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Introduction

In this paper, it is my intention to discuss the current use of the _Ma?l_ori
language within the New Zealand public sector as a medium of public (ie.

ate this to both the Maori Language Act 1987 and

the Language Policy 2000 group anfl Victoria
University in 1997, and related paf)ersg obtained from Te Puni Kokiri under
the Official Information Act. J will also make use of the results of a similar
survey undertaken by the Maor; Language Commission in 1994-5 on behalf
of the Maori Affairs Select Commigor. ot Parliament, and the preliminary
results of the Maori language survey undertaken by the Maori Laqguatﬁe
Commlssmn' in 1995. It should be noted that I am not concerned with ;
langugge of interna] administration within government agencies, Of,b.etweed
agencies and politicians; my focys is on the Maori language policies an
Practices regardip

langu i ient i ce with the New
aland publijc. € language use at points of client interfa

Why focug on the public sector? .
. . ¢ n
fst Cynic might agk __ ‘Why focus on the public sector when the lﬁealé)cruo
S.Om,ewl}ere else?’, Oleareo, Waite identified six core domaris luding
zz\glt;hsa.tmn of the Maori language: Miorj homes, communities (ntllf)gling'
ey imlty meeting Places), religious activities, primary S¢ btedly
'y prace and the marge (Waite 1992:33). These domains are, ““d‘“ﬁung od
ere the r:ql actior}’ i8. The Miorj language will live or die df:pe“need 10
establish 10 18 use in these Omains. Given this situation and the d whe?
are ay gh chear Priorities — « Judicious decisions as to what to do ag '
: ean al‘trzlé ts_uccessful S efforts’ (Fishman 1991:67).",:1]“on-¢"rc
domaip gy, P B Pl oy 0! 1 Mo angusge 0 1

’ . 's Uided
is Fnshman'§ abbreviation fg'f revarsy, seem irrelevant and misg

reversing | e shift). lies
believe ie "Mportance of Maorj 1ang%a22g3sa§ in the public Secwer to b
'eVitalix;edn 1rthe Status of he language. In order for a langlm% - mais
» 10T people g choose to speak the language in the kciz);’ngﬂ“gc- 1;

ad statusfy], Ang el Convinced that the chosen 1808 5ig

* ANd the presence of a minority language
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status environment, such as the public sector, being used in significant,
meaningful ways is an important part of the language status equation. It is
important to remember that, even in these days of state rollback, every New
Zealander interacts regularly with government agencies in a myriad of ways.
At birth, we receive birth certificates. It is compulsory for us to attend
primary and secondary school, and most of us acquire driver’s licenses
during our late teens. Many of us also acquire passports around this time.
When we start to eamn, we are required to pay tax and to complete tax
returns. We have to pay other fees to government agencies including New
Zealand On Air (broadcasting fees) and the Department for Courts (fines
etc). We are all required to complete census forms every five years. If we
marry, we are required to obtain a marriage license. And so the list goes on.
At present, only one of the forms related to these activities is available in
Maori (the census questionnaire), and even this is a very recent innovation.
It is useful to reflect, however, that at one time or another in the 20th
century, all government services have been available in the Maori language.

It is often implied that the promotion of the Miori language within
the public sector shifts attention away from the core domains. It is true that
this can happen, and indeed, may have actually happened in other RLS
movements (Bentahila and Davies 1993). However, this is not an intrinsic
feature of language promotion in the public sector. We are often encouraged
to see such activities as ‘either/or’ situations, that is Maori language
promotion in the public sector is played off against Maori language
promotion elsewhere (see, for example, Robertson 1997). Such activities
can, in fact, be seen as ‘both/and’ situations, where the promotion of the
Maori language in the public sector can complement and support the

promotion of the language in the core domains, without distracting the key
players in those domains.

Maori attitudes towards the Maori language

A question arises at this point: are Maori people (in general, the target
population of activities to promote the Mazori language) thoroughly
convinced of the status and utility of the Maori language? The answer to this
question has two parts. At the surface level, the answer is overwhelming]
‘yes’. In an attitudinal survey undertaken by McNair during 1995, 82% of
Maori people surveyed agreed with the statement that

It is important for Maori people that the Maori language is supported and
used more widely (AGB McNair 1995:11).

