

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Volume Three. Whakautu: The Response Bruce Stirling

indeed rangatira from other iwi had advised Tawhiao to do), but this was probably not of
any interest to Maunsell. He concluded, in an echo of the press’s prejudice, that
Tawhiao’s alleged, “drunken and immoral conduct during his stay caused disgust and
irreverence for him, and dispelled what remained of Kingism here.”*"> The veracity of
that conclusion (perhaps based on the inaccurate press coverage) is difficult to test but, as
noted earlier, the already limited references to Kingitanga in the available Wairarapa
sources, certainly dwindled away after Tawhiao’s visit and little can be gleaned about the

ongoing links between Kingitanga and Wairarapa.

6.5.2 The Prophet Paora Te Potangaroa

Paora Te Potangaroa was a prophet and leader from the Mataikona area, descended from
both Ngati Kahungunu (through his mother, Ngaehe of Ngati Kerei and Ngati Whatu-i-
apiti, and through his father, Wiremu Te Potangaroa of Te Ika-a-Papauma) and Rangitane
(through his paternal grandmother, Nau, of Hamua). He signed the Castle Point deed in
1853, and two early southern Hawke’s Bay deeds, but thereafter, “of all the Wairarapa
chiefs he was to be the most resistant to the lure of land-selling.” Paora first emerged as a
political and spiritual leader in the early 1860s, when he was asked to accept nomination
as Maori King, but he refused. His role as a prophet came to notice in 1878, when he
inspired upper valley hapu to commence building a massive wharenui at Te Kaitekateka
(Te Ore Ore).

Te Ore Ore was under the mana of the Kingitanga supporter Wi Waaka, and both he and
Te Kere Ngatai-e-rua, a master carver and Kingitanga supporter from Whanganui who
was working on Paora’s wharenui, grew to resent Paora’s growing influence and the size
of the wharenui (almost 30 by 10 metres). Te Kere abandoned his work, and bitterly
predicted that the wharenui would take eight years to complete. In fact, it was completed
by early 1881 and Paora bestowed on it, “in derision of Te Kere’s powers as a prophet,”

the name Nga Tau E Waru (The Eight Years). The uniquely carved wharenui also

14 Ballara, Angela & Keith Caimns. ‘Te Potangaroa, Paora ? — 1881°, Dictionary of New Zealand
Biography. URL: http://www.dnzb.govt.nz/

198




Volume Three. Whakautu: The Response Bruce Stirling

included, as noted earlier, a carving above the entrance that depicted coitus, with the
intention to remove the tapu from rangatira entering under it, while also protecting
Paora’s tapu. This carving was said to have prevented Wi Waaka from entering the

wharenui.’!®

Also placed within Nga Tau E Waru, was a stone believed to be a medium of
communication with the world of gods and spirits. As the wharenui neared completion
Paora was at the height of his influence and popularity with Wairarapa Maori, and he had
the support of leading rangatira such as Piripi Te Maari, Manihera Te Rangitakaiwaho,
Taiawhio Te Tau, and Heremaia Tamaihouta. Tawhiao was also said to have called on
him, as did Te Whiti, Tohu, and Te Kooti. As with many Maori prophets, he preached
Christianity but expressed it within Maori concepts and linked it to Maori custom.
Indeed, he claimed he was no prophet but was, rather, “the mouthpiece of the
Ominpotent, the Son of God.”®'” As Nga Tau E Waru was completed in 1881, Paora
began to deliver a number of kupu whakaari predicting the arrival of a “new and great
power” from the east. The new Mormon faith later saw this as fitting with their view that
missionaries would come from the east and establish a new church, while even later
many saw the coming of Ratana as a fulfilment of Paora’s prophecy, and in 1928 Ratana
himself removed Paora’s sacred stone from Nga Tau E Waru, symboiically silencing the
medium and asserting the new Ratana faith. When the stone was moved, Paora’s kiri hipi
(or kawenata written on sheepskin) was found beneath, but it was too rotten to be legible

