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change only when they see the need.
It was for this reason that Tuilaepa
said in a press interview for the
United States to “mind its own busi-
ness” and look to its own backyard
first. Still, the monolithic power now
held by the Human Rights Protection
Party is terrifying to some critics.
sdup Deputy Leader Asiata Va‘ai,
for instance, labeled as disgusting the
appointment of twenty associate min-
isters, an increase of seven from the
previous Tuilaepa administration. In
Asiata’s view, this action by the gov-
ernment will result in the negation of
checks and balances required of a
healthy democratic system. For in
effect, the appointment of twelve
cabinet ministers and twenty associate
ministers and the election of an hrpp
Speaker and deputy speaker signify
that every hrpp member of Parlia-
ment is also a member of the execu-
tive. Thus, these ministers and associ-
ate ministers will make executive
decisions and defend these at the
same time in Parliament.

Now that the Samoa Development
United Party is again an official par-
liamentary party, it will become the
lone voice of opposition, a task it has
done admirably before. But the ques-
tion remains, will the Human Rights
Protection Party use its power wisely
and with moderation? This is indeed
the big question for Prime Minister
Tuilaepa, the economic genius who
has radically changed the social and
economic landscape of Sämoa, and
who has turned an economy that was
nearly bankrupt in the early 1980s
into one that has earned the admira-
tion and respect of renowned institu-
tions such as the World Bank and
International Monetary Fund since
2000. Above all, he has earned the

admiration and respect of his fellow
citizens who voted his party back into
power. 

unasa l f va‘a
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Tokelau

Arguably the most important event 
in recent years for Tokelau’s political
development was the self-determina-
tion referendum that took place on 13
February 2006. Tokelau’s 615 regis-
tered voters went to the polls to deter-
mine whether Tokelau would become
self-governing in free association with
New Zealand or continue as a non–
self-governing territory of New Zea-
land. The two-thirds majority required
for changing Tokelau’s political status
by voting “yes” was not achieved, and
the status quo will continue, at least
until another referendum is held. The
February referendum had been envis-
aged as the final step in a series of
interrelated and sequential events lead-
ing to a new self-determined political
status for Tokelau. This report seeks
to review the recent initiatives and
events preceding the referendum and
to interpret its outcome.

The question put to Tokelau by the
first visiting United Nation mission
back in 1976 was: Would Tokelau
consider having its own government



political reviews • polynesia 257

like the rest of New Zealand’s former
colonies? The choices provided by the
UN Committee of 24 were limited to
three: independence, self-government
in free association with an indepen-
dent state, or integration with an
independent state. Tokelau’s answer
was brief: No thanks. Underpinning
this response were anxieties as
expressed to subsequent UN visiting
missions and New Zealand govern-
ment officials: Tokelau needed a solid
infrastructure before considering
standing alone. Education, health, a
quality public service, and Tokelau’s
mativa (poverty) were in the forefront
of these concerns.

Following the 1967 UN Mission
visit, New Zealand substantially
expanded and upgraded the Tokelau
public service in response to these
concerns. The Ministry of Foreign
Affairs published a booklet in Toke-
lauan and English (English title: Toke-
lau: Its System of Government and
Administration), setting out how it
saw Tokelau operating. The booklet
contains two features of particular
note: the front cover photograph of
a carver fashioning a model double
canoe, and a line drawing of a three-
seated canoe on the final page. The
latter canoe is used metaphorically to
demonstrate how Tokelau is governed
both nationally and locally. The canoe
hull is labeled “Tokelau people.” The
three village-elected Faipule (leaders)
collectively are represented by the
steering paddle at the stern, and indi-
vidually by the reinforcing struts that
connect the three outrigger booms
(the elders’ councils) to the outrigger
(the pan-Tokelau General Fono). The
three village-elected Pulenuku (may-
ors) are equated with the three row-
ing paddles.

This line drawing from Wellington
with the position at the stern paddle
occupied by the collective Faipule was
at odds with Tokelau ideas about how
a canoe is run with he toeaina ke i te
mulivaka (an elder positioned at the
stern); the stern of the canoe is the
place from which wisdom and knowl-
edge emanates. The cultural position
of Tokelau elders is displaced in the
diagram and the image is indicative of
the type of thinking that set the stage
for ensuing social and political initia-
tives. Wellington and Tokelau were
not talking about the same canoe, yet
each has continued to articulate the
canoe metaphor in their own ways.