However, in a recent conference paper Ray Harlow has suggested that

Many Maori, themselves bilingual and overtly asserting positive attitudes to
the language and its maintenance, in fact hold other attitudes quite strongly,
but only covertly. I designate “covert” any attitudes which a person may
hold, which they are not themselves aware of holding and would not assent
fo, I believe that the covert attitudes I want to talk about are at best
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ed attitudes and at worst contradictory
1 the overtly express
tangential to

:1-2). . |

(Harlow 1‘997t'on )of some additional statistics tends to confirm this
An exa}mlnfll‘ﬁ re are large numbers of people studying the Maori language
e ersion s¢ ttings and as a subject, in a variety of institutions and at a
B aee of love 1Se Fugrthermore, both actual numbers and pro rata figures
range of lﬁve S-O wing annually (see, for example, M1.n1stry of E]ducapor?
?ngﬁfs) eT%lrere is obviously massive investment in all dth1s t eza;gutlhgé
investment in financial terms, time and human effort being K ?v?the i
mvg f the Maori language. This would all seem to bode we (% e Ve
Stfutﬁ,eolan uage. However, an examination of the aqtual use ;) ! gifferent
i)an uage l% the-se same people in the six core domains revea i995 Moxi

ict gI ythe summary of the provisional results of the ire
Pinguase & aori d 16 years and over) undertaken by
language survey (of Maori adults age y
Maori Language Commission, it is stated that

Maori
Educational institutions such as Kohanga Reo and chllm K,"::;}]Dal;iao p—
have become very strong Maori language zones [i.e. c;malace:g they ever
for many children at kohanga and kura these are the only p
hear or speak Maori.

: heard
The study examined the amount of Maori language that is commonly

. . o . . = = is most
or spoken in a range of situations. The situations where Maori
are;

) ime in this
* the marae (36.5% of Miori speakers speak Maori most of the time
setting),

* school (33.7%),
* church (27.0%)

The settings in which the language is rarely used are:

ing):
shopping (63.5% of Maori never speak Maori when they go ShoPP
sport/play (49.8%),

club/pub (40 4%)
work (33.1%)

(Maorj Language Commission 1995b).

'Ilt‘he recent history of the Maori language in the public secto! uage It

aori lan
a5 been recognised for some time that the use of the Maorn &
the high staryg settin

b

islati ; . hes 10 40 59
Zsh:t':'eglslauop be introduced enabling any person who wishes s with

e Maori language in all Courss of law and in any ded
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Government departments, local authorities and other public bodies
(Waitangi Tribunal 1986:61-2).

Shortly after the release of the Tribunal’s recommendations, the Govern-
ment enacted the Maori Language Act 1987 that declared Maori to be an
official language of New Zealand, established the right to speak Maori in

Courts of law, and created the Maori Language Commission. Waite has
noted that

[In most countries,] languages can be “official” primarily in the following
domains: (l).PrOWSI'on of State Sector services to the public (including
communications with the public); (ii) State Sector workplace; (iii)

proceedings of Parliament; (iv) legislation; (v) administration of justice
(Waite 1992:48).

The Mﬁpri Langqage Act 1987, however, does not define the meaning of the
expression ‘official language’ in any way, and there have been no official
regulations issued on this matter since then. As a result, the declaration of
Maori as an “official language’ is more or less meaningless. There is some
evidence that the Labour Government of the day did intend for official
language status to be meaningful. In introducing the legislation, the Hon.
Koro Wetere (then Minister for Maori Affairs), stated that

The Maori Language Commission is to be established with the specific
Junction of advising on the implementation, policies, procedures, measures
and practices, and the way in which to put into action the declaration that
the Maori language is an official language (Weétere 1986:1012).