(although photographs were apparently taken and some of the writings deciphered.)’'®

In 1881, a further set of prophetic dreams led Paora to call Wairarapa Maori together to
interpret his vision in March 1881. It was this huge hui — attended by at least 1,000 and as
many as 3,000 people from Wairarapa and beyond — that brought Paora to wider public

attention, with many Pakeha observers sceptical of Paora’s vision. Press coverage

315 Maunsell to Native Department Under-Secretary, 4 June 1883. AJHR, 1883, G-1a, p.12.

516 Ballara, Angela & Keith Cairns. ‘Te Potangaroa, Paora ? — 1881°, Dictionary of New Zealand
Biography. URL: http://www.dnzb.govt.nz/

517 Morrison, Catherine (ed.) Nga Maharatanga O Wairarapa - The Past and Us. Masterton District
Library, 1991, pp.177-179.
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focussed on the physical rather than the metaphysical aspects of the hui, noting the large
numbers arriving during the second week of March from other districts. Manuhiri from
Hawke’s Bay were “played into the pa” by the Masterton Brass Band, “especially
engaged for the occasion.” The value of the provisions consumed in the hakari for this
large number of guests was estimated at £1,000, “not counting the dried sharks and eels”
(which presumably had no market value in Pakeha terms). The contribution of manuhiri,
through koha, towards the great pyramid of food seen at Te Ore Ore is not known but is
likely to have been significant. Their koha also took other forms, such as, “a pile of

beautiful mats, surmounted by a bundle of bank-notes, and a heap of silver.”*"

As many as 80 tents had been put up “in military order” for the accommodation of
manuhiri, while huts and wooden buildings were also available. It was also observed that
the, “utmost discipline and order prevails,” while “a long code of rules and regulations,
beginning with a recital of the 10 commandments, and descending to the level of
municipal by-laws” was “conspicuously posted up.” Fines, varying from 2s 6d to £5 for
breaching the rules were “strictly enforced” by uniformed Maori policemen. As they had
earlier proclaimed, no liquor was to be consumed within the kainga and there were also
fines for those returning from Masterton in an intoxicated state. As if to emphasise the
Christian basis of Paora’s prophecies, Archdeacon Williams came from Napier to hold
Sunday service in Nga Tau E Waru for the 600 Christians who attended. Their local

minjster, Reverend Pineaha, assisted him.**

Despite the vast numbers attending and the significance of the hui, the press
correspondent was entirely ignorant of the intention of the gathering, at one stage
claiming that it was, “a kind of family re-union of the branches of the tribe scattered over
different parts of the colony.” Paora’s forthcoming vision was characterised as, “the
words of a family prophet who has arisen amongst them in the person of a chief named

Paul.” Even more ignorant was the assertion that, “there is no political significance

518 1hid.
319 Nelson Evening Mail, 19 March 1881.
520 Thid.
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attached to the gathering, and it is not expected that he will touch on politics at all.” Paora
was reported to have been cloistered away for several months, but the press was allowed
to interview him, a bizarre encounter that indicated the cultural gulf still separating the
races. He was described as “very deaf” but “most gracious,” solemnly handing the
newspapermen two half-crowns, a gesture which, they were assured, was “a high
compliment as an expression of welcome.” They were sufficiently aware of the custom of
koha to gather up £1 amongst themselves, and present this to Paora in a reciprocal
gesture. More generally, the correspondents emphasised, “the genuine courtesy,
hospitality, and welcome which the natives, without exception, extended to their Pakeha
visitors,” adding that, “no body of Pakehas would, under similar circumstances, have

shown as much true politeness.”!

