

Collaborative models have often disappointed. Critics note that participation is costly,
time-consuming, and that power inequalities are often repeated rather than ameliorated
(Poncelet, 2001). Research focussing on collaboration between Indigenous communities
and government agencies suggests that managerial inclusion may be tokenistic and
ultimately subvert, rather than fulfil, Indigenous agency and aspirations (Kepe, 2008,
Nadasdy, 2003, Palmer, 2006, Porter, 2006). To understand and address these
limitations, environmental management scholars have developed analyses that grapple
with diversity within the field of collaborative management and identify factors that
influence effectiveness (Margerum, 2008, Plummer, 2009, Plummer and FitzGibbon,
2004). These insights reveal important ways in which collaborative efforts may be
improved or strengthened, but do not fully unpack the reasons why tensions and
optimism persist in collaborative governance by Indigenous and governmental
organisations. This thesis aligns with a growing body of literature that contextualises
environmental politics historically, culturally, economically and politically (Coombes,
2007, Kepe, 2008, Li, 2007, Palmer, 2006, Porter, 2006). This approach allows a more
in-depth reading of why collaboration may be unacceptable or fall short of expectations,
and provides a stronger foundation for analysing the prospects for and potential of

collaborative governance.
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In this thesis I draw on postdevelopment and postcolonial theories to build on and
deepen understandings of collaborative environmental management. Postdevelopment
scholars analyse development as a discourse, arguing that the systemisation of
relationships between nations, resources, economies, governments and communities
produces “permissible modes of being and thinking while disqualifying and even
making others impossible” (Escobar, 1995: 5). Development discourse operates as a
socio-cultural heuristic that prescribes development as the necessary and inevitable
future for the ‘Third World.” Postdevelopment authors trace the failures of
development interventions to this cultural hubris, and ultimately reject development as
cultural homogenisation, calling for thought and imagination that moves beyond
inherited discursive logics (Escobar, 1995, Esteva, 1987). However, postdevelopment
has been criticised as overly simplistic. Critics assert that postdevelopment is
undermined by its characterisation of development as uniformly imperial, homogenising
and irretrievably pernicious (Graaf, 20006, Parfitt, 2002, Pieterse, 1998, Pieterse, 2001,
Radcliffe and Laurie, 2006, Simon, 2007). This is particularly significant given the recent
shift of development practices and policies away from top-down interventions towards
participatory and collaborative approaches. Further, many assert that postdevelopment
calls to focus on local, Indigenous cultures of development, in place of Western
development ideals, romanticises Third World cultures and communities and “fails to
acknowledge the power relations that operate even at the smallest of scales...[and]
overlooks the webs of connection that ensure that localities can never be entirely local”

(Sharp and Briggs, 20006: 7).

Several scholars have constructed a theoretical dialogue between postdevelopment and
postcolonial theories to refine analyses of Indigenous agency and the operation of
discourse and power (Radcliffe, 2007b, Sharp and Briggs, 2006, Simon, 20006, Sylvester,
20006). Postcolonial theory explores the operation of discourse, representation,
knowledge and power to understand how colonial hegemony and authority operate and
identify subaltern strategies that subvert colonial categories and logics (Bhabha, 1994b,
Loomba, 1998, Noxolo, 2006, Said, 1995). This diverse body of scholarship offers
several tools for constructing a more nuanced reading of development. Postcolonial
analyses reveal that colonial authority is fundamentally unstable; it rests on the
continued assertion of essential differences between coloniser and colonised that are
gradually mutated through colonial encounters. Hybridity illustrates the fundamental

uncertainty of colonial authority and the potential of affecting change through
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interaction rather than rejection. For postdevelopment, hybridity suggests a dialogic
nature to development interventions that, although uneven and unequal, reveals the
impossibility of development as a monolithic totality. Recent work in development
studies demonstrates the utility of hybridity as a concept to explore the potential of

changing development from the ‘inside’ (Cupples et al., 2007a, Robins, 2003).

Colonial and development projects are inherently about places and peoples, and
postcolonial authors also draw attention to the relationship between discourses and
their inscription in and through space (Nash, 2002, Said, 1995, Wainwright, 2005,
Wainwright and Robertson, 2003). In countries like New Zealand, for example, colonial
sovereignty is built on the idea of synchronicity between nation, state and territory;
colonial discourse references and is ultimately realised and naturalised through space.
Postcolonial tensions between Indigenous and government agencies cannot be
separated from the spatiality of colonial sovereignty and the placing of Indigenous
communities and nations. In an environmental management context, questions of
territoriality, sovereignty and authority are deeply embedded in the politics of
collaboration between Indigenous and government agencies. Negotiating postcolonial
coexistence in place is therefore a fundamental concern in this thesis, and equally within
the fields of Indigenous development and environmental management. In this sense,
the term ‘postcolonial’ signals moving beyond or counter to colonial relationships — and
is frequently invoked by settler-state governments for this very purpose — but it is not a
simple a temporal distinction connoting an era ‘after colonialism.” As Nash (2002: 225)
observes, “the ‘post’ in postcolonial registers neither a celebration of the end of
colonialism nor the simple reproduction of the colonial in the present, but the mutated,
impure and unsettling legacies of colonialism.” Throughout this thesis, then, such terms
as ‘postcolonial’ and ‘postcolonialisation’ refer to the ongoing negotiation of colonialism

and its legacies and the messy entanglement of past, present and future.

This thesis seeks to make several contributions to academic literature. Firstly, recent
postdevelopment work explores a more nuanced conception of development and
Indigenous engagements, and this project adds to this research agenda. It contributes to
understandings of how Maori in New Zealand negotiate development in a postcolonial
context and also contributes to the productive dialogue between postcolonial and

postdevelopment work (Simon, 2006, Sylvester, 2006). The main contribution of this
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thesis lies in applying the theoretical tools of postcolonial and postdevelopment to
environmental management. This produces a deeper and more nuanced understanding
of collaborative politics in postcolonial contexts. It highlights the agency of Indigenous
communities in negotiating discourses of environmental management and development,
and how subversion and being subverted are complexly entwined in apparently
postcolonial opportunities. Further, it illustrates the significance of this historical
conjuncture — at which (neo)colonial processes, postcolonial reconciliations and self-
determination ambitions intersect — to understanding Indigenous approaches to and
aspirations in environmental management. This reading of collaboration also illuminates
the historical legacies and cultural and political ideas that traverse the ground that is held
in common by Indigenous peoples and governments, and how these may destabilise the
prospects for (successful) collaboration. Yet, a key finding of this thesis is that the
promise and potential of collaboration rests precisely in this unsettled common ground:
Moving beyond colonial patterns of environmental management and development
requires an ongoing commitment to the unfolding and weaving of mutuality and

differences.

1.1 TARANAKI AND NEW ZEALAND

Building on and deepening connections between theory and place helps produce more
engaged, relevant and locally meaningful research and theorisation, and is a key concern
to many postcolonial and postdevelopment theorists (Escobar, 2010b, Jazeel and
McFarlane, 2007, 2010, Kapoor, 2004). Challenging boundaries between ‘the field” and
academic theorisation to recognise and fulfil the responsibilities, connections and
potential that are present in relationships between researchers and researched is a key
goal in postcolonial geographic research (Chapter Four). Postdevelopment and
postcolonial theories provide apposite tools for analysing environmental management
and Indigenous development in Taranaki and exploring the utility of postdevelopment
and postcolonial analyses in the historical, political and cultural context of Taranaki

contributes to the dialogue between these two traditions.



CHAPTER ONE: Development, Environmental Management and Taranaki

TABLE 1: Iwi AND HAPU IN TARANAKI

Iwi Representative Hapu
Organisation
Ngati Tama Nga Kaitiaki O Ngati Tama;
Te Runanga o Ngati Tama
Ngati Te Runanga o Ngati
Mutunga Mutunga (TRoNM)
Ngati Maru Ngati Maru Wharanui Ngati Kui, Ngati Mihi, Ngati Kehu, Ngati Teika, Ngati
Pukehou Trust; Te Runanga | Takahi, Ngati Tearei, Ngati Rautao, Ngati Rongonui,
o Ngati Maru (Taranaki) Ngati Wharanui, Ngati Hinemokai, Ngati Kura ki Uta
Trust
Te Atiawa Te Atiawa Iwi Authority Ngati Te Whiti, Ngati Rahiri, Pukerangiora, Manukorihi,
(TAIA) Otaraua, Puketapu, Ngati Tuparikino, Ngati
Tawhirikura, Hamua o Te Matehou
Taranaki Taranaki Iwi Trust Ngati Tairi, Ngati Haumua Te Matehou, Mataikahawai,
Pukekohatu, O Rimupiko, Ngati Tamarongo, Ngati
Kahumate, Ngati Tara, Ngati Tuhekerangi, Ngati
Haupoto
Nga Ruahine | Ngaruahine Iwi Authority Kanihi, Ngati Haua, Ngati Manuhiakai, Ngati Tu, Ngati
Tamahuroa, Inuawai, Okahu, Titahi, Araukuku
Ngati Ruanui | Te Runanga o Ngati Ruanui | Hamua, Ngati Tanewai, Hapotiki,Araukuuku, Ngati
Hawe, Ngati Tupaea, Pakakohi, Te Iwi o Tangahoe,
Abhitahi, Rangitaawhi, Ngati Ringi, Nga Ariki, Ngati
Hine, Tuatahi, Ngati Kotuku, Ngati Tupito, Ngati
Takou, Ngati Tuwhakaehu
Nga Rauru Te Kahui o Rauru (TKoR) Ngati Hine, Pukorokoro, Rangitawhi, Ngati Hine waiata,
Kiitahi Ngati Hine waiatarua, Ngati Hou Tipua, Ngati Ariki,
Ngati Pourua, Ngati Ruaiti, Ngati Tai, Ngati Maika,
Ngati Pukeko, Ngati Iti

(After: Leung-Wai and Sanderson, 2008, TPK, nd).

There are now eight Crown recognised 7w [tribes] in Taranaki, and most have several
hapu [sub-tribe|. Each of these z»/ maintain a separate geopolitical identity, and have
representative organisations that interact with government organisations and other w7
or Maori organisations (see Table 1). The zw7 all share Mount Taranaki as their #upuna
[ancestor], and in many ways, the mountain symbolises the interweaving of cultural
landscapes with histories of injustice and contemporary negotiations of postcolonial
coexistence (Chapter Eight). Many zangata whenna [people of the land] identified the
mountain as koro [grandfather, elderly man] and described a relationship where the
people belong to their koro. The chant in Figure 1 “personifies our feeling for

“Taranaki,”” and describes how the mountain grieves with the people of Taranaki. This

2 Taranaki Maori Trust Board (1975) Submission to the Prime Minister, AANS 7613
W5491/495 6/1/1/1 1, 1975-1978.
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interrelationship with the mannga [mountain| extends across the landscapes of Taranaki;

as one interviewee explained:

So when you deal with the mountain, you’re dealing with the rivers. Dealing with the
rivers, you’re dealing with people, because every marae [meeting grounds and house| has
a river going past it with its name on it... And the rivers go back out to the sea, and
ultimately [the water] comes down on the mountain, first drop of rain (TMTB Member,

Kaumatua, 21.07.09).

For this thesis, the cultural and ecological connections between 7#: in the region, as well
as the regional nature of state governance,’ support a regional analysis of environmental
management and Indigenous development. The geographic scope of this study
encompasses the area within the rv/e [territory] of the eight zwi (see Map 1). The region
contains a mixture of urban, suburban and rural areas, and as illustrated in Figure 2,
farming (predominantly dairy) and petrochemical industries dominate the local

economy.

3 As discussed in Chapter Seven, Taranaki is administered as a coherent region through local
government structures and forms part of the Taranaki/Whanganui Conservancy in the
Department of Conservation’s (DoC) administration.
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FIGURE 1: CHANT FOR MOUNT TARANAKI*

4 P. Tamati and R. Ngatata Love, TMTB to Prime Minister Rowling (nd), AANS 7613
W5491/495 6/1/1/1 1, 1975-1978; see also Sole, 2005. Images with no reference are my own.
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MAP 1: IwI BOUNDARIES AND LAND CONFISCATION BOUNDARY

(After: Waitangi Tribunal, 1996).
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FIGURE 2: MOUNT TARANAKI AND THE REGION

(Source: Ministry of Civil Defense and Emergency Management, nd).

1.11 The Treaty, Settlements and Taranaki

The history of colonisation and anxious efforts at postcolonialisation in Taranaki are
interwoven with the history of New Zealand as a nation. The Treaty of Waitangi (1840,
henceforth: the Treaty) signed by the Crown and many z»/ is central to this narrative,
and provides an important point of difference in the conception and recognition of
Indigenous rights between New Zealand and other settler-colony nations, such as

Canada and Australia. The Crown describes the three articles of the Treaty as:

10




CHAPTER ONE: Development, Environmental Management and Taranaki

= Article One: sovereignty (English text) or kawanatanga (Maori text) was
conveyed to the Crown.

* Article Two: Maori retained rangatiratanga or “chieftainship” over their
resources and taonga for as long as they desired, but yielded to the Crown the
right of pre-emption, which gave the Crown the sole right to purchase land
from Maori.

»  Article Three: Maori were guaranteed all the rights and privileges of British
citizens (OTS, 2004: 12; the full text of the Treaty is in Appendix A).

The guarantees of the Treaty, however marred by ambiguities of translation,”’ are
perhaps made all the more poignant by the ensuing colonial disregard that enabled
Maori dispossession and Crown authority. In Taranaki, Maori resistance to selling land
was met with military resistance and ultimately the confiscation of 517,000 hectares —
including the mountain — in 1864-1865 to punish ‘rebels’ who had fought against the
Crown and facilitate settlement in Taranaki (Chapter Five focuses on this colonial
history, see also Map 1). The significance of this confiscation cannot be understated.
Indeed, discussions of contemporary /w/ development and participation in
environmental management frequently invoke the legacies of confiscation as a key

barrier and influence on current z»7 aspirations and actions (Chapters Six, Seven, Eight).

The Treaty of Waitangi Act (1975) suggests a fundamental Crown recognition of the
extensive breaches of the Treaty and the continued import of the document to Crown-
Maori relationships. This Act established the Waitangi Tribunal, a standing commission
of inquiry, to investigate Crown breaches of the Treaty and recommend redress in the
form of a Treaty settlement. The Crown addresses historic grievances’ by negotiating a
‘full and final’ settlement with zw/ (not hapu) that consists of an apology, a negotiated

historical narrative, economic and cultural redress (OTS, 2004; see Appendix B1 for a

5> For example, that the Maoti version cedes kdwanatanga — a transliterated term for governorship
— while the English version claims sovereignty provides some insight to the complexity of
postcolonial negotiations of the respective roles and authority of Crown and Indigenous
organisations (Hill and Bonisch-Brednich, 2007, Hill and O'Malley, 2000, Kelsey, 1998,
Robinson, 2002, Stokes, 1992).

¢ Historic grievances pertain to Treaty breaches prior to 21.09.1992; all breaches after this date
are considered contemporary (OTS, 2004). There are also ‘generic’ claims that relate to pan-zw
issues, such as the ownership of water, flora and fauna infer alia.
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summary of the Treaty settlement negotiation process).” Negotiated settlements are a
common approach to resolving Indigenous grievances among settler-colony nations and
suggest the importance of this historical conjuncture for Indigenous-state relationships
(Chapter Two). In Taranaki, Treaty settlements are the latest iteration of Crown
attempts to settle this history of confiscation (Chapter Five), and for many /w/
representatives the choice to negotiate is neither obvious nor easy. The economic and
cultural redress to s and the Crown apology offer some means for zw/ to advance their
political, cultural and economic aspirations; however, the ‘full and final’ nature of
settlements and the limited redress in comparison to what was taken have proven
controversial (Chapter Six). Drawing on the analytical tools of postcolonial and
postdevelopment theorists, such negotiated settlements can be read as an attempt to
silence disquieting historic wrongs to facilitate a postcolonial future that cannot be

questioned by the colonial past (Chapter Two).

Four 7wi have negotiated settlements in Taranaki to date (Ngati Ruanui, Ngati Tama,
Nga Rauru Kiitahi and Ngati Mutunga), and the other four 7w/ are working towards
negotiating settlements (see Table 2; more detailed summaries of the settlements are
listed in Appendix B2). In this sense, there is an emerging post-settlement geopolitical
landscape in Taranaki, in which Maori political representation is concentrated within
mandated z»/ organisations established through settlements and where z»/ development
is increasingly tied to the use of settlement assets. Exploring a postdevelopment analysis
of iwi development in Taranaki suggests ways in which Crown approaches to Maori
development repeat dominant tropes of development and entrench the presumed links
between nation, territory and economy, yet it also opens spaces for exploring how 7w/
negotiate and engage in development to advance their aspirations (Chapter Six). A
central contention of this thesis is that z»/ participation in environmental management
cannot be separated from these wider reconfigurations of zw/ governance and

development.

7 Supplementary material is provided in Appendices. Because each appendix contains several
different items, in-text references refer to the Appendix (A-G) firstly, and then to the specific
number within the Appendix.
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TABLE 2: TREATY SETTLEMENTS IN TARANAKI

Date Event

1996 Waitangi Tribunal report for Taranaki published (WAI143).

1998 Te Atiawa Heads of Agreement® signed.

2001 Ngati Tama Deed of Settlement signed.
Ngati Ruanui Deed of Settlement signed.

2003 Nga Rauru Kiitahi Deed of Settlement signed.
Ngati Tama Claims Settlement Act.
Ngati Ruanui Claims Settlement Act.

2005 Ngati Mutunga Deed of Settlement signed.
Nga Rauru Claims Settlement Act.

2006 Ngati Mutunga Claims Settlement Act.

2008 Government sets 2014 deadline for the settlement of all historic Treaty claims.

2010 Te Atiawa and Taranaki /7 are proceeding with negotiations.

(Source: OTS, 23.10.2010).

Since the late 1980s, requirements to ‘take into account’ and ‘recognise and provide for’
Maori interests have been integrated into environmental legislation (Chapter Seven). In
response, local councils and DoC have consulted with Maori more frequently, in many
cases leading to improved working relationships (Chapter Seven). Further, cultural
redress in Treaty settlements has also provided increased requirements for recognition
of Maori values and interests in specific sites and also for closer working relationships
between 7w/ and government organisations. Many zw/ representatives and government
staff also anticipate that some form of comanagement will be included in future
settlements over Mount Taranaki and freshwater (Chapter Eight). However, these
inchoate efforts at collaborative and participatory approaches to environmental
management have often disappointed 7w/ expectations and essentially fall short of
meeting zwi aspirations (Chapter Seven). Postdevelopment and postcolonial theories
highlight the ways in which the inclusion of Maori perspectives within state
management may circumvent Maori aspirations, but also indicates spaces of
hybridisation and potential for mutuality (Chapter Seven and Eight). Reading the ideas
of postdevelopment through the context of postcolonial environmental management in

Taranaki suggests the utility and potential of analyses that move beyond absolute

8 This is a non-binding document that “outlines a Crown settlement offer” in detail (OTS, 2004:
36). Treaty settlement negotiators first agree on a ‘Heads of Agreement’ or ‘Agreement in
Principle’ (a less detailed settlement outline) and then negotiate the finer details of the
settlement to produce a ‘Deed of Settlement’ (see Appendix B1 for more detail).
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rejection of development and explore the nuances of Indigenous approaches to working
within and beyond dominant structures to advance alternative and multiple ways of

doing.

Therefore, at this historical conjuncture in Taranaki there is considerable negotiation of
the roles and rights of Maori in environmental management and the relationship
between zwi organisations and the Crown, as well as shifts in z»7 development through
the Treaty settlement era. The tension and risk of settling the colonial past to set up a
postcolonial future circles in and out of /w7 approaches to collaborative environmental
management and development in Taranaki. This is perhaps indicative of the importance
of research that explores both the operation of dominant processes and systems and
how wi can and are negotiating them. Exploring postdevelopment and postcolonial
theories in place and theorising from Taranaki also contributes a different perspective
to academic discussions, and similarly responds to calls to postcolonialise geographies

of knowledge production (Chapter Four).

This project was informed by an iterative approach to research, such that the foci,
themes and case studies emerged through discussions with interviewees and reflections.
The main aim that guided this research was to develop an understanding of how 7w/ in
Taranaki negotiate environmental management processes to assert and define their
role(s) as fangata whenna, and to situate these issues in the context of Treaty settlements
and zwi governance and development more broadly. In order to fulfil these research
aims, this research utilised a qualitative methodology. As outlined in Chapter Four, 1
was fortunate to be able to interview zwi [tribe] and hapu [sub-tribe] representatives in
Taranaki, local government and Department of Conservation staff and members of the
Taranaki/Whanganui Conservation Board, primarily during six months of fieldwork in
2009. I first conducted research in Taranaki for my Masters thesis (Tofa, 2007), and this
PhD thesis draws on and extends relationships established with people then. This
primary research is supported with analysis of legislation and various government and
swi documents, and archival research to construct an historical narrative of colonisation,
development and environmental management in Taranaki. During initial discussions
with zwi representatives in early 2008, several case studies were identified to provide
more detailed examples of the wider themes explored in interviews and offer insights
into the operation of environmental management in the region as a whole (Chapter

Four). Though there are certainly limitations and ethical dilemmas associated with this
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methodology (see Chapter Four and Chapter Nine), this approach to research has
produced rich, personal narratives that provide insights into the implementation and
effects of government policies and legislation, conjure optimism and potential grounds
for mutuality and interdependence, and engender a deeper understanding of the values

and aspirations that are woven through the political landscape of Taranaki.