In 1993, a Tokelau National Gov-
ernment came into being, with the
three Faipule forming an executive
council and assuming ministerial port-
folios. Each year one of the Faipule in
rotation is designated the Ulu o Toke-
lau (Head of Tokelau), and in this
role represents Tokelau at regional
and international meetings. The first
Ulu o Tokelau addressed a UN Decol-
onization Seminar in Port Moresby
(1993) with an address titled “From
the Lagoon to the Dark Ocean.” The
metaphorical message was that Toke-
lau was preparing to leave the calm
waters of the lagoon and to venture
into the uncharted waters, as it
embarked on a journey toward self-
governing status. While two domains
are explicit in the symbolic language
used (the lagoon and dark ocean), a
third domain is implied—the canoe
preparing to leave the safe waters of
the lagoon and venture into the
unknown waters. This was a bold
statement by the Ulu o Tokelau as
head of the new national government,
who was well aware that the three
villages of Tokelau had continuously
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told UN missions and New Zealand
that they were not ready for change.
In discussing the address with its
speaker, I discovered that the text
only exists in English; thus the speech,
voiced by the Ulu o Tokelau from an
English text, about Tokelau’s canoe
venturing forth was inaccessible to
many Tokelauans. Tokelau as a whole
and its separate villages are indeed
often likened to a canoe. Tokelau
functions collectively, arriving at
decisions by consensus. In a planned
voyage, all aspects of the planning are
formulated and overseen by senior
elders, who allocate specific tasks to
others. This collectivity adds credi-
bility and blessings to the whole
endeavor. Yet the contents of national
statements have rarely been discussed,
let alone debated, at the village or
pan-Tokelau levels.

I have reported on the Modern
House of Tokelau previously (Kalolo
2000). In 1998 New Zealand
appointed the first Tokelauan public
service commissioner, in partial
response to the long-held Tokelau
stand that the public service must be
localized by replacing the New Zea-
land States Services Commission with
a Tokelau one. The Council of Fai-
pule elected in 1996 had urged the
return of public service administration
to the villages and initiated proposals
for a New House of Tokelau. This
“house” concept was coined by one
of the Faipule in 1997 and was later
expressed metaphorically by another
as a desire to “house all fish under
one rock.” These ideas were intro-
duced to the villages by all the elected
Faipule and Pulenuku, who visited all
three atolls for rounds of consulta-
tions. In mid-1999, the UN Committee

of 24 and New Zealand were given
notice of these new developments by
the Ulu o Tokelau. A joint committee
for what came to be called the Mod-
ern House Project was created, com-
prising the three Faipule representing
Tokelau, the administrator of Toke-
lau, and the newly appointed Toke-
lauan public service commissioner
representing New Zealand. After a
series of meetings in Apia in 2000,
a second round of consultative visits
was undertaken by the joint commit-
tee. Meetings took place in June
2000, during which the three village
councils endorsed the project. How-
ever, the elders cautioned that the
project should proceed with care in a
slow, calculated manner. The funda-
mental principle underpinning the
Modern House Project was that the
three villages are the foundation of
Tokelau and would be the basis of
governance structures in the future.

For lack of space, I limit the dis-
cussion here to an examination of
two of the main programs of the
Modern House Project, namely, Good
Governance and Capacity/Capability
Building. I highlight these programs
because they were designed to educate
Tokelau political leaders and the pub-
lic generally about nation building
and public service practice. Numerous
workshops, seminars, and meetings
were envisaged to prepare the popu-
lation for a probable future political
status, with a village-oriented
approach. By 2000, Modern House
Transition Teams and Village Council
Offices were in place to support this
planned public education venture.
A great number of concepts, such as
self-determination, democracy, good
governance, accountability, trans-
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parency, which have no direct equiva-
lent in Tokelauan, were to be dis-
cussed, analyzed, and adapted to the
Tokelau village context. These terms
are both difficult to define and diffi-
cult to translate or find equivalents
for in the local context. Because of
this, the timing and duration of this
public education was crucial, a pre-
requisite to any act of self-determina-
tion. The undp office in Apia was
willing to give financial assistance
to these programs, but unfortunately
they never got off the ground. This
setback is significant in that after the
February 2006 referendum, when
asked why they voted “No,” many
people responded: “Ko au e he mala-
malama” (I do not understand).

The educational program did not
happen because the Modern House
Project was dismantled by the Council
of Faipule in 2003, arguing that it
should be “mainstreamed” through
the government. Initially, the project
had been headed by a general man-
ager who was responsible to the joint
committee. Following a two-to-one
decision to mainstream the project,
the general manager was asked to
resign and the Modern House Project
was placed under the auspices of the
Office of the Ongoing Government of
Tokelau (a six-member executive com-
posed of all the elected Faipule and
Pulenuku, which replaced the Council
of Faipule in 2004). Gone was the
envisaged village-centered public
education endeavor, and most of the
Modern House ideas and principles
were shelved.

