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Abstract
This paper focuses on the regenerative capacity of Indigenous lan-

guages to heal humanity’s widespread disassociation from our earth.

Decolonization is positioned as the collective work of reindigeniza-

tion as this pertains both to Indigenous peoples and those who are

no longer indigenous to place. In doing so, the paper elucidates

the potential contribution of the Westernized field of ecopsychology,

with its focus on the interrelationships between well-being, human

culture, and environment. In particular, it focuses on elements of

the new science, relational psychology, and poststructuralism to

elucidate the ways in which Indigenous languages might enliven,

shape, and consolidate human subjectivities and agency for sus-

tainable futures. Drawing on Te Ao M�aori (the M�aori LifeWorld) and

other Indigenous realities, it shifts the debate from Indigenous lan-

guages as a human right specific to Indigenous peoples, to In-

digenous languages as an ecological imperative for humanity. Key

Words: Decolonization—Indigenous languages—Reindigenizaton—

Sustainability—Ecopsychology—Intercultural.

Introduction

K
oia t�enei: ko te toroa noho au, e tangi

ana ki t�ona k�ainga; e mihi ana.

This is a fact: I live like an albatross, crying out to its

nesting place and greeting you (in sorrow).1

In Te Ao M�aori (the M�aori LifeWorld), the deeper meanings behind

human experience are often encoded within whakatau�ak�i (proverbs)

which, prior to colonization, were exclusively passed between gen-

erations within the oral traditions of M�aori, the Indigenous peoples of

Aotearoa. These critical messages or sayings provided and continue

to provide a significant means of sense-making between past and

present. Today they remain an important method for transmitting

critical intergenerational information about all aspects of life, in-

cluding traditional knowledge, tribal memory, historic events, be-

havior, and personal achievement (Whaanga & Wehi, 2016). While

primarily composed in relation to the specificities of time, particular

events, and places—in this case the confiscation of M�aori land and the

resultant spiritual and economic alienation for M�aori—the meta-

phorical nature of whakatau�ak�ı means that they invariably carry

deeper and larger meanings about experiences of life, as well as

guidelines for ethical human behavior more generally. Perhaps the

most distinguishing feature of te reo M�aori (the Maori language),

according to M�aori worldview, is that M�aori regard the act of

speaking their mother tongue as a ‘‘worlded’’ (Mika, 2016) gathering

of entities intimately related to place, space, and time (Mika, 2016;

Mika & Stewart, 2017). This is probably the primary defining attri-

bute that sets it apart from Western languages like modern English,

which are grounded in Cartesian or separatist views of reality.

In contemporary modernist society, use of te reo M�aori (for ex-

ample, its application within public policies) has in many respects

become institutionalized, decontextualized, and disjointed from the

sovereignty of its ecological origins (Williams, 2018). In this paper, as

I write about the potential of M�aori and other Indigenous languages

to deepen our relationship with the earth (reindigenization), I also

insert an important caveat. The use of te reo M�aori and other In-

digenous languages, particularly by those with varying degrees of

dislocation from their indigenous origins, needs to be attuned to the

specifics of whakapapa (genealogy) of land and waterscapes, people
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1M�aori proverb used to refer to the confiscation of lands and the displace-
ment of M�aori from their homes.
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and language. Without deep appreciation for place and ecological

specificity, their indiscriminate application risks exacerbating colo-

nial dominance, a point I return to later in this article.

The central thesis of this paper has four key tenets. First, probably

our greatest capability in supporting reindigenization is the innate

human capacity for deep empathic connection to the earth as a living

being (Ausubel, 2008; O’Hara, 2006; Williams, 2012b). Second, dis-

rupted by historical and contemporary forms of colonialism, this

capacity is threatened by the dissonance between our often fleeting

experiences of interconnectedness, and everyday priorities and ac-

tions, as anchored in and influenced by our everyday contexts and

political ecologies (Williams, Bunda, Claxton, & MacKinnon, 2017).

Third, a key means of addressing the dissonance between ontology (the

nature of reality) and epistemology (how we come to know, or our

everyday actions) is through the resurgence of Indigenous languages.

Language acts as a medium for mediating and connecting the recip-

rocal and reflexive relationship between our embodied experiences of

place and the ways in which we construct and articulate our rela-

tionship to place. Fourth, given the extent to which the worldviews

underpinning Indigenous languages are at odds with the modernist

views of reality that underscore many culturally dominant languages

such as English, care must be taken that the use of Indigenous lan-

guages by non-Indigenous speakers does not subvert reindigenization.