1.2 THESIS OUTLINE

This thesis begins by exploring the theoretical arguments that inform my research in
Taranaki. In Chapter Two 1 discuss postdevelopment and postcolonial literature,
highlighting apposite analytical tools for exploring Indigenous development in settler-
colony nations. I argue that analysis inspired by these theories reveals the perpetuation
of discourses and spatialities that may subvert Indigenous aspirations, the entanglement
of Indigenous development and postcolonial nationhood, and the nuanced and creative
ways Indigenous communities can and are engaging with development and the
contemporary nation. In Chapter Three I assert that current environmental
management literature on collaborative models falls short of explaining persistent
tensions between Indigenous communities and governments, and also the continued
optimism for collaborative approaches in postcolonial settings. Ultilising theoretical
tools identified in Chapter Two, I argue that institutions, power, resources and places
are complexly entangled through processes of collaborative environmental
management. Collaboration, and the spatial-territorial implications of rights and
authority it invokes, therefore, cannot be separated from wider questions of
postcolonial sovereignty. While not a panacea, it would be capricious to dismiss the
potential of hybridising, iterative and contentious collaboration in environmental

management.

Chapter Four outlines the methodology used in this research, and situates my approach
and ethical dilemmas in the wider context of postcolonialising geography and
(geographic) research. I explore the geographical imaginaries of academic research and
suggest that challenging the boundaries between the field and academy, researcher and
researched, makes visible the connections that traverse our research and opens

questions of the roles and responsibilities of academics.

15



CHAPTER ONE: Development, Environmental Management and Taranaki

One of the key arguments of this thesis is the importance of contextualising
contemporary politics. In Chapter Five I explore the historical context of Taranaki that
foregrounds current approaches to and goals in z»/ development and environmental
management. Utilising archival sources, I discuss the Crown’s violent assertion of its
authority and sovereignty, subsequent efforts to address colonial injustices and Maori

development and participation in environmental management in this context.

In Chapter Six I utilise the theoretical tools outlined in Chapter Two to analyse
Indigenous development in Taranaki in the Treaty settlement era. I argue that the
Treaty settlement era and neoliberal reforms create opportunities laced with risks for zwi
organisations, and within this context many zw/ are seeking to articulate and advance
their own approaches to development. A key finding is that /#/ development agendas in
Taranaki are evolving and syncretic; they simultaneously hold cultural and economic
ambitions, and perhaps most importantly, a fundamental desire to reconfigure Crown-
Maori relationships. Chapters Seven and Eight build on this analysis by exploring 7w/
participation in environmental management within the context of Treaty settlements
and zwi development. I argue that the explicit inclusion of Maori perspectives in
environmental management processes may ultimately subvert Maori aspirations, but
that recent relationship-building has resulted in improved relationships and better
mutual understanding. Further, as case studies of the maunga and water management in
Chapter Eight demonstrate, the potential for and of collaboration cannot be separated
from such issues as postcolonial responsibility, rights and authority in environmental
management. Chapter Nine concludes this research by summarising the main findings,
the limitations of this research, and the implications of these findings for policy and
practice in Taranaki, as well as for future research into postcolonial and
postdevelopment inspired analyses of environmental management and Indigenous

development.
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CHAPTER

POSTCOLONIALITY AND
INDIGENOUS DEVELOPMENT

ostcolonial political landscapes are complexly grounded in the legacies of
conquest and the nuances of prolonged cohabitation. Efforts to reconfigure

Indigenous-state relationships to acknowledge historical injustices and

contemporary inequalities produce new spaces and opportunities for
engagement and negotiation, but have also been critiqued as perpetuating colonial
structures (Ata o Tu MacDonald and Muldoon, 2006, Bhandar, 2004, Hill and Bonisch-
Brednich, 2007, Muldoon, 2008, Seuffert, 2005). In New Zealand, processes of
reconciliation, multiculturalism and neoliberalisation open a range of opportunities for
negotiating relationships between the state and Maori. In this context, development
emerges as an ambiguous site for Maori self-determination, coexistence, benevolence,
and exploitation, and is an example through which the tensions and promise of

postcolonial nationhood can be explored.

In this Chapter I argue that postcolonial and postdevelopment analyses of
contemporary Indigenous development in settler-colony nations expose the
perpetuation of discourses that can subjugate or restrict Indigenous agency, but also the
ways in which development is being creatively re-worked to advance such goals as self-
determination. Firstly, I outline aspects of postdevelopment and postcolonial theorties.
Secondly, drawing on these theoretical tools, I analyse contemporary (re)configurations
of relationships between Indigenous peoples and governments to highlight neocolonial

continuities and spaces of possibility. Finally, I examine Indigenous development in
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apparently postcolonial contexts. As I discuss in Chapter Three, Indigenous
participation in environmental management is intimately entwined with postcolonial
reconfigurations of Indigenous governance and development. Therefore, examining
collaborative environmental management processes in New Zealand requires their
contextualisation within the broader historical moment and issues in Maori governance
and development. As Chapters Seven and Eight demonstrate, not only are environment
and development fundamentally intertwined, Maori approaches to engaging in

collaboration cannot be held separate from /w7 governance and development.

2.1 THEORETICAL STARTING POINTS

Analysing contemporary Indigenous development as a site of both agency and
domination requires theoretical tools that are sensitive to the perpetuation of power
inequalities, but cognisant of the limitations of hegemony and the potentiality of
subaltern action (Escobar, 2005). In this Chapter I draw on postdevelopment and
postcolonial literatures to construct a theoretical framework to explore contemporary
Indigenous development and postcolonial environmental management throughout this
thesis. Postdevelopment theory is a diverse body of literature that is inspired by
poststructuralism (and in particular, Foucault). By analysing development as a discourse
such theorists as HEscobar, Esteva and Rist zufer alia seek to de-naturalise western
development, and dis-cover the systematic interplay of power, knowledge and
representation to render certain cultures and practices legitimate (Escobar, 1995, 2005,
Esteva, 2001, Rist, 2002). Rejecting development (and its corollaries of progress and
modernisation) as exploitative and culturally destructive, postdevelopment authors
assert that understanding how discourse operates opens spaces for critique, imagination
and locally-driven alternatives (Agostino, 2007, Escobar, 1988, 1995, Harris, 2008a, Lie,
2007).

Postcolonial theorists deconstruct colonial discourses and the production of identity,
subjectivity and difference to reveal such modes of subaltern agency and subversion as
mimicry and strategic essentialism (Bhabha, 1994a, c, Kapoor, 2004, Legg and
McFarlane, 2008, Spivak, 1990). Perhaps reflecting the historical links between
colonialism, development and modernisation, postcolonial work is also influenced by

poststructuralism, and these theoretical bodies explore similar and ovetlapping
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processes and places (Harris, 2008a). Based on these commonalities, several authors
have called for greater attention to ‘“teasing out the historical and geographical
continuities, similarities and differences” between development and colonial empires
(Sidaway, 2007b: 356), and to exploring the potential synergies of postcolonial and
postdevelopment theories (Harris, 2008a, Legg and McFarlane, 2008, McFarlane, 2000,
Sharp and Briggs, 20006, Sidaway, 2007b, Simon, 2000, Sylvester, 20006). Wainwright
(2008: 28), for example, observes that “colonialism solicited development... there are
no clear lines separating a colonial past from the development present.” This statement
is particularly true for New Zealand, a ‘First world’ nation within which the colonial
agenda smoothly shifted to national developmentalism. Drawing on these two bodies of
literature, therefore, helps to construct an analytical framework that is responsive to the
particularity of Indigenous development issues in postcolonial New Zealand and also
helps to articulate a nuanced understanding of contemporary development. In this
section, I outline postdevelopment theory and its critiques, and then explore some ways
that postcolonial theory can contribute to and complement postdevelopment

scholarship and analyses of Indigenous development in postcolonial nations.

2.1.1 Discourse and Postdevelopment

Development discourse ascended in the post-World War II era, when such ideas as
capitalism, modernisation and First and Third Worlds were naturalised by the expansion
of development institutions and professionals across the so-called ‘Third World’
(Escobar, 2005). Postdevelopment theory emerged in the 1980s and 1990s, reflecting
dissatisfaction with the ideals and practices of development and the manifest failure of
development to address inequalities and the economic, cultural and political ambitions
of the ‘Third World> (Escobar, 2005, Esteva, 1987, 2001, Ziai, 2009). For
postdevelopment scholars, understanding how such Western notions as development,
progress and nationhood were transposed over diverse cultures and knowledges
requires linking these grand narratives with their embodiment through spaces and
quotidian practices (Escobar, 1995). Exploring development as a discourse is a means to
uncover systematic relationships between knowledge, power and truth, and thereby
clear spaces for alternative, subjugated and different ways of thinking (Foucault, 1981,
Lie, 2007, Miller, 2008, Ziai, 2000).
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Development discourse, as articulated throughout much of the second half of the
twentieth century, operated as a socio-cultural heuristic that explained the world and
mapped a pre-determined path for the future, while also defining Indigenous
knowledges as illegitimate and irrational (Rist, 2002). In his seminal work Encountering
Development, Arturo Escobar (1995: 41) argues that development was co-ordinated and
maintained through the “system of relations” that “allows the systematic creation of
objects, concepts and strategies; it determines what can be thought and said.” Following
poststructuralism, Escobar and others deconstruct development discourse to question
how places and peoples become defined as the ‘Third World” and as needing
development interventions. Crucially for postdevelopment theorists, because discourse
exists through the circulation of particular representations, knowledges and statements,
and the exclusion of others (Foucault, 1980), development is not innate, but a particular
understanding of the world that finds truth through ever self-referential systems of
knowledge production (Healy, 2003). Postdevelopment work thus reveals how
development discourse functions, but also calls for “non-reductionistic and non-

teleological notions of politics and development” (Escobar, 1992: 42).

Escobar (1995) highlights the use of ‘labels’ to demonstrate how development discourse
works to define reality through the construction and abstraction of the “Third World.”
The designation of such ‘target groups’ as farmers, pregnant women and slum dwellers
as subjects for intervention reflects, produces and maintains power relationships
between the First and Third World so that “the whole dynamics of rural poverty is
reduced to solving a number of “cases” with apparently no connection to structural
determinants, much less to the shared experiences of rural people” (Escobar, 1995:
110). Such labels as ‘under-developed,” ‘poor’ and ‘poverty’ are not innate or neutral:
These terms are constituted by and constitutive of development discourses.
Development (and) discourse are fundamentally tautological in character because these
labels, concepts, utterances, statements combine to produce discourse, but are also
contingent and dependent on discourse for validation (Dirlik, 1996, Escobar, 1995,
Foucault, 1981, Said, 1995, Young, 1995). Notably, such labelling tacitly depoliticises
development and poverty by “uncompromisingly reducing poverty to a technical
problem, and by promising technical solutions to the sufferings of the powerless”
(Ferguson, 1994: 254). Labels also have the effect of drawing people into (and

simultaneously positioning them within) development discourse and ‘modern’ socio-

20



CHAPTER Two: Postcoloniality and Indigenous Development

economic processes (Escobar, 1995, Esteva, 2001). Thus, “The language of hunger and
the hunger of language join forces” upon Third World corporeality, restricting the ways
in which the realities of ‘underdevelopment’ can be expressed, interpreted and resolved

(Escobar, 1995: 104).

The institutionalisation of development through the state further ensured that “people
and communities are bound to specific cycles of cultural and economic production and
through which certain behaviors and rationalities are promoted” (Escobar, 1995: 46). In
India, for example, state-led agricultural development was primarily achieved by tenurial
reform, new techniques and farmer education, through which such tropes as progress,
nationhood, property and modernisation became embedded in daily life (Ludden, 1992).
Such bureaucratic re-inscription of space and the quotidian based on development
discourse is consequential. Escobar (1995) argues that the objects of development —
peasants, farmers, homeless znfer alia — perforce adjust to the terms of discourse, in acts
of ‘mimetic violence’ in order to interact successfully with institutions. In this way, the
representations, logics and perceptions of development discourse are entrenched in
lived reality. The power and danger of discourse arises from its inscription and

normalisation in and across spaces, peoples and lives.

Precisely because development discourse is embedded in space and institutions,
postdevelopment authors assert that such tropes as progress and modernisation are
culturally violent (Escobar, 1988, Esteva, 1987, Rahnema, 1997). The ‘rules’ of a
discourse police a boundary between truth and falsity, right and wrong, proper and
improper, which is saturated with the power to include and exclude ideas, thoughts and
knowledges (Foucault, 1981, 2002). This was expressed in development discourse by a
cultural hierarchy that privileged Western knowledge over ‘primitive’ knowledges and
the notion of unilinearity whereby Indigenous cultures were aligned with the past and
Westernised development with the future (Esteva, 1987, Pretes and Gibson, 2008, Rist,
2002, Robins, 2003, Zoomers, 20006). For example, the United Nations Department of
Social and Economic Affairs (1951, cited in Escobar, 1995: 3) stated that:

There is a sense in which rapid economic progress is impossible without painful
adjustments. Ancient philosophies have to be scrapped; old social institutions have to

disintegrate; bonds of caste, creed and race have to burst...
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This quotation is suggestive of the creation and propagation of ‘legitimate’ knowledge,
formed through science, and ‘illegitimate’ knowledges configured in the dominant
discourse as beliefs and superstitions (Escobar, 1995). It also indicates the conflation of
First World interventions and the inculcation of particular socio-economic relationships
with benevolence and inevitability (Ditlik, 1997, Escobar, 1995, Kothari, 2005, Rist,
2002). Taking the ‘grand narrative’ of Western modernisation as universal worked to
supplant diverse Indigenous ways of being, developing and knowing, and imposed the
promise of a modern, Western future as the natural goal of progress (Escobar, 1995,
2010a, Rahnema, 1997, Rist, 2002, Zoomers, 2000). In this way, development discourse
colonised conceptions of modernity and the future (Escobar, 1995, Rist, 2002, Robins,
2003). In her exploration of lives and livelthoods of Andean communities in Bolivia,

Zoomers (2006: 1025) suggests that development can be culturally violent:

Indigenous identity was often equated with backwardness, a remnant of past modes of
production, and seen as an obstacle to class-based organization, modernization and
national integration. The Andean way was described in terms of traditional, pre-modern
or ancient folkways, and progress was expected to arrive in the Andes only through the

influence of Western industry, technology and values.

Postdevelopment work, therefore, seeks to contextualise and challenge the discursive
production of “the spatiotemporal regions of ‘developed’ and ‘underdeveloped™ (Jolly,
2007: 526), and reveal dualistic structures of truth and legitimacy embedded in
development practices and spaces that work to exclude Indigenous knowledges and
cultures (Gibson-Graham, 2005). Based on this analysis, postdevelopment scholars
reject development, “not merely on account of its results but because of its intentions,

its worldview and its mindset” (Pieterse, 2001: 99).

To move beyond the totalising influence of development, Escobar (1995: 216) calls for
a change in “the order of discourse,” that requires “the breakdown of the basic
organization of the discourse, that is, the appearance of new rules of formation of
statements and visibilities.” Postdevelopment work is “an attempt to carve out a
clearing for thinking other thoughts, seeing other things, writing in other languages”
(Escobar, 2001: 153), to break down the impersonal structures of discourse and reveal
the ‘strangeness’ of the present (Graaf, 2006, Rist, 2002, Thompson, 2008). Indeed,

analysing development as a discourse refers to the possibility of creating other
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discourses, and the postdevelopment agenda thus summons a multitude of cultures and
processes of development and, in particular, the need for closer attention to knowledges
and practices of the ‘subjects’ of development and intercultural dialogue to negotiate

and enable plurality and coexistence (Escobar, 2005, 2010a).

Similarly, postdevelopment thought also invites an openness to transformations and
change. Rather than pursuing a predetermined, utopian future, postdevelopment
theorists suggest that creating alternative futures “needs to be an open-ended process of
multiple social negotiations” (Ditlik, 1997: 97). The challenge of postdevelopment is to
imagine and to refrain from defining emancipation in fixed terms because “We need
liberation — an immanent politics of opening; not salvation” (Gidwani, 2006: 17).
Central to this endeavour is the need to disrupt “the discursive grip of unilinear
trajectories on narratives of change” (Gibson-Graham, 2005: 5), and create social
constructions and practices that are inclusive, grounded and shared (Dirlik, 1997,
Escobar, 1992, 1995, Esteva, 2001). Postdevelopment, therefore, is a challenge to

imagine and think beyond inherited discourses and structures.

2.1.2 Critiques and Debates in Post-development

Postdevelopment literature is controversial, attracting trenchant critiques from
numerous authors (Agostino, 2007, Jakimow, 2008, Lie, 2007, Parfitt, 2002, Pieterse,
1998, Pieterse, 2001, Ziai, 2006). Critics assert that postdevelopment analyses construct
an ‘unconvincing straw man,” promulgating an essentialised view of development and a
romanticised presentation of the Third World (Jakimow, 2008, Parfitt, 2002). This lack
of nuance is attributed to the selective use of Foucault and poststructuralism, suggesting
that postdevelopment literature provides a limited understanding of power and,
significantly, Indigenous agency (Agostino, 2007, Brigg, 2002, Lie, 2007, Parfitt, 2002).
The discursive focus is further critiqued as exaggerating the coercive power of
representations at the expensive of engaging with the realities of poverty and capitalism
inter alia (Escobar, 2005, Sylvester, 1999). Critics have also noted that postdevelopment
theorists do not provide a solution or alternative to development (Parfitt, 2002, Pieterse,
2001). As Pieterse (2001:109) laments: “What is the point of declaring development a
‘hoax’ without proposing an alternative? ...Post-development makes engaging

contributions to...philosophies of change, but its contribution to politics of change is
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meagre.”” To this end, Agostino (2007: 197) suggests that postdevelopment literature
“raises questions, motivates new debates, presents alternative examples, but does not

necessarily constitute an alternative discourse.”

Participatory innovations to development practice further evidence the need for
theoretical approaches sensitive to the amorphous interplay of power, discourse,
representation and difference (Ziai, 2009). Within development studies and practice, the
apparent failure of development interventions to deliver ‘progress’ or socio-economic
justice inspired a realignment of development with local cultures, an attempt to enhance
the effectiveness of development and to utilise and empower different local cultures and
local knowledges within development and economic processes (Cleaver, 2001, Cooke
and Kothari, 2001, Radcliffe, 2007a, Radcliffe and Laurie, 20006). Associated with the
moralistic notion of empowerment, and positioned in the ruins of top-down
interventions, participation has emerged as the new orthodoxy of development practice
(Cleaver, 2001, Cooke and Kothari, 2001, McKinnon, 2006). In this revised
development agenda, Indigenous culture is no longer treated as inimical to
development, and instead, is included via the participation of local communities

(Radcliffe, 2007a, Radcliffe and Laurie, 2000).

The cultural and participatory augmentation of development discourse produces an
oxymoronic agenda that at once reforms and rebels against traditional development and
yet covertly implements development (Cleaver, 2001, Cooke and Kothari, 2001,
Escobar, 1992, 1995, Kothari, 2001). As Pieterse (2001: 60) puts it, the “articulation of
culture and development is both a renegade notion at odds with established practices
and a new brick in the wall of clichés.” For Escobar (1992: 21) this inability to
transcend “the imaginary of development” — despite recognising the failure of
development interventions — is indicative of the hegemony of development discourse
and a crisis in critical thought. Participation becomes an important motif to legitimate
development as an ethical and moral enterprise, but ultimately reproduces the very
power inequalities, inefficiencies and cultural tensions it was intended to address

because it fails to transcend the ‘givens’ and ‘norms’ of development discourse (Dikecg,

® However, to supplant development with an alternative regime is somewhat antithetical to
postdevelopment theory and the critical insights of discourse analysis (Escobar, 2005, Esteva,
1987, Rist, 2002).
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2005, Hajer, 2003, McKinnon, 2006, Tully, 2004). These critiques are also salient to
participatory environmental management (Chapter Three). Indeed, the confluence of
participation as a means to resolve tensions in development and environmental

management is suggestive of the significant common ground between these fields.

Although the political and cultural inclusion of local communities in development is
“not quite the sought after magic bullet” (McKinnon, 2006: 32), these changes to
development practices and the reconfiguration of the relationship between local
cultures and development are significant. As Cupples ef a/. (2007: 795) note, “new
spaces for the potential emergence of forces and imaginaries” arise precisely because the
hegemony of development is contingent on its adaptation and mutation through, for
example, participatory methods and greater attention to local cultures. Put differently,
development discourse transforms social realities but is also remade itself through its
articulation with and through diverse places and cultures, producing fragile
opportunities for new, hybrid and different forms of development. Critical examination
of the caricature of development as a single monolithic whole in postdevelopment
writing has therefore yielded to a more nuanced understanding, in which the concept of
development is porous and able to be manipulated, subverted and appropriated for

liberatory purposes (Robins, 2002, 2003, Simon, 2007).