The years 2003–2005 were prepar-
atory for a self-governing status, cul-
minating in the planned referendum.
The work was organized mainly from

Apia by a team of legal advisers with
the help of Tokelau’s constitutional
adviser, Professor Tony Angelo.
Before reporting on the referendum
proper, two documents must be ana-
lyzed: the Constitution of Tokelau
and the Treaty of Free Association
between New Zealand and Tokelau.

The constitution document was
prepared by a constitution committee
and endorsed by the General Fono in
2003: “Therefore we, the people of
Tokelau, join together for the protec-
tion of our families and culture . . .
have now established these principles
for the Constitution of Tokelau”
(General Fono 2003). In 2005, both
the English and Tokelauan versions of
the document were approved by the
National Translation Committee,
which reported to the General Fono.
The work of the translation commit-
tee was then referred to the three Vil-
lage Councils for further discussions.
The document’s “Preamble” opens
with the familiar phrase: “We, the
people of Tokelau” (ocogt 2005). It
then covers such subjects as the Gen-
eral Fono, the Ongoing Government,
the Courts, Law Making, Land, Pub-
lic Service, Finance, and Human
Rights. Compared with other Pacific
nations’ constitutions, the Tokelau
document is relatively short. Most
statements are not detailed, as evi-
denced by the one on human rights:
“Individual human rights for all peo-
ple in Tokelau are those stated in the
Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, and reflected in the Interna-
tional Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights.” This brevity is problematic,
as the “Universal Declaration of
Human Rights” and other interna-
tional conventions may be known to



260 the contemporary pacific • 19:1 (2007)

only a few, and certainly not to the
majority of the populace. It is safe to
speculate that the vocabulary associ-
ated with these topics is not well
understood.

The 2005 “Draft Treaty of Free
Association between New Zealand
and Tokelau” is an acknowledgment
“of the long history of friendship and
cooperation between New Zealand
and Tokelau and the many historical,
social and cultural links between their
peoples.” The document was origi-
nally composed in Wellington and
then repeatedly refined and adapted
to suit each partner’s point of view.
It exists in two versions, English and
Tokelauan, and contains thirteen arti-
cles, beginning with a summary that
spells out the acknowledged principles
and values shared between the two
countries. Subsequent articles state
that New Zealand recognizes the
uniqueness of Tokelau language and
culture and undertakes to work with
Tokelau to ensure their retention and
development; Tokelauans will retain
New Zealand citizenship; New Zea-
land undertakes “to provide ongoing
economic support and infrastructure
development to improve the quality
of the people”; and New Zealand will
continue administrative, technical,
and specialist support.

The remaining articles address the
issues of emergency and disaster
relief, defense, international relations,
and the Tokelau International Trust
Fund. The document was slated to
come into force on the date it is
signed, that is, pending the outcome
of the referendum, which is now
history.

In the weeks leading up to the
referendum, several issues came to

the fore that could have been influen-
tial in determining the result. Here I
discuss just three of the issues: (1) the
rights of the Tokelau people living
abroad to participate in political
development of their homeland;
(2) the lack of understanding as
expressed by many; and (3) the dis-
unity in formulating and articulating
of the voice of Tokelau by the Coun-
cil for Ongoing Government.

The first UN mission treated the
Tokelau homeland and the Tokelau
communities in New Zealand as one.
I have participated in many discus-
sions between Tokelau elected leaders
and Tokelau communities in New
Zealand and Sämoa; I have heard
many people living abroad expressing
a wish to participate in political deci-
sion making in the homeland by
engaging in debate and elections.
Many want to be considered Tokelau
citizens once self-rule is established,
and to maintain the rights to land
plots and house sites to which they
are entitled by customary law. The
General Fono, however, ruled in the
1990s that only Tokelauans residing in
Tokelau could make decisions affect-
ing Tokelau, reasoning that those liv-
ing abroad (some five times as many
as those living in the homeland)
should not determine local political
matters. Yet, at the same time, the
sons and daughters of Tokelau over-
seas were repeatedly urged to return
and serve their homeland. This deci-
sion applied in the case of the referen-
dum, despite repeated appeals from
Tokelau communities abroad. How-
ever, there is no evidence that the
issue of Tokelauans residing abroad
participating in the referendum was
ever debated in the Village Councils
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and General Fono. In the final days
before the referendum, letters from
individuals and groups from abroad
were read publicly, asking the home-
land to reconsider the General Fono
decision, and presenting arguments on
why Tokelau should vote no.