In this paper, I take the position that ecopsychology, particularly

genres based on participatory worldviews, can make an important

contribution to understanding the role of Indigenous languages as a

significant strategy for effecting necessary shifts in human con-

sciousness and behavior. There is also, however, a critical distinction

to be made between participatory and Indigenous worldviews. While

both share the view of a deeply interconnected and mutually con-

stituted reality, Indigenous worldviews, ways of being and lan-

guages, arise from specific places and therefore convey unique sets of

human-ecological understandings and relationships (Williams et al.,

2017). As will become apparent later in this paper, this distinction is

important for understanding both ecopsychology’s potential and

limitations in elucidating the relationship between Indigenous lan-

guages and stronger human-earth connectedness.

I am a Ng�ai Te Rangi (a tribe that is indigenous to Aotearoa)

woman who is also of non-Indigenous ancestry (Celtic and Ger-

manic). Shortly following the confiscation and partial return of our

lands, my great-grandfather, Edward Sellars, came to T�amaki Ma-

kaurau (Auckland), Aotearoa, where I grew up. After a series of

dreams related to my iwi (tribal) identity, in 2003 I returned to my

ancestral lands—the Tauranga Moana (literally the seas of Tauranga)

which refer to an interconnected network of ocean, waterways,

wetlands, farmland, and forests—and reconnected with my iwi and

some of our Kuia (female Elders) and Koroua (male Elders). While

most of my formal education and professional training was strongly

influenced by Western, Cartesian dualism, much of the heart of my

reality is Te Ao M�aori. Today I live in the Tauranga Moana, learning

the language of my people and working with Whakauae Research

Services, a M�aori health and development organization. Given my

dual epistemological and cultural lineage, and that my professional

life has given me ample opportunity to observe the impacts of public

discourses on our relationship to the earth, I am deeply interested in

processes of ‘‘becoming of place’’ and the relational spaces, practices,

and theoretical traditions that might enable this (Fig. 1).

Indigenous Languages: From Human Right
to Ecological Imperative

Languages with their complex implications for identity, cul-

tural diversity, spirituality, communication and social integra-

tion, education and development, are of crucial importance for

people and planet. People not only embed in languages their

history, traditions, memory, traditional knowledge, unique modes

of thinking, meaning and expression, but more importantly they

also construct their future through them. (UNESCO, 2018, p. 2)

Fig. 1. Looking out onto part of the Tauranga moana with our
ancestral mountain Mauao at the harbor entrance in the back-
ground. The significance of this is reflected in our tribal pepeha
(traditional introduction) which begins Ko Mauao te maunga,
Ko Tauranga te moana. Mauao is the Mountain, Tauranga is
the sea or space. This signifies nga tangata (the people)
and te taiao (the environment) as one.
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Through giving life to local cultural specificities, customs and

values which have endured through time, Indigenous languages are

repositories of diversity and key resources for both understanding

the environment and utilizing it to the best advantage of local pop-

ulations, as well as humanity as a whole (UNESCO, 2018). Yet

Indigenous languages remain endangered; their links to human

sustainability are rarely well-articulated in everyday discourse or

public policy. This is the situation in Aotearoa, where despite the

government’s recognition of te reo M�aori as a taonga (a socially or

culturally valuable resource) and subsequent strategy to effect the

widespread use of te reo throughout the country (Waitangi Tribunal,

2011), the status of te reo M�aori remains precarious.2 Relatedly,

support for te reo M�aori focuses almost exclusively on M�aori identity,

and well-being. For example, a recent report on the significance of

language to national development and progress by the Royal Society

of New Zealand (2013)—an institution at the apex of knowledge le-

gitimization in the country—positions language as ‘‘the primary

means of interpreting reality and therefore . basic to cultural evo-

lution and change’’ (p. 2). Te reo M�aori, however, is solely discussed

within the same report ‘‘as a marker of [M�aori] cultural persistence’’

that is [solely] of critical importance to ‘‘M�aori identity and well-

being’’ (pp. 4–5). At international levels, similar trends are apparent.