Understanding development discourse as unstable and constantly in process also
supports a more refined analysis of Indigenous subjectivity to highlight strategies that
are neither an absolute rejection nor embrace of development, and that reclaim and
redefine such tropes as modernity, development and culture in creative ways (Dirlik,
1997, Goodale, 2006, Robins, 2003). Gombay (2005) uses the example of Inuit
communities in Northern Quebec who, in the transition from nomadic lifestyles to
living in fixed settlements, have articulated a hybrid identity that resists cultural
assimilation and parochialism and is enacted in politically useful ways. It is precisely this
‘strategic ambiguity’ in constructing cultural categories that such postcolonial authors as
Dirlik (1997) advocate as a means to challenge essentialised identities. Cosmopolitanism
is one example of the utilisation of a hybrid and malleable notion of culture to
confound the separation of indigeniety and modernity (Gidwani, 2006, Giri, 2000,
Goodale, 2006, Harvey, 2000, Zierhofer, 2007). Goodale (2006) explores the projection

of a cosmopolitan Indigenous Bolivian identity that draws links between urban youth
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rappers, Indigenous political leaders and subaltern cultures throughout the Americas,
while remaining specifically Bolivian and Indigenous. The reconfiguration of Bolivian
Indigenous identities forces the binary of tradition/modernity to collapse, revealing
possibilities and ‘categories of belonging’ that challenge and stretch beyond the nation-
state. Goodale (2006: 646) thus concludes that:

By envisioning new categories of inclusion by constructing an alternative moral
universe in which Indigenousness represents a set of principles that are both
cosmopolitan and uniquely Bolivian, Indigenous leaders and others in Bolivia do not
simply “vernacularize” modernity or strike a “bargain” with it (Foster 2002)...
Indigenous cosmopolitanism is a way of reclaiming modernity, a way of redefining both

what modernity as a cultural category means and what it means to be modern in Bolivia.

The notion of ‘reclaiming modernity’ articulated here is suggestive of a
postdevelopment agenda. Numerous authors have similarly argued that Indigenous
peoples have shown that culture is both and neither traditional or modern (Andolina et
al., 2005, Goodale, 20006, Jenkins, 2008, Laurie et al., 2005, Radcliffe, 2007a, Radcliffe
and Laurie, 2006). Escobar (1995) concurs, and asserts that clearing epistemic space for
postdevelopment requires thinking beyond the cross-cultural boundaries of ‘tradition’
or ‘modernity.” This finding is also suggestive of the need for a more nuanced
understanding of Indigenous negotiations of development and of the limitations of
rejecting development. Wainwright (2008: 11), for instance, concludes that “there can
be no simple negation or rejection of development. Not because development is good
(it is not) but because a rejection still turns within the analytic space opened and shaped
by development discourses.” Thus, reliance on idealised resistance or alternatives to
development is dangerous and ethically questionable, and perpetuates essentialised
differences and boundaries between exogenous and endogenous cultures. Taking a
postcolonial approach to exploring subaltern subjectivity and the politics of
representation is useful for constructing a critique of development that avoids facile
rejection or embrace of development, and essentialised characterisations of the
subaltern (Wainwright, 2008). This point is particularly relevant because in Taranaki
Maori interactions with environmental management and development cannot be
characterised as a clear acceptance or rejection, and instead are ambiguous and complex

(Chapter Six, Seven).
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Although postdevelopment theory may have “lost some currency following critiques”
(Harris, 2008a: 1699), work in development studies that builds upon and refines
analyses of development is promising. Ziai (2007: 232) suggests that researchers should
“further pursue [postdevelopment’s] lucid arguments... [and] engage in discussion with
its controversial claims.” Recent work in geography, anthropology and development
studies has taken up this task by exploring the dialectical and multifarious interface of
development and Indigenous communities and the legacies of years of development
interventions (Andolina et al., 2005, Andreasson, 2005, Cupples et al, 2007b,
McKinnon, 2007b, Radcliffe, 20052, 2007b, Robins, 2003, Walker et al., 2007, Zoomets,
20006). The Eurocentric tendencies of development discourse are not disputed; rather a
more nuanced account of the relationship between development and local cultures is
pursued because development does not proceed “untouched through an unfolding of
its own culturally determined trajectory. Instead, it is precisely through spatial
interconnections with other places that it takes shape” (Yeh, 2007: 594). This thesis
contributes to this growing body of literature as it explores conceptions of and
relationships between development and Indigenous communities in postcolonial

contexts.

2.1.3 Postcolonial theory

Postcolonial scholarship is a diverse body of work that stems from literary studies and is
united by a focus on how representation and identity are deployed and structured in
colonial discourse, and significantly, how subaltern peoples subvert and co-opt colonial
categories, dichotomies and borders (Bhabha, 1994c, Blunt and Wills, 2000, Costello,
2005, Harris, 2008a, Robinson, 2003). In this section I explore ideas from postcolonial
analyses of culture, difference and space to highlight ways in which these complement
postdevelopment theory and contribute to a deeper understanding of the dynamics of
contemporary Indigenous development (Legg and McFarlane, 2008, Sharp and Briggs,
2000, Sidaway, 2007b, Simon, 20006).

Like postdevelopment theory, postcolonialism is concerned with the entanglement of
representation and knowledge in discourse. Said’s (1995, first published 1978) famous
exploration of colonial discourse, Orientalism, reveals how representations of the Orient

formed a tautological web of meanings that enabled the West “to manage — and even
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produce — the Orient politically, sociologically, militarily, ideologically, scientifically, and
imaginatively” (Said, 1995: 3). Colonial representations defined the Orient in opposition
to the Occident in a process whereby difference was equated with inferiority (Patton,
1995), setting up a “flexible positional superiority, which puts the Westerner in a whole
series of possible relationships with the Orient without ever losing him the upper hand”
(Said, 1995: 7). Although parts of Said’s argument perhaps overstate the hegemony of
colonial representations (Kapoor, 2002), as in postdevelopment (see Section 2.1.1) the

danger and significance of representation forms a key point of postcolonial work.

For postcolonial theorists, critiquing “without recourse to essentialism” is an important
task in post and counter-colonial/development analyses (Wainwright, 2008: 17), which
suggests the need for more nuanced representations of development and its ‘subjects’
(Ziai, 2007). Postcolonial theorists’ caution and scepticism towards representation of
the subaltern is pertinent, especially because postdevelopment has been critiqued for
romanticising and assuming to speak for local cultures (Escobar, 2005). Spivak (1988)
has famously asserted that the conflation of representation as description (Darstellung)
and representation in the political sense (Iertretung) — ‘speaking about’ and ‘speaking for’
— ecffectively silences the subaltern (See also: Kapoor, 2004, Letiche, 2010). In an
academic context, for example, representing the ‘Other’ gives voice to the researcher
rather than the researched (Kim, 2008); slippage between the voice of the author and
that of the ‘native informants’ leads to subaltern agency being subsumed within the text
(See Chapter Four). Similarly, the cacophony of representations of Third World peoples
— deployed in support and opposition to development — have the potential to
marginalise or render invisible subaltern subjectivities, and also obscure the complicity
of Western development professionals and scholars in their making (Kapoor, 2004). A
postcolonial approach to exploring and researching Indigenous development
necessitates a critical awareness not only of representation, but also of “questions of
power, subjectivities and exchange through interlinked analysis of development
institutions and interconnected power topographies that link North and South” (Harris,
2008a: 1770). This has significant implications for research on Indigenous development
and participation in environmental management (Chapter Four), and suggests the need
for sensitivity to heterogeneity and diversity within Indigenous communities and

dominant agencies (Decker, 2010).
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An important critique of postdevelopment theory is the overly hubristic and unified
presentation of development discourse. This appears insufficient given the diversity of
approaches in contemporary development (Ziai, 2009), but it also obscures the
instability of discourse and consequent opportunities for subaltern agency (Harris,
2008a, Kapoor, 2002). Postcolonial scholar Homi Bhabha asserts that colonial discourse
and authority rest on slippery ground; colonial representations are ambivalent and
become hybridised through their very enactment in the work of colonisation (Bhabha,
1994b, ¢, Kapoor, 2002). Rather than seeing colonialism as a totality, Bhabha asserts
that it is an enunciation, revealing the “more dialogic process that attempts to track
displacements and realignments that are the effects of cultural antagonisms and
articulations — subverting the rationale of the hegemonic moment and relocating the
alternative, hybrid sites of cultural negotiation” (Bhabha, 1994c: 177-178). Similatly,
recent development studies scholarship (for example Radcliffe and Laurie, 2006, Yeh,
2007) has demonstrated that development interventions do not smoothly unfold over
diverse and different cultures, but are worked out contrapuntally within specific places
and cultures. In essence, the very act of intervention in colonialism and development
opens a dialogue between claims to hegemony and alternative or incommensurable
others. For postcolonial theorists, the hegemony of colonialism is therefore contingent
and embedded in unstable relations across difference, and this “discursive instability” is
significant because “it makes for agency” and suggests the potency of hybridity (Kapoor,
2002: 651).

Identifying promise in hybridity also reaches beyond rejection or acceptance of
exogenous discourses. Instead, the strategy of hybridity lies in destabilising discourses
by creating an unsettling presence within them, rather than rejecting discourse for
Indigenous alternatives. In a sense, this is an “impossible ‘no’ to a structure that one
critiques yet inhabits intimately” (Spivak, 1999: 191), and signals the “complicities and
complexities in the exercise of critique” and the mutually inscriptive nature of colonial
coexistence (Andreotti, 2009: 221). This an important divergence from (and
contribution to) postdevelopment work (Robins, 2003), and is especially pertinent to
Indigenous-state relationships in development and environmental management in

Taranaki (Chapters Six, Seven, Eight).
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However, postcolonial and postdevelopment suspicion of metanarratives extends to the
notion of hybridisation as a liberatory process (Dirlik, 1997, Harris, 2008b, Nanda,
2001). Attention to the ways in which relationships and practices are remade is always
needed because the hybrid forms that emerge may or may not transcend pre-existing
unequal power relationships and injustices (Harris, 2008b). Indeed, as I argue in
Chapters Six and Seven, efforts to ‘postcolonialise’ environmental management and
state-Indigenous relations in Taranaki have brought changes in policies and practices,
but these iterations often do not resolve tensions and grievances. The promise and
potential of hybridity must always be tempered with an acknowledgement of its
historically contingency — that it is a postcolonial predicament, a product of extended
cohabitation (Dirlik, 1997, Harris, 2008b). Indeed, radical possibilities can be subverted
where hybridity is a proxy for considering and questioning the political and historical
terrain upon which hybrid identities are formed (Dirlik, 1997). In this way, the explicit
hybridisation of existing institutions and forms of power may silence and subjugate
marginalised others precisely by recognising them. The irony of postcolonial inclusion,
then, is that it may work to further marginalise Indigenous perspectives; its promise lies
in the potential of exposing and exploiting the porosity of boundaries and differences in

colonial discourse to advance hybrid alternatives.

Finally, postcolonial theory directs inquiry into the production of spatialities and
geographies. Imperial projects ultimately sought possession and control of land, and the
conception, organisation and territorialisation of space is therefore a central aspect of
the colonial experience (Ashcroft, 2001, Said, 1995). The imaginative geographies of
colonialism — the bifurcation of West/East, metropole/colony, the demarcation of
national boundaries — are consequential and intimately tied up in relations of
domination and subjugation (Harris, 2008a, Said, 1995, Wainwright, 2008, Wainwright
and Robertson, 2003). An extrapolation of this argument suggests that “hegemony is
doubly geographical: it is constituted on the basis of spatial relations, and such relations
become hegemonic as geographies are naturalized and sedimented as common sense
through political and cultural practices” (Wainwright, 2008: 17). Taking the nation-state
as an a priori space, for example, erases the ways in which state-territoriality was and is
constituted, and the ways in which national subjectivities “gain a distinct ‘sense of place’
vis-a-vis their international borders and the internal landscapes” (Radcliffe, 2001: 120).

Therefore, space matters because such discourses as colonialism and development are
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constituted in and through space, and the naturalisation of particular spatial-territorial

formations is an important effect of colonising relations.

Further, because the conceptualisation of space and place is so invested with culture,
history and politics, postcolonial geography and analyses of Indigenous development
must critically engage with the tautological relations between ideas of nation, state and
territory (Ashcroft, 2001, Wainwright, 2008). This argument is consequential for the
wider themes of this thesis for several reasons. Firstly, because “development was
predominantly conceptualized as a national project” and “rested on a broad homology
of territory and economy” (Sidaway, 2007b: 350), Indigenous claims and configurations
of Indigenous development reveal ambivalence and violence in the territorialisation and
continual re-production of nation-state space (Wainwright, 2008). Examining the
spatialisation and placing of Indigenous development within the postcolonial state
relates to wider questions of postcolonial nationhood and has implications for
conceptualising such foundational ideas as the nation-state, sovereignty and territory. A
corollary of this idea is that because the relationship between Indigenous peoples and
settler populations is dialectical, Indigenous actions influence and hybridise western

models of development, state and polity (Frenkel and Shenhav, 2006, Hall, 2007).

Secondly, understanding colonialism and development as discursive and spatial projects
raises questions about the spatiality of postcolonial relations between Indigenous
peoples and governments. Questions of sovereignty, authority and legitimacy are always
grounded in specific places and histories and also contribute to making places. For
example, apparently postcolonial reconfigurations of national polities through
reconciliation or settlement seek to address socio-cultural, economic and historical
differences, but are also fundamental spatial statements (Section 2.2.2). Similarly,
collaborative approaches to environmental management reference colonial spatialities
even as they seek to construct postcolonial alternatives (Chapter Three). In this way,
“space is not a static entity, but rather an active variable in the ‘theatre of politics™
through which authority, power and territoriality are produced (Gazit, 2009: 85). As will
be discussed in Chapters Six, Seven and Eight, alignments of spatial formations,
legitimacy and sovereignty are key issues in postcolonial debates, and exploring tensions
that persist in collaborative environmental management requires analysis of the politics

of space and place.
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Thirdly, spaces of domination are also spaces of possibility. For many theorists, space is
not an empty stage on which teleological narratives of settlement and development
unfold, rather, space is constitutive of social and political relations (Collinge, 2005,
Dikeg, 2005, Howarth, 2006, Huxley, 20006). Space (and place) are transient
manifestations of identity, culture and habitation; a palimpsest of transformations and
differences (Ashcroft, 2001). For Dike¢ (2005: 183) this “dynamic quality of space (and
of place) suggests the impossibility of total closure, or, in other words, the possibility of
opening, transformation, and appropriation.” In postcolonial terms, the ambivalence
and instability of imperial claims to sovereignty mean that, despite the apparent
coherency of colonial spatial formations, spatial control and the placing of different
others 1is never secure and always anxiously maintained. Responding to
postdevelopment calls to think beyond development discourse requires challenging
established orders and norms. This is an inherently spatial task because “[florms of
political engagement can mobilize from and make use of organizational spaces, spaces
of categorization, representations of space, and physical spaces... for inaugurating
spaces for politics” (Dikeg, 2005: 185). Put differently, re-thinking the ‘givens’ of a
situation, like postcolonial Indigenous claims or environmental management, is a spatial
struggle, but space can also serve as a basis for alternative, different and resistant action.
This is also an important aspect of postcolonial geographies (Chapter Four) — as
Wainwright (2008: 28) asserts: ““The work of a geographer should question and unsettle
the presuppositions about space and geography that undetlie the hegemonies of an
unjust world.” A postcolonial engagement with postdevelopment scholarship therefore
enriches lines of inquiry and critique, offering a refined conceptualisation of the
hegemony of development, the hybridity of encounters across difference, and the
spatiality of development discourse. Taken together, postdevelopment and postcolonial
literatures contain several theoretic tools that I explore in this thesis through the

particular case of Taranaki.

2.2 COLONIAL LEGACIES AND POSTCOLONIAL NATIONS

The politics of postcoloniality in such nations as New Zealand, Canada and Australia

are grounded in legacies of colonial dispossession and also extended co-presence

(Mbembe, 2006, Willow, 2009). Ditlik (1997: 169) argues that understanding

32



CHAPTER Two: Postcoloniality and Indigenous Development

postcolonial contexts requires recognition of “the changes that come with historicity
against ahistorical claims to a total European domination (erasing the subjectivities of
the colonized) or, its opposite, the possibility of recapturing a precolonial identity
uncontaminated by colonialism.” This understanding of colonisation (or development)
as a dialectical process — albeit unequal, violent and contested — has implications for
efforts to advance postcoloniality (or postdevelopment). Frenkel and Shenhav (2006:
856) assert that although Orientalist assumptions should be critically examined, “the
hybrid nature of the colonial encounter, the fusion between colonizers and the
colonized, and the mutual effects between them” need to be acknowledged. Therefore,
the history of colonialism and the historical contingency of contemporary relations

inform postcolonial reconfigurations of state-Indigenous relationships.

For Mbembe (2006: 381, 382) the postcolony is “a chaotic plurality” that has “an
internal coherence,” and relationships between the state and its subjects can be
characterised as “a promiscuous relationship” or a “convivial tension.” In this context,
binaries like Occident/Orient or acceptance/resistance are inadequate desctiptors
because both sides of these binary are ‘intimately entangled’ (Frenkel and Shenhav,
20006, Nash, 2002). It is precisely this complexity and ambiguity that frustrates attempts
to recover an ‘authentic other’ and sites of ‘pure resistance’ or ‘absolute domination.’
Ferguson (1994: 284) once described development as “a ‘mushy mixture’ of the
discursive and the non-discursive, of the intentional plans and the unacknowledged
social world with which they are engaged.” This ‘mushy mixture’ of colonial and
development discourses embedded in and through landscapes and peoples, and
indelibly inscribed on histories, places and identities, shapes and is being reshaped
through postcolonisation processes (Ashcroft, 2001, Ferguson, 1994, Mbembe, 20006).
In this sense, although colonial and development discourses may persist in
contemporary arrangements, this is not “the simple reproduction of the colonial in the
present, but the mutated, impure and unsettling legacies of colonialism” (Nash, 2002:
225). In this section I draw on ideas from postdevelopment and postcolonial work to
examine reconfigurations of government-Indigenous relationships in settler-colonies
and argue that this ‘historical moment’ of explicit but ambivalent postcolonialisation
petpetuates colonial/developmentalist logics while also offering possibilities for

negotiation and engagement.
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2.21 Managing Plurality in the Postcolony

Colonial and development discourses invoke a negative recognition of difference,
positing that because the ‘Other’ or Third World peoples are different, they are lacking,
inferior and in need of civilisation or development (Patton, 1995). In contemporary
postcolony nations this logic is augmented with what Kowal (2008) terms ‘positive
Orientalism;’ 2 romanticised and idealised iteration of non-Western cultures. These two
ideas exist simultaneously, producing the postcolonial dilemma of how to manage
difference within the nation (Kowal, 2008). Multiculturalism is frequently invoked in
narratives of postcolonial nationhood, manifesting as a liberal-pluralist revision and an
apparently progressive and generous effort to give equal rights to all ethnic groups
(Johnson, 2008). Although this apparent celebration of difference represents an
important departure from the ‘negative Orientalism’ of colonial discourse, it is also
problematic (Kowal, 2008, Said, 1995). In this section I demonstrate that the concurrent
dangers and possibilities that emerge through multicultural iterations of nationhood are

reflected in Indigenous development.

Postcolonial and postdevelopment theories direct attention to the representation of
subaltern others and cultural differences, and highlight the use of difference to inform
hierarchical binaties (for example, First/Third world, civilised/savage) and delegitimise
alternative voices. Multiculturalism essentially re-embeds the idea of impermeable
cultural difference by explicitly including different groups within the nation,
promulgating an implicit denial of hybrid, dialectical relations and limiting opportunities
for ‘serious cross-cultural dialogue’ (Fortier, 2005, Nagle, 2008). Critics therefore argue
that “multiculturalism typically works in the service of neo-colonialism by constituting
groups as bounded in ethnically defined communities and essentialist cultures” (Nagle,
2008: 179). Because the borders of cultural difference can never be transcended,
difference within the nation is accepted, but this difference must always be performed
and maintained (Cowlishaw, 2006, Marker, 2006, Nagle, 2008). In this way, even as
difference is not explicitly equated with deficiency, it remains as a gap between the
(colonial) ‘Self” and (Indigenous) ‘Other’ (Fortier, 2005). The cultural and development
‘cul-de-sac’ that stems from such political investment in bounded identities is
consequential. Marker (2006: 489) notes that, “The dominant society has

preconceptions about how Indians will conduct themselves culturally, and therefore,
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attempts to communicate an identity and history that is outside this mainstream
expectation are often rejected as illegitimate.” In development and environmental
management, political inclusion and recognition based on cultural difference can
produce expectations of what constitutes ‘appropriate’ development or can make
acknowledgement of Indigenous rights conditional on articulating a recognisable form
of ethnic difference (Muehlmann, 2009). This form of conscribed identification means
that ethnic others must always “stay in place as ‘other’ in order to claim the multi of
multiculturalism” (Fortier, 2005: 574, emphasis in original), which myopically limits
possible ways of being Indigenous and immediately re-naturalises the white-settler
identity as dominant and normal. Andreotti (2009) also identifies a ‘double bind’ in
cultural difference, whereby Indigenous approaches are ‘so similar’ to Western modes
that they become indistinguishable or ‘so different’ that their legitimacy and relevance is

questioned.

The inclusionary aspect of multiculturalism limits the extent to which pluralist

reconfigurations of the ‘imagined national community’ interrogate existing structures
and inequalities (Dikeg, 2001, Fortier, 2005, Marker, 2006). As discussed in Section 2.1.3,
the spatiality of postcolonial politics is critical to analysing state-Indigenous relations.
Multiculturalism re-embeds the nation and governmental sovereignty as axiomatic,
while creating new spaces for ethnic others within the existing structure (Dikeg, 2005).
Explicit inclusion of ethnic others as the ‘other’ does not change their position as
subaltern/other; it grants recognition of their presence without interrogating ot
changing the status quo. Recognition of cultural difference, therefore, not only restricts
possible identities and ways of being (Kowal, 2008), but also “assumes sameness
between individuals by denying the socio-political significance of ‘difference’ and
evacuating histories of domination, racism and resistance” (Fortier, 2005: 572). This is
particularly problematic when considering Indigenous claims to difference.
Multiculturalism (and its coalescence with neoliberalism) promotes vision of ethnicity
that is place-less, non-territorial and ahistorical and perpetuates the idea of indigeneity

as the other and thus may be a shaky platform for advancing Indigenous claims (Fortier,

2005, Gershon, 2008, Marker, 2006).
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2.2.2 Reconciling the Past, Settling the Future?

