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Ki ngā mema o te komiti, tēnā koutou katoa.

The starting point of the paper prepared for the committee’s consideration is that Māori in Australia are typically more ‘successful’ than Māori in New Zealand.  For example, there are comments that:

· Australia has always ‘attracted the best, brightest and youngest of Māori talent’;
· this is an opportunity to ‘leverage off the relative success of (young) Māori in Australia;
· iwi are taking ‘hits’ in terms of their young people crossing the Tasman; and
· ways should be considered of ‘tapping into the enterprise of Māori in Australia’.
The assumption here seems partly that the type of people who emigrate are talented and successful, and partly that when in Australia migrants tend to do better than in New Zealand.  While I do not think that the overall issues raised in the paper turn on the accuracy of these ideas, I think it important to test them at the outset.

In my opinion it is unlikely that a large proportion of well educated young Māori leave New Zealand to live in Australia.  Young Māori ‘talent’ may well be lost in particular fields such as rugby league, but the relatively open access of New Zealanders to Australia means we experience what is known amongst observers as a ‘same drain’ across the Tasman rather than a ‘brain drain’.  Many of those who emigrate to Australia are people who would not be eligible to if the standard Australian entry criteria applied to New Zealanders.  Amongst these lower-skilled migrants will be many Māori who are attracted by the significantly higher wages on offer for blue collar work.  Māori in Australia are comparatively underrepresented in professional and managerial roles.
On the other hand, to be professional and Māori in New Zealand opens many doors.  There is also no market in Australia for those skilled in te reo and mātauranga Māori, but there certainly is in New Zealand.  Undoubtedly some highly-skilled young Māori who are steeped in their culture move to Australia, but I doubt that a large proportion of those in that category do.
The idea that Māori in Australia are more ‘successful’ than those in New Zealand is probably true in terms of indicators such as average income and workforce participation, and may well be true for others such as housing.  But it also rather begs the definition of ‘success’, particularly for rangatahi.  The 2006 Te Puni Kōkiri survey is cited in the paper, but this was completed by comparatively few 15-24 year olds and very few Australian-born Māori.  Without better data we are forced into assumptions.  Obviously, Australian wages are higher, so young Māori are likely to be better off materially.  They are less likely to face the insecurity of unemployment.  For some there is also clearly a liberating aspect to moving to Australia and stepping away from various whānau and societal expectations, pressures and prejudices, particularly in the shift to large multicultural Australian cities.  There are certainly also some opportunities that do not exist in New Zealand, such as those involving travel, work, exposure to diverse cultures in world cities, and so on.
That said, there are downsides.  Māori who have arrived in Australia after February 2001 – like other New Zealanders – have very restricted access to a range of social welfare benefits and services unless they become permanent residents.  In times of economic downturn this makes them much more vulnerable to hardship.  Those Māori born outside Australia will probably not be Australian citizens, so they cannot vote or sit on juries.  While these are seen in Australia as obligations as much as rights of citizenship, they do symbolise full inclusion in society.  Non-citizens are also liable to deportation if they commit crimes and fail the character test under the Migration Act.  If they come from a Māori immersion learning environment to an Australian school they are ineligible for federal government assistance for those with English as a second language.  Some states compensate for this ineligibility, but Queensland, for example, does not.
Moreover, they will often lack wider whānau support structures.  If raised in Australia some may have identity issues that arise from lack of easy access to their culture.  Without a kaupapa Māori education pathway or strong kin or tribal networks, other forms of association and identity may appeal.  We know that youth gangs are a growing problem in New Zealand but there are signs they are an increasing problem amongst young Polynesians in Australia too.  I do have the overall impression that most Māori in Australia believe that the material gain outweighs the cultural deficit, and that their lives have changed for the better across the Tasman.  But we do not have enough data on Māori socio-economic status in Australia to be sure exactly of who is ‘better off’.  For example, and with specific respect to rangatahi, we do not know rates of truancy, juvenile detention and youth suicide amongst Australian-resident Māori.