The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples

(United Nations, 2008) positions the interrelated issues of Indigenous

languages, cultural practices, and sustainability (Articles 5, 13, 25,

29) as ‘‘human rights specific to Indigenous Peoples’’ rather than an

integral part of a much more complex global social-ecological sys-

tem, underscored by the dynamic interaction between human cul-

tures and ecosystems. Meanwhile, the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable

Development (United Nations, 2015) largely ignores the critical role

of partnerships with Indigenous peoples. Overall, Indigenous peoples

continue to be framed as ‘‘vulnerable populations’’; their inalienable

right to sustainable cultural, social, and economic development is

perceived as a human right solely concerning Indigenous peoples,

rather than an imperative for human continuance.

The poor understanding of the potential of Indigenous languages to

heal the fractures between humanand earth consciousness lies in part on

the emphasis on their transactional value (Derby, 2016), rather than the

worldviews that underpin them and their deeper relevance to human

being and experience. In Te Ao M�aori, language is closely linked to

whakapapa (the genealogy between all entities). The expression of this

whakapapa or kinship with other beings throughout te reo M�aori is

reflected in the followingwordsof ayoungNg�ai TeRangiwoman leader:

I think looking at the sea and land, it’s much deeper than what

the eye sees . it definitely impacts the way I think about things

. When I speak M�aori, it’s more metaphorically speaking and I

am often referring to something in the way the sea moves . I

often talk about the waves, because our people are such sea

people. (Williams, 2012a)

Making these kinds of whakapapa connections occurs through

recitation of ancestral lineage, stories, narratives, verse, whakatauki

(proverbs), moteatea (laments), pepeha (formulaic expressions of tribal

identity), waiata (songs), and k�orero (conversation). Together, these

expressions of m�atauranga M�aori (M�aori knowledge) validate wairua

(spiritual) attachment to the lands and waters and the life that is of

them, as well as mahinga kai (their practical use for survival through

cultivation or food gathering) and sense of well-being or mauri (life

force) (Awatere, Harmsworth, & Robb, 2017). Furthermore, for M�aori,

as entities possess their own mauri and are part of the unseen world,

a word or concept has equal ontological value as those entities that

constitute the seen material world. As the binding life force energy that

interpenetrates and connects all of life (animate and, in the Western

sense, inanimate), mauri is the animating energy that impels the cos-

mic process forward (Marsden, 2003). In this interconnected world-

view, any one entity is immediately and actively constituted by all

things—thinking, and therefore language, arises from the communion

of entities in place with each other (Williams, 2012b).

In contrast to colonizing worldviews which position language as the

representation of discrete objects or entities that are somehow separate

from the whakapapa of the world, M�aori philosophy views language as

bringing the world ‘‘into presence.’’ It is a sort of gathering of entities

rather than merely an instrument for singling out any one thing (Mika,

2016). Within Te Ao M�aori, the interconnected totality of things ‘‘cul-

minate[s] in one utterance’’; that which is being manifested through

language is ‘‘fundamentally unknowable and never the less influ-

ential and constructive’’ (2016, p. 171). Furthermore, human beings

are not alone in their capacity for language; other entities in the

world have the power to speak (Moon, 2003) in accordance with their

own essential autonomy yet in accordance with each other (Mika,

2Rates of conversational M�aori among M�aori declined from 25.2 to 21.3
percent in 2001 and 2013, respectively (Ministry of Social Development,
2016). These declines in te reo M�aori were in part the subject of a treaty of
Waitangi claim (commonly known as WAI 262) made by M�aori against the
Crown, focused on enabling M�aori to take back control of M�aori identity
and culture within New Zealand policy and law-making. Set up by the Treaty
of Waitangi Act 1975, the Waitangi Tribunal is a permanent commission of
inquiry that makes recommendations on claims brought by M�aori relating
to actions by the Crown which breach the promises made in the Treaty of
Waitangi.
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2016, p. 169). Te reo M�aori as embedded in place and people holds

important knowledge not only of the environment but in relational

ethics—the protocol for how to be in relationship with human and

other than human life-forms—otherwise known as ‘‘Te reo me ng�a

tikanga’’ (the language and the cultural protocols) (Derby, 2016).

Reshaping Colonial Subjectivities Through
the Language of the Land

Ko te reo te mauri o te mana M�aori.

Language is the lifeforce of M�aori.

At its core, ecopsychology can be broadly thought of as

the ‘‘synergistic relationship between personal [human] and plane-

tary wellbeing’’—the needs of each being relevant to the other (Nor-

ton, 2009, p. 140). This definition encompasses a wide range of

ontological, epistemological, and theoretical approaches, ranging

from more individualistic and anthropocentric tenets of Western

psychology that seek to understand how the earth community might

service human well-being ( Jiang, 2013) to deeply participatory

worldviews that decenter human consciousness and needs (Abram,

1996; Woodbury, 2013). Particularly notable within the ecopsy-

chological literature and relevant to the aims of this paper is the

observation that its critical dimension is ill-equipped to engage

alongside decolonial praxis ( Jones & Segal, 2018).