In many settler-colony nations, settlements between Indigenous nations/tribes and the
government have emerged as a modus operandi for constructing a legitimated postcolonial
sovereignty. Characterised by narratives of postcolonial partnership and nationhood,
settlements and reconciliations essentially reconfigure and grant Indigenous rights
within the nation-state ‘in exchange’ for the settlement of grievances against the
government for historical wrongdoing (Bhandar, 2004, Blackburn, 2007, OTS, 2004,
Short, 2005). In New Zealand settlements are framed as redress to i for Crown
breaches of the Treaty of Waitangi (See Chapters One and Six), and include an apology,
historical narrative, economic and cultural redress (OTS, 2004). " These settlements are
apparently ‘full and final,” which is indicative of their historic and economic import for
mwi [tribes] and for the wider formation of the national polity and political landscape. Set
in a context of socio-economic inequality, the Crown also presumes that settlements
will “contribute to a resource base for future development” (OTS, 2004: 3). This is
suggestive of the need to examine the ways in which Indigenous development and self-
determination are configured and entangled in postcolonial processes (See Section 2.3
and Chapter Six). Settlements do offer important spaces for asserting and achieving
Indigenous goals, but these opportunities must be negotiated from a backdrop of risks,

inequalities, and unstable political alignments.

Because contemporary reconciliation processes work within the analytic space of
unitary statehood, possibilities for re-thinking Indigenous-state relationships are
constrained (Durie, 2005). Acknowledgements of historical atrocities and Indigenous
dispossession are sculpted into a linear narrative of national history (Bhandar, 2004,
Blackburn, 2007). In this way, the violent and morally questionable foundations of
nations are simultaneously recognised and positioned as the basis from which
postcolonial nationhood grows. For example, Blackburn (2007: 625) observes that
Canadian government officials invoked a “powerful language of political legitimation,
one that took reflection on historical mistakes as a starting-point which nevertheless
recuperated a teleology of progress into a fully modern future.” In New Zealand, the

previous Minister in Charge of Treaty of Waitangi Negotiations similarly asserted that:

10 See Appendix B for an outline of New Zealand’s Treaty Settlement process.
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The resolution of historical grievances is a necessary first step towards establishing the
healthy and robust relationships required to enable the country to cope with, and
benefit from, the opportunities and challenges of the 21st Century... The outcome - a
settlement - will not make us forget the past. But it will allow us to leave the past in the

past and turn to our new relationship, and our new future (OTS, 2004: 4).

Incorporating colonial history into national history weakens its disruptive potential and
affirms the stability and legitimacy of the nation-state as a sovereign entity (Bhandar,
2004, Muldoon, 2008). As a corollary, the government “is both §udge’ and ‘historical
wrongdoer™ (Gibbs, 2006: 27), meaning that reparative legislation and resource
disbursal for colonial wrongs is often held contingent on the state recognising the
legitimacy of the claims and/or identities (Mawani, 2005, Robins, 2001, Wolfe, 1999).
For example, in her exploration of Aboriginal claims to Stanley Park, Vancouver,
Mawani (2005: 336) found that “to be grated reparations and redress for colonial harms,
Aboriginal peoples are required to fulfil a racial otherness that is demanded and then
carefully examined by the state.” Muldoon (2008) further notes that Indigenous peoples
are forced to translate their claims and aspirations into the juridical language of the state;
the irony of this being that successful establishment of Indigenous ‘rights’ may work
counter to ambitions for autonomy (See also Section 2.3.2). Postcolonial settlement
processes, therefore, negotiate justice within the ambit of the colonial nation-state
reinforcing and reproducing significant power inequalities between Indigenous

claimants and governments.

The implications of such linear conceptions of nationhood are a key concern in the
(post) settlement era in Taranaki (Chapter Six), reflecting the suspicion that
reconciliations may form an uncertain foundation for Indigenous self-determination
and postcolonial partnership. In New Zealand, for example, the Crown’s ambiguous
position towards the Treaty produces scepticism and doubt about the post-settlement
era, and the positioning of Maori after historical grievances have been ‘settled’” (Durie,
1998). Further, governmental antipathy towards Indigenous self-determination suggests
a conception of indigeneity “as a threat to sovereignty (rather than an attempt to define
the basis for belonging)” (Durie, 2005: 164). Reconciliations resolve this complication
by affirming colonial authority and sovereignty and positioning Indigenous peoples
within the nation-state “as the passive recipients of government legislation rather than

equal and responsible agents with the right to take the lead in charting their own futures”
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(Murphy, 2010: 19). As I discuss in the following sections, this particular conception of
nation and government has implications for postcolonial Indigenous development and

thus also collaborative environmental management.

2.2.3 Spaces of Possibility and Risk

Postcolonial and postdevelopment theory both explore discursive formations to suggest
that “all existing social formations...are fully contingent and uninevitable, which is the
starting point for a ‘politics of the possible” (Raghuram et al., 2009: 10). Critical
analyses of postcolonial processes reveal the ways in which existing social formations
are being subtly reworked, producing more inclusive iterations of settler-colony nations
but ultimately refraining from a full interrogation of political norms. Indigenous
engagements with these processes are worthy of critical attention. State-led efforts to
move beyond settler/Indigenous dynamics offer fragile opportunities for renegotiating
ideas of nationhood, sovereignty and the state/Indigenous relationship, yet ate also
characterised by power inequalities and an institutional unwillingness to think beyond
colonial norms. This is reminiscent of Escobar’s (1995) critique of the inability of
innovations in development practice to transcend or imagine beyond development
discourse (Section 2.1.1). These postcolonial negotiations are contentious but potent
because, as Mbembe (2006: 385) notes, settler-colony society is “a chaotic plurality [and]
it leaves an enormous space open to improvisation... it is practically impossible to
enclose its system of signs, images, and traces in fixity and inertia.” Put differently,
because settler-colonial dominance over the nation is contingent and continuously
assembled rather than absolute, there are always spaces for the expression of
Indigenous agency (Gazit, 2009). Johnson (2008: 47) asserts that Maori acts of self-
determination leave “evidence of their exercise on the landscape of the state, they are
also creating thirdspaces that operate as holes in the fabric of the state, challenging the
frequently unquestioned settler sovereignty.” Postcoloniality, therefore, is being
continuously negotiated on historically, politically and economically uneven terrain. In
the following Chapters I explore how i/ in Taranaki have engaged with Treaty
settlements and development processes and the implications of this for negotiating

collaborative environmental management in postcolonial New Zealand.
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2.3 INDIGENOUS DEVELOPMENT IN THE POSTCOLONY

Development discourses, as enacted in the Third World, were premised on the
hierarchical distinction of Western and local/Indigenous cultures and a teleological
notion of progress (Section 2.1.1). These ideas found similar expression in settler-
colony iterations of development and intervention. In New Zealand, for example,
colonisation, tenurial reform and the transformation of native bush to pasture were
often framed as benevolent and legitimate acts of progress, couching Indigenous
dispossession within the wider project of national development, civilisation and cultural
improvement. Maori development was premised on the adoption of Western
institutions and mores (Chapter Five), and as such “the process of colonisation
attempted to disestablish Maori cultural and political institutions in order to facilitate
the transfer of land from Maori to Pakeha and to enable the assimilation of Maori into
the settler state of New Zealand” (O'Sullivan and Dana, 2008: 375). In settler-colony
nations, therefore, state-led efforts in Indigenous development have previously
exploited and appropriated Indigenous resources and labour, and so the “recurring loss
of land and livelihood to national progress” tends to characterise Indigenous
experiences of development (Russell, 2004: 133). Contemporary Indigenous
development must be situated within these politico-historical contexts because “the
legacies of colonial pasts...linger in twenty-first century political structures and continue

to shape the positionality of both colonizers and the colonized” (Willow, 2009: 37).

In postcolonial contexts, Western cultural mores are often framed as incongruous with
Indigenous cultures, yet development is also presented as a focus for self-determination
efforts, a vehicle for addressing inequalities, and a national priority (Clydesdale, 2007,
Smith, 2006, Taylor, 2010). Indeed, the relationship between Indigenous peoples and
development is indicative of the positioning of indigenous peoples in relation to the
postcolonial nation-state, and the complex and unsettling plurality within nations (Nash,
2002, Nesper et al., 2007). The cross-cultural nature of Indigenous economic activities
forms a cornerstone of many analyses, invoking the normalcy of capitalist economic
development and ‘other-ness’ of Indigenous cultures. According to Taylor (2010: 562)
‘Third World” cultural norms “are perceived to retard the scale and scope of market
activities [and] to block avenues for investment and entrepreneurship” which legitimates

the role of the World Bank “as a reforming institution to facilitate the liberation of
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societies from cultural atavism and deliver them into the universal embrace of rational,

impersonal markets.” In the New Zealand context, Clydesdale (2007: 66) asserts that:

It is easy to fall into a trap that a return of resources will lead tribes back to a position
of economic prosperity, but this is a dangerous trap if the culture still does not possess
routines that can produce high level incomes... The New Zealand experience reveals
that not only are [cultural] routines being perpetuated that are not compatible with
growth but also several forces can stop the tribes from acquiring new routines that lead
to growth. These include the romanticizing of past culture and a focus of education on

language vis-a-vis technology.

Although he identifies tourism potential and the commitment to place and shareholders
as positive attributes in Maori culture, Clydesdale (2007: 67) ultimately finds that “the
acquisition of new capabilities” and cultural evolution are necessary for Maori
organisations “to become significant players in their national economy.” A report by the
New Zealand Institute of Economic Research Inc. (NZIER) for Te Puni Kokiri [Ministry
of Maori Development] (TPK) similarly concludes that Maori culture contrasts with the
demands of the free market and that mechanisms to enable (culturally sensitive)

exploitation are needed:

Maori aspire to higher living standards and faster economic development, but cultural
attitudes often do not support the activities — such as commercialization of cultural
knowledge — which may be necessary to meet those aspirations. In order to achieve
faster economic development, Maori need to examine how their social and cultural

institutions contribute to attitudes (NZIER, 2003: 104-105).

As discussed in Section 2.1.2, thinking beyond polarised and static notions
tradition/modernity is an important challenge in postdevelopment theory (Escobat,
1995, Pretes and Gibson, 2008). Indeed, development is an important idea through
which Indigenous ambitions and agency can be expressed, particularly in the context of
settlements and neoliberal government policies (Lewis et al., 2009, Pinkerton et al.,
2008). However, exogenous forces, interests and values can complicate the
emancipatory potential of development, and self-determined development gua self-
determination potentially divests Indigenous development of political and cultural
aspirations (Chile, 2006, Humpage, 2008, Kelsey, 2005). At this historical conjuncture
of inclusive multiculturalism, reconciliation and neoliberalisation, the ways in which

Indigenous communities engage with and negotiate development is particularly
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significant. In this section, I argue that a postdevelopment and postcolonial analysis of
Indigenous development in settler-colony nations reveals the potency and risk in
postcolonial reconfigurations of Indigenous development. As discussed in Chapters
Three and Seven, this context of negotiating postcolonisation and development has

important implications for Indigenous participation in environmental management.
g g

2.3.1 Neoliberalising Development

The evolution and implementation of neoliberalism since the late 1980s signals an
important shift away from Keynesian policies and towards greater transnational flows of
capital, resources and labour (Bargh, 2007a, Fenelon and Hall, 2008, Mansfield, 2007,
Peck and Tickell, 2002). A corollary of such changes is the increased importance and
profundity of the ‘free market,” the reshaped (and arguably minimised) role of the state
and the importance of the individual. Like earlier iterations of development discourse,
Western concepts of the market, individualism and economic growth gua progress and
empowerment are given ontological primacy — and are enacted through nation-states
and international institutions (Bargh, 2007a, Peck and Tickell, 2002, Radcliffe, 2005b,
Stewart-Harawira, 2005). Neoliberal development is framed as more efficient and
empowering than state-led iterations, but critics assert that neoliberalism tends to
devolve responsibility without disbursing resources and increases inequality (Bargh,
2007b, Kelsey, 2005, Lewis et al., 2009, Stewart-Harawira, 2005). However, the shapes
and contours of neoliberalism are nuanced and contingent (Bargh and Otter, 2009). It is
not a monolithic or coherent process; rather, neoliberalism finds expression through
“complex and increasingly indigenised hybrids” embedded in local political and cultural
contexts (Humpage, 2008: 425). In such countries as New Zealand, Australia and
Canada, the intersection of neoliberalism, multiculturalism and postcolonial
reconfigurations of Indigenous rights and interests celebrates the ‘essential difference’
of indigeneity while also positioning Indigenous peoples as individuals and citizens
within the nation and economy (Ata o Tu MacDonald and Muldoon, 2006, Kowal,
2008).

Socio-economic inequality has become a key rubric for framing Indigenous
development objectives within postcolonial nations, and notably insulates (neoliberal)

Indigenous development from difficult cultural and political questions (Kelsey, 2005).
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This logic diagnoses differences in health, education and wealth outcomes — the ‘gap’
between Indigenous and non-Indigenous populations — as the ‘problem’ to be resolved.
In New Zealand, for example, “Maori ‘performance’ was measured against that of non-
Maorti and found to be lacking” (Humpage, 2008: 416). Such comparisons invoke a “set
of assumptions about ‘the good life” as natural (Kowal, 2008: 341), and define
Indigenous development aspirations as secutring zudiwvidual social and economic well-
being (Durie, 2005). In this way, attempts to address resultant socio-economic
disparities between Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples are essentially “an
institutionalized and apolitical response to problems that are disguised by its seemingly
natural and mutual goals” (Russell, 2004: 134). Further, interpreting and monitoring
disadvantage through statistics, performance management and outcomes obscures the
cultural, political and historical background of contemporary inequality and renders
government attention to Indigenous development ‘technical’ and ‘race-neutral’ (Chile,
2006, Humpage, 2008, Kawharu, 2001, Kowal, 2008). Government policy in New
Zealand has recently shifted from openly seeking to address Maori disadvantage to “a
needs-based formula, derived from an analysis of individual circumstances” that denies
“the aspirations of people to retain their own world-views” (Durie, 2005: 183). Indeed,
the emphasis of statistical equality and on the ‘gaps’ between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous populations works to obviate important questions about the balance
human/civic rights and multiple value systems within postcolonial nations (Dutie,
2005). The focus on individual rather than collective well-being also works to distance
questions of Indigenous well-being and development from political, cultural, and

sovereignty issues.

Yet cultural difference remains an important point in postcolonial Indigenous
development. Kowal (2008), for instance, suggests that postcolonial interventions in
Indigenous development are characterised by essentialised notions of Indigenous
difference, and notes the anxious oscillation between ideas of self-determination,
cultural differences and reducing inequality (and thereby difference). Simultaneously
maintaining and challenging absolute boundaries between Indigenous and Western
cultures produces an uncertain context for Indigenous self-determination and
development. Cattelino (2010) describes this as a ‘double bind;’ arguing that in the USA,

the legitimacy of American-Indian sovereignty and cultural distinctiveness is questioned
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when tribes acquire wealth, even though economic resources are required to effectively

exercise sovereignty. She asserts that tribes:

...cannot assert economic power—which, importantly, is often gained only as the
direct consequence of their collective status as governments—without being
individualized as U.S. citizens (and, therefore, exposed to the allegation that they enjoy
undeserved “special rights”)... [This|] needs-based sovereignty hinges on the cultural
dimensions of economy as one way that peoples and polities mark difference. At stake
are the economically and culturally differentiated possibilities of collective life within

the political landscape of the United States (Cattelino, 2010: 237).

Similarly, in New Zealand, the apparent ‘corporatisation’ of zw/ [tribes| has attracted
both media and academic attention, and Maori ‘elites’ (businessmen) and economic
development ambitions have attracted critique or scorn in the media for not being
appropriately Indigenous (Bargh, 2007b, Clydesdale, 2007, Rata, 2006, Seuffert, 2005).
The confluence of neoliberalism and multiculturalism, therefore, produces an
ambivalent relationship between the continued performance of authentic and

recognisable difference and continued recognition of Indigenous rights.

Notably, interventions and programmes to reduce inequality frequently draw on the
choice, agency and responsibilities of Indigenous individuals or collectives. This
discursive positioning of Indigenous peoples as active agents, rather than passive
recipients, of development holds potential synergies with Indigenous self-determination,
but also suggests a subtle reframing of the state’s responsibilities to Indigenous
populations (Durie, 2005, Humpage, 2008). In Australia, for example, the idea of
mutual responsibility and obligation informs ‘Shared Responsibility Agreements’ that
hold governmental provision of services and infrastructure contingent on Aboriginal
communities undertaking particular behaviours (Lawrence and Gibson, 2007). These
agreements deploy ideas of choice and responsibility to mask the pedagogical goal of

Aboriginal communities adopting ‘civilised’ practices. Therefore:

...neoliberalism does not mean ‘devolving’ responsibility or ‘less government’ (as its
proponents would claim), but rather a way of governing that relies upon the capacities
of citizens as responsible subjects to be active in the pursuit, negotiation and

procurement of social services and provisions (Lawrence and Gibson, 2007: 664).
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In this context, Indigenous citizenship and spaces for agency are shaped by coercive
and punitive policies that require Aboriginal communities to work within the terms
defined by the Federal government to secure services. Neoliberal choice and
responsibility can elide genuine cross-cultural negotiation of the terms of development,
instead, compelling Indigenous communities to work within externally defined systems
and institutions (Ata o Tu MacDonald and Muldoon, 2006, Lawrence and Gibson,

2007).

Slippage between ideas of self-determination and self-determined development features
in neoliberal iterations of Indigenous development within postcolonial nations,
proffering ideas of economic growth gua political and cultural self-determination. In
New Zealand, intensive neoliberal reforms have effectively refashioned Maori
development as the ‘self determined’ development of tribal assets returned through
Treaty settlements (Bargh, 2007b, Kelsey, 2005, Stewart-Harawira, 2005). This is
suggestive of a re-spatialisation of development that grafts it to Indigenous (rather than
state) organisations, and also suggests that Maori aspirations are presumed to be
commensurate with and achievable through neoliberalised development. Kelsey (2005:
82) asserts that development is seen as “improving economic growth and social
outcomes through the culturally-sensitive commercial exploitation of iwi, hapu [sub-
tribe], whanau [family], and Maori resources” which would “see Maori achieving tino
rangatiratanga [sovereignty, autonomy| through the quicker, simpler, and far less
stressful road of commercial success in the international marketplace.” For Bargh
(2007b) devolution of healthcare and education in tandem with z»/ management of
Treaty settlement assets compels Maori governance in the shape of neoliberal-corporate

entities. She asserts that:

The Crown has also insisted upon the adoption by tribal organizations of corporate
structures which, it argues, will assist Maori to achieve development. However, this
insistence. ..|denies] Maori the opportunity to continue to pursue forms of governance
that are contrary to neoliberalism. Maori are treated as citizens but only insofar as this
allows them to be neoliberal citizens. Maori are treated as tribal members, but only
insofar as this allows the tribe to be corporatized... To achieve a recognition, visibility,
credibility and therefore, inclusion within a neoliberal vista and regime, Maori are

pressured to accept neoliberal values and policies (Bargh, 2007b: 42).
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Such mimetic violence evokes Escobar’s idea that the targets of development (like
peasants) are forced to submit to the terms of the discourse (Section 2.1.2) — as the
NZIER report (2003: 50) puts it: Maori “organizations are involved in the ‘play of the
game’ and they need to be aware of ways to maximize returns under the ‘rules of the
game.”” The apparent synthesis of such neoliberal policies as devolution and
responsibility with Indigenous self-determination is, therefore, somewhat facile, and
begets an apolitical approach to resolving inequalities and injustices within the
postcolonial nation. As discussed in Chapter Six, z»/ governance entities in Taranaki
grapple with the convergence of neoliberal, economic processes and culturally specific

ideas within their organisational agendas.

The nexus of neoliberalism, multiculturalism and Indigenous development provides
fertile ground for exploring postcolonial iterations of development. Despite (and
because of) recent economic, cultural and political reforms, ideas that have antecedents
in development and colonial discourses (such as capitalism, progress, individualism,
absolute state sovereignty) remain dominant. For Escobar (2010) this signifies an ‘era of
changes’ [época de cambios] and not a ‘change in the era’ [cambio de época); put differently,
recent reforms evince alterations within the dominant discourse rather than a break
away from the regimes. In this context, Indigenous development variously connotes an
individual responsibility, an empowered act of self-determination and a benevolent act
of remedial assistance; it is included within the ambit of national development agendas,

yet also marked as something different (Johnson, 2008, Kelsey, 2005, Kowal, 2008).