On 16 March 1881, the crowd awaited their prophet’s utterances, which were presented
to them in the form of a flag divided into sections, each bordered in black. Each section
featured stars and mystical symbols and Paora asked the people to interpret its message.
Those expecting an “immediate miracle” grew anxious and angry when he refused to
explain the meaning for them, telling them again the following day to, “Look at the flag.
Tell me what it means.” Many were frustrated and the gathering broke up in disorder and
amidst heavy drinking by some (the fines for this offence against the rules of Te Ore Ore

were later used to pay for Paora’s tangi).’**

A few weeks after the hui, Paora emerged to make clear the meaning of his flag, advising
his followers to neither sell nor lease land, nor incur any further debts, while also refusing
to honour debts already incurred. As with so many of the movements endorsed by
Wairarapa Maori the message was clear; hold on to the land. Now it could be seen that
the black-bordered sections of the flag represented the huge areas of land already lost to
Maori, while the stars and symbols represented the “inadequate and scattered reserves,

the sole remainder of a once great patrimony.”> The way in which the prophecy was

21 Thid.

322 Ballara, Angela & Keith Caimns. ‘Te Potangaroa, Paora ? — 1881°, Dictionary of New Zealand
Biography. URL: http://www.dnzb.govt.nz/

2 Thid.
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delivered was thus a reflection of the way in which Wairarapa Maori had lost and were
still losing their land; that is, the process by which Paora’s people were dispossessing
themselves was, in his view, no more understood by them than his prophecy. The prophet
died only three months later, much to the relief of officials who had begun to fear the so-

called “fanaticism” Paora had engendered. The loss of land continued.

Maunsell, typically, dismissed the entire event as merely further evidence that Wairarapa
Maori, “take advantage of any frivolous pretexts to hold meetings and waste their

means.” The patronising tone continued:

The monotonous life Maoris lead occasions them to seize upon any novel
idea pronounced by any individual of their race, an interest is excited,
which the subject, whatever it may be — such as a supposed prophecy
being accidentally fulfilled as regards weather, political changes, and a
variety of other causes, culminating in meetings to discuss it, involving by
such a large outlay of money for provisions, etc., thereby impoverishing
themselves. They have not the opportunities which Europeans have of
whiling away their leisure hours, such as in reading and discussing
interesting subjects, or amusing themselves in the various ways Europeans
do. The only books they have are the Old and New Testaments and
Church services, which they have exhausted.’*

However, he was at least aware that Paora, and Te Kere, who he also mentioned, were,
“each for their separate districts, religious and secular guardians,” even if he believed that
their influence “appears to be only temporary.” Maunsell also tried to belittle the extent
of Paora’s influence, claiming “only about 350" Maori from outside Wairarapa attended,
which rather flies in the face of all other reports that noted as many as 3,000 people

attending at a time when Wairarapa’s population was about 700.

Maunsell had to admire the “variety of ingenious modes of raising money for the
purchase of food and other articles of consumption,” but unfortunately, given the tenor of
Paora’s vision, amongst the methods of raising funds was drawing advance rentals on

leased land. He did not openly acknowledge that he had himself exploited the extent of

324 Maunsell to Native Department Under-Secretary, 17 May 1881. AJTHR, 1881, G-8, pp.14-15.
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Maori need at this time for the benefit of the Government, having obtained the signatures
of Ngawapurua Maori to a March 1881 deed under which they received a fraction of
what they had previously sought for land taken for road and ferry purposes (see section
6.4.2.3 above). He was, however, dismissive of the generosity that Maori had displayed
towards their manuhiri, claiming that, “one vied with the other in giving liberally, until an
enormous mass of food was accumulated and wasted. Caution and advice were of no

avail 99525

As for the focus of the hui, Maunsell was dismissive of Paora’s vision, claiming he, “did
not make a favourable impression as to his pretended prophecies.” He claimed that, “the
greater part dispersed in disappointment, beyond having feasted well for about three
weeks,” and in his rather facile view, “the only conclusion come to was that Paora and
Kere were to control their individual affairs.””*® Maunsell’s negative attitude was perhaps
grounded in his awareness of the impact Paora’s advice could have on his public and
private land dealings. As noted previously, as early as April 1881, Wairarapa Maori were
halting negotiations on the Manawatu River ferry dispute, and placing the matter in the
hands of their prophets, Paora and Te Kere.”*’ Maunsell simply dismissed this political

and spiritual action as, “an absurd act of natives at [the] late meeting at Te Ore Ore.”2®

