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From The Cradle To The Grave?
The New Zealand Welfare State

David Bedggood
Department of Sociology
University of Auckland

Introduction

It is now widely accepted that the last twelve years has
seen a major economic ‘experiment’ in NZ. Once
regarded as the social laboratory of “democratic
socialism' in the late 19th century, it is now seen as the
social laboratory for the most advanced and rapid
neo-liberal reforms of the welfare state in the late 20th
century (Bryder, 1991; Thorns, 1993; O'Brien and
Wilkes, 1993; Kelsey, 1995). But is it time for a new right
triumphal speech at the grave of the welfare state?

Not yet. The welfare state has suffered much damage
but is far from dead. The major buttress of full
employment has gone. A permanent reserve army of
unemployed is now widely recognised (Shirley et al,
1990; O'Brien and Wilkes, 1993; Offe and Heinze, 1992).
So has the state's centralised regulation of labour
relations. The passage of the Employment Contracts Act
(1991) largely deregulated the labour market (Brook,
1990; Walsh, 1992; Harbridge, 1993).

This has brought about a reduction in minimum living
standards below that necessary to allow citizens to
participate in the ‘mainstream of society’ as defined by
the Royal Commission on Social Security (1986: Vol 2
p 11). More recent work on the extent of poverty has
confirmed the existence of a widening gap between rich
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and poor (O'Brien and Wilkes, 1993; Rankin, 1993,
1995).

Yet the ‘holy cows' of universal social services (health,
education, benefits and pensions) while severely cut
back, and subject to further cuts, remain structurally
intact.' Why the neo-liberal reforms have so far stopped
short of completely dismantling the ‘holy cow' core
services is a highly loaded political question.

The ideologues of the new right are determined to press
on and complete the ‘unfinished business’. The
neo-liberals claim that New Zealand's renewed
international competitiveness is partly the result of cuts in
social spending. They are convinced that the economy
will maintain its competitive advantage only by further
cuts. They insist that social spending on the core
services must be severely cut to balance the budget and
reduce the tax burden in order to encourage investment
(Douglas, 1993; Kerr, 1994).

They are extremely critical of the government's efforts so
far. In 1994 the budget was in surplus for the first time
since 1978, but as a result of increased tax revenue
rather than deep welfare cuts. The Government's growth
projections forecast income tax cuts of $1.5 B by 1997,
but this is on the weak basis of demand-generated

On the impact of recent cuts up to 1992 see Boston
(1992). Current spending on Health, Education and
Welfare is about 70% of social spending which in total
is about 35% of GDP. Health, Education and Welfare
spending will erode in real terms (allowing for inflation
and increased demand) over the next three years.
(Birch, 1994:81))
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growth resulting from a devalued NZ$ and improved
terms of trade since 1991 (Birch, 1994,1995,1996;
Bayliss, 1994; Edlin, 1994). The neo-liberals therefore
have good reason 1o argue that even the reduced
welfare expenditure of 1984/19395/1996 is still far too
high to be compatible with New Zealand’s export
competitiveness (Myers, 1994).

At the same time ‘left-centre’ political opposition to the
new right attacks on social welfare has mounted
(Easton, 1989; Holland and Boston, 1990; Jesson,
1892; Boston and Dalziel, 1892; O'Brien and Wilkes,
1993; Kelsey, 1993, 1994, 1995; Roper and Rudd,
1993). Most significantly, this has brought about major
electoral reform in 1993. Widespread disillusion with bi-
partisan reforms, which broke from party programmes
and electoral mandates, brought the electoral system
itself into disrepute. Electoral reform was promoted to
‘restore’ parliament as a representative institution. A
proportional representation system will come into effect
at an election in late 1996.

According to the new right, this has made the
Government hold back on further major reforms so as
not to alienate the electorate in an MMP (Mixed Member
Proportional) election year (Myers, 1994; Kerr, 1994).
Similarly, revived and remodelled social democratic and
neo-Marxist arguments, about the defence of welfare
and democracy, are being promoted by the trades
unions and political parties hoping to build a new
centre-left electoral coalition around a new ‘historic
settiement'.

New Zealand's experience over the last decade raises a
number of questions that need answers. Was the new
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right correct in claiming that the weifare cuts were
necessary to establish the nation’s competitive
advantage? Or were these claims merely part of new
right ideological offensive to grab ‘our’ national resources
as the ‘left' claims? Is it correct, as Roger Douglas
insists, that further cuts to the ‘holy cow' core social
services are necessary to maintain New Zealand's
competitive advantage? Or as the ‘left' argues, can
these cuts be successfully opposed by ending new right
political and ideological rule? And if so, how? | shall
argue here, that in the debate on the welfare state so far,
the ‘right’ has had the ascendancy. In my view this is
because the ‘left’ rejects the orthodox Marxist critique of
the welfare state and therefore retains its illusions in its
ability to use the state to reform capitalism.

Competing Explanations...

Attempts to answer these questions can be classified as
neo-liberal, social democratic, neo-Marxist and
(orthodox) Marxist. Neo-liberalism is most commonly
identified with the “new right’ or “free market' philosophy
that owes its origins to Adam Smith and more recent
writers such as Hayek and Friedman. Social democracy
refers to the ideology which argues for the necessity of
state intervention to ensure that the market is moderated
to produce equai opportunity. Marxism and neo-Marxism
are more problematic since they are themselves subject
to serious disagreements about the nature of "Marxism'.

Fundamentally Marxists stress the economic causes of
crisis, while neo-Marxists point to political and ideological
causes as being equally, if not more, important as
economic causes. There exists much confusion about
the differences between neo-Marxism and (orthodox)
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Marxism. The essential difference argued here is that
orthodox Marxists regard the labour theory of value, the
tendency for the rate of profit to fall, and crises of
overproduction as setting limits to the ability of the state
to control the economy (Bedggood, 1980, 1982; Roper,
1991, 1993.)

Neo-Marxists however, broadly reject “economic
determinism' and argue that the capitalist state is also
subject to powerful political and ideological determinants
(eg Offe, 1984; Jessop, 1990; Wilkes, 1993). There are a
number of less important differences which | don't have
space to develop here. Also | make no attempt to
separate out feminist or anti-racist approaches to the
welfare state as | think these are variants of either social
democratic or neo-Marxist positions (cf. Bryson, 1992, p
42-43; Du Plessis, 1993; Fraser, 1995).

In rejecting economic ‘determinism' neo-Marxists do not
reject the concept of economic exploitation. They adopt
a pre-Marxist (or neo-Ricardian) view of exploitation.
They consider capitalism to be a natural economy where
labour creates value (labour theory of value). However,
under capitalism, part of the value created by labour is
expropriated during exchange. Neo-Marxists therefore,
attach importance to politics and ideology as arenas of
class struggle because they believe that the state can
prevent exploitation at the level of exchange by
legislating for a ‘fair' distribution of the national wealth.

Marx's major advance over Ricardo was his dialectical
method, which allowed him to discover that it was not
labour as such (universal to all societies) but labour-
power that was the commodity specific to capitalism.
Hence exploitation did not occur during exchange but
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during production. The state which acts to reproduce
capitalist social relations and hence exploitation, cannot
be the instrument of liberation from exploitation (Marx,
1976: Chap. 1 part 4; Yaffe, 1975; cf. O'Brien and
Wilkes, 1993; Kelsey, 1994, 1995; and Rudd, 1893.)

... of the Welfare State

All four positions offer competing explanations of the
causes of New Zealand's economic crisis and the
varying extent of the destruction of the welfare state. The
neo-liberal and Marxist, while they are diametrically
opposed on basic economic questions, argue that the
attacks on welfare are driven by the economy to restore
competitive advantage and profitability. On the other
hand, social democrats and neo-Marxists, while differing
on basic questions such as the labour theory of value,
agree that these attacks are not determined mainly by
economic forces, but by who controls the state.

Most ‘left' academic accounts of the New Zealand
welfare state fall into the latter ‘state-centred' category
(eg Sutch, 1969; Easton, 1980; Castles, 1985; Jesson,
1992; Shirley, 1992; Boston and Dalziel, 1992; St. John,
1994). They regard state welfare as the parliamentary
response to historical working class demands made on
the capitalist class - the ‘historic compromise' or
‘settlement’. Welfare states can therefore be categorised
according to the degree of success with which the
working class, and to a lesser extent women and Maori,
were able to get welfarism institutionalised.

It follows that attacks on this historic settlement must
result from a shift in the balance of class forces which
favours the capitalist class and which may see a retreat
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to a minimalist welfare state. The New Zealand welfare
state is classified as ‘reluctant’ (Shirley, 1992) “residual'
(Rudd, 1993) or ‘working class' (Castles, 1985). All of
these positions argue that the NZ welfare state fell short
of a ‘universalist' or “social democratic' type of welfare
state, and was therefore less resistant to historical
reverses such as the neo-liberal (counter) revolution,
than a more fully institutionalised or “irreversible' welfare
state (Boston, 1992; Rudd, 1992; Cuipitt, 1992).

Given this conception of the role of the state as either
class-neutral (social democratic), or an arena of class
struggle (neo-Marxist), then the fight against the new
right for a ‘new realist' historic settlement, depends
crucially upon mobilising organised labour and allied
social movements to win control of government (O'Brien
and Wilkes, 1993; Kelsey, 1995).

As we might expect, the ‘state-centred' conception of the
welfare state is challenged from the far right by
nec-liberals and the far left by orthodox Marxists. They
both . argue, though for different reasons, that New
Zealand was, and to a significant extent remains, a
‘comprehensive’ Keynesian welfare state (KWS). New
Zealand’s economic and social policies flowed from the
requirements of a closed, protected capitalist economy.

Of course the new right ideology suffers from historical
amnesia. It refuses to acknowledge that the KWS
boosted profits in the post-war period of import-
substitution; or that there was for three decades a
‘welfare consensus'. The new right retrospectively rejects
the KWS as a mistake. For example, Green (1996)
writing for the Business Roundtabie, launches an attack
on the welfare state as corrosive of the values of civil
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society and the family, and goes on to argue for a return
to the market rationality of self-help with minimal state
support for workers.

Nor do all Marxists fully understand the role of the KWS.
Pearce, (1986) followed by Roper, (1991, 1993) argues
that import substitution played no significant role in the
post-war boom in New Zealand. Pearce abstracts from
the concrete level of analysis required to explain the role
of the KWS in "countering" crisis in the semi-colonial
economy. This ignores the high level of protection of at
least 60% in the manufacturing sector in the 1970's
(Wooding, 1987: 91). He relies entirely on a statistical
analysis of investment in machinery and rising
productivity to explain both the rise of profits in the
1950's and 1960's and the fall of profits from the early
1970's.

Though he makes an important contribution to the
analysis of crisis, Pearce ignores the extent of state
regulation in creating some of the conditions for
profitability; the state's attempts to postpone falling
profits; and the failure of these attempts which in turn
created a political crisis. As a result Pearce and Roper
could not explain, let alone predict, the need for the
rampant deregulation that took place from 1984.
Because it has little to say about the role of the welfare
state in New Zealand, this approach cannot address the
state-centred arguments of social democratic or
neo-Marxists.

In summary, | argue from a Marxist standpoint that New
Zealand's social welfare policy is driven mainly by the
historically specific requirements of capital accumulation
in a small, dependent semi-colony. Although the state is
not directly the “tool' of the capitalist class, it operates
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within a capitalist world economy and it faces its ‘own'
crisis unless it ensures the conditions of profitability. As
profitability falls, so does the value of the currency. The
national credit rating slumps and the level of state
indebtedness escalates. This creates a ‘fiscal crisis'
which the state must overcome by introducing policies to
restore profitability. Included in these measures are
policies to cut social spending to reduced debt and
taxation as a drain on profits. This is turn puts a strain on
the “authority' of parliament as a class-neutral institution.
Thus the form of crisis in New Zealand is necessarily one
in which the state's legitimacy comes into question
(Bedggood, 1980,1982).

Furthermore, this argument, in my view, is neither
economically reductionist or functionalist® The capitalist
class expresses its interests ideologically, politically and
economically through its agents such as the Business

Usually ‘reductionism' is used to mean “economic
determinism’, in which relations of production are held
to ultimately determine everything else. This position
can be defended against those who claim that it is
ideas that ultimately determine everything else. For
example, revolutions involve ideas but they help to
revolutionise actual relations of production and not the
concept of social relations. ‘Functionalism' attributes
social behaviour to the social system. Yet for Marxists
the social system does not have the capacity for
evolution or revolution. These outcomes are not
predetermined, or functional requisites, but result from
class struggle which is the “motor’ of history. Hence
‘economic determinism' does not follow a functional
cause-effect logic, but is the result of class struggle
(and class consciousness) over the relations of
production at the point of production.
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Round Table, parliamentary parties, and through the
decisions of firms to invest or disinvest. The state
responds to these agencies of capital by legislating and
administering “reforms' that advance the interests of the
capitalist class. State functionaries (bureaucrats) are
largely unaware of the class interests they serve, or the
fact that they are engaged in an objective process of
‘class struggle' and legislate for the interests of
‘individuals', ‘nations', or ‘humanity’. Similarly, wage
workers, at varying levels of class consciousness,
respond to these reforms insofar as they impact
adversely on their perceived interests (Bedggood, 1977).

Therefore, while there is no direct mechanical cause and
effect between falling profits and attacks on the welfare
state, it is no accident that when taxes begin to bite into
falling profits, the capitalists' mount a campaign against
state spending. In the final analysis, it is economic crisis
and restructuring which explains both the unparalleled
speed and the severity of the welfare cuts in New
Zealand.

| intend to show that a Marxist analysis of the economic
crisis in the 1970s was not only able to explain the
causes of the crisis, and the forms that crisis would take,
but also to correctly predict the state policies that were
necessary to resolve this crisis in the interests of the
capitalist class. In order to prove the superiority of the
Marxist account | will first critique the neo-liberal position
before passing on to examine the fundamental defects of
both social democratic and neo-Marxist positions.

Neo-Liberal "More Market’ Economics

The underlying rationale for the neo-liberal attacks on
social welfare is well known. Neo-liberal economics has
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many variants and theoretical schools but which all have
their roots in 19th century marginalist economics.’
Essentially it reduces to opposition to state ‘interference’
in the market allocation of resources. This leads to calls
for the ‘state-out-of-business’ or deregulation and the
creation of a ‘minimalist’ state.

From a Marxist standpoint, the re-emergence of this
brand of ‘more market’ economics is directly related to
the end of the post-war boom and the onset of a new
world economic crisis in which the retum to capital
accumulation requires the unleashing of the law of value
from state regulation to radically devalue constant and
variable capital. Hence the purpose of cutting state
spending is to reduce costs of production (devaluation of
constant and variable capital) to restore competitiveness
in the face of global market competition. This applies
broadly to all state activities in the market, including
production of goods and services, regulation of capital
and labour markets, and of course, the cost imposed by
social spending on health, education and other welfare
services as well as income transfers (Walsh, 1991;
Walker, 1989; Douglas, 1993; Prebble, 1996).

I don’t have space to consider the ideological premises
of neo-liberal economics here. For now, we must note
that neo-liberals’ complaints about the failure to carry
through their reforms gives credibility to social

See Clarke (1991) for a Marxist account of marginalist
economics which underpins Rogernomics. For a useful
survey of neo-liberal ideology see Hindess (1987). See
Boston et al. (1991) for a social democratic response to
Rogernomics. For a popular socialist response to
Rogernomics see Rogercomic (1986) Socialist Alliance.
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democratic and neo-Marxist claims that "democracy’ puts
limits on the new right agenda. Neo-liberals explain their
inability to carry through their radical agenda of cuts to
social spending by pointing to continued political
interference in the market.

They argue that this is because governments are
dependent on mass electoral support to stay in power
and to maintain their ‘accountability’ as mandated by the
electorate. Does this mean then that there is a
contradiction between democracy and the neo-liberal
agenda as the social democratic and neo-Marxist
ideology suggest? Is there some inbuilt requirement of
the capitalist state to maintain liberal democracy which
may require it to stop short of the creation of a
‘minimalist’ welfare state?

The evidence for this is adduced, first, from the failure
of the last Labour Govermment to complete its radical
reforms. Roger Douglas' proposal for a flat tax rate and
negative income tax tabled in 1988 was rejected by the
‘centre’ and "left’ of the Labour Government and Douglas
was soon sacked as finance minister (Jesson, 1989:
Chapter 8). Labour's massive defeat in 1990 could be
interpreted as electoral punishment for breaking with its
saocial democratic roots and deregulating the economy
(Jesson, 1992; Wilson, 1989; Holland and Boston, 1990;
James and McRobie, 1992; Vowles and Aimer, 1993,
Vowles et.al., 1995).

Second, the National Government after some major
attacks on benefits (pensions, DPB, stand-down period
for dole) and a shift towards user-pays in health,
education and housing, softened or reversed some of
these reforms before the 1993 election. This led to a
stream of new right complaints that the government was
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going slow on its state reform agenda. However, once
back in office the government showed that it still on track
in cutting back the welfare state towards a minimalist
state, even if moving at a reduced pace. It projects a cut
in state spending from over 40% to under 30% in three
years along with income tax cuts. Despite a bare working
majority, the National government has also tried to settle
Maori Treaty claims with the ‘fiscal envelope’ and intends
to proceed with the sale of state forests.