2.3.2 Spatialising the Politics: Territoriality and Sovereignty

Postdevelopment and postcolonial analyses of development discourse therefore
highlight neo-colonial processes and the need for research that critically engages with
postcolonial Indigenous development. As Humpage (2008: 415) has noted: “there
remains little analysis of the relationship between neoliberalism as a global phenomenon,
national politics and ethnic claims, including those of Indigenous peoples living in
former white settler states.” Postcolonial devolution and settlements create ambivalent
spaces for Indigenous agency; spaces that are part of the ‘development machine’
(Ferguson, 1994) and further embed development and colonising logics, but also offer

fragile opportunities for autonomy, contestation and strategism. Although neoliberal
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policies tend to focus on rational economic behaviour and obscure tricky questions of
culture, politics and sovereignty, Indigenous communities have been able to use and
subvert the spaces and opportunities of neoliberalism to articulate and explore their
own development goals (Berman Arévalo and Ros-Tonen, 2009, Lewis et al., 2009,
Smith, 2008). As Chapters Seven and Eight demonstrate, these tricky negotiations of
development and governance inform Indigenous approaches to and aspirations in

environmental management.

Indigenous development in postcolonial nations is intertwined with ideas of
dependence, independence and mutuality. In this sense, development functions as a
prism for exploring and understanding relationships between Indigenous and state
organisations and raises fundamental questions of postcolonial plurality within the

nation:

Maori economic development presents a challenge to New Zealand society as a whole
because it is a process in which the fundamental driver is the desite by Maori
communities to restore sovereignty or self-government — #no rangatiratanga. To achieve
such a desired restoration requires the nation state of New Zealand to consider how it
can accommodate the desire of Maori communities to manage their own resources and

people (O'Sullivan and Dana, 2008: 374-375).

Therefore, the spatial configuration of relations between Indigenous and nation-state
governments emerges as a key rubric for understanding roles, rights and responsibilities
in relation to Indigenous development. In the New Zealand context, Durie (1998: 238)
notes that “Central to the debate is whether Maori aspirations for fairness and the
chance to remain Maori can be fostered within a single nation-state or whether other
arrangements are necessary.” As Gagne (2009) and Robbins (2010) have demonstrated,
there are numerous and competing ideas about postcolonial Indigenous sovereignty and
self-determination. While recent governmental recognition of Indigenous rights
(however limited) pays homage to pre-existing rights, these contemporary rights also
construct an ambiguous dependency between state sovereignty and Indigenous rights
(Alfred and Corntassel, 2005, Robbins, 2010). In the USA, where Indigenous territory is
demarcated by reservation boundaries, Indigenous nations are at once distinct and
intertwined with the state. Neoliberal approaches to service delivery have exacerbated

this ambiguity by producing “the conditions for the development of extensive tribal
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bureaucracies deeply articulated with both federal and state agencies” (Nesper et al.,
2007: 676). In Taranaki, tribal governance organisations in the post-settlement era are
similarly positioned as both state-sanctioned entities and autonomous Indigenous
organisations (see Chapter Six). For some critics, deriving Indigenous rights from
Western jurisprudence and concepts, and holding them contingent on state recognition

is problematic:

As Indigenous peoples, the way to recovering freedom and power and happiness is
clear: it is time for each one of us to make the commitment to transcend colonialism as
people, and for us to work together as peoples to become forces of Indigenous truth
against the lie of colonialism. We do not need to wait for the colonizer to provide us
with money or to validate our vision of a free future; we only need to start to use our
Indigenous languages to frame our thoughts, the ethical framework of our philosophies
to make decisions and to use our laws and institutions to govern ourselves (Alfred and

Corntassel, 2005: 614).

Such rights represent the znclusion of Indigenous peoples within an existing spatial order,
rather than a fundamental negotiation of difference (Alfred, 2006, Alfred and Corntassel,
2005, Dikeg, 2005, Muldoon, 2008, Nash, 2002, Robbins, 2010). As discussed in
Chapter Six, opposition to Treaty settlements in Taranaki frequently hinges around

questions of inclusion within the state and giving up claims to #no rangatiratanga.

Framing Indigenous self-determination and state sovereignty as mutually exclusive is
perhaps distracting from Indigenous development goals. This is particulatly true in the
New Zealand context where secession or separatism is seldom advocated (Gagne, 2009,
Johnson, 2008), and so “In advocating Maori sovereignty, the focus inevitably shifts
away from the advancement of Maori as Maori to the relationship of Maori with the
Crown” (Dutie, 1998: 219). Working with ambiguity and negotiating the complexity and
plurality of postcolonial nation-hood are significant challenges in creating spaces for
Indigenous development and self-determination (Gagne, 2009). In essence, though
articulating Indigenous claims within governmental structures suggests that colonialism
perdures, contemporary iterations of colonial hegemony are shaped by “unequal but
also deeply unsettling dialogues” with Indigenous peoples (Nash, 2002: 225). Writing in
the Australian context, Robbins (2010: 271) calls for “genuine negotiations with the
nation’s Indigenous peoples and to work co-operatively to find a basis for an acceptable

co-existence on terms that are mutually respected.” In Taranaki, negotiating coexistence
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in the (post) settlement era is a key issue in developing postcolonial relationships
between Indigenous and state organisations for both environmental management and

Maorti development (Chapters Six and Seven).

Questions of territoriality and self-determination are clearly intertwined with Indigenous
development aspirations. Indeed, space emerges as a tool for contestation and agency
precisely because colonial and development discourses operate through, on and with
space (Section 2.1.3). For example, drawing on the contested legality of industrial hemp
production as an economic development strategy on Pine Ridge Reservation in the USA,
Smith (2008: 232) asserts that the Sioux tribal members “extended the political arena by
challenging the jurisdictional scale of the nation-state and of the reservation... [thereby
questioning] the soundness of the US nation-state as a territorially coherent entity.” In
their legal battles, the space of the reservation was asserted as a legitimate site and a
‘political resource’ for the exercise of Indigenous autonomy and political authority,
reflecting an effort to “reterritorialise the space of the reservation — that is, reshape the
legal meanings of authority in that space” (Smith, 2008: 246). The increasing
entanglement of Indigenous rights and state/legal institutions suggests that attention is
needed to the ways that Indigenous organisations engage with, subvert and compromise
with state apparatus. Yet it also suggests the potential of pluralism in postcolonial

contexts (Antonsich, 2010, Howitt et al., 2009).

Neoliberal reforms have also established an ambiguous politico-economic context for
pursuing development and self-determination, arguably creating greater risks for
Indigenous economies while providing spaces and tools that can be appropriated for
Indigenous agency and creativity (Drapeau, 2010, Lewis et al., 2009, Pinkerton et al.,
2008). In New Zealand, devolution of social services to local scale organisations has
provided opportunities for Maori organisations to have a greater role in service delivery.
However, the reliance on state funding and the contractual nature of the work
somewhat limits opportunities for self-determination (Chile, 2006, Durie, 2005). As
Durie (1998: 227) notes: “economic self-sufficiency is critical to self-determination; tino
rangatiratanga cannot be achieved without a sound economic base that enables financial
independence from the government.” Further, neoliberal policies typically expose
Indigenous resources and economies to the vagaries of global capitalism. For example,

in negotiations regarding the expansion of a ski resort over Secwepemc peoples’
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traditional territory in British Columbia, Canada, the Sun Peaks Resort Corporation
asserted neoliberalism as the only model for economic development, and consequently
sought to ‘integrate’ and ‘co-opt’ the Secwepemc into their tourism venture — in effect,
“to restructure and scale concrete local places so as to conform them to transnational
practices and imperatives defined at the global level” (Drapeau, 2010: 8). Though this
case highlights the risks and inequalities of corporation-Indigenous community
negotiations (contestation of the ski resort expansion ultimately failed), it also reveals
that neoliberalism operates at a local and place-specific level. Drapeau (2010:8) thus
concludes that “Although the Secwepemc people have not been able effectively to resist
the expansion of [resort], other social forces elsewhere might be able to create new

b

possibilities of resistance.” In essence, because neoliberalism — like development
discourse — operates through and is embedded in space, space becomes a tool for
p 8 pace, sp

resisting, negotiating, and creating possibilities (Section 2.1.3).

Authors also assert that grafting Indigenous cultural and political ambitions to
neoliberal opportunities can produce ‘progressive spaces’ within neoliberalism. Using
the example of Te Runanga o Te Rarawa [The Board/Council of Te Rarawa] in
northern New Zealand, Lewis et al. (2009: 180) observe that “the strategic move...was
to recognise the opportunities in the new public management contracts to build
something much bigger, but also that to achieve this would require achieving success in
the narrower terms of contract delivery.” The assertion of self-determination here is
contingent on and works through “the temporary alignment of certain political projects”
and dependent on key individuals within the organisation, but also reveals that “genuine
community identities are able to subvert neoliberalism’s underlying governmentality of
individual self-interest” (Lewis et al., 2009: 181). This is suggestive of the fragility and
the contingency of opportunities for Indigenous self-determination through neoliberal
regimes, but also evinces the possibility of working within the tools of the dominant
discourse to advance alternative agendas (Pinkerton et al., 2008). Linda Tuhiwai Smith

(2006: 258) thus argues that:

...what Maori have learned in the last two decades is that Maori communities can be
active agents of, and partners in, change processes. Engagement and participation has
been contentious, disappointing, frustrating and tiring. However, engagement has also
been worthwhile because gains can still be made. It is always about compromise in the

context of unequal power relations. The lesson here...is simply that the socially
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excluded and marginalised may have limited space to manoeuvre in the messiness of
reform but it is still a space worth negotiating. They may also have limited and uneven

capacities to contest reform but they are capacities worth employing,.

In this thesis, I explore how w7 governance bodies in Taranaki negotiate, contest and
exploit postcolonial and neoliberal contexts to advance their aspirations in development
and self-determination. As argued in Chapters Three and Seven, Indigenous
participation and collaboration in environmental management cannot be separated from

this context of postcolonial and neoliberal risk and opportunity.

Neoliberal, multicultural and neo-colonial development agendas therefore produce
possibilities for re-configurations that challenge key assumptions of development
discourse and confound the presumed opposition of Indigenous culture and
development (Richland, 2007). Indigenous communities can and are creating futures
based on epistemologies that are “neither simply premodern, nor contradictory and
unstable, nor transitional to some Western idea of modernity, but rather alfernatively
modern — modern but differently so” (King, 2008: 333, emphasis in original). These
hybrid strategies of development are a malleable bricolage of different ideas that are
inherently tense and unstable, and that are subversive and potentially subverted (Ata o
Tu MacDonald and Muldoon, 2006, Nanda, 2001). Indeed, perhaps implicit within
recent devolution policies and post-settlement z»7 governance is the presumption that
Western development and culturally appropriate practices will emerge at the local level

(Kelsey, 2005). Taiaiake Alfred (2006: 328) argues that:

The modern reality demands that indigenous people use the land much more
intensively, and in very different ways, than their ancestors did. However, traditionalists
believe that Native people must assert their consciousness of nature and power by
demanding that their territories be used in ways that respect indigenous notions of
justice, not simply for the short-sighted generation of wealth for others.... The primary
goals of indigenous economy are to sustain the earth and to ensure the health and well-

being of the people.

As further discussed in Chapter Six, for /w7 organisations, articulating and implementing
strategies for self-determination is a key aspect of their work in the (post) settlement era.
Durie (1998: 240), for instance, stresses that Maori self-determination is about collective

aspirations and values, and further notes that “the central goal of tino rangatiratanga is
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for Maori to govern and enjoy their own resources and to participate fully in the life of
the country.” Postcolonial Indigenous development is thus entangled with the politics
of sovereignty and state-hood, conspicuously making plurality and diversity within the
nation present, but it is also about the need for relationships across difference that do
not simply repeat state authority, but engage in dialogue and creates histories that are
“open and emergent” (Lewis et al., 2009: 182). The politics of hybridity — as an
historical predicament that is debated and ‘resolved’ through tribunals and settlements
(Dirlik, 1997), as the conceptual melting pot for incommensurability (Nanda, 2001), and
as a potential source of creativity and possibility — are complex, intense and profoundly

significant to the construction of postcoloniality and Indigenous self-determination.

24 CONCLUSIONS

Postdevelopment and postcolonial theories offer analytic tools for reading Indigenous
development and postcolonial governance in settler-colony nations. This thesis builds
on these bodies of work in an empirical sense by exploring Indigenous development
and postcoloniality in Taranaki, New Zealand, and by contributing to the dialogue
between postcolonial and postdevelopment scholars. Several key ideas identified in this
Chapter will be underpin my analysis of environmental management in this thesis.
Firstly, postcolonial and postdevelopment scholarship indicates the utility of exploring
discourses. Making visible the circulation and systematisation of representations and
knowledges that vivify discourse invites further understanding of how power and
hegemony are constructed and wielded, and clears space for alternative ways of thinking
and doing. Secondly, postcolonial theorists reveal that discourses are instable and
porous; they are continually being made and remade. Despite the apparent solidity and
impermeability of discursive formations, and in contrast to the monolithic status
granted development in early postdevelopment work, discourses unfold in and through
local, cultural contexts. This interweaving belies essentialised differences and strict
boundaries invoked in discourses, which suggests the strategic potency of hybridity.
Working inside and negotiating dominant discourses also escapes the analytic
boundaries of the discourse; pursuing hybridity invokes a refusal to accept or reject a
discourse on its terms, and instead creatively brings new worlds of semantic reach to
bear on such ideas as development, nation and sovereignty. Thirdly, the evident

malleability of discourse suggests the need for careful examination of how dominant
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ideas are reworked in postcolonial contexts, especially because more inclusive
reconfigurations of discourses may entrench and jettison existing structures and
inequalities. Finally, discourse and space are intimately entangled and any renegotiation
of discourse requires careful negotiation of its spatialities — which is especially true when
considering Indigenous rights and environmental management. In the following
Chapters I explore these ideas in relation to environmental management more broadly

and then specifically in Taranaki, New Zealand.
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CHAPTER

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT,
DISCOURSE AND COLLABORATION

olonial territorialisation of vast landscapes to form settler-colonies is a

reference point for contemporary nation-hood, yet the production of places

and the apparent stabilisation of state authority over environments were not

instantaneous (Ashcroft, 2001, Bhandar, 2004, Blackburn, 2007, Tropp,
2003). Instead, claims to sovereignty were gradually transposed through narratives and
acts that produced a colonial landscape replete with sites for settlement, resource
exploitation and agriculture (Dominy, 2002, Ginn, 2008b, Grek-Martin, 2007, Sluyter,
2001). Environmental management played a key role in implementing and buttressing
colonial authority over places, and significantly, remains an important arena where
postcolonial relationships between the government, Indigenous communities and
environments are negotiated. As in development, recent innovations in state-led
environmental management have emphasised Indigenous participation (Lockwood,
2010), with the expectation that collaboration would engender more efficient, equitable
and just environmental management (Ali-Khan and Mulvihill, 2008, Castro and Nielsen,
2001, Cullen et al, 2010, Margerum, 2008). However, numerous scholars have
documented “the respective problems of these approaches” (Jones, 2006: 484). In this
Chapter I argue that examining environmental management as a discourse assembled
from representations, labels and alliances, stabilised through institutions, and enacted
through space enriches understandings of the potential and limitations of collaboration
in postcolonial contexts. Drawing on the postdevelopment and postcolonial work

discussed in Chapter Two, I explore how apparently postcolonial innovations may mask
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neo-colonial intentions, whilst being sensitive to the nuances of Indigenous agency and
the instability of hegemonic discourses. This Chapter has three sections. Firstly I
examine how environmental management can be read as a discourse. Secondly, I outline
the shift towards collaborative models, and recent work that seeks to better understand
factors that influence the success of collaboration. Finally, I explore the utility of a
postdevelopment and postcolonial analysis for deeper understandings of collaborative

environmental management.

3.1 DISCOURSE AND ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

The justification, production and continual refinement of state environmental
management is an inherently spatial, cultural and political act that can be usefully
explored as a discourse. However, like development, environmental management does
not form a unified or static discursive body. Rather, institutions, practices and systems
of environmental management “are assembled from an existing repertoire, a matter of
habit, accretion, and bricolage” (Li, 2007: 263). Thus, I argue that the colonial state’s
‘will to govern’ the environment was enacted and co-ordinated through a complex web
of alighments to position the discursive field of ‘environmental management’ as a

legitimate space for continuing government authority.

3.1.1 Defining Problems, Legitimating Interventions

Environmental management is premised on human and governmental authority over
the environment, and speaks to a wider colonial impulse to harmonise government,
territory and nation. Understanding how vast colonial landscapes became ‘managed’ and
how Eurocentric visions of environmental management gained epistemic sovereignty
requires deeper exploration of systemic relations between institutions, knowledges and
spaces (Li, 2007). In this section, I argue that environmental problems and appropriate
uses and relationships with the environment are established and maintained through
various discourses. The collusion of representations, knowledges and power in these
discourses legitimates state-led interventions and actions over the environment, and

simultaneously renders Indigenous presences and practices illegitimate and invisible.

Binary logics that polarise Western and Third world cultures and peoples characterise

development and colonial discourses, and this hierarchical distinction similarly informed
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colonial understandings of Indigenous peoples and the environment. According to Marr
et al. (2001: 55), colonial views of Indigenous peoples and the ‘new world” were
structured through “an ideology of discipline, order, land improvement and, through
them, progress and civilisation.” The resultant geographical imaginary consequentially
juxtaposed waste, savagery and nature against civilisation, progress and law (Rossiter,
2007), and attempted to naturalise colonial appropriation through positioning
civilisation and cultivation as normative and morally superior. For example, a letter of

instruction from Earl Grey sent to the Governor of New Zealand in 1840, stated that:

Men were to subdue the earth: that is, to make it by their labour what it would not have
been by itself; and with the labour so bestowed upon it came the right of property in
it... But so much does the right of property go along with labour, that civilised nations
have never scrupled to take possession of countries inhabited only by tribes of
savages—ocountries which have been hunted over, but never subdued or
cultivated...when our fathers went to America and took possession of the mere
hunting-grounds of the Indians—of lands on which man had hitherto bestowed no
labour—they only exercised a right which God has inseparably united with industry and

knowledge (Par. Papers on New Zealand (1847) cited in Chamerovzow, 1848: 186-187).

Such bold assertions of the authority and legitimacy of imperial conquest evince the will
of colonial governments to take control and order ‘wild’ space. The valorisation of
culturally specific land uses and tenure is exemplified by environmental management
practices and norms. For example, colonial representations and modifications of ‘nature’
in New Zealand often draw on a ‘mechanist-materialist’ approach, which is perhaps
epitomised in the term ‘wasteland’ to describe apparently un-utilised (or underutilised)
lands (Marr et al., 2001, Park, 2001). This label evokes colonial disregard for Indigenous
cultural and geopolitical landscapes, and reveals the tautological logic of discourse and
representations: forests are only being ‘wasteful’ if pastoral uses are taken as normative

and beneficial (Marr et al., 2001, Park, 2002).

Colonial transformations and management of the environment, therefore, are premised
on particular ideas of appropriate uses and tenurial relationships (Dominy, 2002). The
representation of unused, un-managed forest lands as ‘waste’ simultaneously
problematises the existing landscape and prescribes the solution in a way that erases
Indigenous uses and relationships and envelopes resources and landscapes within

broader narratives of the developing colonial nation (Rossiter, 2007, 2008). For
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example, Park (2002: 159) asserts that to settlers in New Zealand “the only possible
purpose of swamp country, unpeopled and uncultivated as it seemed, was what they
believed it was waiting for: providing the productivity that would sustain the cities they
could imagine their culture building.” Swamps were consequentially represented as
‘useless’ in settler/government narratives and, despite their significance and extensive
use by Maori, were systematically drained to make fertile land for agricultural uses (Park,
2001, 2002, Sluyter, 2001). Following various public works legislation, swamp drainage
projects typically effected the individualisation of any recognised Maori land rights,
drastically altered the ecological landscape destroying mahinga kai [customary fisheries],
and also demonstrated the Crown-settler assertion of a pre-eminent ‘national interest’

and the Crown’s rights over water-ways and swamps.

The implementation of schemes to bring the land to its potential form part of the
broader constellation of ideas of progress and improvement that framed colonial
approaches to environmental management. This idea references the territorial and
colonial aspects of resource management, but it also illustrates the symbiotic
relationship between development and environmental management in settler-colonies
where the ““ideology of developmentalism’ can be a powerful force in justifying natural
resource policies that have negative implications for Indigenous peoples” (Lane and
Williams, 2008: 39). In tandem with such ideas as ferra nullins, colonial possession and
Crown sovereignty, Indigenous property was often subsumed within national agendas,
imposing physical and managerial exclusion (Howitt, 2010, Russell, 2004). The legacies
of such expropriation seep through contemporary (environmental) politics. Chapters
Six-Fight highlight how land confiscation and its conversion to pastures in Taranaki has

yielded a history of dispossession and displacement that continues to affect Indigenous

development and participation in environmental management.

Further, literature exploring such ideas as nature, wilderness and resource has
powerfully shown that these concepts are social, rather than innate (Asher and Ojeda,
2009, Bakker and Bridge, 2006, Benediktsson, 2007, Bridge, 2009, Mels, 2002). The
labelling of particular trees, animals, minerals or lands as a resource is positioned within
a wider matrix of social, economic, cultural and political norms and mores, leading
Bridge (2009: 1221) to claim that “resources ‘become’ only through the triumph of one

imaginary over others.” As postdevelopment and postcolonial critics have noted, the
ginary p p p >
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naturalisation of particular representations of Third World poverty, hunger, under-
development snter alia reduced diverse realities to apolitical terms. The disavowal of the
cultural particularities in development/colonial representations promulgates an assumed
legitimacy and truth in the knowledges produced and subsequent interventions (Chapter
Two). In colonial environmental management regimes, definitions of particular
materials and places as resources (including as aesthetic landscapes worthy of
conservation) justified and informed management actions, while also refuting and

refusing Indigenous conceptions and relationships.