In the weeks before the referendum,
the phrase “I do not understand” was
often repeated, particularly in the dis-
cussions about the referendum itself
and the voting process. In 2004 and
2005, the public consultations regard-
ing political development were con-
ducted by a team of legal advisers,
but the aims of the public education
envisaged in the Modern House Pro-
ject were never achieved. This, com-
bined with the input from overseas,
resulted in confusion. One politician
advised: “If you do not understand
the issues involved, vote no.”

The Council for Ongoing Govern-
ment compounded the uncertainty by
its own disunity. In mid-2005, the
General Fono instructed the six mem-
bers of the Council for Ongoing Gov-
ernment to visit all the three commu-
nities for a round of discussions. The
purpose was to consult and enlighten
the Tokelau public not only on current
constitutional and political issues, but
also on the planned referendum. The
visit eventuated but the whole council
did not participate. This did not go
unnoticed, and from this point on the
council as a team did not speak with
one collective voice for Tokelau.

Another referendum is planned to
take place in 2007. The General Fono
reviewed the results of the referendum
and noted “that the draft Treaty
between Tokelau and New Zealand
is still on the table” (General Fono
2006). The General Fono also agreed

to refer the issue again to the three
communities.

Come what may, there are a num-
ber of important issues that need to
be addressed. First among them is a
return to a village-centered public
education strategy as envisaged by the
Modern House Project, instead of the
irregular, brief consultative visits by
an Apia-based group. Second, the
issue of Tokelau people in overseas
communities wishing to participate in
decision-making in Tokelau needs be
revisited. What might be the rights of
Tokelauans living abroad to engage in
major decisions affecting economic
development in their homeland with
regard to representation and participa-
tion? What might be the role of peo-
ple residing abroad in international
politics involving their homeland?
These and other questions must be
discussed between representatives of
the homeland and the diaspora. Care-
ful translation of official documents
from English to Tokelauan (and Toke-
lauan to English) is another major
issue, particularly if the documents
represent the “voice” of either Toke-
lau or New Zealand. Last but not
least is that the members of the Coun-
cil of Ongoing Government need to
speak with one voice. As representa-
tives of the Village Councils and vil-
lages, and spokespersons of the Gen-
eral Fono in the international arena,
the council must present a united face
for Tokelau.

kelihiano kalolo
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Tonga

The last decade has seen an escalation
of social, political, and economic
changes in Tonga, but the events of
the past year have been extraordinary:
Thousands of people participated in
numerous protest marches, climaxing
in a general strike that held the gov-
ernment hostage for six weeks; royal
family insiders spoke publicly against
the authority of the king; the first
elected and commoner member of
Parliament was named prime minis-
ter; the first woman was appointed to
cabinet; and the king gave his assent
to the National Committee for Politi-
cal Reform. It has been a dramatic,
traumatic, and emancipatory year for
Tonga, and in these respects the con-
sequences of the popular uprisings of
2005–2006 constitute a political,
social, and psychological coup for
Tongans at home and abroad.

In March 2005, whistle-blower
revelations about Shoreline, the com-
pany holding a monopoly on power

generation, provided the impetus for
the first major march of what became
a season of marches. Piveni Piukala, a
former computer systems manager at
Shoreline, alleged financial misman-
agement, falsification of audits, and
exorbitant salaries of approximately
us$400,000 each for the three main
executives, Sosefo Ramanlal, Soane
Ramanlal, and Crown Prince Tupou-
to‘a. Piukala warned that the prob-
lems at Shoreline would cause the
people to feel disloyal toward the
royal family and especially toward the
crown prince. In early May, the Peo-
ple’s Representatives filed writs in the
Supreme Court against Shoreline and
the Tonga Electric Power Board. At
the same time, the Tongan Human
Rights and Democracy Movement
(thrdm) began organizing a petition
and conferring with the People’s
Democracy Party and other “Demos”
—democracy movement supporters—
about a protest. The petition listed
objections to the way the national
electricity provision had been priva-
tized, to the fact that Shoreline held a
monopoly, and to the fact that elec-
tricity was so expensive while the
company’s directors received such
high salaries. After gaining twenty
thousand signatures, on 26 May
2005 a record four thousand people
marched to present the petition to
the palace. It was read aloud by the
thrdm president, the Rev Simote
Vea. As he spoke, Vea also called on
the king to surrender power to the
people and to become a ceremonial
figurehead like the monarch in Brit-
ain. (The People’s Representatives
later disavowed prior knowledge of
these latter demands.)

The next day, parliamentarians