Methodologically, the recovering of Indigenous cultural ecolo-

gies and knowledge systems—the ‘‘reproduction of culture in place’’

(Sommerville, 2010)—draws on previous scholarship in critical In-

digenous studies and social geography (Kraidy, 2002; Fredericks,

2013). Also relevant to this discussion are two key theoretical strands

which align with the recollectivist and critical dimensions of ecop-

sychology, respectively. The first (recollectivist dimension) is the

remapping of ontology and epistemology in an embodied sense upon

the human psyche through ceremony, stories, arts-based approaches,

and simply being one with country. The second (critical dimension) is

the remapping of sociohistorical narratives that involves the dis-

ruption of dominant settler narratives of the ecology of culture and

place through resurfacing and repositioning Indigenous narratives of

country, culture, and kin (Williams et al., 2017).

Recollective dimension and the reproduction of culture in place3

The recollective dimension of ecopsychology, particularly theoret-

ical approaches aligned with relational psychology and participatory

worldviews (Abram, 1996; Chalquist, 2007; Fessenden, 2007; Woodbury,

2013), has much in common with Indigenous onto-epistemologies.

In recent years, the West’s hiatus from the science of interconnec-

tedness (for example, as practiced by the earlier alchemists, see

Chalquist, 2007, p. 94) has been broken by what sustainability edu-

cator Elizabeth Lange (2012) refers to as the ‘‘new science,’’ an

emergent paradigm within Western scientific approaches ‘‘predicated

on relativity theory, quantum physics, complexity and chaos theory,

enactivism, gaia theory and deep ecology’’ (p. 199). The new science

accounts for what Indigenous science has long known: Conscious-

ness is collective, matter and energy are fundamentally expressions

of the same thing, and our ‘‘Life-World’’ (Williams, 2012b, p. 93)

is inherently an alchemical one as energy (including consciousness)

and matter are mutually transformative. As Lange (2012) states:

At the subatomical level, matter and energy are interchange-

able as either particles or waves affecting each other synergisti-

cally and emergent with the act of human observation . thus

matter and mind coemerge as an intimately interlinked system

within a larger bio-sphere . Potentially we have access to this

transpersonal consciousness based on our holistic or expansive

self [LifeWorld] .. (p. 199)

The new science aligns well with Indigenous ‘‘LifeWorld’’ (Williams,

2012b, p. 93) perspectives which view consciousness as embedded in

the nature of all things. Learning is holistic and relational, involving

‘‘human beings, animals, plants, the natural environment, and the

metaphysical world of visions and dreams’’ (Fixico, 2003, p. 2). These

theoretical frameworks resonate well with embodied forms of the re-

production of culture in place as, from an Indigenous worldview, it is

the body’s knowing or perceiving that informs other levels of con-

sciousness (Cajete 2000; Broadhead & Howard, 2011)—a point on

which Western scholarship on relational consciousness (Abram, 1996;

Chalquist, 2007; Merleau-Ponty, 1964) is instructive. In particular, the

work of Maurice Merleau-Ponty, French phenomenological philoso-

pher, as articulated in his seminal book The Primacy of Perception

(1964), and David Abram’s (1996) thesis of an ‘‘Ecology of Language’’

lay important theoretical groundwork not only with demonstrating the

primacy of the embodied nature of human language and its de-

centering as an exclusive human property (Abram, 1996, p. 78) but

also in articulating the reflexive relationship between embodied and

discursive forms of human communication.

These theoretical perspectives resonate with Te Ao M�aori. For

example, decentering language as a uniquely human attribute is

evident in the art of moko (tattooing of the skin), in which manu (bird)

patterns were traditionally used around the eyes for men and around3Parts of this section draw on Williams (2012b, 2013).
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the lips for woman. That is because, as conveyed by one tohunga t�a

moko (tattooing expert), in Te Ao M�aori: ‘‘Birds are messengers,4 they

fly in the realms of the atua (gods)’’ (Williams, 2012a).