In sum, analysing colonial environmental management as a discourse makes visible the
labels, representations and knowledges that legitimate and conjure state pre-eminence in
the management of resources and landscapes. Further, as Memon and Perkins (2000: 39)
note, the “illusion that alienation only entailed misappropriation of physical
resources...needs to be destroyed” because “alienation of the Maori right to plan,
manage and develop remaining resources proved equally insidious and exclusionary.”
This is suggestive of the symbiotic relationship between resource and environmental
management with colonial projects of appropriation, development and territorial
control, and the relevance of environmental management to postcolonialisation

(Rossiter, 2008).

3.1.2 Producing National Space through Management

The implementation of colonial/settler ideas of how the land should be ‘managed’ was
an inherently spatial project; one that simultaneously proclaimed and built national
territoriality over complex cultural landscapes. In this way, the unity of government,
territory and sovereignty is advanced through acts of environmental management,
alienating Indigenous peoples and perpetuating foundational myths of nation-hood.
The systematisation of relationships between flora, fauna, lands, the government and
populations enacts and embeds particular rationalities, and excludes others. In the
previous section I outlined how the need for managerial interventions over the
environment is produced through representations. In this section, I argue that the
institutionalisation of environmental management produces, maintains and extends

colonial spatio-territorial formations.
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The pervasive idea of ferra nullins in colonial doctrines finds expression in environmental
management. Drawing on Lefebrve, such authors as Mels (2002) and Roth (2008) assert
that state environmental planning is premised on the idea of ‘abstract space’ through
which landscapes are divested of socio-cultural meaning and reified as ‘empty’ or
‘natural’ spaces to be inscribed with appropriate uses. Spatiality in environmental
management is therefore “constantly dynamic, evolving in conjunction with associated
social, political, economic and...ecological processes” (Roth, 2008: 375). This idea of
‘empty’ pre-colonial space worked to legitimise resource appropriation and
development, but was also particulatly productive in the establishment of conservation
spaces, such as scenic reserves and national parks (Singh and Van Houtum, 2002). Mels
(2002: 137), for instance argues that “[s]implified conceptions of empty (natural) space
are used to communicate (‘scientific’) understandings of national parks as ahistorical
‘pure’ ecosystems... facilitating the consumption of landscape as spectacle.” Hence, the
idea of ‘nature’ is consequentially superimposed over abstract space through
environmental management and conservation, revealing the ways in which discourses of
environmental management are fundamentally spatio-territorial statements (Asher and

Ojeda, 2009).

Colonial representations of nature connote pristine, untouched spaces that form a clear
dichotomy with civilisation. Paradoxically, romantic images of Indigenous peoples living
amongst nature were also appropriated for new national identities, invoking a racialised
binary of nature and civilisation (Ginn, 2008a, Langton, 1998, Mels, 2002). Such
recognition of Indigenous presences in ‘natural’ landscapes elides complex questions of
Indigenous rights and local spatialities (Mels, 2002, Roth, 2008). Indeed, Mels (2002:
142-143) notes that in Sweden, pre-human nature was not “socially innocent;” instead
because the Indigenous Saami peoples were “represented as ‘part of nature,” they were
prevented from being actively involved in the ‘civilized’ act of planning.” Such
exclusion and de-legitimisation of Indigenous knowledges and territoriality is an effect

of colonial discourses and spatialities.

The construction of nature as innate and external to society provides constitutive
rationale for state authority (Delaney, 2001, Ginn, 2008b). Such labels as scenic reserve,
endangered species, and biodiversity compile a state-authored taxonomy of ‘nature’

which establishes “a state presence and the idea of the state as a central and legitimate
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focus of polity” (Asher and Ojeda, 2009: 300). Colonial administrators superimposed
these polarised constructions of ‘nature’ and ‘culture’ over Indigenous geopolitical
structures and physically separated Indigenous communities from an inert ‘nature’ to be
administered by the state (Gillespie, 1998, Palmer, 2006, Tropp, 2002, Wilshusen et al.,
2002). Representations of nature and the labelling of environmental ‘problems’
therefore privilege human agency over nature, forming an important basis for
managerial interventions. The management of Indigenous flora and fauna thus emerges
as a medium for particular forms of governance that position the state as the legitimate
mediator of environmental use (Hibbard et al., 2008, Valdivia, 2008). Further, the
language of nature protection in New Zealand — for example, sites of national
significance and “representative samples” that “originally gave New Zealand its own
recognisable character” (Reserves Act, 1977, Section 3(b)) — invokes the nation as an

innate spatial form.

Like development and colonialism, discourses in environmental management are
enacted in and through space. In this sense, Asher and Ojeda (2009: 301) conceptualise
“states and nature as continually emerging realities (Whitehead et al, 20006, 14), and as
realities that heavily rely on each other for their existence.” As I discuss in subsequent
sections, attention to the spatialities of environmental management is central to

negotiating more just reconfigurations.

3.1.3 Assemblage, Contingency and Management

The implementation of environmental management regimes — whether for resource
extraction or nature conservation — performed vital work in colonial nation-building,
translating abstract notions of governmental sovereignty into lived places and practices
(Rossiter, 2008). The evident synergy of environmental management and colonial mores
is suggestive of the importance of historical contexts and discourses in shaping
environmental management policies. Further, the colonial origins and colonising
legacies of past environmental management interventions indicate the significance of

this field to wider issues of postcoloniality.

In New Zealand, although vast environmental changes were effected with disregard for

Indigenous sovereignty and usufruct right, significantly, colonial ambitions to transform
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and order unruly wild space were never fully realised. Like colonialism and development,
more generally, the hegemony asserted in environmental management agendas is always
compromised upon its implementation; complete authority and spatial control are
physically and politically impossible, and instead, managerial regimes operate in constant
dialogue with various others. For example, strict preservation approaches were
frequently confronted by Indigenous resistance through ‘trespassing’ and ‘poaching’
that made manifest the limited capacity of state bureaucracies to police large tracts of
land (Tropp, 2003, Wilshusen et al., 2002). Through such action, clean boundaries
between sites of nature and local communities drawn on government plans are
challenged and complicated (Neumann, 2000, Nygren, 2004, Tropp, 2003, Wilshusen et
al., 2002). There is also a burgeoning literature on the role of non-humans in
complicating and confounding strict boundaries between conservation and production
landscapes or private and public lands (Dingler, 2005, Ginn, 2008b, Healy, 2007,
Hobson, 2007, Instone, 2004, Whatmore, 2005). These contradictions and
complications produce a malleability that belies the apparent coherency of

environmental management structures. Li (2005: 386) argues that:

The stability of a discursive formation is demonstrated when elements that are
pragmatically  “lashed up” become systematized, their discrepant origins
submerged...when problems remote in time, space or substance come to be thought of

in a similar way.

In this way, challenges to state-led environmental management, whether practical or
political, can be built into the discourse itself rather than generating moments of
genuine pause and reflection. Precisely because environmental management discourses
are enacted in and through places, communities and biota, uncertainty and contingency
characterise any managerial intervention. The resultant hybridity of development and
colonialism can be an important site for negotiating and challenging environmental
management processes, ideas and practices (Frenkel and Shenhav, 2006, Harris, 2008b).
As Roth (2008: 388) points out that “[s]patial organization of resource use and
management will evolve as management institutions change to suit a different context,
and likewise management institutions will change if policy precipitates a change in
spatial organization.” In essence, though doubtless an unequal playing field, there is
considerable scope for negotiating and challenging colonising environmental

management regimes.
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In New Zealand, the colonial environmental management interventions outlined in this
section — the depoliticisation of nature, territory and governmental authority —
engendered the perpetuation of environmental management and also of the state. The
legacies of colonial appropriation and management of landscapes and resources
continue to inform postcolonial environmental management in numerous ways. Bartley
et al. (2008: 164) draw on historical institutionalism to assert that structures, ideas and
practices become “self-perpetuating and mutually reinforcing.” This suggests the
importance of analysing historical iterations of environmental management discourse
and the need to carefully consider the ways in which traditional environmental
management is perpetuated and challenged (Bartley et al., 2008, Rossiter, 2007, 2008).
As demonstrated in subsequent Chapters, the history of development and
environmental management in Taranaki (Chapter Five) has a significant impact on

contemporary politics.

3.2 COLLABORATIVE SHIFTS

In recent years, collaborative and participatory approaches to environmental
management that involve a range of stakeholders, including NGOs and government
agencies have become increasingly popular (Ali-Khan and Mulvihill, 2008, Margerum,
2008). This represents a significant shift from colonial strategies of environmental
management that were premised on the idea of the government as the primary actor
and arbiter of environmental issues. Advocates of collaboration and participation
anticipate more efficient and efficacious management that produces more socially just
decisions and practices (Raik et al., 2008). In practice, however, collaborative
approaches have seldom achieved these laudable goals, leading to important debates

about the processes and policies of shared and inclusive management.

As Li (2007) observed, environmental management structures are an amalgam of
inherited repertoire, habits and accretion, and this seems particularly true of
collaborative innovations in environmental management. There are diverse and
divergent rationales for shifting toward bottom-up, participatory environmental
governance, and perhaps unsurprisingly, this generates innumerable approaches to

collaboration (Ali-Khan and Mulvihill, 2008, Berkes, 2009). Drawing on Korfmacher
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(2001), Pero and Smith (2008: 15) describe three rationales for participatory resource

management:

(1) a democratic rationale, whereby there is an inherent value in involving communities
in decisions that affect them within democratic societies;

(2) a substantive rationale, whereby members of communities often make unique
contributions (e.g. local knowledge or community-based research) that inform [natural
resource management| decisions and improve the decision outcomes; and

(3) a pragmatic rationale, whereby communities that have been involved in decisions

are more likely to not only support, but to also help implement the decisions.

These rationales implicitly highlight the limitations and failures of state-led management.
For example, enforcing conservation practices has proven practically impossible for
many state agencies, which indicates a need for strategies that are more democratic and
inclusive for conservation success. Institutional innovation is therefore a significant
aspect of contemporary environmental management efforts; indeed, “the untidy
character of the literature on collaboration reflects the way it has bubbled up from many

local experiments, often in reaction to previous governance failures” (Ansell and Gash,

2007: 544).

The emergence and popularity of participatory and collaborative approaches in
environmental management also reflects a wider shift in governance towards
decentralised, neoliberalised governance and public-private partnerships (Lane and
Williams, 2008, Lemos and Agrawal, 2006, Miraftab, 2004b). These ‘third-way
approaches’ and notions of neoliberalism and decentralisation'' evince a loss of faith in
the state and emphasise the capacity of individuals and communities to act (Fraser et al.,
20006, Lemos and Agrawal, 2006, Miraftab, 2004a, b, Peck and Tickell, 2002). Frequently
citing the idea of subsidiarity, devolved and decentralised approaches to environmental
management essentially shift decision-making and responsibility to the local scale to
achieve more efficient and equitable management than the state-level administration can
provide (Lemos and Agrawal, 2006, Natcher and Davis, 2007, Nelson and Agrawal,
2008, Ribot, 2007). Such logics form an easy synergy with the more general

1 Although these ideas often connote similar policies, there are nuances between them — see the
tollowing for more detailed examinations on “Third Way’ approaches (Lane and Williams, 2009),
decentralisation, (Bartley, Andersson, Jagger and Van Laerhoven, 2008, Ribot, 2007) and
neoliberalism (Dressler and Buscher, 2008, Perreault, 2000).
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neoliberalisation of governance in recent years (for example, in development — see
Section 2.3), and the similarities between managerial innovation in development and
environmental management are indicative of the utility of postdevelopment theory in

environmental management.

These trends in (environmental) governance — taken in combination with the
postcolonialisation efforts of many settler-colony governments — set up an interesting
background to Indigenous peoples’ roles and relationships in contemporary
environmental management. Overt steps to include Indigenous peoples, rather than
politically and physically exclude, signal a considerable change in environmental
management policy and practice. While moral and historical arguments for collaborative
partnerships between Indigenous communities and state agencies are significant, the
synthesis of Indigenous participation with neoliberal and decentralised governance
cannot be disregarded. Like neoliberalised Indigenous development, collaboration and
participation in environmental management is an ambivalent political space that may
subvert or empower Indigenous agency. In the following sections, I explore
disenchantment and continued optimism in different collaboration and participation
models to demonstrate how postdevelopment analysis offers important insights into

their limitations and potential.

3.2.1 Debates and Dilemmas in Collaboration

Such terms as ‘participation’ and ‘collaboration’ are invoked to describe a wide range of
environmental management regimes. This diversity reflects the experimental and
iterative evolution of collaborative approaches from inchoate efforts at stakeholder
participation in the 1960s to such recent models as Community Based Natural Resource
Management (CBNRM) and co-management (Plummer, 2009, Plummer and
FitzGibbon, 2004, Reed, 2008). Although there are significant differences between
various collaborative models, there are also commonalities that transcend ‘semantic
differences’ (Plummer, 2009, Sandstrom, 2009). Margerum (2008: 487), for example,
notes that collaborative models typically involve a “wide range of stakeholders” that
participate to “achieve consensus on problems, goals and proposed actions” and require

“a sustained commitment to problem solving.” Sandstrém (2009: 231) distils this to
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“three core concepts of participation, power sharing, and process.” As experience in

collaboration has increased, optimistic celebration has given way to critiques:

Critics varyingly berate these regimes for their high costs, inefficiency, and limited
flexibility; for their patchwork quality, poor records of implementation and
enforcement, and diminishing returns over time; and for their tendency to stymie

innovation in the resolution of environmental problems (Poncelet, 2001: 13).

Critics have also found that collaborative models have seldom proved empowering or
advanced social justice (Berkes, 2009, Jones, 2006, Lane and Corbett, 2005, Nadasdy,
2003, Nelson and Agrawal, 2008, Porter, 2007). As Berkes (2009: 1692) explains: “Co-
management, and decentralization in general, often lead to reinforcement of local elite
power or to strengthening of state control.” In postcolonial contexts, this finding is
particularly significant as collaborative models are frequently seen as a vehicle for

resolving land claims and historic grievances (Craig, 2002, Kepe, 2008).

In this context, Reed (2008) discerns an emerging ‘post-participation’ literature that
seeks to produce ‘better’ ways of doing participation and reframe participation as a long
term, iterative process; or as Berkes (2010: 2) puts it, a focus on understanding why
some collaborative models “work and finding ways in which cooperative development
and management can be improved.” Key areas that this literature has advanced include
exploring typologies of collaborative models, exploring factors that influence
collaborative success and developing understandings of how collaboration occurs. As I
demonstrate below, this work contributes valuable insights but ultimately falls short of
explaining tensions and optimism in collaboration. In this thesis, therefore, I argue that
postcolonial and postdevelopment inspired critiques of collaboration offer a richer and

more nuanced reading of the tensions and potentiality of collaboration.

Several authors have contributed work on typologies of collaborative approaches,
arguing that the absence of clarity renders the lexicon nonsensical: “a partnership
represents collaboration; collaboration may occur within co-management; and/or
collaboration and co-management are forms of partnerships” (Plummer and
FitzGibbon, 2004: 67) This ambiguity attaches significant uncertainty to collaborative
proposals (Chapter Eight) and differing expectations can jeopardise the durability and

acceptability of collaborative models (Chapter Seven). Further, the lack of specificity
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hinders theorising and understanding collaboration in environmental management
(Plummer and FitzGibbon, 2004). In response, Plummer and FitzGibbon (2004), for
example, developed Figure 3 to illustrate the complex interaction of power-sharing
(ranging from informing to local control), representation of various stakeholders and
institutional arrangements that structure collaboration. In contrast, Margerum (2008)
focuses on functional differences to distinguish between collaborative models. He
observes three types — action, organisational and policy collaboratives — based on “the
stakeholders that participate, the management arrangements for implementation and the
approaches to implementing change” (Margerum, 2008: 493). These categorisations
seek to bring greater precision to debates in environmental management literature and
“help practitioners by providing a conceptual guide for analyzing and critiquing their
work” (Margerum, 2008: 488). Developing greater accuracy in collaborative terminology
allows for the extrapolation of useful lessons from individual experiences and
theorisation that may improve collaborative models, and brings greater security in

meaning to such terms as ‘comanagement’ and ‘partnership.’
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FIGURE 3: A MULTI-DIMENSIONAL MODEL OF CO-OPERATIVE MANAGEMENT IN
NATURAL RESOURCES
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(Source: Plummer and FitzGibbon, 2004: 68).

The influence of adaptive management scholarship on this literature is readily
perceptible through the transition from conceptions of collaboration as a static, power-
sharing model to a dynamic process (Armitage et al., 2009, Berkes, 2009, 2010, Davidson-
Hunt, 2006, Plummer, 2009). For these authors, the inchoate nature of many

collaborative models and context of ecological and political uncertainty engenders:

...an experimental and reflective, learning-by-doing process in which multiple
stakeholders collaboratively test and explore integrated policy prescriptions and
management strategies... In principle, the core of this learning-by-doing or ‘adaptive
management’ approach involves flexible institutional and organizational arrangements

that encourage reflection and innovative responses...(Armitage et al., 2008: 91).
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This shift has directed attention to the factors that influence collaborative success.
Plummer (2009), for instance, identifies a range of exogenous factors (such as
ecosystem change and legal mandates) and a complex mix of endogenous variables
(such as the properties of networks or the attributes of organisations and individuals)
that combine to influence collaborative models. Understanding collaboration as an
iterative process in constant change has also prompted inquiry into how collaboration
occurs; indeed, adaptive management scholars assert that through greater understanding
of such concepts as learning and co-operation, collaborative processes can be better
developed (Armitage et al., 2008, Carlsson and Berkes, 2005, Davidson-Hunt, 2000,
Olsson et al., 2004, Plummer and Fennell, 2007, Plummer and FitzGibbon, 2004).
Berkes (2009: 1699), for example, notes that such strategies as cooperation building
tactics, collaborative monitoring and down-ward accountability have been deployed to
improve comanagement efforts, but asserts that “a more useful approach may be to
produce ‘diagnostic’ questions that may be adapted to the context of a given case.” He
calls for greater research into learning in comanagement — how knowledge is generated,
used, transferred — to “reveal capacity-building requirements and the ways in which

networks are elaborated” (Berkes, 2009: 1699).

Several authors have contributed methods of assessing the relative success or
effectiveness of collaborative environmental management (Conley and Moote, 2003,
Cullen et al., 2010, Lockwood, 2010). Noting the relative novelty of contemporary
environmental governance arrangements, Lockwood (2010), for example, suggests
seven principles for good governance (legitimacy, transparency, accountability,
inclusiveness, fairness, connectivity and resilience) and identifies key performance
outcomes that establish a ‘standard’ for governance. This assessment “can provide
performance accountability” and “can stimulate reflexive and continual improvement in
governance as part of an adaptive cycle” (Lockwood, 2010: 763). Cundill and Fabricius
(2010) similarly produce a ‘collaborative monitoring system’ that identifies attributes
(for example, social capital), variables that influence collaboration and a range of
outcome indicators. Upon applying this monitoring system to a range of case studies in
Africa, they assert that it “provided a means to share state-of-the-art theory and best-
practice insights about adaptive comanagement... [and] the conceptual space to create
easily understood indicators” (Cundill and Fabricius, 2010: n. pag.). Further, recent

work has highlighted the need for exploring the ‘adaptive capacity’ and responses of
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local communities in collaborative environmental models (Armitage, 2005, Fabricius et
al., 2007, Robins, 2008). Fabricius et al (2007), for instance, offer the terms ‘Powerless
Spectators,” ‘Coping Actors,” and ‘Adaptive Co-managers’ to analyse the ability of
communities to respond to institutional or ecologic change, and recommend support

and institutional frameworks that empower communities.

In this context, Ali-Khan and Mulvihill (2008: 1979) conclude that “environmental
governance is still very much an evolving practice and a key to its improvement is an
enhanced understanding of the nature and dynamics of collaborative processes.”
Typologies, models of collaboration and assessments offer useful insights to be drawn
on in specific cases; as Berkes (2010: 6) puts it, “The task therefore is to understand the
underlying complexity of cases to develop diagnostic methods (as a medical doctor
would) to identify combinations of variables that affect governance.” However, when
read against a context of postcolonial Indigenous self-determination, this body of
literature contributes many useful insights but seems to fall short of explaining why
collaboration may fail to provide a culturally, historically and politically acceptable role
for Indigenous peoples in environmental management and why there is continued
optimism for collaboration. As Carter (2010: 210) notes of generic protocols for
engagement between state and Indigenous organisations, these analyses of collaboration
“have their place” as a “heuristic guide,” but collaborative environmental management

always unfolds through localised, dynamic and complex places, politics and histories.

Therefore, this project builds on the literature discussed in this section by employing
postdevelopment and postcolonial theorisations of subjectivities and agency to generate
new insights to how Indigenous communities engage with collaboration and
environmental management (Berman Arévalo and Ros-Tonen, 2009, Huxley, 2000,
Kubo, 2008, Tam, 2006). This highlights the potential for a more conceptually and
historically grounded approach to analysing participation and the need for further
analysis of Indigenous agency and engagement with collaborative environmental
management in postcolonial contexts (Bartley et al., 2008, Kesby, 2007). This thesis also
contributes to a growing literature that seeks to situate collaborative politics within the
wider social, political, historical and cultural contexts (Carter, 2010, Coombes, 2007,

Howitt, 2010, Howitt and Suchet-Pearson, 2006, Natcher et al., 2009, Palmer, 20006)
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3.3 COLLABORATION, DISCOURSE AND POSTCOLONIALITY

In this section I draw on the theoretical tools of postdevelopment and postcolonial
work to explore discourses that shape collaborative spaces in postcolonial
environmental management and how these spaces are being negotiated and configured
by Indigenous communities and state agencies. I argue that this contributes to a more
nuanced understanding of collaborative politics in environmental management in
former settler colonies, and reveals that collaborations are an ongoing transformation of

environmental management structures that are at once unsettled and unsettling.