Wairarapa Maori did not view Paora Te Potangaroa as absurd, and the anniversaries of
his revelations became significant events in their lives. For instance, 30 years later, in
1911, a meeting was held in Nga Tau E Waru to discuss the prophecies of Paora.”” On
the 40™ anniversary in 1921, further ceremonies were held and a Maori peace monument
was erected in Masterton; Maori specifically linking the date back to Paora’s prophecies
of 1881. A further 40 years on, in 1961, further ceremonies were held by Maori and

Pakeha at the peace monument, with the intention of reviewing the covenant buried

52 Thid.

528 Thid.

527 Hoani Meihana, Rangiotu, to Rolleston, n.d. (received 2 May 1881), N.D. 81/1283, in MA 24/2.
National Archives.

528 Maunsell telegram to Native Department Under-Secretary, 4 May 1881. Ibid.

529 Ballara, Angela & Piri Sciascia. ‘Te Atua, Henare ? — 1912°, Dictionary of New Zealand Biography,
http://www.dnzb.govt.nz/
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beneath the monument in 1921. Unfortunately, it had rotted away and was no longer

legible.>*

Despite Maunsell’s negative views of the March 1881 hui, he also acknowledged that it
was of some significance, it having been agreed at the hui that, “there was to be no land-
selling, no leasing, no debts to be incurred and no debts to be paid.” He was as aware as
anyone how impossible such resolutions would be for Wairarapa Maori to adhere to,
noting that while these “were decided in solemn conclave, when the meeting was over
they individually repudiated the compact, and things got on as regards land dealings, etc.,
as before.” To some extent, the advance rentals and other costs incurred for the hui itself,
led to the breach of Paora’s advice for, as Maunsell observe, “generally they had
expended all they had available, and force of circumstance compelled them to revert to
European independence and privilege.”53 ! That is, despite the prophecies of Paora

Potangaroa, land loss continued.

6.5.3 Te Kooti and Kehemane

The Ringatu faith, founded by Te Kooti Arikirangi Te Turuki during his exile on
Wharekauri/Rekohu in the late 1860s, flourished in Wairarapa, and also amongst
Wairarapa’s Ngati Kahungunu kin to the north, at Porangahau. Some in Wairarapa were
reported to have had contact with, and to have supported Te Kooti as early as 1870 (one
of his Ngati Kahungunu warriors, Te Waru of inland Wairoa, had kin in Wairarapa). The
centre of Ringatu in Wairarapa was, from the late 1870s, at Kehemane (Gethsemane),’*>
east of Martinborough near Tablelands, where Ringatu supporters erected the mighty
Takitimu wharenui. In the late 1870s, Te Kooti despatched Ringatu emissaries to many

districts, including Wairarapa and Porangahau, and two waiata refer specifically to Te

330 Morrison, pp.180-183.

31 Maunsell to Native Department Under-Secretary, 17 May 1881. AJTHR, 1881, G-8, pp.14-15.

%32 Gethsemane is a biblical name which literally means ‘oil press’ but in the biblical context it refers to a
small olive grove and orchard of this name near Jerusalem in which Jesus and his disciples were said to
have rested on occasion. More significantly it was the scene of his agony the night before his passion.
Kehemane’s association with sacred ground and the promise of rebirth and redemption following suffering
would have found a ready echo with Wairarapa Maori.
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Kooti sending Timo Mataora to preach in Wairarapa in 1879, and to his return in 1880.
Work commenced on Takitumu in 1880, although Te Kooti did not arrive to officially
open it until 1891. He had, in 1881, sent carvers to work on it, including some Ngati
Porou Ringatu.”®® Their arrival was noted in the press,”* although the links between
them, their work, and Te Kooti do not appear to have been known to locals, or they

would surely have objected to Te Kooti having anything to do with Wairarapa.