Expanding further on the aforementioned Western perspectives

regarding the reflexive relationship between embodied and discur-

sive forms of communication, for Merleau-Ponty, the body’s struc-

tures of perceptual consciousness are our first route of access to being

and truth: ‘‘such structures underlie and accompany all the other

structures of higher-level individual consciousness’’ (1964, p. xvi).

Similarly, within David Abram’s ecology of language, prior to dis-

cursive language, preverbal communication is already in exchange.

This exchange has its own coherence and articulation, suggesting

that perception is the very soil and support of the more conscious

exchange we call language (Abram, 1996, p. 74). It is this gestural,

somatic dimension of language that is always present and underpins

its abstract structure (Merleau-Ponty, 1964). Within Te Ao M�aori, t�a

moko (M�aori tattooing) is an example of the gestural expression

language, representing somatic experience and the embodiment of

the M�aori LifeWorld. In this way ‘‘all moko talk about the whenua

(land), wai (water) Tangaroa (sea), Tawhiri M�atea (the wind) and

Rangi (the sky)’’ (Williams, 2012a). The reflexive and intimate rela-

tionship between these embodied forms of language and its more

abstract nature is evident in the historic naming of places throughout

Aotearoa by M�aori after parts of the body (Taonui, 2019) (Fig. 2).

The theories described in this section which represent participatory

rather than Indigenous worldviews are significant in terms of en-

abling understanding (for people of Western epistemological lineage)

of how taking time to ‘‘be’’ with the land and our other relatives can

facilitate deepening into place. While a critical entry point into un-

derstanding the interconnections between place-specific epistemol-

ogies and Indigenous languages, these theories are insufficient on

their own to facilitate indigenous connections to place for humanity

at large.

Critical dimension and the reproduction of culture in place

The following two examples demonstrate the ways in which

Indigenous languages can potentially reconstitute colonial sub-

jectivities. In te reo M�aori, one word for waterfall is wairere. Wai

refers to water, while rere refers to a range of movements

which include to ‘‘fly, flow, flee, leap . go into action (any gliding

movement), rush, run, race, [and] descend’’ (Moorefield, 2011). In

alignment with Te Ao M�aori, in which the universe and life within

it is interconnected by a unitive fabric of energy (mauri) including

the spoken word, the word rere brings the water to life as an ani-

mate being which has a range of movements. The wai (water) does

not just fall but flows, leaps, flies, and so on. Similarly, language

educator April Charlo of the Bitterroot Salish People of Western

Montana discusses how the interrelationship between language

and experiences shapes our concepts of the world around us. Prior

to colonization, interactions with the natural world were not framed

through the concept of ownership but rather ‘‘relationship.’’ For ex-

ample, in the dialect of her people the word Sew1kw means water.

However, on its own Sew means to ask whilst kw means liquid. For

Fig. 2. The stone figure of Taneatua, at the town of Taneatua, Bay
of Plenty. Taneatua was the tohunga or priest on board the
Mataatua, the author’s ancestral waka (Canoe). The moko
(carvings on his face) represent his whakapapa—genealogical
relationship to the rest of creation.

4For example, in Te Ao M�aori, a single p�ıwakawaka coming into a house is
considered to be a messenger that a loved one is soon to pass to the spirit world.
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Charlo (2018) this denotes that her ancestors, knowing in a very im-

mediate sense how critical water was to their survival, did not take

water for granted. The word ‘‘Sew1kw’’ therefore inclines the mind

toward a respectful relationship with water.

Ecopsychology, through its embrace of relational psychology and

the more critical aspects of Western poststructuralist (Conley, 2006;