Third, the shift from FPP (First Past the Post) to MMP in
1996, implies a further constraint on governments' ability
to drive through the neo-liberal agenda. Some elements
of big business campaigned hard against MMP claiming
cynically that it would weaken democracy, by making
MP's remote from those they represent, and favour ‘party
hacks'. These transparent arguments did not conceal the
real interests at stake. Both neo-liberals and social
democrats recognise that the speed and severity of the
radical reforms of the last ten years were facilitated by a
concentration of power in Cabinet which allowed
governments to abandon their promises and rush the
reforms through with little time for public debate and
effective resistance. It is widely held that MMP would
make rapid change more difficult because coalitions
would be based on agreements on a joint programme.

This is the social democratic conception of ‘welfare
capitalism’ as the historic will of the majority. It implies
that had democracy prevailed, resistance would have
been stronger. lronically, however, it was more likely the
dependence of citizens on a paternalistic welfare state,
and a state-managed union movement, that undermined
organised resistance. This would explain why it was the
Labour Party, the midwife to the welfare state in the
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1930’s, which was so successfull in legislating for its
euthanasia in the 1980’s.

But is the neo-liberal agenda really incompatible with a
more representative democracy under MMP?  Will MMP
impose a stronger democratic control on welfare state
cuts? Not at all. Even with a lower threshold of
representation under MMP, neo-liberals can win electoral
support. Despite over a decade of restructuring, about
one third of the electorate still supports the National
government. Nearly two-thirds support the economic
direction of the reforms. There is no reason to believe
that National will pull back from its course under MMP. In
fact MMP may provide it with a strong right or centre
partner to give it the electoral mandate to complete the
neo-liberal agenda.

This explains why prominent neo-liberals have got
behind the formation of a new ultra-right political party,
ACT (Association of Consumers and Taxpayers)
founded by Roger Douglas and now led by Richard
Prebble. As the title of his last book, Unfinished
Business, conveys, Douglas and ACT are determined to
get into power to complete the radical agenda. The main
ideological thrust is the demolition of the universal core
of the welfare state. The mechanism - the flat tax,
negative income tax and vouchers in place of state
funded health, education and housing (Douglas, 1993
p.57-82; Prebble, 1996).

The first MMP election in 1996 may, therefore, see a
centre-right coalition including ACT come to power. ACT
is making a play for not just the large corporations, but
also for the ‘ordinary New Zealander who is ‘denied
choice’ by continued state intervention in their lives. This
ideological offensive could see Douglas winning support
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across all social classes. So while MMP may be less
conducive to rapid radical reform than FPP, it is not
necessarily a barrier to the completion of its reform
agenda.

As | shall argue below, there is no democratic ‘function’
of the state which prevents the completion of the neo-
liberal agenda. The only barrier to a ‘more market’
National/ACT government is organised working class
resistance. That this has been largely lacking in the last
ten years explains why most of the neo-liberal agenda
has been achieved. Structural unemployment, labour
market reform and a move towards consumption taxes
have cut costs of production and shifted the burden of
funding welfare directly onto the working class.

1If no concerted working class resistance is mounted
against further neo-liberal attacks, this may even make
the ACT agenda for a minimalist state, based on a flat
tax and fully ‘targeted’ (ie restricted access based on
narrow definition of citizenship) social services,
attractive to some workers. A new "historic compromise'
grounded on the ‘terrain' of a minimalist state may
therefore be reached without breaching the state's
legitimacy. What then, if anything, has social democracy
got to offer to stop the slide to a minimalist welfare state?

What Can Social Democracy Offer?

The social democratic position is based on the belief in
the necessity of state intervention in a capitalist economy
to ensure social justice. This assumes that the state is
‘sovereign' in the management of the economy and has
the ‘power to regulate the market allocation of the
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factors of production (resources) and create equality of
opportunity in society. Since the 1890's, as the dominant
ideology in New Zealand, social democracy has seen the
welfare state as the measure of its success in reforming
and transforming capitalism into an egalitarian society.

Today social democracy is on the defensive after twelve
years of neo-liberal reforms. It blames the breakdown of
the ‘historic compromise' that allowed people of all
classes in NZ to agree on basic entitiements to social
welfare, on the intervention of a foreign and local
financial ruling elite (Jesson, 1987, 1989; Bayliss, 1994).

Social democrats claim that the Labour Party, was
hijacked by the ruling elite between 1984 and 1988. This
represents a conspiracy theory in which foreign interests
and their local agents in the Treasury and political
parties were able to subvert democracy and introduce
their radical agenda. A range of agents for the
transmission of new right ideas are put forward including,
one or more of, the invasion of Friedmanite ideas,
Victoria University academics taking over the Treasury,
Roger Douglas’ personal connections with big business,
post-Fordism, the 1981 Springbok Tour, international
capital, and so on.

Social democrats argue that the new right attacks on the
welfare state can be rolled back by reclaiming popular
sovereignty from the foreign elites and their agents. For
example, Boston and Dalziel (1992: preface) offer a
sophisticaled explanation of how such radical neo-liberal
reforms were possible. Rudd (1992, p50-53) advances a
social democratic analysis of the factors which put up
barriers to spending cuts in health, education and
welfare.

158



New Zealand SOCIOLOGY 11 (2) November 1996

Recognising that they have lost much ground to the new
right, and to the centre populism of New Zealand First,
both claimants to the social democracy franchise, Labour
and the Alliance, are attempting to strike a "new realist'
historic compromise around the concept of the “social
market’. While this concept concedes much of the
ground won by neo-liberal reforms such as ‘fiscal
responsibility’ and ‘monetary targets', it does attempt to
draw the line and to defend and restore certain basic
welfare rights as fundamental to a ‘decent society’ . This
is consistent with the underlying left-Keynesian
conception of ‘market socialism’ (Clarke ,1988).

From a Marxist standpoint, these plans are pipe dreams
so long as they pin their faith on bourgeois democracy in
the form of a sovereign nation state. The decisive shift to
an open internationally competitive economy means that
world economic constraints on a small dependent
economy forces the New Zealand state to act as the
direct agent of international capital. The New Zealand
state has always acted to ensure the repayment of the
national debt to British finance capitalists. While in the
past the state was allowed to ‘run' the local economy so
long as it met the debt repayments, today it has no such
autonomy. Today social democratic ‘new realism' must
take into account the total subordination of the open,
deregulated economy to global capitalism. This means
first, putting the interests of international capitalists in
increasing profits ahead of any consideration of social
welfare. As always, ‘realism' dictates that correcting the
economic deficit must take precedence over redressing
the ‘social deficit’. But today's social democracy is forced
to admit it puts “profits before people’ openly.
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Yet even this ‘new realism' is not realistic enough for the
capitalists. Any attempt to mobilise a popular mandate to
reclaim national sovereignty over the economy and
return to state regulation and Keynesian economics
would be hampered by the Reserve Bank Act which
requires the Governor, Don Brash, to keep inflation
between 0-2% i.e. a built-in deflationary policy, high
interest rates, and no devaluation of the currency. Any
attempt to tamper with the Fiscal Responsibility Act or
other basic reforms would undermine the international
competitiveness of the economy, and would lead to
immediate economic destabilisation and political crisis.

The ‘new realism' appears to give social democracy a
new lease of life as it attempts to organise further
resistance to the cuts to the core welfare ‘holy cows'. But
this resistance is largely verbal and therefore token. The
true reality is that social democracy can only serve one
master. Today's brand of economic nationalism is in
contradiction with the intermnational interests of the
capitalist class. Therefore while social democracy
preaches national sovereignty, its new global role is to
reconcile workers with international domination. This is
why in the face of the persistent neo-liberal assault on
core services, a social democratic defence based on
opposition in parliament continues to be ineffective.
Under MMP, a centre-left coalition government, made up
of Labour and the Alliance, or a popular front of Labour
and New Zealand First, given the international as well as
domestic constraints on the NZ economy, would carefully
avoid policies that might cause a massive capital
strike/flight and destabilise the economy.
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Neo-Marxist ‘State Autonomists’

Unlike social democrats, neo-Marxists identify the basis
of inequality in the exploitation of the labour of workers.
Exploitation occurs because capitalists use the fact that
they own the means of production to deduct their profits
from the value of workers wages (Gough, 1979; Offe,
1984; Wright, 1978; Martin, 1982; Beilharz et.al., 1992;
Rudd, 1993; Wilkes, 1993; O'Brien and Wilkes, 1993;
Kelsey, 1994, 1995).

Not all of these wiriters explicitly acknowledge the
neo-Ricardian theory of value. But all see exploitation
occurring during exchange. Jesson has had an influence
on both O'Brien and Wilkes, and to some extent, on
Kelsey. They explain the attack on the welfare state as
part of the shift from "Fordism’ to ‘post-Fordism’. New
Zealand's external dependency on export prices and
foreign capital led to the deduction of surplus from NZ
workers wages, to pay interest on debt, freight costs.
When primary product markets and prices declined this
led to rising debt, the ffiscal crisis’ of the state, and
hence the restructuring of the economy to open it up to
‘post-fordist’ multinational domination.

Neo-Marxists such as Gough and Martin view the social
wage as an addition to total market wages without taking
into account the question of productive labour.
Productive labour is that which is productive of surplus-
value (Howell, 1975). Hence attempts to cut the social
wage are merely an extension of the distributional class
struggle which sees capitalists deduct their profits from
the value of wages. By cutting the social wage,
capitalists can deduct greater profits. Martin follows
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Gough in collapsing the reproduction costs of productive
and unproductive labour together (Martin, 1982, p. 37).

This makes the state appear to be necessary for the
reproduction of labour-power and minimalises its
unproductive costs for capital. This makes the state a
site for struggle over the social wage in the same way
that the market is a site of struggle over the market
wage. It follows that exploitation results in an unequal
distribution of resources at the expense of workers not
only nationally by also globally.

Therefore, it is clear that neo-Marxists recognise that the
state is not class-neutral or “above classes”. Capitalists
use the state as an instrument to dominate society by
means of ‘hegemony’ so as to reproduce the exploitation
of wage labour. But they must do so without exposing
the state's class basis. Therefore the economic attacks
on the state to reduce social spending are held back by
the need for capitalists to preserve the ‘legitimacy’ of the
state as being ‘above classes’ to avoid the risk of
exposing it as a state which serves the interests of the
capitalist class alone. Such exposure would allow
workers to become class conscious and struggle to
overthrow the state. To avoid this the state must present
itself as ‘relatively autonomous’ from the capitalist class.

Martin (1982) following Gough (1979) and O'Connor
(1973) holds that state spending on the non-working
population is a ‘functional' requirement to maintain
‘political stability' or ‘legitimacy'. “Legitimacy' for neo-
Marxists means the state’s authority which derives from
the apprearance that the state is class-neutrai.
Legitimacy is weakened when the ‘instrumental’ state
fails in redistributing nationai wealth equitably and is
seen to cut wages to boost profits. Loss of legitimacy
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produces a crisis of ‘motivation’ which can give rise to
social movements to reclaim and re-legitimate the state,
as a genuine instrument of class neutrality (Wilkes, 1993;
Kelsey, 1994; Martin, 1982).

Perhaps the most influential neo-Marxist theorist of the
state, Claus Offe (1984), shifts the contradiction between
the forces of production and social relations that are
specific to capitalist society, to that between society and
state. Offe's contradiction between ‘society' and “state' is
a displacement of the more familiar neo-Ricadian
contradiction between “nature’ and society'. For Offe,
crisis-ridden society (as the result of capitalists not
making enough profits) requires the state to overcome its
crisis. This is a functionalist view because it leads Offe to
argue that the welfare state is ‘irreversible’ because
‘indispensable’ for capitalism. But Offe reduces the
legitimacy of the state to its welfare role. He claims that
to retain its legitimacy, the state must meet the welfare
needs of its citizens. ‘

However, as much of the debate on citizenship and
welfare rights has shown, growing sections of workers
may be excluded from citizenship on national, racial, or
other grounds. Under the extreme case of fascism, the
capitalist state can maintain its legitimacy by means of
racist and chauvinist criteria of citizenship which plays off
citizens against non-citizens (e.g. the ‘alien' under-class).
As Mishra points out, the evidence does not support the
functionalist thesis of the ‘irreversible’ welfare state
(1990: 103-105). The only way that universal welfare can
be made ‘irreversible', thus resisting its minimalisation in
the interests of a privileged caste of citizens, is by means
of working class resistance to welfare cuts.
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For neo-Marxists then, the class struggle becocmes the
ideological battle for control of the state, and hence,
control of economic resources. Therefore, attacks on
social welfare will continue so long as capitalist
hegemony prevails. Neo-Marxists see social democracy
as complicit in maintaining capital's hegemony since it
‘covers' for the new right by saying that the welfare state
must be reformed and that some cuts are necessary to
increase profits in the national interest. In that sense
‘new realism' is no more than a revamped reformism
playing its historic role of incorporating the working class
~into capitalism by promises of ‘trickle down' benefits.
Social democracy, 1990s style, plays this role in the
attempt to reconcile the growing contradiction between
the capitalists’ use of the state to attack workers, and the
ideology that the state is above classes, standing for the
‘national' interest (Offe, 1984: Chapter 8.)

The neo-Marxist political programme calls for the
overthrow of bourgeois hegemony. Counter-hegemonic
intellectuals leading mass social movements must
contest capitalist control of the state, win power and
reinstate social welfare. By these means some capitalist
property (which represents workers stolen wages, stolen
Maori land and unpaid domestic labour) can be
nationalised under democratic control and a form of
‘market socialism' introduced (Kelsey, 1993: 358-99;
O'Brien and Wilkes, 1993: 173-184).

Marxist Critique

While the neo-Marxist critique of both neo-liberal and
social democratic ideology marks a theoretical advance,
it is unable to escape the charge that it too is trapped by
bourgeois hegemony. First, its neo-Ricardian conception
of exploitation is located at the ievel of distribution rather
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than production. This leads to an incorrect view of the
state as capable of redistributing value and hence to the
‘relatively autonomous' state-centred approach to class
struggle (Bullock and Yaffe, 1975 and Bedggood, 1982;
Clarke, 1994).

A number of important consequences flow from the neo-
marxist distributional analysis. First, class consciousness
is ‘spontaneous' because exploitation is ‘transparent’
involving a profiYwage struggle. There is no need for
Marxist ‘vanguard' parties to expose the hidden nature of
exploitation and tc raise class consciousness. Second,
extra-parliamentary politics are always directed at
winning capitalist state power as an instrument of
working-ciass rule.

The result is that neo-Marxists have done no better than
social democrats in understanding, predicting and
countering the fundamental economic crisis which made
the neo-liberal revolution inevitable (Beilharz, et.al. 1992:
p 50). Ultimately, neo-Marxists must argue that falling
profits are caused by rising wages (and social wage), or
by a capitalist greed to maximise profits at the expense
of wages. In the former case they cannot avoid blaming
workers for the crisis and accepting wage cuts as the
solution. In the latter case, they cannot explain why the
drive to maximise profits does not lead to permanent, as
opposed to periodic, crisis, except by reference to a
political power struggle which makes the state the
ultimate site of economic class struggle.

The neo-marxist solution is to subordinate the state's
role in managing economic crisis to that of maintaining
legitimacy. What limits what precisely? What degree of
cuts to the ‘holy cows' will see the state facing a
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legitimacy crisis? Kelsey drawing on Offe, argues that
the attacks on the welfare state in New Zealand have
already posed a crisis of legitimacy, and a crisis of “state
autonomy’. However, she does not specify any limit at
which the ‘needs of capital for a global deregulated
market economy’ must stop short of destroying
democracy and an ‘interventionist welfare state’ (1993:
347-364).

Neo-Marxists, then, argue that cuts in the welfare state
cannot go beyond certain, unspecified, limits without
undermining legitimacy. On this they pin an article of
faith that capitalism cannot solve its economic crisis at
the expense of democracy, and that this allows the
working class to contest the capitalists for control of the
‘relatively autonomous' state for the defence of
citizenship rights, social welfare, full employment, trade
union rights, and minimum living standards.

. But even on the historical evidence so far, the claim that
democracy places limits on welfare cuts is wrong. The
global neo-liberal ‘counter-revolution' of the 1980s is
evidence of this fact. The neo-liberal austerity attacks on
state welfare in Western capitalist states of the 1980s
and 1990s have been limited not by respect for
‘democracy’, but by extra-parliamentary opposition. That
these attacks have gone so far without meeting well
organised working class opposition explains why they
could be legislated by democratic ‘Thatcherite'
parliaments and did not have to be imposed by fascist
dictators.

The evidence of the collapse of the former “‘communist’
states after 1989 is even clearer. The belief that
bourgeois democracy could rescue these states from
economic backwardness has been faced with the stark

166



New Zealand SOCIOLOGY 11 (2) November 1996

reality that even where the process has been
‘democratic' as in Eastern Europe, the result is a huge
loss of jobs, living standards and social welfare. The
belief that ‘market socialism’ can now offer a way out of
economic collapse comes up against the contradictory
reality that capitalist restoration in these states creates
such extreme conditions of ‘dis-welfare’ that it is
incompatible with bourgeois democracy.