3.3.1 Continuities and Entanglements

A key contention in this thesis is that colonial histories pervade postcolonial
reconfigurations of environmental management. Participation and collaboration
represent an important innovation in environmental management and are frequently
imbued with notions of emancipation and historical justice (Kepe, 2008). However,
important questions of legitimacy, territoriality and authority often remain unexplored,
generating fragile, inequitable or contested collaborations because “‘[cJooperative
governance is supplementary to existing environmental regulations and builds upon
traditional policy procedures, dispute settlements, and policy tools” (Plummer and
Fitzgibbon, 2006: 52). In this way, collaborative models may perpetuate colonising
discourses and subvert Indigenous agency despite specifically including Indigenous

representatives.

Although collaborative models offer a revised understanding of legitimate actors and
authority in environmental management, the positionality of Indigenous communities
and government agencies coming into any collaborative or participatory initiative
cannot be disregarded. Economic disparities and power inequalities between
government agencies and Indigenous communities can therefore be read as a palimpsest
of colonial dispossession and extended cohabitation (Abrash Walton, 2010, Willow,
2009). Government authority in environmental management is similarly based on
colonial appropriation, and is stabilised and maintained by intricate legal infrastructures

and an historically grounded wealth in political and economic power (Porter, 2007).
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These inherited ‘sociohistoric differences’ between actors are brought into play in

collaborative models, and yet they:

...should not be seen as whole, coherent, and static but as partial, fragmented, at times
contradictory, and under continual (re)production by actors who themselves are
undergoing greater or lesser degrees of change and renewal. Moreover, these diverse
and evolving conceptualizations and understandings are not neutral but infused with
power, as they are utilized by individuals who themselves have different amounts of

influence and prestige in the environmental arena (Poncelet, 2001: 15).

Collaborative arrangements in environmental management are therefore interwoven
with broader questions of postcoloniality (and also Indigenous development), and may
also serve as a microcosm for postcolonial politics. As I discuss in Chapter Seven,
relationships within environmental management processes cannot be isolated from
wider political, historical, social and economic contexts. Kubo (2008: 81) thus suggests
that “One critical assumption of the co-management concept is that shared decision-
making is possible among actors whose power relationships are skewed.” A key idea
that I explore in Taranaki is how the contexts and power dynamics that foreground

collaborative environmental management are negotiated.

A discursive approach to analysing environmental management “can make intelligible in
concrete ways nothing less than the historical contingency” of contemporary situations
(Takacs, 2004: 883). Governmental structures of environmental management similarly
stem from particular relationships between such elements as nature, resources,
governments, communities and science. Therefore, while popular participation in
environmental management and partnership-style arrangements arguably represent a
deliberate and explicit attempt to “neutralize power differentials (or asymmetries)
among actors” (Raik et al., 2008: 737), careful attention to the institutional and
institutionalised contexts of environmental management is required. Collaborative
models frequently confront invidious institutional resistance to substantive change, so
that while power inequalities that stem from historic, economic and political contexts
are consequential, the “institutional context that structures the opportunities available to
different actors” matters (Bartley et al.,, 2008: 171). The apparent “‘stickiness’ of the

prior order” (Bartley et al., 2008: 170), expressed through existing regulations and pre-
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determined positions, effectively restricts the radical possibilities of shared-management

(Kepe, 2008, Kubo, 2008, Reed, 2008).

A politics of containment thereby emerges where, like postcolonial negotiations of
historic grievances, the state and its managerial legitimacy are taken as @ priori, producing
new arrangements that are not truly divested of the rationales of their predecessors
(Porter, 2006, 2007). While such institutional inertia can also reflect personal beliefs of
managerial staff (see Chapter Seven), the conspicuous alignment of collaborative and
participatory inclusion with ideas of empowerment and postcoloniality indicates an
incomplete interrogation and reformulation of environmental management institutions
that stem from colonisation. Postdevelopment critiques that participation augments
rather than genuinely moving beyond existing discourses and structures are pertinent
(Escobar, 2005, Ziai, 2009). As Kubo (2008: 81) observes, in collaborative
environmental management “shared decision-making, or equitable partnership, [may be]
more rhetorical than real and...a new institutional arrangement developed through a co-
management process is confined to an actual policy scope of the state.”” Inherited and
imposed limits to the processes and outcomes of participation generate a benign

inclusion that can simultaneously recognise and frustrate Indigenous claims and agendas.

Regulatory and legislative restrictions work to confine collaborative arrangements, yet
some authors note that an emphasis on harmony and pragmatism within environmental
management — and especially in multi-stakeholder models — may also restrict
possibilities for dialogue and difference (Fay, 2007, Poncelet, 2001, Prasad and Elmes,
2005, Tam, 2006, Whelan and Lyons, 2005). Drawing on an analysis of land claims in
protected areas in South Africa, Fay (2007: 82) argues that the governmental impulse
“to frame negotiations as ‘win-win’ situations from the outset may work to the

b

disadvantage of community representatives.” Defining such interactions between
government and community representatives as a game of finding mutual benefits places
negative connotations on dissent, conflict and self-interested actions, even though these
may be “sensible and advantageous in terms of the interests of one party” (Fay, 2007:
83). The emphasis on harmony and consensus is also reflected in the ideas of

pragmatism and practicality in environmental management. Prasad and Elmes (2005:

863, emphasis in original) suggest that practicality in environmental management:

...ultimately appears to rest on a narrow platform of economic instrumentality and on
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a philosophy of convenience that emphasizes minimum socio-economic disruption and
maximum conflict avoidance... [The] emphasis on this version of practicality imposes a

powerful discursive closure on alternative environmental standpoints.

In essence, the enshrinement of consensus and pragmatism as positive and moral
produces a dichotomy of appropriate and inappropriate behaviours and strategies in
collaborative governance. Positioning conflict and dissonance as a route to eventual
agreement overlooks “the possibility that power struggles and contestations are
ubiquitous and may occur in situations devoid of conflict” (Raik et al., 2008: 730).
Further, as Poncelet (2001: 22) notes, “When environmental partnerships have the
effect of repressing rather than promoting serious environmental debate in society, they
serve primarily to reproduce the established order.” Yet interests can also be advanced
outside collaborative models. For example, environmental NGOs in Queensland,
Australia, successfully pursued conservation goals through ‘conflict and contestation’
rather than through collaborative approaches because the ‘macro-setting’ for
collaboration invoked a “business-as-usual approach to land use, which established a
narrow framework for policy setting that limited the possibility of achieving significant
positive conservation outcomes” (Whelan and Lyons, 2005: 609). Precisely because
collaborative models operate within the ambit of existing political infrastructures,
possibilities may be limited. For Maori communities in Taranaki, the boundaries of
consideration through collaboration may frustrate ambitions in environmental
management (Chapter Seven, Fight). In sum, despite the inchoate nature of policies and
practices in collaborative environmental management, and the corresponding possibility
for improvising norms and regulations, there is an emerging body of literature suggests
that dissonance and confrontation are discouraged in current models. A key finding of
this thesis is an understanding of collaboration as an ongoing negotiation of coexistence
and partnership. In essence, moving beyond colonial modes of environmental
management requires a politics of openings, mutuality and pluralism, rather than a

politics by closure.

Inclusion in environmental management processes may ultimately circumvent
Indigenous intentions. Kepe (2008: 312), for example, concludes that “comanagement
has possibly represented a camouflage for the continuation of state hegemony regarding
the protected area or national park idea in postapartheid South Africa.” However, as

debates in postdevelopment illustrate, it would be inaccurate to characterise
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collaborative models as inescapably and irreparably determined by neocolonial
intentions. Li (2007) uses the idea of ‘assemblage’ to explore how community based
forestry initiatives are enacted through contingent alignments of people, things and
objectives. She describes six practices that enable governments to translate their ‘will to
govern’ into tangible policies and actions. Firstly, alignments between “those who aspire
to govern” and those who will be governed must be forged (Li, 2007: 265); secondly,
the problem and appropriate intervention must be defined, and then knowledge that
supports the hypotheses authorised and alternatives delegitimised. Fourthly,
incongruities must be managed by “presenting failure as the outcome of rectifiable
deficiencies” and “devising compromises,” and conducting a form of anti-politics to
limit debate and finally the assemblage is ‘reassembled’ through “grafting on new
elements and reworking old ones” (Li, 2007: 265). This analytic reveals that
collaborative arrangements have no single divining rationality or origin, and are neither
static nor stable. Instead, collaboration is more of an orchestrated collusion of
intersecting (and sometimes competing) interests that is inherently amorphous in order
to absorb contradictions and tensions (Li, 2007). Like recent interpretations of
development discourse as a hybridised and hybridising process, understanding
participatory and collaborative environmental management initiatives as an
entanglement of peoples, things and interests that cannot be tied to a single, hegemonic

discourse suggests the possibility and potency of Indigenous agency in these new fora.

Perhaps because contemporary efforts to revise top-down environmental management
typically form a bricolage of colonial practices and innovation, the subjectivities of
Indigenous communities and peoples in collaborative arrangements and the exercise of
agency is particularly complex (Berman Arévalo and Ros-Tonen, 2009, Kubo, 2008, Li,
2007, Tam, 2006). Indigenous negotiation of and participation in environmental
management processes that offer indeterminate support suggests that both pure
resistance and uncomplicated implementation of national and international discourses

and policies is unrealistic. Li (2007: 279) concludes that collaborative arrangements:

...cannot be resolved into neat binaries that separate power from resistance, or
progressive forces from reactionary ones. It is difficult to determine who has been co-
opted and who betrayed. Fuzziness, adjustment and compromise are critical to holding

assemblages together.
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Like in development, therefore, composing essentialised responses to collaborative
environmental management that revolve around embrace, subjugation or absolute
rejection and resistance cloud the nuances and complexities of Indigenous participation.
As Thiem and Robertson (2010: 5) put it: “Because identities and alliances are unstable,

there are no clear lines separating friends from enemies.”

Further, tying Indigenous environmental activism to ideas of ‘ecological nobility’ and
‘traditional’ or ‘authentic’ cultures overlooks the intricate nexus of environmental
politics and self-determination, and the complexity of Indigenous ambitions in the
shadows of colonial history (Willow, 2009). Drawing on Spivak (1988), Tam (2006: 12)
asserts that “Subalterns wield the power to communicate or manipulate to suit the
identity of their audience, creating selective silences or selected grievances and conflicts.”
This suggests that Indigenous perspectives and participation are not a linear expression
of extant and innate values, but a strategic engagement. For example, framing
environmental positions through “the spiritual and timeless nature of Indian people’s
connection to the land” can attract support, but also distracts from self-determination
ambitions, historical justice and constrains Indigenous land-uses (Willow, 2009: 45). In
her analysis of the use of ‘ecological nobility’ by the people of Grassy Narrows in

Ontario to contest clear-cutting, Willow (2009: 57) concluded that:

...we must acknowledge indigenous environmental activism as deeply and inherently
political, the much-debated reality of the Ecological Indian image is once again
rendered untenable. The Grassy Narrows blockaders are not Ecological Indians. They
are real people who make difficult (and sometimes incongruous) decisions within (and
occasionally against) a dynamic and unbounded cultural framework. Their relationship
to the forest they struggle to protect is mediated not only by culture but also by cross-

woven strands of history, politics, and individual agency.

As argued in Chapter Seven, for s in Taranaki asserting environmental management
aspirations similarly requires working through complex intersections of culture,
historical injustices and economic and political inequalities. In this sense, Indigenous
environmental activism negotiates postcolonial contours of risk and opportunity (Carter
and Hollinsworth, 2009, Willow, 2009). Like multiculturalism discussed in Chapter Two,
an injurious conditionality is frequently attached to postcolonial recognition of
“

Indigenous cultural differences. In environmental management, this manifests as “a

strong association of nature and a very narrowly defined post-productivism with
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Indigenous people” that casts urbanity and utilitarian land-uses as inauthentic and
illegitimate for Indigenous communities (Carter and Hollinsworth, 2009: 422).
Postdevelopment and postcolonial literatures call for attention to local identities and the
heterogeneity within Indigenous communities, which aligns well with recent work
exploring the complexity of Aboriginal ruralities (Carter and Hollinsworth, 2009,
Howitt, 2010, Panelli et al., 2009). In a collaborative context, this also suggests the need
for attention to the postcolonial ambitions of Indigenous communities and their diverse
relationships with the environment, and how these may (or may not) be advanced

through collaboration (Chapter Seven).

Recent work exploring Indigenous uses of mapping and planning also highlight the
potential for Indigenous communities to use exogenous tools to advance subversive
agendas (Bryan, 2010, Pinkerton et al., 2008, Wainwright and Bryan, 2009, Wilson,
2005). Pinkerton et al. (2008: 353), for instance found that representatives for the
Harrop-Proctor Community Forest, BC, Canada, were able to use “both the technical
and the cognitive aspects of counter-mapping to assert their vision and to use state-
legitimized planning processes to first assert and then to implement” their vision and
assert a ‘comanagement agenda.” Wainwright and Bryan (2009) explored the use of
cartographic-legal strategies for advancing Indigenous rights by communities in Belize
and Nicaragua. Based on the idea that maps are both cultural acts and culturally acting,
they argued although illustrating the exclusion of Indigenous peoples and drawing their
inclusion does not bring justice, “a failure to render indigenous livelihoods
commensurable with state institutions and property relations may provide justification
for their continued exclusion from power” (Wainwright and Bryan, 2009: 170). This is
perhaps indicative of the dilemmas of such approaches to pursuing Indigenous rights,
and as discussed in Chapter Seven, the complexity of asserting Indigenous values and

goals in postcolonial contexts.

Further, the subjectivities and perspectives of staff within government organisations are
similarly nuanced and a potential mode of advancing changes to the managerial policies
and practices (Chapter Seven). Adaptive management analyses account for this by
considering such factors as ‘willingness to learn from mistakes’ and ‘willingness to
accept a diversity of institutions’ as influencing the collaborative success (Armitage et al.,

2008, Cundill and Fabricius, 2010, Davidson-Hunt, 2006). Abrash Walton (2010: 19)
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also suggests self-reflexive engagement as a means to “open up new understanding”
about the ‘standing’ and responsibilities of conservation advocates and generate more
effective and just conservation. This idea is also explored in relation to academia in
Chapter Four, and aligns well with recent work on the positionality of development
professionals (Brigg, 2009, McKinnon, 2007a, Tamas, 2007). This highlights a point of
potential synergy between postdevelopment and environmental management literatures.
Critics have powerfully demonstrated the limitations of analysing development as a
pernicious monolithic force; similarly, analyses of environmental management that
engage with heterogeneity and diversity within state or corporate entities not only
engender a deeper understanding, but also potential spaces of commonality (Thiem and

Robertson, 2010).

In this section I argued that postdevelopment and postcolonial theories provide apt
tools to explore the neocolonial potential of collaborative environmental management.
This analysis demonstrates that these inchoate participatory spaces are dynamic and
hybrid, and directs attention to the heterogeneity and complexity of Indigenous and
state approaches to collaboration. Therefore, although there is an increasing body of
literature and experience that documents the limitations of collaborative attempts, it

would be capricious to dismiss the potential of these institutions and processes

3.3.2 Spatialities of Collaboration

In her analysis of conservation conflicts in Thailand, Roth (2008) conceptualises
protected areas as a reorganisation of landscapes through the insertion of state
managerial regimes and associated spatial forms. She concludes that “[t|he negotiation
between states and communities about the balance of power and the sharing of
resources is a spatial process that is intimately intertwined with resource management
institutions and the location and distribution of resources” (Roth, 2008: 388). In
contexts like New Zealand, colonial ecological transformations were inherently spatial
and territorial endeavour that is perpetuated in contemporary environmental
management structures (Dominy, 2002, Rossiter, 2007, 2008). In this section I argue
that postcolonial iterations of environmental management that emphasise Indigenous
participation and collaboration are similarly territorial, and must be considered alongside

Indigenous aspirations for self-determination and sovereignty.

76



CHAPTER THREE: Environmental Management, Discourse and Collaboration

Although historic (and often also continuous) use and occupation of lands and
resources is typically employed to evidence Indigenous managerial legitimacy, this
acknowledgement is frequently divested of sovereign or territorial claims. In this way,
comanagement or community based management can be insulated from difficult
questions about governmental legitimacy, but also provide a facile recognition of
Indigenous rights. For example, Porter (2007) argues that Aboriginal contestation of
logging in Nyah forest, Victoria (Australia) confronted governmental conceptions and
orderings of place and correlative ideas about rational uses. Even though Aboriginal
presence has been recognised and integrated into the planning process (mainly zia
consultation), “this has always occurred by defining an Aboriginal Other that can be
brought safely into the existing regulatory regime without unsettling the epistemological
and ontological philosophies that underpin that regime” (Porter, 2007: 474-475).
Similarly, based on an analysis of conservation politics in New Zealand Ginn (2008: 350)

suggests that:

A genuine commitment to bicultural conservation would go beyond the inclusion of
Maori conservation tools and techniques within the goals of preservationist
conservation, to entertain notions of self-determination and genuinely heterogeneous
naturecultures. It would also involve a re-assessment of the preservationist paradigm,
which has done so much to solidify the Western separation of nature and culture, with

all its attendant political and ecological consequences.

Inclusion of alternative views while leaving state authority in authoring and organising
places unchallenged entrenches colonial relations and may prove politically
disingenuous for Indigenous peoples (see for example, Porter, 20006). Further, the
historic and cultural elision inherent in recognising Indigenous interests but denying
contemporary sovereignty and territoriality produces a significant disjuncture between
Indigenous claims and governments’ apparently postcolonial offerings, and highlights a
potential source of tension that may persist in spite of (and because of) collaborative

models.
Indigenous participation and collaboration in environmental management is often

viewed as a paradigm of postcoloniality; an harmonious synthesis of plurality within the

modern nation. However, the nation-state-territory homology and its corollary of state
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eminence are frequently repeated in collaborative iterations of management, even as the
historicity of governmental sovereignty is challenged by accounts of violent and
illegitimate land acquisition (Coombes and Hill, 2005, Kepe, 2008). Struggles over
spatial imaginaries in environmental management are intimately related with
postcolonial politics, illustrate the potential and significance of space in postcolonial
politics (Larsen, 20006). Inclusion gua collaboration and the implicit assumption that the
government is the obvious initiator of and partner in environmental management
institutions may prove problematic because it fails to recognise Indigenous sovereignty.
For instance, Walker e a/ (2007) argue that an NGO’s efforts to implement
participatory conservation and development in Chimalapas forest in Oaxaca, Mexico
were contested at least partly because the NGO presumed the legitimacy of its presence

and role in conservation planning. They concluded that:

...the politics of invitation is rooted in the material space of the forest. The Zoques
insist that the forest is their home, which they own, and that they therefore are the only
ones who can extend invitations... Instead of accepting their circumscribed role as
“participants” in someone else’s conservation plan, the Zoques are insisting, on the
basis of their territorial control, that any invitation to participate in planning for their

lands will come from them alone (Walker et al., 2007: 438).

Hence, determining who participates and the directionality of invitations to participate
cannot be separated from territorial politics, and thinking through the spatiality of
collaborative models may provide important insights to configurations of postcolonial
coexistence. Yet these contested spaces of environmental management are also a site of
Indigenous agency and action. The case explored by Walker e7 2/ (2007) highlights the
use of territorial claims to engage with and reformulate a participatory conservation

initiative.

In this context, many authors suggest a plural politics of place, mutuality grounded in
co-presences as a basis for collaboration and partnership that genuinely empowers
Indigenous peoples (Howitt, 2001). For example, Pickerill (2009: 68) calls for dialogue
between Indigenous and non-Indigenous parties that “starts by acknowledging” the
importance of places and identities to all parties, and “acknowledges the complexity of
place, different ontologies, and thus ultimately the pluralism of place.” In this way,

dialogue provides a means for “moving beyond a colonial paternal sense of

78



CHAPTER THREE: Environmental Management, Discourse and Collaboration

responsibility, to a dynamic and engaged mutuality of concern for both processes and
outcomes” (Pickerill, 2009: 78). Johnson and Murton (2007: 127) similarly identify place
as a potential “‘common ground’ between Western and Indigenous thought,” and call
for “an ethic which heightens our awareness of the ‘subtle qualities of a place’
and...recognises ‘many new voices’, including Indigenous voices, in its production.”
Howitt and Suchet-Pearson (2006: 333) further suggest that by reconsidering the
‘building blocks’ of environmental management and engaging with multiple cultural
landscapes and ways of relating to places “we might dance into being ways of weaving
the social fabric that acknowledge ontological pluralism as an everyday reality.”
Therefore, analysing the spatial aspects of collaborative management illuminates a
potential source of friction and of mutuality. Precisely because negotiating partnership is
so intimately entwined with negotiations of place, attention to the spatialities of

environmental management regimes is needed.