Towards this end, the Maori Language Commission published a document
in 1989 entitled [A] Blueprint for a Language Policy for Government. This
document contains many specific recommendations for activities and
suggested policy options that could be actioned at a number of levels. This
document has been consistently promoted to all government agencies by the
Maori Language Commission. The Commission, together with the Ministry
of Maori Development, also undertook developmental work on proposed
amendments to the Maori Language Act 1987, drawing inspiration and
direction from the Welsh Language Act 1993 and its subsequent application
to the public sector in Wales. In particular, it seems that government
agencies were to be encouraged to develop ‘Maori language scheme[s] in
order to provide a Maori language service for clients’ (Fraser 1996:4-6,
Anon 1996:8). However, by 1998, nothing had come of this work and ‘no
related briefing papers have been prepared on amendments to the Maori
Language Act’ (Love 1998).

Success?

How successful has the Maori Language Commission been in promoting the
increased use of the Maori language in the public sector? By its own
admission, by 1995 it had achieved very few meaningful results. In
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i aori Affairs Select Commi.tte'e on the results of the surve
{ﬁg?ﬁlgagléou%’eyien that year, the Comm1ssx<_)n commented on ‘the ve
lacklustre attitude to the recognition of the Maori lar_lguage_as.an official
language of New Zealand’ among government agencies (Maori Language
Commission 1995a:5). The results of thls.surve_y show that, of the 87
agencies that responded, eight had substantial Maori language policies in
place whereby all or part of their client interface activities could be
undertaken in the Maori language. Even among these eight, services were
often partial. Statistics New Zealand, for example, had developed a
bilingual (Maori-English) questionnaire for the 1996 census, and had also
undertaken to print the results in Maori (which it has subsequently done).
The census is, admittedly, the principal business of Statistics New Zealand.
Other survey work and client interface is, however, undertaken in Engllsl}
for the most part. Among the other agencies surveyefi .by the Maqu
Language Commission in 1994-5, 38 agencies had no policies at all or did
not respond, and 39 agencies had very minimal policies that had no real
impact on the delivery of core services at the points of client 1n.terface.

In response to these results, the Commission stated: ‘It is unaccept-
able that an official language is treated in such an off-handed manner by
agencies of state’ (Maori Language Commission 1995a:5). The Maon
Affa{rs Select Committee felt that ‘the lack of recognition of Maori as an
?ffiCla.l language is of concern’ (Maori Affairs Select Committee 1996:4)-

D reply to the Select Committee’s recommendations, the Government
Stated that

Te Puni Kokiri is working with severq] other ministries ... to develop a long

term Maori language stratep; ould specify
coordinate present fmd fu Ble fian. Such a plan w 4

T ture Government assistance to Maori in !
revitalisation of the Maori language (Anon. nd. 2).
Language Policy 2000/Victoria (e
toria University Survey 1997

gythleg?g’ however, nothing had changed )i,n pract)ilcal terms. Some woﬁrlf1
e ] coretical level, on the Strategic plan papers, had been unde.rtal(ria
Unjvers?W)iggowever’ the findings of the Language Policy 2000/Victo
agenciest}s,h /) survey of Maori language policies among govemmtial

dori langl(l);N eed thf-‘t.thefe Were still only eight agencies with subsbtfleﬂr o
T€Spondents (1g1=1pO(:)lcles In place, although there was a larger num

: ). It i : of the
agencies were still on thes‘sllrll{)eresupg Tt o, that anly Tou
IS represe .

ivil
ervant ﬁllirl:;si,c]h&nges In actual policies and practices, or a dI! erenpo‘;wd
Statutory op): at € questionnajre Further, in 1997, two agencies ’ﬁmnent
for C angd :ﬁ"s ' provide Maorj language services: the Dep did not
Investigate What tlfes e of Representatives. The 1997 survey follow"
P work ; € things meapt j

r : h intensive
agencies, l,inc,u"eml being undertakl::r? rﬁ;“%i’ ;lutglpl;gﬁkiﬁ with S° fjf;ies
& other agencies, 67 had 1ainiaal Maos language PO
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whereby the policies had no material impact on the availability of Maori
language services at the point of client interface, and 24 had no (or no
apparent) policies.

At this point, it is useful to briefly consider the survey’s key
questions, and to examine individual results.