Therefore, in both capitalist and restored capitalist
states, neo-Marxists cannot predict the necessity of
further attacks on jobs, living standards and social
welfare because they have no conception of the
underlying dynamics of the world capitalist economy in
crisis. When these further attacks are met with organised
working class resistance, you can be sure that capitalist
states will abandon the ‘kid glove' of democracy for the
‘iron fist' of force.

The Limits of Welfare Capitalism?

The problem with the preceding explanations is that they
all accept capitalism as the ‘natural’ economy.
Accordingly the problems facing capitalism are not
fundamentally about production but about distribution.
Each sees these problems differently depending on their
class interests. For the neo-liberal it is wages and taxes
squeezing profits. For the social democrat it is profits
squeezing taxes and wages. For the neo-Marxist it is the
exploitation of wages by profits.

Yet in all cases the cause is an unfair distribution of
wealth that can be corrected by the appropriate
economic and social policies, i.e.’reforms' - left, right or
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centre! Therefore both the problem and the solution
hinge on whoever controls the state because they also
control the distribution of resources. If the wrong people
control the state then it is necessary for the right people
to take control. This is why the struggle over the welfare
state has taken on such importance in political debate.

As | have argued, this view of politics results from a
conception of the capitalist state as independent of
production (Clarke, 1991). Such a view is trapped in
bourgeois hegemony - the ideology of fetishised social
relations appearing as market relations which presents
the state as referee - shared by all non-Marxists.
Capitalism is seen as a natural economy - the market is
universal - rather than as a specific mode of production
with specific social relations (Marx, 1976: Chapter 1
Section 4; Rubin, 1973: Chapter 7). The vulgar economy
of the neo-liberals depicts market capitalism as the most
highly evolved natural economy where market forces
give liberal freedoms their fullest reign. The only
contradiction to this realm of freedom is state
interference in market forces.

For social democracy the contradiction exists between
equality and the “freedom’ of the free market. Yet liberal
democracy and welfare- capitalism, (i.e. today the ‘social
market') can permanently resolve this contradiction. For
neo-Marxists the contradiction is between the natural
economy where labour produces value, and the capitalist
class which expropriates part of that value. This
contradiction can be resolved by mobilising workers and
their allies to use the capitalist state to nationalise private
property under workers control.

Because all of these positions are trapped in bourgeois
hegemony there is no understanding of capitalist social
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relations of production. There is no conception of the
inherent contradiction, between use-value and exchange
value, which motivates capitalist development and
causes the tendency to crisis. It is because this
contradiction, expressed by class struggle, develops to
the point where the productive forces (capable of
meeting the needs of humanity) can no longer be
developed, and must be destroyed to protect capitalist
profits, that Marx held that capitalism would face
mounting crises which could not be overcome by state
intervention.

The fetishised sociai relations of capitalism present
individuals as equal buyers and sellers in the market. On
this view, bourgeois parliament is a second-order
representation of commodity fetishism in that individuals
are citizens because they are equal exchangers of
commodities, and not as members of any social class.
The state's attempts to resolve crises at the expense of
workers would reveal that workers are exploited and
oppressed and expose its fetishised form as a “relatively
autonomous’ instrument of class domination committed
to reproducing capitalist social relations (Bedggood,
1982).

This general theory allows us to predict the limits of state
intervention in New Zealand. The states interventions to
restructure the economy have weakened but not
exposed its fetishised form. Since the state is a capitalist
state, its interventions are necessary to create and
reproduce the capitalist production in New Zealand as a
semi-colony.

More specifically, state intervention is required to counter
the ‘endency for the rate of profit to fall’ (TRPF) under
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historically given conditions. But beyond certain limits the
state cannot counter crisis nor cure the causes of crisis
which are inherent in capitalist production. During the
post-war boom, the KWS represented a set of policies
designed to suppress the TRPF in a period of capital
accumulation. When the KWS reached its limits and
failed to prevent crisis in the late 1960's and early
1970's, the state was then required by directives from
the capitalist class to switch its demand-side policies to
supply-side policies. In Marxist terms this is nothing more
or less than the devaluing of constant and variable
capital necessary to restore the rate of profit (Bullock
and Yaffe, 1975; Howell, 1975).

In New Zealand, the KWS was fully developed as an
instrument of economic insulation and regulation from
1935 onwards. The state intervened in every phase of
the circuit of productive capital, protecting local
manufacturing, subsidising agricultural input and output
prices, and of course, in its guise as the “welfare state’,
partially ‘socialising' the reproduction of labour power
(Bedggood, 1980: Chapter 7).

This represented a partial suspension of the law of
value, because socially necessary labour time in
secondary manufacturing in New Zealand was higher
than internationally. This meant that surplus generated
by less efficient state regulated production was only
partially redistributed internationally. This point s
significant since it allowed capital accumulation in
manufacturing at lower levels of efficiency and
productivity than would have been the case had
protection not existed.

While Pearce (1986) and Roper (1991) argue that New
Zealand manufacturing was internationally competitive

170



New Zealand SOCIOLOGY 11 (2) November 1996

they have not shown that levels of technology or
productivity equalied that of their foreign ‘competitors’. In
fact, the ability to accumulate profits, that under the law
of value would have been redistributed internationally,
helps account for the exceptionally high living standards
in New Zealand resulting from the post-war settiement.
This was also the case in pastoral exports where the
decline in differential rent had to be met by subsidies
from the state (Macrae and Bedggood, 1979; Steven,
1985).

This theory explains and predicts -the partial
‘socialisation' of domestic labour, the relatively full
employment and other employment policies such as
Equal Pay and Accident Compensation which followed.
The state's involvement in the reproduction of
labour-power represented a semi-productive investment
of surplus for capital so long as these material conditions
of protection and full employment prevailed. However,
given the obvious limits of scale in a small economy this
could not last. The TRPF asserted itself as a necessary
and inevitable tendency towards crisis (Bedggood, 1980:
Chapter 10; cf Pearce, 1986, Chapter 6; Roper, 1991,
1993: p11-21).

The iimits of the domestic market on capital
accumulation meant that in effect it was lack of
competition and demand that saw falling productivity (i.e.
the rate of surplus-value) as much as rising organic
composition that caused the fall in profits under the
locally specific conditions. Either way, however, it is
inability of the capitalist to exploit workers enough which
is the common cause identified by Marxists, rather than
capitalists ‘over exploitation' of workers, which as
neo-Marxists argue, causes capitalist crisis.

171



Bedggood

The attempts by the state to offset the TRPF came up
against specific concrete factors resulting from the
protection of agricultural export markets and protection
of domestic manufacturing. The KWS could not
overcome the limitations of the small NZ market by its
Keynesian demand management techniques. As a result
the TRPF was expressed as stagflation. The analysis
shows that, as predicted, the KWS could not suppress
the fundamental causes of falling profits by the late
1960's. As a result the welfare state began to come
under attack from 1967 onwards. Bill Sutch (1971) was
the first to document in detail the erosion of the welfare
state. Deregulation and restructuring of production for
export would be necessary, and the state would have to
reverse its insulation of the economy and open it up to
the world market (Bedggood, 1980, 1982).

However, these attacks did not begin to bite deeply for
another decade as a significant expansion of welfare
and citizen rights occurred the 1970's. This encluded the
Equal Pay Act 1972, the Accident Compensation Act
1972, and the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975. Martin
(1982) documents the rising proportion of social
spending of GDP in the 1970's. But not until the limits of
the economic nationalist strategy of insulation and
import-substitution had been exhausted with the political
bankruptcy of the Muldoon administration after 1981,
and its defeat in 1984, did the ‘new right' economic
agenda of dominant fraction of the ruling class impact
directly on state policy.

This raises the question as to why it took another ten
years to bring about the neo-liberal counter-revolution.
The key issue here is that the post-war political
consensus involved a national protectionist alliance
between workers and manufacturers. Farmers were

172



New Zealand SOCIOLOGY 11 (2) November 1996

subsidised to include them in the consensus.
Restructuring had to be forced onto governments by the
dominant fraction of large manufacturers who had to
export or die. lronically it was the National party which
was most committed to the post-war consensus. it was
Labour that first acted to break the consensus because it
had no loyalty to farmers, had a longstanding links with
key corporations (Murray 1989: 245-254 Oliver 1989; cf
Kerr, 1994) and could rely on the labour movement’s
loyalty to the Government.

Conclusion

‘Left and ‘centre-left’ ideology continues to fuel the
illusion that New Zealand can be restored as a social
democratic laboratory of the world. Against this, Marxist
analysis of the NZ case provides compelling evidence
that the state is fundamentally a capitalist state and that
NZ is in fact a bourgeois laboratory. The KWS was highly
developed to meet the needs of a developing national
capitalism, rather than simply a response to the pressure
of working class reforms, or a set of ‘welfare values'
(Culpitt, 1992).

This is demonstrated conclusively, in my view, by the
events of the last twelve years. Today the material
conditions which made the KWS necessary no longer
exist, but the welfare needs of the working class still
exist. Yet is the needs of capitalists rather than the
needs of workers which account for the attacks on the
welfare state. Its destruction is driven by the necessity
for capital to free-up the NZ economy to become part of
the intemational economy. Because there is no in-built
legitimacy functional requirement that the state protect
the ‘holy cow' core services to preserve its legitimacy the
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defence of the welfare state depends not on the degree
of social democratic working class struggle to defend the
‘historic compromise’, nor on the struggle to win a ‘new
realist compromise' today.

In the globalised economy in which NZ is a minor
producer of mainly primary products, there is no prospect
of social democratic governments or neo-Marxist social
movements, already accepting the ‘realism’ of profitability
before equality, stopping the move towards a minimalist
welfare state. Profitability for transnational capital in the
deregulated and open NZ economy does not require full
employment, nor a protected local market. In fact it does
not even require a local market.

Profitability within the global economy dictates that the
state re-privatises the reproduction of labour power,
abandons the management of labour relations to the
market and keeps firm control on the money supply and
inflation. It is the extreme shake-down and turnaround of
the economy over the last decade which explains the
speed and severity of the neo-liberal reforms. For nearly
twenty years Marxists have predicted that the crisis
would be resolved at expense of working class and the
socially oppressed, unless workers and their allies
mobilised on the basis of a programme to transform
capitalist social relations.
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~‘Family-friendly’ Workplaces : Why Do We Need
Them and Who Potentially Benefits?

Paul Callister
Paekakariki

Abstract

‘Family-friendly’ workplace programmes are currently being
promoted in New Zealand. There appear to be many positive
features of these programmes which deserve support, but
there are also some potential disadvantages. The first is if the
support is given within the context of a very narrow definition of
the family. Secondly, there are potential problems if family-
friendly’ work practices are targeted at, or mainly used by,
women. Thirdly, some of the ‘family-friendly’ programmes may
lead to increased pressure to work longer hours in paid work.
Finally, significant groups in our society, who already face
various economic and social hardships could be further
disadvantaged if ‘family-friendly’ workplace programmes no
longer just complement, but rather replace, support provided by
the wider community and the state.

Introduction

In all societies the cost and/or time involved in caring for
children, the sick and the elderly is unavoidable.
Determining who pays for, and / or who does this work,
involves debates about the relative responsibilities of
various institutions and the individuals within them
(Folbre, 1994). Embedded in such debates have been
the concepts of ‘public’ and ‘private’ spheres, and
possible linkages or overlaps between these ‘spheres’
(Cox & James, 1987; Ferree, 1990; Novitz, 1987;
Zedeck & Mosier). The family is a key provider of care
within the ‘private sphere’ but there is ongoing debate as

183



Callister

to what constitutes a ‘family’ (Hyman, 1995; Maxwell,
1989). There are also debates over the division of
labour/ financial responsibility within families (Easting,
Fleming, Taiapa, Pasikale & George, 1994). Most
industrialised nations also provide state assistance to at
least some families, such as free school education for
children. However, increasingly the debates have moved
from contesting the boundaries of responsibility between
the family and the state, to contesting those between the
family, state and employers.

As a result of the challenge to these boundaries of
responsibility and in line with some overseas trends, the
concept of a ‘family-friendly’ workplace is emerging in
New Zealand. This paper outlines some of the reasons
why there is mounting pressure for New Zealand
employers to become ‘family-friendly’. This includes
identifying the main groups promoting the concept.
There is then a discussion of various concepts of ‘family’
upon which these developments can be based. The
paper goes on to examine two broad ‘family-triendly’
models and the implications for equity between, and
within, groups of women and men. Finally, using specific
examples of ‘family-friendly’ initiatives, and with
reference to ‘dual labour market’ theory, there is a
discussion as to whether there may be some there
groups in society who may be disadvantaged by the
development of some of these initiatives.

Why Is There A Need For ‘Family-friendly’
Workplaces?

The concept of the ‘family-friendly’ workplace has been
developed primarily in the United States. According to
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Arlene Johnson, vice-president of the Families and Work
Institute, New York and a keynote speaker at a 1993
Ministry of Women’s Affairs seminar on ‘family-friendly’
workplaces, changing workforce demographics have
played a key role in making employers aware of the
need to become ‘family-friendly’ in the United States
(Ministry of Women’s Affairs, 1993a). Johnson contends
that the main change has been the growing participation
of women in paid work. But, parallel to and, at times,
associated with this there has been increasing diversity
within family types. These include couples where both
are in paid work, workers who have both elderly and
young dependents, single parent families, blended
families, and families where various members may live at
great distances from each other. Saltford and Heck
(1989) point to other changes in the United States
including a growing number of elderly persons and along
with this an increase in older employees approaching
retirement as well as diminishing numbers of entry-level
workers.

. Other researchers argue that the reasons for promoting

‘family-friendly’ workplaces have changed over time
(Bailyn, Rapoport, Kolb, Fletcher et al, 1996) They
concur that the interest in the ‘family-friendly’ concept
during the 1980s could be linked to the dramatic
increase in women in the paid workforce. Such
programmes were aimed mainly at women, in particular
those with children. But they suggest the current driving
force for ‘family-friendly’ programmes is the ‘downsizing’
of businesses. According to the authors, there is a
concem amongst businesses about the morale of those
core workers who survive such restructuring and ‘on
whom they have to depend to do more with less’ (p. 4).
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In the United States a further reason for the interest in
‘family-friendly’ workplaces has been declining real
incomes for many workers. As a result, many people
have had to increase their hours of paid work to maintain
their standard of living (Schor, 1991). All these changes
are seen as creating tensions in balancing paid work and
family responsibilities.

While in New Zealand there is no shortage of entry level
workers many of the other changes that have occurred in
the United States are also taking place here (Callister,
Podmore, Galtry & Sawicka, 1995). For example, in 1991
one third of the paid workforce had pre-school or school
age children, with a strong growth in recent years in the
workforce participation of parents with children under
one (ibid). The stresses on parents, especially mothers,
of combining paid work and caring for children, whether
pre-school or school age, have been highlighted by a
number of New Zealand studies (Podmore, 1994,
Slyfield, Culling, & Parkin, 1990). Adding to the pressure,
hours of paid work have also been increasing for many
New Zealanders (Dixon, 1996).

Commenting primarily on the situation within the United
States, Saltford and Heck (1989:1) argue that such
changes ‘place pressure on employers, unions, and
governments for a new commitment to working families’.
However, the response to such pressures can be
handied in quite different ways by governments. In turn,
governmental responses impact on the role of
employers.
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The Role Of The State, Employers and Unions In
‘Family-friendly’ Initiatives

Sweden represents one model of the role and
responsibility of the state, employers and the family in
the resolution of potential conflicts between paid work
and family life. Successive Swedish governments have
been actively involved in economic and social areas,
including an interest in the workings of households. As
such, the Swedish government has not considered the
family and the household as entirely a ‘private sphere’. In
Sweden, government policies such as universal
entitlements to paid parental leave, an aim to provide
universal, subsidised childcare, and even until 1952 the
government paying for short periods of sick leave have
meant employers have less direct pressure on them to
help resolve potential work and family conflicts (Ministry
of Health and Social Affairs, 1994)." This has obviously
been at considerable cost to taxpayers, and there is on-
going debate as to whether such expenditure is
sustainable (The Nordic Countries Survey, 1994). The
Swedish model is not being promoted in New Zealand by
the current New Zealand government as a way of
resolving work/family conflicts.

In contrast to Sweden the United States government has
minimised its direct support of families. Burstein, Bricher
and Einwohner (1995) provide an analysis of policy
debates concerning ‘work’ and ‘families’. which have
occurred in the United States since the second world
war. It appears that although the respective roles of

Nevertheless, Swedish employers have had to adapt to
many of these policies. For example, most employees
taking up to a year’s leave around the birth of a child.
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women and employers, and more latterly those of men,
have been discussed the direct role of the state in
resolving potential work and family conflicts has not
constituted a core part of these debates. Burstein et al
argue that public discourse around ‘work’ and ‘family’
has been dominated by three competing visions. These
include a separate spheres approach, an equal
opportunities approach, and an approach which centres
on the need to accommodate both work and family.