Ngati Hikawera invited Te Kooti to open Takitimu on New Years Day 1891, the First of
January being a date of some significance to Ringatu. There is, however, an oral tradition
that he had previously opened it in 1887. There are also two kupu whakaari referring to
the building of the wharenui, which date from August 1887, indicating it had been
completed some years earlier than 1891. The Ngati Porou Ringatu carvers were
completing their work in 1886, being based at Papawai rather than Kehemane, when
Maunsell reported that they had been occupied for six years in their execution of “most
elaborate” carvings. He believed that the wharenui would, “eclipse” any other in the
colony but claimed that, “much money has been wasted over this house.”> The carvings
were later said to include depictions of Te Wereta Te Kawekairangi, Hoera Whakataha-
ki-terangi, Ngairo, Heremaia Tamakitamatangi, and Wiremu Hikawera Mahupuku (his

figure presumably being added after his death in 1891).° 3

The kupu whakaari of Te Kooti concerning Takitimu, are drawn from Psalm 127:1 and
Matthew 16:18, and hint at a tension that probably lay behind the delay in Te Kooti
formally opening Takitimu. As if to indicate this tension, the kupu whakaari were
rendered differently at Otewa, where Te Kooti was living, and in Wairarapa. At Otewa,
the “predictive words for the house at Wairarapa,” were, “One. A word of correction. If
the house is not fashioned by Jehovah then it is pointless for man to build it. Second. Call

a large gathering and assemble the elders.” It continued, “I shall found my church upon

333 Binney, Judith, Redemption Songs, Auckland University Books, Auckland, 1995, pp.298-299 and p.442.
3 Wai Standard, 11 June 1881

alrarapa andard, un .
%35 Maunsell To Native Department Under-Secretary, 25 April 1886. ATHR, 1886, G-1, pp.17-18.
336 Tamahau Mahupuku to Native Minister Carroll, 9 October 1901. J 1901/1304, with MA 1/1906/1413.
National Archives. Supporting Documents, pp.1187a-1187f.
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this rock. Second. Gather together the children of Israel.” A variant text was recorded in
Wairarapa: “I shall not found my church upon this rock and the winds from Te Reinga
will not be able to trouble it. But indeed Jehovah your god is a god of mercy, he will

never forsake you hereafter.”>’

As Binney surmises, “it seems likely, therefore, that a division over the primary rationale
for the house had emerged in the local community.” It was later revealed that Hamuera
Tamahau Mahupuku had always wanted the wharenui built at Papawai, which he was,
from the 1880s, planning as a centre of Maori political activity, but he had eventually
deferred to the wishes of others (including his brother Hikawera) that it be erected at
Kehemane.**® The tension would thus have been not only over the location of Takitimu
but also over its purpose, with Hamuera clearly seeing it as having wider political uses
than a building dedicated to Ringatu, a faith he, like so many other traditional Maori
leaders, staunchly opposed. This would explain why Te Kooti did not visit Kehemane in
1886 or 1887, even though he did go to Porangahau at the end of 1886.

Te Kooti’s 1886 to 1887 visit to Porangahau, indicated the tension between Ringatu
adherents and their kin at kainga to the north of Wairarapa, kin who remained as opposed
to Te Kooti in the 1880s as they had in 1869, when he had fought Crown troops (troops
supported by Ngati Kahungunu kupapa from Wairoa and Mohaka, and perhaps
Heretaunga) and had killed many Ngati Pahauwera (of Ngati Kahungunu) at Mohaka. Te
Kooti had been invited to Porangahau for the sacred day of the First of January, and
broke his journey south to stay amongst Ringatu followers concentrated at Petane. The
hapu of Waipawa were conspicuously absent from a subsequent powhiri at Te Aute, and

they also refused to welcome Te Kooti’s party when he arrived at Waipawa. Te Kooti had

%37 Binney, pp.443-44.