1. Is there any legislation or any regulations that affect Mdori language
use and policy in your organisation?
Yes 24 No 76 n=100

This relatively high response rate reflects an awareness of the Maori
Language Act 1987, but little more in most cases, i.e. agencies indicated that
the Maori Language Act affected Maori language use and policy in their
organisation, but in most cases they did not show how. A number of
agencies also pointed to the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975, but again did not
say how this affected their delivery of services in Maori.

2. Does your organisation have an overall language policy?
Yes 23 No 77 n=100

A language policy need not be a written one. It can also be a matter of
custom or preferred practice. In fact most if the language policies alluded to
here were unwritten. They were also, for the most part, insubstantial in
effect. They included token gestures such as offering Maori language
lessons in work time, and ensuring that Maori words were used correctly in
English texts. However there are also responses from a small number of
agencies who appear to be genuinely grappling with bilingualism. Bilingual
signage throughout buildings, the signalled availability of bilingual staff
members, and additional payment for bilingual language skills were
examples of their efforts (and illustrations of what can be achieved
relatively easily).

3 Does your organisation have any specific policies with regard to the
provision of the following services in Maori?

A  Across the counter services

Yes 18 No or N/A 82 n=100
B Written services

Yes 35 No or N/A 65 n=100
C Telephone services

Yes 20 No or N/A 80 n=100

Responses to (A) and (C) were largely to the effect that there was a staff
member who could be called upon if a person came to the counter and was
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; iciently well to be understood. Such 1nfoma1
unable to speak Entghsilga?l:)ffﬁtgggigvision of all forms of language services,
arrangements were ﬁlp no indication as to whether people called on in thg
and there was usua eyrated for their services. With regard to (B), the 1most
manner were rem‘glas that it would be possible and feas1b1ef;o havel:3 a ;ftter
frequent respondstl’a3 an outside agency or by a competent sta meni er ltha;:
or fax translate synecessary' The reason for the high response r?_ enlf)ein

official felt i W% agencies also referred to published documen:‘_at 'l(())n x th%
many responlses uﬁ e% other than English (this was often a _reﬁ)edl laterials)
prsgéﬂig tlcl>1 tha:%ma% question, asking specifically about published m '
re

: in Maori?
4 Does your organisation provide any services/products in Maori
Yes 56 No or N/A 44 n=100

i i ts the fact
The high percentage of positive responses to this quesgl(:éli é:t}f)cpublish ot
that it is relatively common for many governmen’;l agthan English. This i
least some client-focused pamphlets in languages ot etr o s loaflet in
presumably because it is a relatively simple matter to p

several languages compared with actively offering bilingual or mu
services in the form of a person to talk to.

e impact of the Maori lan uage strategic plan? . . ge
’Irnh Dl:::gmber 1997, the Go%ernment agreed to five txi%lggglgl:ﬂd
objectives as part of an overal] Strategic plan to revitalise 1o give practi
asked various agencies to prepare individual strategies 0i 11gfocus on the
effect to these objectives (Love 1998:1-2). One $trategykvi’las been done in
Maori language in the public sector, and some policy wor entitled Maori
this area by Te Pyp; Kokiri. They have prepared a paper

s

; : it ions. In

language policy: public and private sector activities and opt:

Paper, it is recommended that officials

a. seek more detqils on
Maori: Policies and
disseminate this report; st Gover:

e 5 sist

b. Prepare for Ministers’ consideration, guidelines t?thfe Sector Ac!

"Mment departments (those listed in Schedule 2 of the

icies
i e po icie
' Preparing and implementing their own Maori languag
and plans;

iy in Te Reo
8ood practice models zdenttﬁjdeznc e
Practices in Government Ag

: rance to Crov"
c. Prepare guidelines S0 that they are also _of ass:s’t: anies, S -uri
agencies, SOF;, local government and private co s’; of the Mao
they wish 1o become more active in promoting the u
p language;

. rov

Prepare options Jor monitoring progress with thfo"l:otioﬂ a :h!

overnmeny Services in the Maori language, and I.;,l as part of F);
Use of the Maori nguage in the public sector, possibly E

: k (M
dori Lang uage Monitoring and Evaluation Framewor

ision of
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e. continue to investigate the feasibility of bilingual traffic signs and
road markings, and monitor progress, possibly as part of the
MLMEF;

f continue to liaise with private companies and SOEs which are

promoting the use of the Mdori language and record progress,
possibly as part of the MLMEF (Love 1998:6).