The separate spheres ‘package’ of policies positions
women in the private sphere, and men in the public
sphere of paid work. Family roles and obiigations are
ignored in the paid workplace by employers and
employees alike. Women who enter the labour force are
viewed as exceptions and it is assumed that they cannot
expect to have the same opportunities as men. In
contrast, the equal opportunity ‘package’ challenges
limitations on women’s opportunities in the public sphere,
invoking the need for women to have the same job
opportunities as men. In this scenario, the role of the
state is to ensure that the legal system treats women
and men equally in the paid labour market. It does not,
however, challenge the ‘traditional’ separation between
family and work or formally address the gendered
division of labour in the household.

The work-family accommodation ‘package’ narrows the
separation between family and paid work. Employers are
required to accommodate family needs, and provide
equal benefits to men and women, fostering the belief
that childcare and other family responsibilities are the
province of both. Burstein et al argue that the work-
family accommodation represents a vision of institutional
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change, not only in terms of women’s employment
opportunities, but also with regard to economic
organisations and men’s roles. According to the authors,
in the mid 1980s while the separate spheres concept
declined in popularity there was increasing support for
the work-family accommodation concept.

In the United States, this ‘work-family accommodation’
concept upholds the underlying philosophy that the state
has minimal obligations to provide support for family life.
fn this context, accommodations are seen to be the
decision making province of both individual family
members and their employers, at times, within formal
‘family-friendly’ programmes.

While the United States and Sweden appear to
represent two extremes in terms of the belief systems
underlying their social policy, Rein (1989:1) notes that
within most other mature industrialised economies, ‘the
political context for discourse about social policy has
changed as themes of privatization and the leveling, or
reduction, of public outlays have gained currency’.

While the state may wish to retract from providing direct
financial support to families it can still provide indirect
support, with the potential costs often falling on
employers. One way of doing this is by requiring, through
legislation, that employers provide particular benefits
which may be ‘“family-friendly’ to employees. In New
Zealand such benefits are defined under the minimum
employment code. This code includes minimum wages,
statutory holidays and parental leave. Not surprisingly,
employers are generally not in favour of employee
benefits prescribed by legislation. For example,
employers in both this country and the United States
have provided the main opposition to the introduction of
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statutory parental leave (New Zealand Employers’
Federation, 1980 & 1987; Spalter-Roth & Hartmann,
1990). In particular, employers have argued that such
legislation imposes unacceptable restrictions and costs
on small employers as well as reducing employment and
that more satisfactory arrangements for both employees
and employers can be reached through direct
negotiation. However, governments may also encourage
employers to provide benefits through tax incentives, or
simply by acting as agents in the promotion of ‘family-
friendly’ programmes.

Employers can, and do, provide ‘family-friendly’ benefits
on a voluntary basis. Employee benefits, which might
assist family members, could include any form of
compensation other than direct wages.® These benefits
although usually paid for by the employer may require, at
times, an employee contribution. Employers may provide
these voluntary benefits for the following reasons:’

¢ to recruit and hold key staff.

e to increase productivity. Some research provides
examples of links between ‘family-friendly’
programmes and productivity (for example see the

According to Rein (1989: 19), there has been a long
term trend in most OECD countries toward ‘a declining
proportion of total compensation being funnelled
through direct remuneration and regular bonuses and a
rise in non-wage labor costs’.

Rein provides a review of theoretical perspectives on
why firms might provide these benefits.
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reviews of Adams, Brown, Gain, Jensen &
Williamson, 1994; and Tudhope, 1994 ).

e to reduce tax. Governments may provide tax
exemptions o encourage employers to make
available some benefits such as health insurance or
childcare.

¢ to meet the demands of unions.

Although some New Zealand unions, particularly those
with a high proportion of female members, are now
taking an interest in developing ‘family-friendly’ friendly
policies, Nicholl (1995) argues that, historically, male
dominated unions have been reluctant to support ‘family-
friendly’ initiatives. She claims that unions have
undergone three phases including ‘a period of anti-
feminism; a period of protection of women; and a
contemporary period, which involves trade unions
adopting programmes designed to promote equality’ (p.
163). In a discussion of the policies of Britain, Canada
and Australia, Heitlinger (1993) argues that while many
of the early ‘protective’ measures, such as restriction on
hours of work or night work, were theoretically designed
to protect the ‘family’ through ensuring the health and
safety of mothers they were, in fact, promoted primarily
because women workers were seen as a threat to men’s
jobs and wages. Within these contexits however, the
protection of male jobs and income was also able to be
justified as ‘family-friendly’ as it meant that a family could
be supported by one income earner so that the mother
could look after the children at home.

In the last decade, partially related to the introduction of
the Employment Contracts Act in 1991, there has been a
dramatic decline in union membership in New Zealand.
Unions now directly cover just under a quarter of the
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workforce, as opposed to just over 40% in 1985
(Harbridge, Hince and Honeybone, 1995). One of the
largest declines has been in the ‘retail and wholesale
trade, cafes and accommodation’ sector, one of the few
areas where unions have taken a major interest in
‘family-friendly’ initiatives. With the move away from
collective bargaining to enterprise bargaining and,
increasingly, to individual contracts the wider influence of
unions in the bargaining process has also declined. ‘Best
practice’, in terms of ‘family-friendly’ policies, has to be
increasingly adopted voluntarily on a firm by firm basis
rather than being applied across whole industries as part
of a collective agreement.

Given the increasing movement toward reduction in
social spending by the state, accompanied by the
weakening of unions, in most OECD countries, it is
Rein’s (1989:2) contention that potentially ‘the firm
emerges with a new vitality and commitment as an
important instrument of social policy.’

Who Is Promoting ‘Family-friendly’ Workplaces In
New Zealand?

Given the trends in government spending and the
changes in the industrial relations arena it is perhaps not
surprising that the New Zealand government, through
the Ministry of Women’s Affairs, has been particularly
active in promoting ‘family-friendly’ workplaces. This
promotion has taken place through seminars,
publications, and by tours of overseas experts in the field
(Ministry of Women’s Affairs, 1993a & b; Ministry of
Women's Affairs, 1996). In support of this another
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government agency, the State Services Commission
(1995), has outlined a guide for managers.

The promotion by the Ministry of Women’s Affairs has
been supported by the New Zealand Employers’
Federation, the Equal Employment Opportunities Trust
and Telecom (Ministry of Women’s Affairs, New Zealand
Employers’ Federation & EEQ Trust, 1996). Telecom, a
United States controlled company, has significantly
reduced core staff since privatisation. This potentially
supports the view of Bailyn et al (1996) that American
companies are taking an interest in ‘family-friendly’
programmes as part of the process of ‘downsizing’.

But other groups have also shown some interest in
promoting the concept; a video and resource kit has
been developed by the Legal Resources Trust (1995);
the National Distribution Union (1993), in conjunction
with the Ministry of Women’s Affairs and the Department
of Labour, have released a report on the ‘Friendly to
Families Project, and in 1994 the Council of Trade
Union’s National Women’s Committee published a report
focussing on the subject. In addition, both Parents
Centres of New Zealand (Cole, 1996) and the National
Council of Women of New Zealand (1996) are now
promoting ‘family-friendly’ workplaces.*

Key Features Of A ‘Family-friendly’ Workplace

The key features of the New Zealand version of a ‘family-
friendly’ workplace are still emerging. However, a list set

¢ Cole (1996), in discussing Parenis Centres’ support for

business based “family-friendly’ programmes, argues
that such programmes need 1o be seen as only one
part of family friendly communities.
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out by the National Council of Women provides an
indication of a range of possible ‘family-friendly’
initiatives:

flexible working hours

improved phone access for families

provision of a list of local child care facilities
seminars on retirement planning

lists of relieving staff to cover family emergencies
e leave in half day or two hour blocks

« first priority for family members when holiday jobs
come up

¢ o o o

Other initiatives listed by the Ministry of Women’s Affairs
(1996) include, flexible working hours with no core hours,
compressed hours, car parks available for employees to
use on days they need to carry out family
responsibilities, support for staff on parental leave,
childcare subsidies or provision as well as after school
and school holiday programmes.

But in the promotion of ‘family-friendly’ workplaces the
concept of ‘family’ often remains unclear.

The Need To Define Families In ‘Family-Friendly’
Programmes

For some of these ‘family-friendly’ benefits, particularly
those benefits which are provided only to the individual
employee, there is little need for either the government
or employers to develop a concept of the ‘family’. For
example, for an employee a holiday may be spent with
an extended family, with a gay partner, or perhaps
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looking after school aged children out of term time during
their own holidays. For this type of benefit the employer
does not need information on family arrangements. But
for other benefits there needs to be a defined concept of
‘family’ and the employer needs to gather more
information on the employees ‘private’ life. Examples
include health insurance which may cover family
members, leave to care for sick relatives, travel or
purchasing benefits, and parental leave. Eligibility issues
are raised when defining a partner of the employee. For
example, do they need to be a legally defined partner
through marriage or can they be defacto partners
including gay partners, and does the employee’s partner
need to reside with the employee? In terms of benefits
which may cover children, employer subsidised health
care insurance for instance, is there a need to define the
age limit of the dependent child and to determine
whether they have to reside with the employee? For
example, if a non-custodial parent is required to
contribute financially to the upbringing of their children,
should other benefits such as employer provided health
care also be extended to cover these children?

‘Family-friendly’ legislation is also usually based on some
concept of family, and often a concept of appropriate
roles within a family which may change over time. An
example is New Zealand parental leave legislation. The
1981 Maternity Leave and Employment Protection Act
was based on the concept of a two-parent heterosexual
family, with the mother the primary caregiver and the
father the primary income earner. It was also assumed
that the father had an income able to support the mother
in her time out of paid work. In 1987 this was replaced by
the Parental Leave and Employment Protection Act
which provided for paternity leave, and allows the
extended leave to be taken by either parent. This leave
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is still primarily based, however, on a model of the
heterosexual two-parent family and again, because it is
unpaid leave, assumes that the family can survive for a
period on one income. In submissions to the select
committee considering the legislation this concept of
family was challenged. For example, the Federation of
Labour (1987) considered that paternity leave should
instead be ‘nominated caregivers’ leave’, while the New
Zealand Clerical Workers Association (1987: 6)
considered leave provisions should be extended to the
following groups

homosexual and lesbian workers
heterosexual couples who do not live together
legal guardians

foster parents

whanau members

o o o ¢ o

For parental leave in same-sex female couples it is likely
that the preferred support person would not be the
father. This is particularly probable if new reproductive
technologies have been utilised and the father may
simply be an anonymous sperm donor. Similarly, in
extended families it may be a sister, brother, or aunt who
may wish be the support person, and have the legal right
to ‘paternity’ leave from their paid employment. In the
situation of extended leave it may not be the male
spouse, as identified by the Act, who is the natural
choice to look after the child as an altenative to the
mother. The issue of legal marriage between same sex
couples has recently been tested in the courts (The
Dominion, 1996a). Recognising that any judgements are
likely to further impact on a wide range of legislation,
such as parental leave, it was determined that this
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matter required consideration within parliament rather
than the courts.

Tudhope (1994:10) argues, in the New Zealand context,
that researchers and designers of ‘family-friendly’
policies ‘must recognise that their own perception of
family will not necessarily equate with those for whom
the policy is intended’ and that ‘[plolicies seen to be
available to only a subset of employees may well
produce an effect counter to that which was intended’.

In the United States researchers are also grappling with
new concepts of the family, as well as defining ‘family
activities’ in relation to “family-friendly’ work practices. For
example Bailyn et al (1996: 6) suggest:

Our use of the word family goes well beyond the
narrow definition of immediate kin. We intend it to
apply to all those involvements and commitments
that a person has outside of his or her
employment. We use it, therefore, almost
metaphorically, to stand for all aspects of an
individual's personal life.

Who Benefits From ‘Family-friendly’ Workplaces? -
Two Models.

With the concept, and practice, of ‘family-friendly’
workplaces only just emerging in New Zealand it is, as
yet, very difficult to define what constitutes a ‘family-
friendly’ workplace. One result is that there have been no
attempts by researchers or policy makers to provide
empirical estimates of the proportion of workplaces in
New Zealand which could be considered ‘family-friendly’.
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Therefore, there is no indication as to how many workers
may potentially benefit from such programmes.®

As discussed, definitions of ‘family’, and ‘family activities’
will have a major effect on who may benefit from ‘family-
friendly’ workplace initiatives. But defining how
programmes are conceptualised and put into place will
also have a major impact on determining who accrues
the benefits.

Workplaces can become ‘family-friendly’ in two quite
contrasting ways. The first involves adapting work
schedules to fit patterns of family life. For example, the
business might provide work which revolves around
school hours and school holidays, time off to look after

New Zealand is not unique in this lack of data.
Throughout the world well designed and rigorous
academic research on ‘family-friendly’ workplaces is
still in its infancy. In general, examples are provided via
case studies, endeavouring to illustrate ‘best practice’
(Chicago University, 1993; Employment Gazette, 1992;
Ministry of Women's Affairs et al/, 1995). Kraut (1992)
argues that quite a number of leading American
companies have undertaken their own in-house
research on work and family issues, but the results
have not been widely publicised. This is partly because
the findings have been considered sensitive or
proprietary in many situations, with the data sometimes
showing widespread dissatisfaction with some
company policies and practices. But Kraut also
suggests that there is a lack of incentives for
researchers employed by industry to publish the
outcomes in professional journals.
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sick relatives, and paid parental leave for new parents.®
The second altemnative involves adapting family life to fit
‘standard’ paid work schedules.” For this a business may
give its workers support to ensure the children are well
cared for so that employee work time is maximised.
Policies in this area for employees with dependants can
include providing access to telephones to allow easy
contact with children or other relatives, company creches
or care centres for the elderly, backup emergency
creches and even a company nurse to care for sick
children or other dependants. Other examples of policies
in United States businesses which may help reduce
stress within the family include take-home meals
provided by the cafeteria, drycleaning, iaundry services,
even a shoeshining service provided by the firm! (Austin,
1996). These two approaches are not mutually
exclusive, and both could operate within one business.

‘Family-friendly’ model one

The first approach, although usually presented in
gender-neutral terms, primarily supports a pattern of paid
work traditionally exhibited by women with young
dependent children or women with other dependents
such as elderly parents. A major danger of such an
approach is that ‘family-friendly’ programmes can quickly
become ‘women-friendly’, reinforcing traditional roles for

Some of these events like school hours, or holidays
are not part of any ‘natural’ cycle and couid, in fact, be
altered to suit patterns of paid work.

These two options may have quite different impacts on
children and other dependants, however analysing
these potential effects is beyond the scope of this
paper.
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women with all the attendant disadvantages to them
(Tudhope, 1994).° For instance in this country, the
promotion of ‘family-friendly’ programmes by government
through the Ministry of Women’s Affairs rather than the
Department of Labour reinforces the focus on women.*

One aspect of a ‘family-friendly’ approach which can
quickly become ‘women-friendly’ is the provision of part-
time work to help employees wanting to strike a balance
between paid work and family responsibilities. However,
if this results in primarily women working part-time, as is
currently the situation, and part-time work is treated as
being part of the 'secondary labour market’, with few
opportunities for training or promotion, then there is a
considerable body of literature which suggests that such
work will disadvantage women (Briar, 1992; Davidson &
Bray, 1994; Repetti, Mathews, & Waldron, 1989; ). This
concemn over reinforcing traditional roles for women was
the key argument against the concept of a ‘mommy

A British example of this can be found in the annual
report of Marks and Spencer (1996: 29), a company
known for introducing innovative workpractices which
support families. They note {wlomen in particular find
our approach, coupled with the maternity, child break
and dependency leave schemes, allows them to
combine work and family commitments.’

In the 1970s through to the early 1980s the concept of
parental leave and surrounding discussions were
construed within the wider political arena primarily as
‘women’s issues’. In the 1990s, despite the fact that it
is mainly women who use leave, the policy debates are
seen as part of wider labour market and industrial
relations issues (Callister & Galtry, 1996).
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track’ which was debated in US management literature in
the last decade (Nichols, 1994; Schwartz, 1994).

This first approach is, however, potentially the more
radical of the two in terms of its capacity to enable both
women and men, or at least those of the middle
classes,” to strike a balance between paid work and
family life. The realisation of its inherent radicalism
however demands changes in the paid work behaviour
primarily of men, rather than women. It relies on male
norms of paid work and family life moving closer to
current female norms if women are not to be ultimately
disadvantaged. However, both in New Zealand and
overseas there is some evidence that when men do, in
fact, make use of ‘family-friendly’ programmes, they may
be penalised (Habgood, 1992; Konrad & Cannings,
1994; Tudhope 1994). Employers may interpret the use
of ‘family-friendly’ programmes by both male and female
employees as a ‘signal’ of lack of commitment to paid
work (Stafford & Sundstrom, 1994).