3.4 NEGOTIATING ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

This thesis is fundamentally concerned with how Indigenous organisations engage in
contemporary environmental management processes and collaborative relationships.
Postdevelopment and postcolonial analyses reveal how colonial approaches to
environmental management informed discourses, representations and particular
knowledges and worked to physically and managerially dispossess Indigenous peoples.
Contemporary iterations that emphasise ideas of partnership, collaboration and
participation signal an explicit inclusion of Indigenous perspectives and representation
in environmental management, but the anticipated benefits have often proven illusory.
In this context, research that explores the intricacies of collaborative politics, the
complexity of Indigenous and government negotiations and how spatialities are
reworked in postcolonial encounters offers some nuance to critiques of collaboration
and a deeper understanding of the dilemmas and potential in collaborative
environmental management. Situating analysis of collaborative environmental
management dilemmas in the historical, political, economic and cultural conjuncture in
which these relationships unfold reveals something of the complexity of contemporary
efforts. Yet it also suggests the potentiality of collaboration in postcolonial contexts as a

means for creating spaces of interdependence and pluralism.
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olonial ambitions in New Zealand, as in other nations, were enacted through

the imposition of spatial order over diverse landscapes. Academic research

has often been harnessed to service those ambitions, making lands, flora and

fauna, and Maori knowable and legible to the Crown for the purpose of
governing (Byrnes, 2001, Gough, 1968, Smith, 1999). In 1868, for example, Governor
Sir George Bowen called for research “to throw light on that very complicated and
difficult, but highly interesting subject,—the past and present condition and future
prospects of the Maori race” (Bowen, 1868: 7-8). Under this guise, research in New
Zealand rendered Maori as an exotic object of imperial curiosity, representing “Maori
knowledge for ‘consumption’ by the colonisers” (Bishop, 1996: 14) to better understand
how to govern the Maori and to record the traditions and arts of a dying race (Smith,
1999). Colonial research, therefore, has a binary logic embedded in its methodologies,
through which the academic expert is an active producer of knowledge and the
Indigenous subject is a passive object to be known and mastered (Cervone, 2007,
Jacobson and Stephens, 2009). This history of academic research has contemporary
significance, not only because such research advanced colonial dispossession and
cultural derogation, but also because it has yielded distrust and suspicion of researchers
in many Indigenous communities (Smith, 1999). Notably, remnants of this logic can

also be discerned in contemporary research, where the power to author and represent
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the ‘field’ privileges the authority of researchers and (often) leads to more benefits for

the researcher than Indigenous research participants.

This Chapter argues that efforts to postcolonialise research practice in human
geography are necessarily characterised by a critical uncertainty that is cognisant of
inequalities and power differentials inherent in the research process and strives to
construct more ethical relationships (Jazeel and McFarlane, 2007, 2010, Noxolo et al.,
2008). This is expressed in recent work in qualitative methodologies that seeks ways to
give voice to participants, in particular by reframing research on communities as doing
research with communities (Bishop, 1996). The methodology developed for this thesis,
and discussed in the first part of this chapter, reflects these ideas and their entanglement
with locally specific considerations, such as the current value of research for Treaty
settlement negotiations. The second half of the chapter discusses the particular methods

used and the ethical dilemmas encountered

4.1 POSTCOLONIAL ANXIETIES IN GEOGRAPHY

Postcolonial (and postdevelopment) theory is nominally about relationships between
the coloniser and colonised, revealing potent matrices of discourses, representations,
language and power and subaltern strategies of resistance and existence. The recent
embrace of postcolonial theory in geographic scholarship has brought “urgent and
continued reminders of the historical connections between different postcolonial spaces
and their lasting legacies” (Noxolo et al., 2008: 146). Turning this analytical lens to the
relationship between researcher and researched opens important questions about the
ethics of doing research, about academic responsibility and power, and about the
institutions that guide research (Jazeel and McFarlane, 2010, Mercer et al,, 2003,
Raghuram et al., 2009). In the New Zealand and Australian contexts, geographers have
explored research as a tool for counter-colonial and postcolonial writings in and of
place (d’Hauteserre, 2005, Howitt and Jackson, 1998, Stokes, 1992, 2002), arguing the
need to acknowledge the ‘intimate links’ between geography and colonisation (Howitt
and Jackson, 1998) and that “a shared understanding of this colonial history” may be
critical for developing postcolonial geographies and postcolonial relationships between
Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities (d’Hauteserre, 2005: 108). These nascent

efforts align with discussions in critical geography (Blomley, 2007, 2008, Chatterton,
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2006) and work in ethical and moral geographies (Valentine, 2005) that highlight a
desire to invigorate research practices and more closely align academia with struggles for

social justice and empowerment.

The postcolonialisation of geographical research confronts a long history of research
that has extracted ‘facts’ about others for imperial and/or personal gain (Cetvone, 2007,
McNicholas and Barrett, 2005, Smith, 1999). As feminist geographers have powerfully
argued, traditional approaches to research hinge on the disavowal of the researchers’
complicity in defining and shaping the research to present the findings as absolute facts
(Chacko, 2004, Rose, 1997). The truth of researchers’ findings was based in their
objectivity; Distance, detachment and difference allowed the researcher to discover
‘facts’ in the field unsullied by emotions or subjectivity. Research, therefore, operated
through hierarchical binaries — subject/object, researcher/researched, self/other — that
positioned the researcher as an expert who actively produces knowledge and the
researched as passive, un-knowing participants, as something to know about (Cervone,
2007, Sundberg, 2005). Objectivity as the measure of truth and legitimacy in research is
problematic because it assumes that “the researcher’s mind is separate (separable) from
his or her body, social situation, and geographical location, and moreover, that the
researcher is separate from, and unaffected by the “objects of research” (Sundberg,
2005: 18-19). Dissociating the research findings from the complex situations in which
they were created allows partial, selective and contingent knowledge to masquerade as
absolute truths, and sketches an omnipresent observer from no-where in place of the

researcher.

Feminist critics have proffered such tools as reflexivity to locate the researcher within
their research and develop a vocabulary for thinking through and articulating the power
relationships, subjectivities, differences and connections that are present in and
influence the research process (Rose, 1997). In my research, for example, this could
include reflections on how my ethnicity (New Zealand, Samoan), age, gender (female),
and my status as a ‘researcher’ (PhD, human geographer) my beliefs or assumptions
inter alia impacted on my relationships with participants and how I interpreted the
‘field.” Though reflexivity has become integrated into mainstream qualitative research
practice (Crang, 2002), it largely fails to invigorate research praxis or address power

inequalities within and beyond the research process (Mullings, 2005, Rose, 1997,
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Weems, 2006). The radical potential of reflexivity is subverted in self-reflexive narratives
based on problematic assumptions that the researcher-self, interview context and power
dynamics are completely knowable to the researcher (Crang, 2002, Rose, 1997).
Confessional narratives and an emphasis on ‘more honest’ accounts of the field can re-
privilege the researcher as the focus of academic accounts and reconfigure the all-seeing
gaze of the researcher, essentially creating a researcher self that is fully knowable
(Doucet, 2008, Rose, 1997). Perhaps even more problematic, striving to provide a more
honest account of how the research was conducted misses the essential point that all
knowledge is embodied, situated, and inherently partial (Frohlick, 2002, Hyndman,
2001). Reflexivity should serve to locate and embody knowledge as a window to

engagement, mutuality and responsibility, rather than to secure the truth of research.

Recent discussions call for multiple types of reflexivity; Nicholls (2009), for example,
writes of different ‘layers’ of reflexivity to describe reflecting upon herself, interpersonal
relationships and the research collaboration itself. Doucet (2008) similarly explores the
‘gossamer walls’ between various iterations of ourselves, between the researcher and
researched, and the various audiences for the research. Rather than displacing self-
reflexivity, these authors demonstrate that it is “important to be cautious about how
much we can know about what influences us in research” (Doucet, 2008: 84), and that it
is necessary to expand the scope of reflexive engagement beyond the researcher-self and
situate the knowledge produced as partial, subjective and located at the nexus of
multiple influences. As discussed below, reflexivity remains a significant tool in efforts

to postcolonialise geography research.

411 Geographical Imaginaries and Responsibility

Invigorating geographical imaginaries in research is one important avenue for building
on these discussions of reflexivity. Exploring and challenging the presumed boundaries
between the field, universities and the ‘real world” (and our professional/petrsonal lives)
provides fertile ground for conceptualising the role and responsibilities of researchers,
and ideas about where and how knowledge is produced (Jazeel and McFarlane, 2010,
Mullings, 2005). This also invites further consideration of the relationship between the

researcher and the researched, and the task of developing ways of doing and
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understanding research that respect and empower the subjectivities, knowledges and

agency of those who participate in research (Wright et al., 2007).

Recent work on ethics, responsibility and postcoloniality in geographic research is often
concerned with the spatialities created and represented in research. As Jazeel and
McFarlane (2010: 122) note, “all intellectual projects have geographical imaginations,
and these imaginaries can have real world effects.” Accounts of fieldwork-based
research, for example, conjure ‘the field” as a discrete site for academic analysis but also
erase the authors’ complicity in defining the field to present it as “an unproblematic
domain lying outside the academy” (Sparke, 1996: 218). Practices of inclusion and
exclusion indelibly mark the field site as different and distant from researchers” homes
and institutions (Katz, 1994, Sparke, 1996). These ideas of difference and distance play
to notions of researcher objectivity and neutrality in the field, and occlude (the
development of) relationships between researcher and researched. Boundaries between
home/university and the field also subtly locate the production of knowledge within
institutional spaces, which as McNicholas and Barret (2005: 392) point out, has
“marginalised, undervalued and belittled” Indigenous knowledge systems. Further, the
field, in its conception and subsequent representation, is shaped by researchers’
geographical imaginations. Colonial geography, for example, is dominated by pioneering,
heroic and masculine metaphors that posit the field as a wild, dangerous and exotic
place to be mastered in scholarly pursuits (Hyndman, 2001, Sparke, 1996)." Such

conceptualisations of the field:

...could be seen as the expression of the bourgeois imaginary of a ‘free individual’ who
‘decides’ by him/herself what he/she ‘wants’ to ‘study’, when, whete, how and for how
long, while the people ‘studied’ are located in the ‘passive’ place of being observed,

being the ‘informants’, and so forth (Restrepo and Escobar, 2005: 110).

Disrupting borders between the ‘field,” universities and the ‘real world’ is therefore a key
task for postcolonial geographies that seek to deconstruct hegemonies and imperialism
(Katz, 1994, Mullings, 2005). In this context, responsibility has emerged as a key rubric
for conceptualising ethical relationships between academics and research participants in

counter-colonial work (Jazeel and McFarlane, 2007, 2010, Raghuram et al., 2009).

12 There is also a notable similarity between the language and metaphors used to describe
fieldwork by eatly geographers and accounts of colonial/imperial activities (for example, see
Sparke, 1996).
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Taking responsibility as a researcher requires a critical understanding of the
geographical imaginaries invoked in research, and the different places that research is
produced in, contributes to and, in turn, influences. In this section, I argue that
exploring the connections between the ‘field” and academics’ homes and institutions,
and between research outputs and research communities, suggests some key areas for

developing responsible and ethical research practices in postcolonial geography.

Rather than treating the field or university as abstract spaces, understanding places as
always, already part of the ‘real world,” intertwined through global processes and the
relationships forged in research produces a different perspective on the roles and
responsibilities of researchers (Jazeel and McFarlane, 2010, Katz, 1994, Ruming, 2009).
Conceptualising of the field as a place where “people’s lives [are] lived in real time and
space” (Katz, 1994: 70) creates opportunities for common ground between the struggles
of different places and people, for deeper reflection on the positionality and privilege of
academics, and for a fuller understanding of how research unfolds in and through real
places and time (Dewsbury, 2003). More fully displacing objectivity as the measure of
research, therefore, also requires challenging the geographical imaginaries that define
and delimit the field and university, and that consequentially keep the researcher and the
researched from entering each others’ life-worlds. Attending to movement and, more
importantly, connections between these two places also suggests the need to think
through the researchers’ role and responsibilities in and to both the field and the
academy. Hosking and Pluut (2010: 67) conceptualise research as ‘intervention,” and
argue that responsibility and ethics in research need to be “reconstructed and centred”
to better align with the idea that “the identities of researcher, research object and related
realities are in ongoing re-construction.” Similarly, Jazeel and McFarlane (2010: 113)
argue that “intellectual work in some sense produces place, whilst simultaneously
placing the academic within a spatiality connecting analyst and analysed” and so the

“academic must bear some responsibility” to the field community.

Researchers, therefore, are multiply positioned — simultaneously inside and outside of
the field community, and also located within the academia and home communities— in
ways that blur boundaries between personal and professional spheres and create
responsibilities to both places (Fuller, 1999, Katz, 1994). Put differently, “there is no

clear inside to penetrate and there is no unambiguous outside from which to launch
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external critique” (Robertson, 2010: 10). Rather than completing fieldwork as a
disengaged observer from nowhere, researchers and their research are a part of the
wortld they explore and become embedded in, impact upon and impacted by the places
where they work (Dewsbury, 2003, Hosking and Pluut, 2010, Jazeel and McFarlane,
2010, Ruming, 2009). Notwithstanding the value of education and mutual
understanding, producing research that is meaningful to both academic and field
communities is inescapably complex, ambivalent and uncertain. Price (2001: 149), for
instance, asserts that despite the “desire to give back to the communities and localities
that sustain our academic pursuits... it is difficult to match the particular needs of a
community with the theoretical concerns of the academy.” Katz (1994: 72) similarly
notes that “I have built a career” from research, but “these field projects all have
probably been more beneficial to me than to them.” Indeed, the one-sided accrual of
benefits from research by academics has been a key critique of research from
Indigenous scholars (Bishop, 1996, Louis, 2007, Smith, 1999). This indicates that
responsible research may require multiple strategies and outputs for different places and
audiences (Benson and Nagar, 20006, Jazeel and McFarlane, 2010), and that researchers
must learn “to see, be seen, speak, listen and be heard” in multiple contexts (Katz, 1994:
72; see also Fuller, 1999). As Jazeel and McFarlane (2010: 111) put it, “effectively
tacking back and forth between disciplinary and field communities — moreover
reconciling the demands of those communities — is part of the challenge of responsible

academic knowledge production.”

The supposition that any meaningful contribution to the communities where academics
work must be separate from the research itself perhaps offers a bleak analysis of the
worth of academic research. Certainly, academics’ engagements with people in the field
and research outputs are affected by the structure of academia itself, and this may limit
the utility and use-ability of academic outputs for local agendas. Restrepo and Escobar
(2005: 103) assert that “institutionalized practices and relations of power shape the
production, circulation and consumption of anthropological knowledge as well as the
production of subject positions and subjectivities.” Noxolo et al. (2008) also discern a
disciplining within academic writing that silences and tames ‘infiltrating’ others to
established research and writing conventions, while Stacheli and Mitchell (2005: 359)
observe that “rapid theoretical development [in geography]... may have also drawn it

further from the social movements, political formations, policy makers, and lay people
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many of us hope to reach.” Notably, each of these critiques suggests that there is a
significant disjunction between the concerns of the places where academics learn and

participate and how academics write about these places.

Jazeel and McFarlane (2010) identify theorising and abstraction, key aspects of academic
work, as having a tendency to dissociate the knowledge produced from the locations in
which it is grounded precisely because theory is treated as neutral and universal.
Arguing instead that theory is culturally situated, they call for socially and politically
engaged theorisation and highlight the central “challenge of translating disciplinary
geographical expertise and theoretical innovation into idioms that might also effectively
speak to the concerns of a specific area” (Jazeel and McFarlane, 2010: 119). For
Gilmartin and Berg (2007: 122) too, theoretical discussion that is “tempered by the
specific geographies of colonialism, imperialism and postcolonialism™ is necessary to
construct a postcolonial geography that “challenges, rather than reinforces, colonial
hierarchies.” Bringing place and theory closer together, reworking theory through local
specificities, and making visible how the places from which we theorise influence our
thinking therefore may be useful strategies to make academic knowledge locally
meaningful (Fox, 2008, Gilmartin and Berg, 2007, Massey, 2008, McNicholas and
Barrett, 2005). In the context of my research, this includes reading postdevelopment
and postcolonial theory through the specific conditions of Taranaki and New Zealand,
and drawing conclusions that tie into both wider (global) debates about postcoloniality,
environmental management and Indigenous development, and also creating ideas that
are grounded in local politics, cultures and histories. This also suggests the need to
reconfigure the geographic imaginaries that underlie theorisation, shifting perceptions
of the ‘field’ from “those spaces where data is collected” to the ‘field” as “spaces where

knowledge is produced” (Mullings, 2005: 278).

Responding to the methodological implications of these multiple responsibilities is
complex: Predetermined or standardised approaches to understanding responsibility
and defining responsible research would subvert the potential for substantive changes in
research practice (Jazeel and McFarlane, 2010, Noxolo, 2009). Further, just as local
contexts must be considered in collaborative models for environmental management or

development, research methodologies must similarly be grounded in locally specific
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histories, cultures and politics. Therefore, although core values of responsible and

ethical research may be held in common, their implementation is likely to vary.

4.1.2 Learning to Work With Others

Understanding research as a part of the world it examines (re)positions ethics and
responsibility as central to the research process, inviting important methodological
considerations (Hosking and Pluut, 2010). Shifting the focus of methodological design

away from how to best obtain ‘facts about the field,” requires that:

At every stage of our research endeavour we must perennially confront those most
important questions concerning what knowledge does, who it is for, and why we are
producing it, which in turn demands an openness to knowledge that drives change, is
insurrectionary, just as it recognises the inevitability of ‘speaking for’ (Jazeel and

McFatrlane, 2010: 115).

Challenging the geographical imaginaries that structure academic research offers an
insight to our complicity in and responsibility to the world; as Noxolo et al. (2008: 164)
observe, academics and people in field communities are “all connected to structural
processes that produce injustice,” but “we are not all equally positioned.” In this
context, collaborative and participatory approaches to research (development and
environmental management) have gained status as a method of restructuring practice
and redistributing privilege and power (Benson and Nagar, 2006, Cahill, 2007, Marika et
al., 2009, Watson and Till, 2010, Wright et al., 2007). These efforts to shift from
researching oz to researching with invite further consideration of how we might move
beyond (or subtly perpetuate) the subject-object binary in research and work together
across our differences (Hosking and Pluut, 2010). Learning to work with others
necessarily holds in tension intervening without imposing in unjust situations,
representing without silencing, engaging with theory while remaining grounded znter alia
(Blomley, 2007, Jazeel and McFarlane, 2010, Noxolo, 2009, Noxolo et al., 2008). It
follows, therefore, that postcolonialising geography is an ambiguous, imaginative and
uncertain project, and that reconfiguring relationships between the researcher and

researched is a key aspect of postcolonialising research methods.

Recent ethnographic work on development professionals’ positionalities argues that

“Developers’ selves cannot be read off a framework™ (Brigg, 2009: 1413) and calls for a
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more complex and nuanced discussion of how development practitioners understand
their work in the ‘ruins’ of development idealism and in politically and economically
uneven situations (McKinnon, 2006, 2007a, Tamas, 2007). This reflective approach
opens consideration of how development professionals might manage and work the
tension between simultaneously appreciating the history of failures, while continuing to
work with optimism and hope (McKinnon, 2007a). It is precisely this productive and
confounding tension that is found in postcolonial geography: between understanding
the colonial histories and institutions of research and doing research with optimism and
hope that both the process and outputs will work against inequalities or injustices. Brigg
(2009: 1423) asserts that development practice is premised on exchanges of culture and
knowledge, and that “[o|nly by taking alternative conceptions...seriously, can we
respect differences and open ourselves to different professional and personal futures.”
Undertaking self-reflection in which we “critically engage, rather than merely reproduce
who we are” may open possibilities for new and different modes of development
efforts (Brigg, 2009: 1423). Applied to academia, this suggests that ‘radical reflexivity’
(Thomas et al., 2009) which opens the researcher ‘self’ to change and development
through the process opens spaces for different ways of doing, presenting, and
conceptualising research. Indeed, this is an extension of feminist geographers’ efforts to
‘embody’ the researcher voice by locating the researcher in the text (Sundberg, 2005).
Learning to work with others, therefore, requires the humility to learn about ourselves
and, by so doing, “deconstruct the authority of the researcher” and reconfigure the

problematic subject-object binary in research practice (Choi, 2006: 414).

Choi (2006) provides an example of this style of reflection in her discussion of her
research with youths who dropped out of high school in South Korea. She found that
her research questions and interpretations reinforced hegemonic representations of the
students as problems, marginal, abnormal and deviant. Such reflection proved
transformative: ““The more I engaged in this research, the more I revealed who I was,
what I believed and what my gaze was constitutive of”” (Choi, 2006: 450). Self-reflexivity
does not displace the dilemmas of uneven power dynamics between the researcher and
the researched. Choi (2000), for instance, notes that she ‘straddled” between embodying
an ‘academic-self’ with epistemological and positional power, and being an ‘other’ as a
woman of colour in the USA, and as an academically successful adult amongst teenage

South Koreans. Yet, as Brigg (2009: 1413) suggests for development professionals,
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“engaging our selves requires engaging with others and their worlds in order to open
ourselves” to ideas beyond the circumference of our theoretical, political, cultural and
social imaginations. In research then, making visible such self-interrogation is a method
of situating the knowledges produced, and of acknowledging how “the practice of
speaking for others is also the practice of speaking for ourselves” (Kim, 2008: 1359,
emphasis in original). Further, understanding our subjectivity as unstable and dynamic
perhaps offers space for reworking the role of researchers and research in relation to
the communities with whom we research to produce knowledge and identities that
“strengthen us in our encounters with these structures of dominance, and allow us the
possibility of connecting...to confront their manifestations in everyday life” (Katz,
1994: 70-71). In this way, the relationship between researcher and researched not only
exceeds the confines of a subject-object dichotomy, but the authoritative presence of
the researcher in the social world of the researched is brought into question by learning

that is uncertain, vu