At first glance, these proposals appear encouraging. I have two principal
criticisms, however. First, much of this work has already been undertaken,
often by Te Puni Kakiri itself, over the last 12 years since the Te Reo Maori
claim. Will officials make use of the work that has already been done? Why
has it taken so long to reach this point? My second criticism centres on the
‘soft’ nature of the proposals. In every case, officials will be asked to ‘seek
information”, “provide guidelines or options’, ‘investigate feasibility’ or to
‘liaise’. This will require officials to undertake research and shuffle papers,
there_by creating the facade of action. However, none of these activities
require any kind of on-the-ground action. They will not make any
immediate or rmd-.term difference to the provision of state sector services to
Maori-speaking clients. Crown agencies, State-Owned Enterprises and local
government authorities will be provided with guidelines ‘should they wish
to become more active in promoting the Maori language’ (emphasis added).
Organisations owned by the Government and in receipt of tax-payer monies
and rate-payer monies have an obligation to provide Maori language
services. It should not be considered as merely an option.

The next steps?
The results of the 1994-5 survey undertaken by the Maori Language
Commission and the 1997 survey undertaken by the Language Policy 2000
group and Victoria University provide clear and consistent evidence that the
use of the Maori language within the public sector is minimal, despite the
passage of the Maori Language Act in 1987 and subsequent activities. There
has been an attempt to strengthen the legislation, along the lines of the
Welsh Language Act 1993, that seems to have disappeared. Proposals for
further work on providing Maori language services have recently been
prepared by Te Puni Kokiri. These appear to call for the repetition of earlier
work with no firm outcomes identified

All of this, I believe, sends a loud and clear message to Maori, every
time that they interact with government agencies in any way: ‘your language
has no status here. We do not value it, and we do not invite you to use it’.
This must detrimentally affect the status of the language in the minds of
these people, and ultimately the actual use of the language. Despite massive
investments in Maori language education by Maori and the Government,
and despite overtly stated positive attitudes towards the language, Maori
people are not using the language widely in the core domains identified by
Waite. Part of the reason for this may be that Maori lacks status, that Maori
people do not really perceive it as a viable mechanism for communicating
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i ew Zealand. This impression is gurely reinforced by the almost
g;;l;ﬂc:;n aglsence of the language from the high status domain of the public
sector. It is useful to remember also that the issue is not that these services
cannot be delivered in Maori. Throughout the early years of this century, all
government services of the day were available to Maori in Maori. The issue
is that government agencies — despite the official status of the Maori
language — choose to do nothing. _ '

It would in fact take relatively little effort or spending to increase the
capacity of the typical government agency to provide Maori language
services to clients. Furthermore, with planning, any costs could be spread
across a number of financial years. There would be one-off establishment
costs for capital items such as signs, badges advertising the services, stat
ionery templates and so on. Thereafter, all costs would be for maintenanct
or restocking. There would be some staff costs, but Maori speaking staff

would be doing agency work that had to be done anyway. And as Waite
pointed out;

Nor does institutional Maori-English bilingualism imply univer.sal biling-
ualism within the public service. A bilingual institution is one which has the
capacity to offer its full range of services in English and Maori, Aot
necessarily one in which all employees are required individually 10 oper ate

2’\",’;1?& llagnégzuaﬁc)?s What is required is a core of Maori-English bilingua

ghis information is not new. As I noted earlier, the Maori Langl a%e
ommission Blueprint was published in 1989, and has since been w‘d‘:);.
promoted. There is a discussion of the Maori language in the public s

In Aoteareo, published in 1992. There is research into successful 0v€

models (Fraser 199¢ . Jack of
information or advicg. }?0 Fovernment agencies canfot arguc {1 auired is

el ¢ has hindered their efforts so far. What is ¢4
ﬂ;swfl;lrgact, and willingness to plan for the provision of these services- Pt‘gf
, € ost part, is what is lacking from the New Zealand public $¢
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