Bailyn et al/ (1996) discuss aspects of this first approach
in a framework of three phases of ‘family-friendly’
workplaces. The first stage involves businesses
focussing on childcare issues, in particular the return on
investment in solving childcare problems. In the second
stage, there is some expansion of vision whereby
companies are concemed not only with the loss of
productivity around childcare but also with issues of
recruitment and retention. Flexible work arrangements
become important, but flexible work patterns are
permitted only on the discretion of a manager, and are

10

This option is obviously less feasible in two-income
families where both parents are in low paid work.
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often not actively promoted by the organisation.
Tudhope (1994) provides evidence in New Zealand of
companies with official ‘family-friendly’ policies, which, for
a variety of reasons, are not actively promoted. In such
instances, it was often those in lower level occupations
who were disadvantaged by this lack of information.

In these two phases ‘family-friendly’ work practices are
aimed primarily at women, either explicitly or implicitly. In
the third, and most potentially radical stage, the definition
of families and of ‘family activities’ is expanded. More
importantly, however, there is a redefinition of the value
of both paid and unpaid work, in conjunction with radical
shifts in both men’s and women’s traditional roles in the
‘public’ and ‘private’ spheres. Bailyn et a/ suggest that
few United States firms appear to have reached this last
stage, yet assert that such a shift in attitudes and
practice will ultimately be in the best interest of
businesses.

In the New Zealand context, Tudhope (1994:143) argues
that in order for ‘family-friendly’ work practices to have a
wide impact ‘the very structure of work would have to
change.” Both paid and unpaid work are included in this
analysis.

‘Family-friendly” model two

Although the second approach to developing ‘family-
friendly’ workplaces is also presented in gender-neutral
language, in reality it is primarily aimed at helping
women compete with men on an equal footing,
particularly within  management and professional
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occupations.™ It facilitates their having paid and unpaid
work patterns similar to that of most men in these
occupations. For paid work this usually involves working
considerably longer than 40 hours per week, which is
often perceived by employers to correlate with
commitment (Warme, Lundy & Lundy, 1992). Reinforcing
the link between ‘family-friendly’ programmes which
support such ‘commitment’ Bailyn et al (1996: 6) argue in
the United States, where work-family support is
understood as an individual contractual arrangement,
managers generally grant employee requests for family
support only to above average performers who have
‘given their all’ in the past.

This ‘family-friendly’ model means that in dual income
nuclear families both partners can have a high level of
commitment to paid work. One result of this is that in
these heterosexual families there is little need for men to
increase their unpaid work. In effect, it signals an
acceptance and affirmation of traditional patterns of male
involvement in both paid and unpaid work. For those
men who do, in fact, want to have a greater commitment
to family life this ‘family-friendly’ option reinforces
traditional paid work roles and makes change more
difficult.

This ‘family-friendly’ approach requires a high level of
‘professionalisation’ of care and household work. This

For example, O'Driscoll & Humphries (1994), in a New
Zealand study of 102 women in mainly middle or senior
management positions, found that even at a senior
level women currently continue to maintain the prime
responsibility for home and family. In contrast to men,
women are significantly less likely to modify their lives
off-the-job in response to inter-role pressures.
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requirement has the power to effect some contradictory
effects in terms of the sex-segregated labour market.
While one group of elite women are potentially freed up
to pursue high powered careers on the same terms as
many white middie class men have traditionally done,
there is the potential for a new underclass of mainly
women workers to be developed or reinforced.” For
example, the company emergency childcare nurse may
be ‘on-call’ but, at times, with very little regular work. In
the current employment climate there are examples
emerging of people in ‘caregiving’ occupations working
for very poor pay and conditions (see The Dominion,
1996D). In some situations, especially where these people
are working as ‘self~employed’ contractors, many of the
‘family-friendly’ benefits which generally apply to the people
who employ them, such as sick leave and / or pay, holiday
pay, and parental leave, will not be available to these
workers. These jobs have some of the characteristics
which would define them as being either part of a
‘secondary labour market’ or, alternatively, on the
‘periphery’ of a segmented labour market or segmented
firm (Atkinson, 1985; Brosnan & Walsh, 1996; Dixon,
1995).

The ‘family-friendly’ approach which aims to maximise
time in paid work may be one factor why the average full-

In contrast, in Sweden it is generally regarded as
ideologically unacceptable that women might only
achieve equality in paid work by relying on low-paid
workers to undertake caring and household work. This
concern was central to the development of the
extensive system of state support for Swedish families
in paid work (Sandqvist, 1992)
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time American worker works considerably longer hours
than the average European worker (Schor, 1991). With
economic restructuring and more competition in both the
domestic and international marketplace many workers in
New Zealand appear to be under increasing pressure to
give both ‘quantity’ and ‘quality’ time to their paid work,
but only ‘quality’ time to their dependants.” This
pressure is accentuated when people in high income
occupations, who have access to ‘family-friendly’
supports, or can afford to pay for such support systems
directly themselves, begin to set new norms for hours of
paid work. Similar levels of commitment to paid work
may then be expected from low or middle-income
employees who may not have the same employer, state
or privately provided family support systems.

Who Might Be Disadvantaged By The Introduction Of
Specific ‘Family-friendly’ Work Practices?

While overall models of ‘family-friendly’ workplaces need
to be analysed in terms of who they might advantage or
disadvantage, specific initiatives need to be similarly
assessed. In such an analysis, examples of on-site
childcare and parental leave can be shown to have
disadvantages for some groups.

iIn New Zealand a sessional childcare payment, paid
directly to chartered childcare providers, is potentially

" Russell, James and Watson {1988: 253) claim that
while the concept that ‘quality is more important than
quantity’ is needed to change ideas about the amount
of time that mothers need to spend with their children,
when applied to fathers, the concept has the potential
to reinforce men’s focus on paid work.
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available for all children from birth until starting school.
This payment can be for work-based or on-site childcare
or community based childcare such as a kindergarten.
On-site childcare is often seen to be a key element of
any ‘family-friendly’ programme, but there are potentially
both benefits and drawbacks of such an initiative.
Location is an important issue. A creche in a low rise
suburban office may be good, but a creche on-site at a
chemical plant may not be as attractive, particularly in
the event of an industrial accident. On-site childcare may
be advantageous if a parent stays long term in a job, but
may be problematic if they are made redundant, or want
to change jobs. Potentially, a parent may be out of work,
but also with no childcare while searching for other work.
In contrast, community based childcare may mean
parents have more flexibility in shifting jobs with no
resulting upheaval for the child. An additional benefit is
that children are more likely to develop long term and
stable friendships within their own community.

Perhaps more importantly, with on-site childcare the
quality of childcare can very quickly become linked to the
quality of jobs. If the state has minimal responsibility for
childcare then it is more likely with both privately
purchased and employer provided childcare that those in
the best jobs will be available to afford the best quality
care for their children. There are already indications of
this in New Zealand. Smith (1995), in a study of 100
childcare centres attended by under 2 year olds, found
the highest levels of quality were observed in centres
which were institution based or work based. In the
United States context, Shelton (1992) argues that
employees at small worksites are not only least likely to
have on-site childcare, but alsc earn less than those on
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big sites. They are more likely, therefore, to face higher
relative costs of childcare. However, there is also
research within the United States to suggest that parents
have not always been in favour of on-site childcare
because of concerns that their employer would control
both their lives and those of their children (Podmore,
1995)."

In New Zealand there is also a ethnicity -and class
element to the provision of on-site childcare. For
instance, as noted by Galtry (1995), while some
relatively high-income government employees in
downtown Wellington have access to on-site or near site
childcare facilities, these are obviously not available to
the more lowly paid women cleaners, mainly of Pacific
Islands ethnicity, who clean the same buildings on
evening and night shifts. Similarly, it may be relatively
easy for middle class parents to transport children by car
across town to a worksite creche, but much more
problematic for a low-income parent to do so by public
transport. Finally, Tudhope (1994: 39) argues that:

‘attempting to ‘tie’ employees to workplaces
through the lure of childcare provision is, in
effect, discriminatory because those who provide
the care, primarily women, are constrained to
particular  workplaces, while their male
counterparts are free to take whatever job
opportunities arise’.

This ‘control’ issue has also been noted with regard to
more seemingly mundane services. For instance,
Austin (1996:21) asks ‘[wlhich is better, getting your
dry cleaning done at work or having the freedom to set
your own.hours so you have time to go to the cleaner
of your choice?’
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Rein (1989) provides evidence that businesses in both
the United States and Europe have been reluctant,
overall, to provide childcare. It is also difficult to see, in a
country dominated by small businesses such as New
Zealand, that on-site childcare which has traditionally
been provided by large enterprises, can meet the needs
of the majority of parents. If there was a move towards
provision of childcare by businesses at the expense of
state funded childcare, those most disadvantaged would
be low income parents (mainly mothers) who are either
not in paid work or not working in large organisations.

Often linked to on-site childcare, the development of so
called ‘breastfeeding-friendly’ workplaces appears to
provide an opportunity for some mothers to combine
paid work and breastfeeding (Galtry, 1995). In contrast,
Swedish mothers do not need such initiatives. Instead
paid parental leave funded by the public, followed by a
well developed, and again primarily publicly funded,
childcare system, enables Swedish women in paid work,
who so wish, to breastfeed in line with the ‘best practice’
recommendations of health professionals. In Sweden
most childcare centres are not situated at or near the
mother's place of work either on-site or within business
and industrial areas but rather in residential
neighbourhoods. Therefore ‘traditional’ gender divisions
of responsibility for children, even if occurring in practice,
are not necessarily enforced by structural arrangements
such as the existence of on-site childcare in order to
breastfeed infants. In contrast, in the United States the
emphasis on employer supportive workplaces can serve
to deflect attention from the need to develop policies
which benefit all women, not just those in powerful
negotiating positions in the marketplace (Galtry, 1995).
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Yet even the protection of paid employment through
statutory parental leave can potentially disadvantage
some sections of the labour force. While labour market
literature indicates that parental leave assists women
retain their links to paid employment around the birth of a
child, which, in turn, positively affects their longterm
earnings (Shapiro & Mott, 1994; Waldfogel, 1995), such
leave generally requires someone to act as a short-term
replacement. In some large organisations this might be
managed through job rotation, or perhaps temporary
promotion, while in others this will mean short term, and
possibly insecure, contracts for the replacement workers.
As it appears that it is almost always women in New
Zealand who take extended periods of parental leave, it
is possible that most of the replacements will also be
women. If this is so, opportunities for other women to
develop long term ‘careers’ are potentially undermined.

Parental leave in both the United States and New
Zealand further illustrates the effect of policy design on
who will be advantaged or disadvantaged. The 1993
American Family and Medical Leave Act, which protects
workers taking unpaid leave, including parental leave, for
family responsibilities, does not cover employees in
businesses with less than 50 staff. This excludes many
of the jobs black and Hispanic women are concentrated
in such as waitresses, domestic workers, and farm
workers (Vogel, 1993). In New Zealand parental leave
legislation does not exempt small businesses, however
the New Zealand Employers’ Federation, in its
submission to the select committee considering the 1987
parental leave legislation, suggested that coverage
should be limited to firms with over 100 staff (New
Zealand Employers’ Federation, 1987). If this
recommendation had been followed it would have
removed approximately three-quarters of the workforce
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from coverage within the proposed legislation (Callister &
Galtry, 1996). However, the eligibility criteria based on
hours of work and length of service means that workers
employed on short term contracts or on a casual basis,
or those who are self employed or involved in other ‘non-
standard’ work are still unlikely to be eligible for leave.
While good data on these jobs are not available in New
Zealand it appears that this type of work has increased
over the last decade (Whatman, 1995). In addition, if the
leave is unpaid as in the New Zealand situation, this
generally means that low-income people, even if eligible,
cannot afford to take leave. In this country Maori and
Pacific Islands groups are over-represented amongst
such low income families.

‘Family-Friendly’ Support - Only For Those In The
‘Core’ Labour Market?

Of primary importance in determining whether some
groups may be disadvantaged by ‘family-friendly’ policies
is whether a ‘dual labour market’ or ‘segmented labour
market’ operate in New Zealand.” If so, then it is likely
that workers outside the ‘core’ labour market will not only
have jobs with little security and low pay, but will also
have few non-wage benefits such as ongoing employer
provided training or ‘family-friendly’ supports. Some of
these jobs in New Zealand have been created through

' According to Taubman & Wachter (1986), the dual
labour market has a high-wage primary sector that is
composed of firms with internal labour markets and a
low-wage secondary sector who hire from the externa
market. .
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‘downsizing’. lIronically, as discussed, in the United
States it is this downsizing which is now prompting the
introduction of ‘family-friendly’ work practices for the
remaining ‘core’ workers. Research carried out in the
United States indicates that the group gaining the most
benefit from ‘family-friendly’ programmes are those with
‘good’ jobs in the ‘core’ of the labour market (Miller,
1992).

Unfortunately, iabour market statistics in New Zealand
provide little information on the extent and patterns of
‘non-standard’ or ‘atypical’ paid work which are likely to
form a significant part of a secondary labour market.
With so little known about the workings of the labour
market it is difficult to determine whether either
government or private sector ‘family-friendly’
programmes are likely to be achieving the desired
outcomes across all target groups. The lack of data on
unpaid work further inhibits this analysis (Callister &
Davey, 1995).

Finally, but of fundamental importance, having family
support from an employer is dependent on being in paid
employment. Kingston (1990) contends that no amount
of ‘friendliness’ by an employer can make up for the two
key elements needed to support families, that is good
pay and job security. While the recent economic growth
has generated more jobs, and increased the earning
power of some groups in society (Easton, 1995), there
are stil many families in New Zealand, particularly
amongst Maori and Pacific Islands communities, with
little or no paid work. For these people, ‘family-friendly’
support systems provided by the wider community,
including the state, are of vital importance.
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Conclusion

The concept of ‘family-friendly’ workplaces has been
primarily developed in the United States, but appears to
be gaining popularity in New Zealand. The New Zealand
government, through the Ministry of Women’s Affairs,
has taken a major role in promoting the concept. The
current government's aim to pass more responsibility
over to individuals and employers to sclve possible
tensions between ‘work’ and ‘family’ is in line with its
labour market policies and its desire to reduce its role in
social spending. However, a range of other groups also
support the ‘family-friendly’ concept.

While the concept is being promoted, and examples of
‘family-friendly’ initiatives are being publicised, there is
still no clear view of what might be the key features of a
‘family-friendly’  workplace. This includes some
contention over the definition of a ‘family’ or ‘tamily
activities’. Without clear definitions it will be difficult to
establish estimates of the coverage, and impact, of
‘family-friendly’ initiatives for both businesses and
employees.

The research literature indicates that there may be many
positive features of ‘family-friendly’ programmes. But
depending on their design and implementation there are
also potential disadvantages. The first main
disadvantage is if the support is given, by either
employers or the state, within the context of a very
narrow definition of the family. Secondly, if ‘family-
friendly’ work practices are targeted at women or are
mainly used by women due to little change in gender
roles and responsibilities in the home, there is the
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potential for reinforcement of both sexual discrimination
in the workplace and traditional patterns of responsibility
for unpaid work in the household. Thirdly, there is a
question as to whether some ‘family-friendly’
programmes will simply mean that many workers
experience greater pressure to spend longer hours in
paid work. Finally, also potentially disadvantageous for
many workers, but particularly for those neither in paid
work nor in the ‘core’ labour market, would be the
situation whereby ‘family-friendly’ workplace programmes
came to be seen as no longer just complementing, but
rather replacing, support provided by the wider
community and the state. In all these situations, but the
latter one in particular, there would be significant groups
in our society - either those who are not in paid work or
those who lack negotiating power in the workplace and /
or the home, and therefore already face various
economic and social hardships - who would, along with
their dependants, be further disadvantaged.
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'‘Goodness and Power' :
The Sociology of Liberal Guilt

Elizabeth Rata
Auckland

1 Introduction: the Concept of the New Class

The role played by the humanists of the Pakeha new
class' in the bicultural project of the 1980s is used as the
point of entry into a sociological explanation-of liberal
guilt. Localised responses to the post-1973 crisis of
global capitalism, in the interdependence of the Maori
ethnification, indigenisation and retribalisation
movements on the one hand, and the new class
humanists' bicultural project on the other, provided the
opportunity for the expression of a liberal guilt which is, |
argue, an inherent and fundamental characteristic of the
politically radical section of the post-war new middle
class in New Zealand. That guilt is grounded in a
'‘goodness and power' paradox (Gouldner, 1979:36)
located in the multi-layered contradictions between the
new class's intellectual idealistic universalism and its
economic particularity. On the one hand the 'goodness’
or abstract idealistic universality of this new class was
built into the modernised emancipatory project as a
response to a world that had endured such experiences
as the holocaust and Hiroshima. Such 'goodness'

The term 'Pakeha new class' is conceptualised within
the hypothesis of the recent emergence of tribal-
capitalism and the subsequent existence of two ethnic
versions of the capitalist regime of accumulation in
New Zealand. This hypothesis is examined in my
doctoral thesis
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characterised the radicalism of that section of the new
class employed in the 'creative and welfare professions
such as social work, teaching, medical services, the
church and journalism' (Parkin, 1968:179). On the other
hand, the 'power' or political aspirations of the new class
were grounded in its privileged economic position. With
the erosion of the Fordist conditions of existence,
conditions that had enabled the humanists of the new
class to appear as the ‘legitimate defenders of the
common good' (Kellner and Berger, 1992:11), | argue
that the new class has resolved the tensions of the
idealistic universality-economic particularity contradiction
by merging its culture of idealistic universalism and its
economic interests within the wider context of the
expansion and transformation of capitalism' (Hunter and
Fessenden, 1992:159). According to Kellner and
Heuberger (1992:19) the new class has entered into a
‘historic compromise' with the old bourgeoisie, replacing
the previous adversarial relationship as the 'new cultural
trends' carried by the new professionals 'open up new
markets for the economy', and as knowledge-
information, the very basis of the new class's existence,
becomes increasingly more valuable within the global
capitalist market.