I think, therefore, that caution needs to be exercised in considering whether Māori in Australia contradict the notion that cultural disconnection leads to socio-economic problems.  It is very hard to compare life for Māori in Australia, where they are a voluntary minority, and New Zealand, where they are not.  Immigrants typically work hard and strive to get ahead in societies where they feel the need to prove themselves, where they have no special status, and in which they often see themselves (as Māori in Australia usually do) as temporary migrants.  That context cannot be compared with New Zealand and I do not believe that migration to Australia creates a ‘case control trial’.
Leaving aside these considerations of ‘talent’ and ‘success’, however, the legitimate question remains about whether Māori in Australia are a problem or an opportunity, as the paper puts it, and how the New Zealand state should respond to the fact that one in six Māori now live across the Tasman.  Māori in Australia clearly represent an opportunity in one sense.  New Zealand is both a migrant-receiving and migrant-sending country, and the country we send migrants to more than any other is Australia.  Around the world sending countries usually try and benefit from the earning power of their migrants living in wealthier countries, and so it seems fairly logical that we might wish to do the same.  By the same token, however, there is no obvious culture amongst Maori in Australia of remitting money to relations in New Zealand (in the way there is, say, from Pasifika people in New Zealand back to the islands).  A leading thinker like Mason Durie has gone further and suggested that Māori in Australia may become something of an anchor upon Māori development in New Zealand, by maintaining small shareholdings in Māori land and drawing a dividend from corporate tribal success without ever physically contributing to, say, the upkeep of marae or volunteering their time to community projects.  To some extent, therefore, they might represent a small ‘problem’.
These issues require careful analysis by policy-makers and, I might add, iwi.  They also need to be contemplated alongside other, non-economic factors.  For example, what rights morally or under the Treaty should Māori in Australia have to support from the New Zealand state?  I can see arguments both for and against.  As noted, most New Zealand-born Māori in Australia do not become Australian citizens, so politically they are very marginalised.  They are actually much more likely to be able to vote here rather than in Australia, yet few do.  I suspect we should do more to encourage their electoral participation, just as we need to raise electoral participation amongst Māori living in New Zealand.  Then there is the issue of the vitality of te reo Māori amongst Māori in Australia.  How and why does that matter for the health of te reo Māori in New Zealand?  It is worth considering because there is constant return migration by Māori from Australia to New Zealand. 
The paper rightly raises the issue of citizenship rights for future generations of Australian-born Māori.  At one level of course it would seem wrong to favour Māori over the descendants of other New Zealanders.  However, Māori are much more likely to form an enduring and multi-generational component of the New Zealand diaspora, whereas Pākehā New Zealanders in Australia will essentially become white Australians within a generation.  In other words, Māori overseas will have a more distinct and lasting New Zealand connection.  So when the day inevitably comes when a Māori is denied residency in New Zealand it will be a cause of controversy.  For example, we could one day have a situation where a Māori of Australian citizenship living in New Zealand commits a serious crime and then faces deportation back to Australia.  It will be fascinating to see such a case argued out before the Waitangi Tribunal.
I do not pretend to have the definitive answers to these complex issues.  Of course I believe that the focus on Māori development (particularly for rangatahi) should be on New Zealand.  But I do believe that there is scope for us to grapple with the issue of the Māori diaspora more than we are doing, if only to recognise the issues, learn as much as we can about the characteristics of Māori overseas, and develop a coherent response.  I agree that this should be part of a general response to the existence of a large New Zealand disapora, although I believe that Māori issues represent a unique subset of the broader phenomenon.  I also believe that iwi Māori have a vital role to play in developing a Māori-specific agenda.
Intuitively I think that Māori cultural strength in New Zealand and Māori earning power in Australia can form the basis of a mutually beneficial relationship.  It would be wrong to dismiss such a notion out of hand.  Therefore I do favour the moderate extension of cultural benefits and support to Māori in Australia.  Such support would be largely symbolic, but symbols can be powerful statements indeed.  As I have said, Māori society has an increasingly Australian future.  I think it is time we recognised this and factored it more into policy thinking.
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