Foucault, 1984) and feminist (Weedon, 1997) theory, can contribute

toward understanding how Indigenous languages can reshape human

subjectivity and action in ways that teach us how to live within the

requirements of place. Working in concert with one another, these

theoretical framings of human agency are vital to elucidating the

ways in which Indigenous languages can harness the embodied,

interconnected but (often less conscious) nature of human experi-

ence through place-orientated worldviews of language which shape

human subjectivity in ways that facilitate deep relational changes in

human thinking and behavior. At institutional levels, Foucault’s

(1984) concept of the ‘‘discursive field’’ which theorizes a field of

power relations as permeating any particular discourse is significant

for its ability to facilitate critical understandings of contemporary

power relations between Indigenous and non-Indigenous languages.5

Relatedly, the place and epistemological specificity of Indigenous

languages, however, requires discernment in their use by those not

indigenous to the ecological origins of a language or dialect. The sig-

nificance of this issue is underscored by the fact that the non-

Indigenous population majority in colonized, Westernized societies

such as Aotearoa/New Zealand often have little to counter their pre-

dominantly modernist, separatist experiences of reality—an issue which

becomes increasingly critical at institutional levels of power. Within Te

Ao M�aori, for example, while the grounded and localized nature of the

formulaic expressions of te reo M�aori such as waitata or whakatu�ak�ı

may be obvious, this is much less apparent in the application of te reo

M�aori within public policy discourse. For example, hauora is commonly

substituted as the Maori word for health within New Zealand public

health discourse. However, its meaning is more complex and repre-

sents a deeper cosmology than the materialist or social constructionist

worldviews that commonly underlie Western language. Hau means

breath, and ora means life. Hauora refers to the breath or wind of the

spirit which is infused into the process of birth to animate life (Marsden,

2003, p. 60). It is also grounded within the unique genealogical rela-

tionships M�aori have to land. Regardless of the best of intentions, the

concept’s generic application within the discursive field (Foucault,

1984) of Western, modernist public policy frameworks risks appropri-

ation. For example, through its decontextualization and translation

into the singular word ‘‘health,’’ the concept becomes ‘‘thinned.’’ While

giving the superficial appearance of conveying something ‘‘Maori,’’ in

reality the concept’s tokenistic use actually subverts people’s recon-

nection to holistic ways of well-being that include the land.

A possible way forward through this impasse is through a process

of differentiation between the apparent ontology of language, the

epistemology of its ecological origins, and the political ecology of

its contemporary use.6 This capacity for onto-epistemological

differentiation—the ability to discriminate between the apparent

meaning conveyed within Indigenous languages and their assumed

ecological origins, and the political and cultural ecology (dominant

worldviews, political interests, and power) within which their use is

grounded—will be important to enabling Indigenous languages to shape

and consolidate human subjectivities and agency in ways which facil-

itate Indigenous sovereignty and sustainable planetary futures (Fig. 3).

Fig. 3. Lewis Williams (standing to left) facilitating a kinohi ki te
kinohi (face to face meeting) with M�aori and P�akeh�a (non-
Indigenous New Zealanders) in the Whare Tupuna (ancestral house)
at Hoani Waititi marae, Auckland, to discuss the relevance of M�aori
worldviews and ways of thinking to environmental well-being.

5See for example the work of McPeek (2011).

6Elsewhere (Williams, 2018), I have written about frameworks for critical
reflection in decolonizing work which may be helpful to this process. These
differentiate between various paradigms, political ecologies, and agency
imperatives with which they are often aligned.
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Conclusion

I want my children to come home to something. I want them

to hear M�aori . to have that sense of belonging . not only

through the mouth, but through the blood, your mind, body, soul,

everything.7

Critical to decolonization efforts and the sovereignty of Indigenous

peoples over their languages, lands, and lives are Indigenous futures

which facilitate the reindigenization of those no longer indigenous

to place. Ecopsychology and critical theories at its peripheries can

contribute to illuminating the importance of Indigenous languages,

and specifically te reo M�aori, in potentially contributing to deepened

human-ecological relationships. Phenomenology provides an im-

portant theoretical bridge in terms of decentering human language as

an exclusive human property while the new science illuminates

language as an animating life force within an interconnected world.

In this sense, language is not in the Western sense representative of

an inert world but rather calls into presence a deeply animate world.

The Western theories of poststructuralism and the discursive fields

are critical to appreciating not only the dominant power relations

that can ‘‘misplace’’ or even misappropriate a language but also the

agentic potential of te reo M�aori in continuing to strengthen the

position of Indigenous communities, as well as harnessing the innate

capacity of those no longer indigenous to place for an empathic and

reciprocal relationship to place through reshaping thinking and be-

havior. Important to the regenerative capacity of te reo M�aori and

other Indigenous languages, however, are practices which maintain

the integrity of their ecological specificity and origins in relation to

dominant Western and institutional forms of power. Given the

specificity of Indigenous languages to place, people, and events, their

use must strongly center the leadership, realities, and place-specific

knowledge of those indigenous to places where they are spoken.

Through its centering of participatory and critical theories, ecopsy-

chology potentially plays a vital role in elucidating the significance

of Indigenous languages in remaking human-earth connections,

while ensuring these processes strengthen Indigenous societies and

the integrity of Indigenous languages.

Whatungarongaro te tangata, toit�u whenua.

People pass on, but the land remains.
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