The new class is conceptualised 'in terms of the so-
called New Class problematique as it has originally been
formulated in the United States in the 1970s and
intermittently since then', that is 'the vision of a new
middle class, based on the 'knowledge industry,’ pitted
against the old business-based middle class both
politically and culturally' (Berger, 1992:vii). However, to
conceptualise the large numbers of a highly educated
post-war section of the middle class as a 'new middle
class' is not unproblematic. Indeed there has been
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considerable controversy as to whether or not the
'knowledge workers' may be distinguished as a class-in-
itself and a class-for-itself, or as a new grouping within
either the middle class or the working class. Alternatively
the group has been conceptualised as a social stratum,
indexed by education level, occupational status and
income, rather than according to concepts of class. |
argue, however, that the burgeoning numbers of tertiary
educated professionals of the post-war period have
become a distinctive new middle class because of the
increased role of knowledge and information as a
valuable means of production in the global market
economy of late capitalism. 'Technological expertise and
cultural credentials (have) become primary forms of
capital' which give the 'so-called new class its
institutional base and relationship to the market' (Hunter
and Fessenden, 1992:160). This class character caused
specific problems for the particular group within the new
class identified by Parkins in the late 1960s as those
middle-class radicals, trained in the humanities and
social sciences, who found 'acceptable sanctuaries' in
the welfare and creative professions enabling them 'to
avoid direct involvement in capitalist enterprises by
affording outlets for the exercise of their talents which
entail no compromise of (their radical) political ideals'
(Parkin, 1968:192). Such 'protection’ became eroded in
the increasing insecurity of public service employment,
the massification of higher education and the rejection of
universalism that characterises late-capitalism.
Knowledge and information have become 'the principal
form of property’ (Hunter and Fessenden, 1992:160) in
the late capitalist regime and those with control of these
crucial productive forces now occupy new structural
positions within the market relations of capitalism.
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The humanist knowledge workers, with their roots in the
burgeoning growth of secondary and tertiary education
during the 1960s®, moved into the creative and welfare
professions during the 1970s and 1980s, at a time when
the 'restructuring of capital' involved the restructuring of
the relative power of the various fractions of capital'
(Roper, 1991:151). The intellectual-humanist knowledge
of this group, the source of its radical idealism, came
increasingly into direct conflict with its knowledge-
commodity form, the source of its privileged economic
position. Szelenyi (1990:176, 1991:20-21) has described
how the new class, with its base in the 'tremendous
increase’ in the ‘importance of culture and knowledge'
occupies 'a new structural position' 'from which economic
command can be exercised'. This link between the new
class's educated character (the source of its economic
status), and its political interests and 'goodness' (the
consequence of its economic status) is also referred to
by Eder (1993:167) who describes the new middle class
‘as a new technological and cultural elite because of its
greater conceptual ability, better knowledge and
increased opportunity to become involved in politics'. It is
in this link that the fundamental contradiction of the new
class lies. Its new economic class position is the resuit of
its knowledge-expertise, and its knowledge-expertise is
the form of its idealistic universality. Paradoxically the
new class is licenced to emancipate.

According to Pearson and Thorns (1983:52,54) the
new middle class in New Zealand increased from
22.61% to 40.94% of the working population between
1936 and 1976. 'The newer professions have grown
substantially, doubling in size since the 1930s
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In New Zealand, as in other Westemn societies, the
humanist and radicalised section of the new class had
become committed to emancipatory, universalistic
projects such as disarmament, anti-racism, the anti-
Vietnam war campaign and feminism during the 1960s
and 1970s (Rainbow, 1993:6). The universalistic
idealism became localised in the development of a
commitment to biculturalism, or what | refer to and
analyse as the bicultural project. This tension-ridden
project became the testing ground for the 'goodness and
power' paradox of the radical section of the new class,
as it sought to apply universalistic principles to a Maori
group that was rejecting such universality in the
development of its own ethnically prescribed particularity.
The new class became an ethnically specific Pakeha
new class within the project, in response to the Maori
ethnicity and indigeneity of the other participant group.
Spoonley (1995:117) refers to the term 'Pakeha’ as 'a
label that represents the politics of a fraction of the
middle class.

Although the bicultural project began as the expression
of the new ciass's emancipatory idealism in action, it
became characterised by the inherent tension between
its idealism and its economic self-interests. The latent
imperialism of the project emerged as the Maori
participants began rejecting this new form of
mainstreaming inclusion for their own course of
retribalisation.  Spoonley (1995:100) describes how,
after 1981, 'Maori moved to exclude Pakeha from iwi
(tribal) politics'. The course of the bicultural project during
the 1980s was also affected by outside factors which
threatened the economically privileged position of the
Pakeha new class humanists for the first time. Increasing
polarisation of wealth, increasing unemployment and a
fall in real wages were compounded for this class as the
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humanist knowledge-expert lost status to the financial
actuary of neo-liberalism, that other group within the new
class identified by Parkin (1968:179) as those engaged
in the world of business and commerce, in accounting,
insurance, sales, banking, marketing, and now including
professionals in the expanding electronic information
industry and the newly regulated 'public' service. The
new class fell victim to anti-universalism, both directly,
through the loss of jobs, and indirectly, as the
opportunity to exercise its expertise was removed, and
also in response to Maori rejection of the universality of
the project. By the early 1990s | argue that many
(although not all) of the humanist section of the Pakeha
new class had retreated into a self-interested narcissistic
consumerism as idealistic universality was replaced by
the marriage of cultural idealism and economic
opportunity in which the 'new professionals occupy
strategic position(s) in the creation of a liberation market'
(Kellner and Berger, 1992:19,20). (In an implicit but
unintended pun this narcissistic consumerism of the mid-
1990s is evident in the 'Maggie Barry' gardening culture
of the 1990s.) Ironically, the other participants in the
bicultural project, the agents of Maori ethnification and
indigeneity, benefitted from the fundamental change to
the conditions of existence of the Pakeha new class as
the fragmentation of universality provided the conditions
for the emergence of a Maori new class.

In this section | argue that the fundamental contradiction
of the new class is located in the fact that the
knowledge-commodity is both the means of the new
class's economic particularity and the source of its
universal idealism. Despite its increasing influence over
the means of production from its control of the sites and
processes of technology, management and knowledge-
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expertise, the location of the new class in relation to the
old bourgeoisie and the working class is contradictory.
On the one hand, the new class resembles the
proletariat in that both classes sell labour-power as a
commodity. On the other hand, the new class acts as a
bourgeoisie by privatising and selling the knowledge-
commodity as a capital resource. The resulting surplus
from this capital investment becomes available for the
acquisition of the property and financial investments of a
traditional bourgeoisie class. This is the character of the
'New Class' conceptualised according to Gouldner
(1979:8) as a 'cultural bourgeoisie who appropriates
privately the advantages of a historically and collectively
produced cultural capital, its special culture is not just
capital. No metaphor. The special culture of the New
Class is a stock of capital that generates a stream of
income (some of) which it appropriates privately.'

In section two | examine the consequences of such
fundamental contradictions upon its activities. The last
two decades have been a period of major change for the
Pakeha new class as it responds to the global 'structural
crisis' (Overbeek, 1990:144) of Western hegemony, in
direct ways, through processes of nationhood and
cultural redefinition and economic restructuring, and
indirectly, through its interdependent relationship to
another group's response to the global crisis, that of
Maori ethnification, indigenisation and, (its most recent
form), retribalisation. Although the radicalised section of
the Pakeha new class has engaged in several major
universalistic projects, such as the anti-apartheid and
anti-nuclear projects, my analysis of its paradoxical
character is limited to the ways in which it repositioned
itself in the historical relationship between Maori and
Pakeha. The repositioning between the radical
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humanists of the Pakeha new class and the Maori
agents of the ethnification, indigenisation and
retribalisation movement is the bicuitural project or the
bicultural ideal in action.

The 1989 legislative inclusion of kura kaupapa Maori into
the institutions of the state is used in section three to
demonstrate the different intentions and motivations
between the Pakeha new class and the agents of
retribalisation, and to show the limitations of the
commonality between the two groups which had
underpinned the bicultural project. Kura kaupapa Maori
become an important site for the emerging tribal
particularity. Tensions developed around the legislative
inclusion as retribalisation and mainstreaming agendas
clashed. An examination of the new traditional and
modernity duality extends the analysis of the
fundamental ontological differences between the two
ethnically distinguished groups that have emerged in the
kura kaupapa Maori study, into an examination of the
individual-social relation between the individualistic
ideology of the Pakeha new class and the coliectivist
ideology of Maori retribaiisation. | argue that the
universalistic bicultural ideal, of diversity within unity, or
the recognition of the particularity of the otherwithin a
universalistic paradigm, actually contributed to the reified
individualist-collectivitist duality, a duality that became its
nemesis, as a fragmented particularism replaced the
universalism which framed the bicultural project.

The goodness and power paradox of the new class
(particularly the radical humanists) lies in understanding
the contradictions inherent to the knowledge commaodity.
As a commodity, knowledge becomes private property,
its possession demonstrated by membership of 'a
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speech community, a culture of careful and critical
discourse' (Gouldner, 1979:27). An 'investment in
education produces more than a consumable.
Something is left over, which produces a subsequent
flow of income. It is cultural capital, the economic basis
of the New Class' (Gouldner, 1979:26). Gouldner's
theory of the symbiotic relationship of culture and capital,
in which culture is 'capital generalised and capital (is)
culture privatised' (1979:25) underpins the concept of the
commodification of knowledge. The new class has the
potential to develop a bourgeois life-style of material
comfort and privilege to distinguish it from the working
class with whom it shares the class characteristic of the
sale of the labour-power commodity. However, the two-
fold character of the knowledge-commodity, that is, its
character both as labour-power and as a capital
resource, distinguishes the sale of the combined
knowledge-commodity /labour-power from the sale of
labour-power only, that defining characteristic of the
working-class.

The split between buyers and sellers of labour-power,
which is at the core of commodity production, is
concealed by the fetishisation of the labour relation. 'The
essence of commodity-structure is that a relation
between people takes on the character of a thing and
thus acquires a 'phantom objectivity’, an autonomy that
seems so strictly rational and all-embracing as to
conceal every trace of its fundamental nature: the
relation between people.! (Marx, quoted in Lukacs,
1983:83). The social nature of work appears as a private
activity, with the rewards and the burdens appropriated
privately, thus concealing the class nature of the
exploitative relation. However the social relations at the
heart of the knowledge-commodity are less easily
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fetishised than are those relations in the production of
concrete commodities that are more easily separated
from their creators. With knowledge, the knowledge
creator remains bound to his or her creation. Its
commodity character does not completely conceal this
integral bond as is the case with concrete objects that
are commodified. As knowledge is commodified, and
consequently fetishised as expertise and information, it
becomes increasingly more complex. Its Janus face is
revealed. Knowledge is seen to have two contradictory
faces resulting in the fundamental dualistic paradox
which becomes the character of those who have
knowledge as both their means of social and cultural
relation, and their means of private material
advancement. A complex double reification distinguishes
the new class from the old bourgeois class which had
experienced the single reification of commodity
fetishisation.

Knowledge can be made rational to suit laws and rules.
It is standardised, measured, appropriated, patented,
credentialled and made available for commodification.
People's creativity and imaginations are reified in this
rationalisation process as knowledge becomes fetishised
or disassociated from its creators. In referring to the
'universal structuring principle' of the commodity in
advanced capitalist societies Lukacs (1983:85) describes
how reification takes on a subjective as well as an
objective form, affecting not only the product of a
person's labour, (that is, the objective form), but also
reifying a person's own activity. 'Where the market
economy has been fully developed a man's activity
becomes estranged from himself, it turns into a
commodity which, subject to the natural laws of society,
must go its own way independently of man just like any
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consumer article.' (Lukacs, 1983:87). The accompanying
reification is the loss of the creative self. Knowledge
cannot be completely reified in the manner of commodity
alienation, without serious damage to its creator,
because the process of knowledge creation is the
process of self-creation. Knowing and being come
together as self-consciousness. This is the nature of
knowledge as liberator, as the means of personal insight
and transcendence, and of the human imagination.
Knowledge arises out of the social relation. lts
commoadification as information and expertise, and its
fetishisation conceal its fundamental nature as the
means of the creation of that self-social relation.

Having knowledge as its commodity and its capital,
places the Pakeha new class humanist in a deep-seated
dilemma. Knowledge is both a process and a product. As
a process it touches what Lukacs (1983:175) describes
as 'that profound irrationality that lurks behind the
particular rationalistic disciplines of bourgeois society'.
As an information product that is sold as a commodity, it
serves to commodify and dehumanise the knowledge-
maker. 'The more deeply reification penetrates into the
soul of the man who sells his achievement as a
commodity the more deceptive appearances are'
(Lukacs, 1983:172). A double, self-destructive reification
is the price to be paid by the Pakeha humanist for having
knowledge as the capital-commodity. Once a person's
income becomes dependent upon the sale of his or her
knowledge-expertise, it becomes increasingly more
difficult for the knowledge to be part of its maker's
continual life-creation, with all the changes and twists
that creative activity involves. instead, knowledge is fixed
and valued as the commodity of the expert professional.
Its role as the humanising force of the continually
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changing and self-creating individual in a fundamentally
irrational world, is replaced by its role as the means of
livelihood and social position in a system based upon
principles of rational order. Knowledge becomes
standardised and sanitised as ‘'expertise’ and
information'. The constant frenetic movement of vast
quantities of information on global distribution circuits
becomes a parody of knowledge as self-creation. This
double reification of the new class with its expert-
knowledge commodity results in the goodness and
power paradox, that contradiction between an intellectual
and political universality on the one hand, and a
privileged economic class position on the other.
However, the new class denies the paradox conveying
instead 'that it can solve the fundamental requisites of
the universal grammar of societal rationality: to reunite
both power and goodness' (Gouldner, 1979:36) through
its universalistic social-political projects. The paradox
emerges only in the form of the generalised liberal guilt
which tends to characterises these projects.

2 The Bicultural Project

| have argued that the radicalised humanist section of
the Pakeha new class, based in the welfare and creative
professions, is characterised by idealistic-economic
contradictions experienced as a 'goodness and power
paradox' which arise from the nature of knowledge as
both its labour-power commodity and its capital resource.
These contradictions emerged in the strange
combination of social idealism, (such as the anti-nuclear
and anti-apartheid movements), and economic neo-
conservatism, (such as the new right reforms of the late
1980s), that characterise recent New Zealand politics. In
this section | analyse another universalistic endeavour of

234



New Zealand SOCIOLOGY 11 (2) November 1996

the Pakeha new class, the bicultural project, in order to
demonstrate how the new class's inherent contradictions
shaped its interaction with the Maori ethnification,
indigenisation and retribalisation movements of the
1970s and 1980s.

This interaction was grounded within the context of major
global changes, a context that Friedman (1994:3)
describes as the 'true state of affairs and the only
adequate framework for the analysis of any part of the
world'. The Pakeha new class was embarking upon a
process of cultural redefinition as part of the new
nationhood identity emerging out of New Zealand's
response to the 'disintegration of Western hegemony'
(Friedman, 1994.viii). Its 'perspective has rapidly passed
from an almost exclusively British orientation, through a
United States dominated alliance to steadily dawning
realisation that New Zealand is alone, a small nation in
the South Pacific with real ties with Australia and smaller
Pacific nations; residual ties with Europe; a general
association with the United States and a handful of
South-East Asian countries; and developing associations
with a host of other Pacific and Middle Eastern countries
through trade' (Jackson, 1980:261). It was within this
context of nationhood and cultural redefinition that the
Pakeha new class humanists faced their historical
relationship with Maori. '‘Maori culture is the heritage of
our nation unique in the world... it could make the New
Zealander a different person from his Australian and
Canadian and English cousins... When we grow to value
our national heritage and to recognise the worth and
value of Maoridom we will all become unique in the world
- New Zealanders - who can point to our Polynesian and
Pakeha histories that complement each other and make
the blending of the two richer than each single culture
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standing alone' (Temm, 1989:49). Temm's remarks
capture the essence of cultural redefinition for the
Pakeha new class. It was the final stages in a long
process of separation from the colonial past and the first
stage in establishing the context for this emerging unique
Pakeha culture as a 'new indigenous' rather than an
immigrant culture.

The inherent contradictions of the Pakeha new class
shaped the bicultural project. On the one hand, the
project opened up the structural sites for the brokerage
of the traditional Maori means of production (that is,
lands, waters and knowledge) into the national and
international capitalist sphere of circulation through
mainstreaming policies of juridification and
institutionalisation’. On the other hand, the bicultural
project was the attempt to solve the moral dilemma of
Maori grievances located in the historical relationship
between Maori and Pakeha, a dilemma which must be
addressed as part of the new class's nationhood and
cultural redefinition process. Pakeha control of New

3

The role played by the exponents of the bicultural
project in opening up the structural sites of the state for
the brokerage of the traditional means of production
into the capitalist sphere of commodity accumulation is
analysed in a parallel paper which examines the
emergence of a Maori comprador bourgeoisie and a
Maori new class from out of that brokerage agency. |
argue that the bicultural project was one of the ‘spaces’
for establishing the conditions that lead to the
emergence of a tribal-capitalist regime of accumulation
in New Zealand, a regime characterised by a new
traditionalist ideology which conceals the exploitative
class relations of capitalist commodity production.
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Zealand sovereignty was to be located in treaty
agreement. Maori grievances were to be understood, not
as the result of conquest, but as the result of the failure
to honour the Treaty of Waitangi, a situation which was
to be addressed through specific policies. This provided
the political means for the resolution of the Pakeha new
class's guilt, a guilt arising from the intellectual idealism
of the Western democratic tradition and incorporated into
the very composition of the new class through the
paradox of knowledge as its cultural base and also as its
capital-commodity. While the old class (and the
actuarians of the new class) could dismiss Maori claims
of injustice as the futile cries of a defeated people, the
new class humanists, hoisted on the petard of rationality,
goodness and guilt, had no choice but to right the
injustices of the past. The path of the bicultural project is
traced, from its enthusiastic origins in the Pakeha new
class's support for Maori indigenisation activities in the
late 1970s, to its demise a decade later as many of the
radical humanists joined other sections of the new class
in the narcissistic consumerism which characterises the
'liberation markets' of late capitalism. These 'burgeoning
niche markets created by feminism... or
environmentalism' (Kellner and Berger, 1992:19)
together with markets for health foods and fitness, for
therapy services, for designer life-styles in the homes
and gardens of high-priced locations, and for expensive
and fashionable children's activities, have become visible
signs of the new class's separation from its social and
political universalism.

Taunting by radical Maori in the early 1980s served to
heighten the process of Pakeha cultural redefinition
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within the parameters of nationhood belonging, '...white
people have no real identity of their own apart from what
exists through opposition to the Maori... the Pakeha has
got nothing and has never realised it' (Awatere,
1982:38). However the Pakeha new class was realising
it' in a way that was to give a new meaning to the
historical relationship of Maori and Pakeha. Maori too,
were responding to the changing global order with an
emerging ethnification movement, a process, along with
'lumpenisation (and) indigenisation' that Friedman
(1994.viii) describes as localised responses to that
'disintegration of Western hegemony'. The bicultural
project became the repositioning of Maori and Pakeha,
each to the other, at a new historical moment.

This repositioning resulted in the inclusion of a group of
Maori into the structural sites of the state through the
processes of institutionalisation and juridification. For the
state, the process was the mainstreaming of Maori
resources and agents in order to include Maori within the
development of a contemporary nationhood concept. In
education the 1986 National Curriculum Review was the
‘high water mark' of inclusion. Taha Maori, the Maori
dimension, was to be included within all curriculum
areas, and was to pervade the culture and pedagogy of
the school. In the political and bureaucratic arena, the
‘advent of legislation invoking the principles of the Treaty
of Waitangi' (Walker, 1990:265), that is, the 1986 State
Owned Enterprises Act, was similarly a high point in the
inclusion of Maori into the fabric of the state.

Institutionalisation, such as taha Maori programmes and
the inclusion of the principles of the treaty in a range of
government statutes (for example, the 1986 Environment
Act and the 1987 Conservation Act) offered opportunities

238



New Zealand SOCIOLOGY 11 (2) November 1996

as well as structural limits to political agency. The Maori
indigenisation agents were not passive recipients of
institutionalisation, but were actively engaged in the
juridification process that recognised the tribes as the
property owners of substantial economic resources.
Intentions of social agents are not static and the
mainstreaming of Maori economic and political agency
through institutionalisation became a reconstituting force
in itself. According to Thelen and Steimno (1992:9)'
institutions structure political situations and leave their
own imprint on political outcomes' 'by shaping not just
actors' strategies.., but their goals as well, and by
mediating their relations of cooperation and conflict.
Some of the Maori agents, who entered state institutions
as the agents of an indigenisation movement, became
the brokers of the traditional means of production into
the institutional sites of the capitalist state. This group
emerged as a ‘comprador bourgeoisie' (Poulantzas,
1976:42, Overbeek, 1990:223) in the brokerage of the
transformed capitalised tribal property into the global
capitalist sphere of commodity exchange circulation.

The overdetermined interaction of Maori ethnification,
indigenisation and retribalisation on the one hand with
the Pakeha new class' nationhood and cultural
redefinition on the other hand led to the emergence of
tribal-capitalism and to the existence of two ethnically
distinctive versions of the capitalist regime of
accumulation in New Zealand. The mechanism for this
interaction was the mainstreaming of indigenisation in
processes of institutionalisation and juridification within
the sphere of the bicultural project. It was the initially
unintended outcome of a bicultural project that had its
origins in the increasing unacceptability of Maori
proletarianisation and marginalisation, both to the
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section of the Pakeha new class engaged in the process
of mainstreaming, and to the Maori group engaged in the
process of indigenisation. The bicultural project had
emerged as the point of commonality between the two
sections, combining both into a 'collective agency with
the specific capacity to generate - through collective
mobilisation- collective definitions of interests, norms and
values.' (Eder, 1993:173). Although the bicultural project
had begun as a response by the section of the new class
who used the term 'Pakeha’ as a 'political counterpoint to
the new politics of Maori identity' (Spoonley, 1995:100)
and to its own changing position in the global arena, it
became the meeting ground for the constantly changing
and reconstituting intentions and actions of the
participants. That meeting ground or point of
commonality, although limited in scope and in time,
established the institutionalisation of the traditional Maori
lands, waters and knowledge and their juridification as
tribally owned capital economic resources available for
commodity production. What had begun as a Pakeha
new class universalistic profject for the inclusion of Maori
ended as the vehicle for the development of tribal
particularity in a capitalist form.

| argue that the bicultural project, which had been the
context for this watershed period of fundamental
transition in New Zealand history, was shortlived. The
reasons are to be found in the changing economic
conditions of existence of the new class humanists and
in the emergence of tribal-capitalism, both the result of
the post-1973 crisis in world capitalism. The origins of
the bicultural project, in the Pakeha new class
humanists's enthusiasm for an idealistic biculturalism in
the late 1970s, and its demise, in the retreat by many of
that group into the narcissistic materialism of the
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'liberation market' consumerism by the early 1990s, may
be explained in terms of the 'goodness and power
paradox'. The bicultural project had floundered as the
limited commonality gave way to the new directions
being pursued by each group of participants. New rightist
policies, such as limited duration employment contracts,
threatened the economic security of the humanist
section of the new class. The search for a new form of
economic security replaced humanistic idealism as some
of the section joined the "body of people', described by
James (1992:2) as 'a new class of businesspeople,
bureaucrats and intelligentsia (who) want(ed) free of
economic regulation' in their search for new ways out of
the country's 'poor economic performance’ and 'a welfare
state not living up to the demands or expectations upon
it' (James, 1992:91).

This movement of the new class towards an overt
expression of its economic interests indicates the
consolidation of the new class within the middle-class
structure of capitalism, or as Kellner and Berger
hypothese (1992:19) it indicates the movement of the
new class away from the previous adversarial
relationship with the old bourgeoisie into a ‘historic
compromise'. A repositioned middle class emerges,
supporting and benefitting from the new rightist state
policies, such as the reduction of social welfare benefits
and taxation changes. The gap between the rich and the
poor widens as the new class resolves its contradictory
social position by securing its location within the middle
class and abandoning its political identification with and
championing of the working class. This process of middie
class consolidation effectively ends the more or less
egalitarian distribution of wealth that had characterised
New Zealand's relatively homogeneous society since the
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‘'social contract' days of the first Labour government.
James (1992:124) describes the shift in allegiance of
Labour Party members, cabinet ministers in particular,
during the 1980s. The 'powerful tradition of equalising
and liberating social support by the state' had been given
direct influence within the party by the presence in
numbers of educationalists, health professionals,
sociologists and social workers'. Those in charge of
cabinet 'were born of parents who were in the working
class, (but) they were not themselves of the working
class, mainly members of the professional middie
classes: lawyers, accountants, lecturers, teachers and
the like ...the elite in the educational meritocracy (whose)
identification with the less-well-off and disadvantaged
was a matter of the head rather than the gut' (James,
1992:141). Middle class consolidation also affected the
other participants in the bicultural project. Some of the
Maori agents had become constituted as an emerging
comprador bourgeois class within the tribal-capitalist
regime of accumulation. Others, who became the
professionals and the bureaucrats of that regime,
emerged as a Maori new class, characterised by the
same paradoxical nature that besets all new classes
based upon the knowledge-commodity. For this Maori
new class with its professional and academic credentials,
the economic advantages of a relatively high income
contrasted with the collectivist ideology of the
retribalisation movement.

From the perspective of the Pakeha new class, the
establishment, changing course and demise of the
bicultural project may be understood in terms of the
fundamental contradictions which served to underpin the
reconstitution of its ideals and intentions. Those
contradictions were there at the beginning but were
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concealed by the idealistic enthusiasm  which
characterised bicultural endeavours in the early stages
of the project. On the one hand, the new relationship
with the exponents of Maori ethnification and
indigenisation was based upon the self-interest of a new
class seeking to add political power to its strong
economic position based in the professionalisation of the
knowledge-commodity, becoming the 'moral
entrepreneurs in the expansion and transformation of
capitalism' (Hunter and Fessenden, 1992:159). On the
other hand, and in a contradictory way, the bicultural
project may also be understood within the tradition of the
new class's idealistic intellectual heritage, reflecting the
creative aspect of the knowledge duality rather than the
commodity aspect of knowledge. A nation originating in
military conquest and colonial oppression was
unacceptable as an explanation for the foundation of
nationhood and cultural identity. The bicultural project
was to be the solution to this moral dilemma. Pakeha
control of New Zealand sovereignty was to be located in
treaty agreement. Maori grievances were to be
understood as the result of the failure to honour the
treaty, a situation which was to be addressed through
specific policies, and not as the result of conquest. This
provided the political means for the resolution of the
Pakeha new class's guilt, a guilt arising from the
intellectual idealism of the Western democratic tradition
and incorporated into the very composition of the new
class through the paradox of knowledge as both its
cultural base and its capital-commodity.

The atonement of this guilt was the bicultural partnership
ideal of the 1980s. It was designed to correct the wrongs
of a colonial past and point the way to the 'good’ society
based upon ‘'the principles of justice, equity and
partnership' (Helen Clark, NZ Heraldg, 27.01.95). Maori
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people were to be included fully in the life of New
Zealand society. In the imagery of the new class's mainly
protestant heritage, the expiation of guilt requires
acknowledgement and correction. From such atonement
would come the 'goodness' which would justify the
righteousness. From righteousness would come the
legitimation of power. The concept of righteousness
provides the link between the dualities of the goodness-
power paradox and evokes notions of the 'worthiness'
which underlie the new class's claims to be the universal
class. My choice of religious imagery is neither facetious
nor cynical. Indeed it is not without significance that the
the word ‘atone’, is to be found in the apology and
acknowledgement of guiit of the Tainui settlement
(Article 6, NZ Herald, 20.10.95)-

The bicultural partnership project was articulated in the
nationalistic terms of 'one nation, two peoples’, and was
a celebration of a bicultural heritage. Within the unity of
cultural dualism, Maori were to occupy a special position
as the indigenous people of the land. ‘Maori people are
the tangata whenua, the indigenous people of
Aotearoa/New Zealand. Their language and culture
provide the distinctive character of New Zealand life.'
(Tihe Mauri Ora, 1990:8). The 1840 Treaty of Waitangi
became the emblem of Maori revivalism and Pakeha
support for this revivalism. Its guarantee of the rights and
privileges of British citizenship to Maori, together with
guarantees of continued Maori control of autochthonous
lands and other treasures, appeared to offer a structural
framework for the ideal of biculturalism. The Treaty
linked twa partners, each to the other, in an agreed
unity. Pakeha may indeed have failed to observe the
Treaty, but this was to be addressed as a necessary part
of the bicultural project. Importantly, the guilt was not to
be based in the historical reality of conquest and
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oppression. Instead that status of conqueror,
antipathetical to the Pakeha new class's intellectual and
democratic heritage, was transfered to a redeemable
location in the fulfilment of Treaty obligations, albeit a
century and a half later. By 1985, the government was
able to declare that the Treaty of Waitangi is to be the
'foundation document of New Zealand' (Crown
Proposals, 1995:5).

New Zealand has laid claim to innovative and radical
social change in the past. The bicultural project was to
be in this tradition, providing a modetl to the world of a
post-colonial society in which the injustices of the
colonial past are resolved without violence, the traditions
of indigenous tribes are revived (and what is more,
shared with the dominant culture), and the advantages
of modernisation accrue to both cultures equally. Such a
utopian vision was mediated by real, concrete
opportunities. The Waitangi Tribunal was to provide the
legal and institutional means for the resolution of
disputes and a societal forum for the expression of
commonality and difference. The 1984-1990 Labour
Government actively encouraged this vision. 'The Labour
Party believed the Treaty of Waitangi is a living
agreement which must be honoured'. (Harris et al ed.,
1992:211)

The commitment to biculturalism within the universalistic
paradigm of modernism by a section of the Pakeha new
class needs to be placed within its social experiences as
post-war 'babyboomers'. These people had been the first
group to receive postprimary and university education in
large numbers. They were politicised in the radical
university based, anti-Vietnam protests of the 1960s and
in the anti-apartheid campaigns of the 1970s. By the
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1981 Springbok tour, this well-educated Pakeha group
was forced, through the combination of emancipatory
rhetoric honed in the protest movement and the close
association with Maori activists in the anti-tour protests,
to look more closely at its own involvement in issues of
cultural justice in New Zealand. The Springbok tour
served an important symbolic function as the catalyst for
the radical humanists of the Pakeha new class. This
group came face to face with Maori grievances within the
context of a nationwide combined Maori-Pakeha protest
against apartheid and in support of racial and sccial
justice. "... the link was made repeatedly between racism
at home and in South Africa.... Maoris... showed their
bitterness at the ease with which Pakehas turned out in
their thousands to protest against the plight of black
people thousands of miles away, but not about
indigenous racism' (Newnham, 1981:62). From out of the
extensive and divisive tour protests, biculturalism
emerged as the focus of the Pakeha new class's
emancipatory project to replace the earlier resistence to
biculturalism described by Schwimmer (1969:13,17,18).

The blame that the hurnanists of the Pakeha new class
had thrown at the perpetrators of South Africal apartheid
was turned inward, in the form of cultural guilt, as
similarities in kind, if not in degree, were made between
the overt oppression suffered by the black majority and
the more benign oppression suffered by Maori at the
hands of a white majority. Despite the enormous
differences between the South African apartheid police
state and the New Zealand's advanced brand of social
democracy, sufficient parallels were drawn between the
common colonial heritage of South African whites of
British origin and New Zealand whites, for the Pakeha
new class to confront uncomfortable issues about the
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contemporary treaty partnership. Was the modem
concept of equal partnership the result of a noble
morality in the idealistic intellectual Westemn tradition, or
was it, more pragmatically, the result of a reversed
majority-minority relation? Pakeha had been the majority
ethnic group in New Zealand from as early as the 1860s,
with Maori numbers diminishing rapidly until the tum of
the century. Were the relatively tolerant assimilationist
policies towards Maori more to do with demography than
democracy?

By the early 1980s education had become one of the
locations of the bicultural project, for a variety of
overlapping reasons. A section of the radical humanists
were teachers, a group who had played a significant role
in the anti-apartheid movement. Teaching, a destination
for some of those entering the new class with the
burgeoning of schools and universities during the
economically prosperous period of the 1960s, was
considered a rather altruistic vocation embracing
universalistic principles rather than a knowledge-
commodity industry. Teaching fitted the new class's
idealistic universalism and became an important location
for radicals humanists. Powell (quoted in Parkin,
1968:184) had found that ‘teachers are out on a limb,
and in comparison with other groups, occupy an
exposed radical position'. The association between
education and the social mobility of the 1950s and 1960s
had entered popular thinking to reinforce education's
undeserved reputation as the means of social
egalitarianism. By association, educators had become
included in the egalitarian concept.

The link between the new class and teaching had
developed from the 1960s, '...a time when 'the teacher

247



Rata

organisations (were) making a concerted effort to
achieve professional status' (Ramsay, 1975:204). By the
1970s and 1980s vigorous teacher union activity had
helped secure the status, incomes and conditions that
enabled some professionals to strive for bourgeois
status by investing discretionary income in the
acquisition of income-producing property and shares.
Gouldner (1979:19,26) describes professionalism as
‘one of the public ideologies of the New Class, and refers
'to its genteel subversion of the old class by the new' as
‘professionalism silently installs the New Class as the
paradigm of virtuous and legitimate authority, performing
with technical skill and with dedicated concemn for the
society-at-large’. He argues that ‘'underneath
‘professionalism' there is the political economy of
culture’. Indeed it is an elaborate structure of
professionalism which generates the incomes, status
and relatively privileged life-style of the Pakeha new
class.

Teaching and other social professions brought a section
of this class into a contact with Maori exponents of
ethnification that differed substantially from the contact of
the old conservative Pakeha bourgeoisie, which, with its
farming and business interests, had related to Maori as a
source of land and labour. Primary teacher training had
became the means of social advancement for Maori,
(and for women) with many from these groups in tertiary
positions today having a primary teacher's cettificate as
their first professional qualification (Brosnan, 1986:11,
Mitchell & Mitchell, 1993:15-16, Simpson, 1976:233ff).
Many of these Maori teachers, who played a leadership
role in the indigenisation movement, established contact
with their Pakeha counterparts, in professional
relationships, in the protest marches of the Springbok
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tour and in the teacher unions. Developing the newly
established relationship with Maori became important to
the idealists of the Pakeha new class. A significant
group, including teachers, began leaming the Maori
language and demonstrating support for Maori
indigenisation. By the beginning of the 1980s, the Maori
language had 'assumed some symbolic importance for
New Zealand as a nation.' 'Growth in enroliments in
Maori language courses in schools seems to have
confirmed the rise of Maori in popular esteem (which
has) assumed some symbolic importance for New
Zealand as a nation' (Benton, 1982:40,32). Many
Pakeha, particularly educators, were attempting, both
personally and politically, to become bicultural in order to
serve as the vanguard of a bicultural nation even if few
actually attained King's (1985:192) objective. 'In a
society that professes to be bicultural, members of each
culture ought to be fluent in each other's language'.

However, the new cuitural politics sat uncomfortably
beside the personal unfamiliarity with a completely
different Maori culture, an unfamiliarity rooted in the
attitudes and social practices of the 1950s' insular
Pakeha home. in 1960 Ausubel (1960:164) referred to
'the deepseated belief in the inherent inferiority of the
Maori people as a coloured race (that) explains many of
the patronising attitudes towards Maoris that flourish in
New Zealand today'. Anecdotal accounts of first visits by
Pakeha to marae describe personal feelings of
awkwardness and cultural inadequacy. Increased
contact with Maori cultural revivalism, on Maori terms
and within a Maori context, meant that this group of
Pakeha experienced the contradiction between their own
highly autonomous individualism and the group
structured ethos of the Maori world. The appearance of
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commonality between the bicultural exponents of the
Pakeha new class and the emerging group of Maori
professionals, served to conceal the different agenda of
the two groups. The Pakeha new class were striving to
establish the bicultural partnership in order to pursue
nationhood definition, and in so doing, to establish
themselves as the new political order. At the beginning
of the bicultural project Maori exponents of indigenisation
were using the opportunities acquired through the newly
recognised partnership status to pursue the older project
of cultural revival and self-determination. Bicuituralism
did appear to be the revival of a 'traditional' Maori culture
and Pakeha support for such a revival.

3 The Pakeha New Class and Kura Kaupapa
Maori

Nowhere was the appearance of a common purpose
more apparent than in the drive to revive the Maori
language, concentrated particularly in  childhood
education with kohanga reo and kura kaupapa Maori.
Over 600 kohanga reo were established between 1981
and 1990 (Rata, 1991:77). The objective was 'the total
immersion of the children in the Maori language from
babyhood to ensure that Maori was the child's first
language; the imparting of Maori spiritual values and
concepts, the teaching and involvement of children in
Maori tikanga; the complete administration of each
centre by the whanau; and the utilisation of many
traditional Maori techniques of childcare and acquisition
of knowledge' (Sharples, 1989: 29). Although taha Maori
programmes in mainstream schools were a feature of
mainstreaming inclusion policies, and kohanga reo and
kura kaupapa Maori were emerging as the educational
modes of regulation of a retribalising society, the Pakeha
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new class's support for both initiatives is illustrative of the
assumed commonality. It appeared to the new class
humanists that the unity of Maori and Pakeha was
sufficiently solid to accommodate such limited areas of
difference. Kohanga reo in particular, provided a 'safe’
yet symbolically significant location for the new bicuitural
Pakeha enthusiasm for Maori initiatives. The
conservation of an endangered indigenous language
and its association with very young children was a
worthy bicultural endeavour. Limited to the traditionally
low-status domain of women and children it appeared to
be apolitical and non-divisive. It was hoped that such
culturally appropriate early childhood experiences would
provide a sound basis for the future success of these
bilingual children in the mainstream Pakeha schools and
workforce.

By the late 1980s the development of kura kaupapa
Maori as the extension of kohanga reo for school age
children was being understood in the same way, that is,
as diversity within unity. 'lts development has to do with
democracy in this society. It has to do with Maori
involvement in education and, as evidenced in the Kura
Kaupapa Maori, with the control of schools and
schooling... bilingualism can lead to biculturalism and the
celebration of diversity.' (Hirsch,1990:45). Marae were
established at a range of education institutions, including
the University of Auckland, the Auckland College of
Education and various secondary schools. Other Maori
initiatives also benefitted from the those of the Pakeha
new class who were enthusiastic in their support.
Bicultural policies in the health sector are illustrated in
the claim made by 'the management team at Princess
Mary hospital (which) is already taking great strides
towards becoming a truly bicultural institution with its
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tribally  representative kaumatua group' (Metro,
Feb.1990), and by the introduction of the cultural safety
nursing programmes.

Within the belief in the common purpose of national unity
characterised by bicultural diversity, many of the Pakeha
new class humanists provided active support for the
establishment of kura kaupapa Maori. The campaign for
legislation was based upon the premise that 'the purpose
of Kura Kaupapa Maori is to produce bilingual and
bicultural citizens' (Nepe et al, 1989:40). Teachers'
unions offered highly effective lobbying, trade union
officials supported by providing important contacts with
government ministers, (in particular, entres to the
Minister of Education). Feminist organisations and a
national charitable organisation assisted financially.
However, the range of support from well-educated
Pakeha professionals who were either in the 'halls of
power' of the 1984-1990 Labour Government or had
access to it, and the inclusion of kura kaupapa Maori in
the 1989 Education Amendment Act stands in marked
contrast to the emerging new right economic and political
order. This aberrant legisiation was a clear example of
the 'goodness' in the new class's 'power-goodness'
paradox surfacing as the result of a range of factors
coming together at a particular historical moment. That
'‘goodness' was the idealistic vision of biculturalism,
demonstrating the new class in its universalist,
egalitarian form, a form increasingly constrained by the
economic restructuring of neo-conservatist policies. [In
fact, the main factor in the Cabinet's decision to legislate
the kura was the low cost of the schools, with expenses
pared to the barest essentials of two pre-fabricated
buildings for each of the six initial kura plus operating
costs. Land purchase was not required and the children
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were a state educational cost anyway. It was education
at its very cheapest, (private records).]

The paradox took a variety of forms in the two months
leading up to the kura legislation. Firstly, there was the
contradiction between the social democratic tradition of
the Labour Party and its recent determination to break
the power of particularist interest groups. Several major
trade and teacher unions lobbyied vigorously for the
recognition of kura kaupapa Maori, as did pro-Maori
sections within the Labour caucus. Secondly, the
Ministry of Education was in the process of fundamental
change. In the bureaucratic vacuum that characterised
the transition period from Department to Ministry,
entrenched  positions were disgarded.  Political
considerations dominated over bureaucratic positions
and these political considerations were ultimately
controlled by a factor, neutral on its own, but one that
proved to be the trigger in the Government's decision to
legislate kura kaupapa Maori as a separate schooling
category. This third factor was the one of timing. The
high-powered lobbying for kura kaupapa Maori and the
vacuum in bureaucratic activity came together in the final
months of 1989, on the eve of the sesquicentennary of
the Treaty of Waitangi. In the face of accusations that
the Fourth Labour Govemment had betrayed its
commitment to biculturalism (Kelsey, 1990:23), support
for kura kaupapa Maori provided an opportunity for some
slight appeasement to its committed bicultural members.

Within the economic context of expensive Waitangi
Tribunal land claims, financial support for six small (and
cheap) schools appeared a palatable option. It was also
politically more acceptable. Concemns about a Pakeha
backlash to the Treaty settlement programme had
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dampered Labour Government support for Maori issues.
Here, however, was an issue which was less
troublesome. It concemed language revival and young
children. Kohanga reo had been in existence for seven
years and had become an accepted part of early
childhood education. The kura were presented as
extension of kohanga reo and as the only means of
ensuring the survival of the Maori language. This
plattorm of language survival and children was an
emotive combination in the best tradition of the idealistic
bicultural project. lts timing, on the eve of the
sesquicentenniel, ensured its success.

Following the 1989 legislation and the acaquisition of
state funding, kura kaupapa Maori shifted its focus from
the goal of biculturalism (which had appealed so much to
its Pakeha supporters) to retribalisation. As treaty
settlements began to open up economic opportunities
within the tribes, cultural and political imperatives began
to shape the development of the schools. Kura
objectives expanded beyond the determination to ensure
the survival of the Maori language and to create citizens
for a bicultural society, to the revival of the Maori body of
knowledge and cultural practices based upon an
essentialist and de-historicised Maori ontology. Nepe
(1990:43) describes the kura kaupapa Maori child as 'a
descendant of Maori ancestry that links back to lo Matua
Kore, the inner-soul, the wairua of that child is Maori. It is
not Pakeha, it is not bilingual, it is not mormon, it is not
catholic. It is Maori'. The revival of the kin-group, albeit in
reified form, became central to kura kaupapa Maori
pedagogy and demonstrated fundamental ontological
differences between a cultural form based upon kin-
group ideology and one based upon the ideology of the
individual. 'The Maori people are a tribal people and as
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such 'whanau' units have always existed... With the
migration of many Maori... to the cities, the whanau
concept has still persisted... The whanau is a key factor
within kura kaupapa Maori' (Sharples, 1989:30). Te Aho
Matua, (Kura Kaupapa Maori Working Group Report,
1989:v) became the philosophical document of kura
kaupapa Maori. Its central theme is the placement of the
child within the tribal world and the form of kin-based
social relations that shape this placement.

By 1990 an underlying commonality between the Pakeha
new class supporters of kura kaupapa Maori and the
kura exponents themselves could no longer be
assumed. The tribal character of the kura in which the
child is turned towards the family, that is, the larger kin-
group of tribe and sub-tribe could be contrasted with the
more impersonal and critical environment of the Pakeha
school in which the child is prepared to move from the
personal particular world of the family in order to develop
the rational, autonomous generalisation of the modem
Westemn perspective. In their discussion of 'particularism
over universalism' in human interaction, Abercrombie et
al (1986:130) refer to collectivist cultures' 'interpersonal
mutuality and ‘dense' network of relationships in place of
the instrumentality and absolute criteria that characterise
relationships in Westermn capitalism'. The difference
between the reproduction of the child as a person-in-
whanau or as a separated-individual emerged as the
fundamental difference between kura kaupapa Maori
and mainstream schooling.

In order to extend the analysis of the differences that
underpin the pedagogies of kura kaupapa Maori and
Western-based schooling | conceptualise the form of the
individual's social and intellectual development using the

255



Rata

Hegelian dialectical conditions of particularity and
universality and their mediation by the faculties of
generalisation and differentiation. The child, reproduced
into Pakeha culture, is tumed towards the world, still
linked to the family, but mediating the relationship
between the world and the family through the
development of his or her own individuality in the form of
the paricular-universal dialectic. By contrast, in
retribalising societies, because the family is the world writ
large, individuality is not the means by which the family
and the world are linked. The existence of another worid
beyond that of the largest kin-group poses a conceptual
issue for kura kaupapa Maori ideology. Without the
particular-universal dialectic at the level of the self-social
relationship, there is only the concept of the different
other and the absence of a form of generalisation-
differentiation mediation. The form of the relationship
between the kura child and the non-kin world is left
unconceptualised, leaving open the possibility of a
ghetto perspective, with its accompanying isolation and
defensiveness, to fill the unmediated gap between a
world conceptualised on the basis of kin and a world of
non-kin people.

The basic differences between kura kaupapa Maori and
Western pedagogies are illustrative of the widening
ideological rift emerging in the bicultural project between
a primordialist 'new traditionalist’ ideology and a
historical modernity. Concepts of an essentialist authority
and rules controlling conduct according to gender and
seniority signalied a turning away from the previously
declared bicultural objective to a Maori new
traditionalism. This new traditionalism is conceptualised
in terms of Gouldner's (1976: 250) ‘'latent project or
‘reconstruction of a social whole'. It is 'the defocalized
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efforts to integrate formerly separated parts, to reknit the
unravelled, to extend the boundaries and to reconstruct
the moral grounding of human solidarity' that underpins
the ideological dimension of tribal-capitalism.

The new traditionalist ideology has emerged out of the
differentiating process of indigenisation. Differences
were emphasised between hypostatic Maori and Pakeha
cultures in the political discourse of separatism which
increasingly replaced the bicultural discourse of the
1980s. Friedman (1994:243) locates the ‘tendency
towards neo-traditionalism' in periods when ‘the political
and economic conditions for modernism are weakened'
with ‘the crisis of accumulation in the (Westem) center.'
'This (tendency) is due to the security and even salvation
provided by traditionalist identity in times of crisis. It is
fixed and ascribed, provides the medium for engagement
in a larger coliectivity, and provides a set of standards,
values and rules for living'. The rapid increase in the
population of North American Indians described by
Friedman (1994:244) 'not as a fact of biology but of
identity', along with 'five new tribes' is also a
phenomenon of Maori retribalisation. O’'Regan (1994:43)
refers to the process occurring in Ngai Tahu, 'In the
1970s we thought that the Ngai Tahu population was
around i5,000. Now we think it's about 30,000, but...
there's probably a lot more - especially if all those who
are entitled to benefit by whakapapa show up'. Within
the process of retribalisation, the traditional and the
modemn became contesting ideologies. The traditional

The processes of retribalisation are examined in two
papers, Whanau Revival and Retribalisation (Sites,
issue 32, Autumn 1996) and The Retribalisation of
Ngati Kuri, an unpublished paper
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was romantised in terms of a more 'truly human' past in
which 'social practices remain embedded in the
continuity of past, present and future' rather than in the
‘disembedded' systems of modernity that separate time
and space from personal relationships and fragment the
meaningfulness of direct social contact (Giddens,
1990:37).

Friedman (1994.vii) refers to Minc's description of the
'new age of tribalism in which individualism is declining
and being replaced by increasingly strong collective
pressures’, as 'a New Middle Age' with the universalism
of the modern project threatened by ideologies of
particularity, such as religious fundamentalism and
retribalisation. Although the bicultural project was a
universalistic project, it was simuitaneously a vehicle for
fragmentation. Paradoxically, the inclusion of the other
involved the recognition of the other. The Pakeha new
class could not mainstream Maori without first
recognising a distinctive ethnicity and, in the process,
establishing a romanticised traditional-modern duality.
The concept of the stable and unchanging traditional is a
construct of modernity's 'other' providing a contrast to a
perceived fragmentary and ephemeral existence and
elevating the traditional to an 'ideological mystification'
(Webster, 1995:2).

However, there is nothing more 'true' or containing 'real
human nature' in societies termed traditional than there
is in those societies described as modern. Webster
(1995:1) refers to the tendency in 'some theory and
much popular preconception' to place non-European
societies outside history and celebrate their timelessness
and stability in visions of tranquility. The romanticisation
of a mythical timeless world not only creates a false
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traditional-modem duality, but also attributes a certain
moral worthiness to those cultures that have remained
outside what is perceived to be a decline into the
vicissitudes of an ultimately meaningless material
progress. Traditional spirituality with its notion of unity is
held up in contrast to this so-called meaningless
materialism. Progress becomes rejected as anti-human,
as destructive of some essential spiritual core which is
the 'true' human nature. Donham (1990:213) warns
against positing the traditional as the 'other' in the quest
for a pathway out of a postmodernist angst, a condition
embedded in the new class's paradoxical nature. He
refers to those 'many' anthropologists who 'look
backward for redemption, backward to traditions
endangered by capitalist progress' claiming that this
'vision is fundamentally flawed. What capitalism has
fractu red was... never whole. Tradition only stablized and
inculcated a set of other inequalities'.

Traditional societies never functioned as set pieces in a
timeless 'natural' order with disturbances coming only
from outside. Godelier (1984:12) argues against the
notion that the more traditional a culture is the more
'natural' is its society, with the increasing complexity of
materialism acting as the force which takes us further
and further away from peoples' 'natural’ origins. There is
no 'theoretical reason to consider the forms of life and
thought characteristic of hunters, gatherers and fishers
as more natural than those of agriculturalists and
stockbreeders who succeeded them'. Those 'forms of
life and thought', that is culture, are always related
inextricately to the social relations of production of a
given society. The 'mental component at the core of our
material relations with nature' represents, organises and
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