338 Undated press clipping attached to Tamahau Mahupuku to Native Minister Carroll, 9 October 1901. J
1901/1304, with MA 1/1906/1413. National Archives. Supporting Documents, p.1187g. See also, Ballara,
Angela, ‘Mahupuku, Hamuera Tamahau, 1837-427-1904°, Dictionary of New Zealand Biography. URL:
http:/fwww.dnzb.govt.nz/
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to be escorted by the police through the Pakeha town there (where armed Pakeha booed,

hissed, and threatened him) and again through Waipukurau en route to Porangahau.”

Extensive preparations had been made by Porangahau Maori for Te Kooti’s visit, and a
great deal of food accumulated for the festivities, but the community was nonetheless
split by Te Kooti’s presence. The community’s leader, Henare Matua (a rangatira with a
chiefly whakapapa and strong links to Wairarapa) made his views clear in his derogatory
greeting to Te Kooti (who Henare considered a ‘nobody’, which in terms of whakapapa
may have been true, but Ringatu did not depend for its power on whakapapa). Henare
was opposed to Te Kooti, having kept his people out of the wars in which Te Kooti had
fought, and having long favoured purely political and legal avenues to the redress of
Maori grievances. Nonetheless, Henare acknowledged that his brother Wiremu led a
portion of the hapu who had invited Te Kooti, so he grudgingly extended his hospitality
to him. Te Kooti turned his back in reply and spurned the whare set aside for him by
Henare, preferring to remain in a tent, and relations between the two leaders deteriorated

30 Hamuera Tamahau

541

from there, as their public debate descended into bitter argument.
Makupuku was also present and joined Henare in opposing and denigrating Te Kooti,

an opposition quite apparent in the argument over the location of Takitimu.

Tensions grew after the death by drowning on 29 December 1886, of Hinerohi, the six-
year-old daughter of Henare Te Atua, the Ringatu minister of Porangahau and an
important rangatira of Ngati Kere and other local hapu. Te Kooti was said to have warned
the people to take care of their children prior to this accident. Makutu was much in
people’s minds in this period, and was again to the fore when, a few days after Te Kooti’s
departure on 1 January 1887, Henare Te Matua was knocked unconscious in a buggy
accident, an event linked by many to the contempt he had shown Te Kooti, and he may in
fact have been pursuing the departing Te Kooti north at the time of the accident. Amidst
the climate of “tragedy, fear and suspicion” engendered by the clash between two very

%3 Binney, pp.357-358.
54 Op cit, pp.359-360.
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different leaders and the suspicions about makutu, Henare Te Atua strived to heal the
divisions exposed by Te Kooti’s visit. When Henare Te Matua asked Te Kooti how he
would repay the hospitality shown to him at Porangahau, Te Kooti indicated that Henare
Te Atua would “meet that challenge.” The peacemaker resolved that, in order to heal the
rift, one of his Ringatu flock must become an Anglican, and his eldest daughter, Hinerohi
Kuao (having taken the name of her drowned sister) “became the offering.” Most of the
local Ringatu subsequently followed her into the Anglican faith. While this did little for
Ringatu at Porangahau, Henare Te Atua’s solution to Henare Te Matua’s challenge was,
“perceived as averting the consequences of Te Kooti’s acts of makutu, and gained him

great mana among the people of Porangahau.”>*

At Porangahua, Te Kooti had also, “uttered kupu whakaari associated with biblical '
revelation, words recorded and treasured by Ngati Kere.” In particular, on the First of
January he revealed the words “Oro Pariera,” which stated that, “the ways are divided,
the people are divided, the child strikes the parent, and the parent strikes the child, chief
strikes chief. Blood is shed.” This has been seen as an admonition that the different
churches should “unite and persevere in seeking salvation in the Creator,”>*® but Te Kooti
went on to wamn that, “The essential issue is the land [and] there should not be this
bloodshed. It will flow again because of the plans of the chief(s).” Thus, the kupu
whakaari seems to be linked to the dispute with the chiefly Henare Te Matua, and was
also a more general expression of Te Kooti’s views about the division between hereditary
aristocratic leaders and marginalised and landless men such as himself and so many of his
followers. Te Kooti’s power came from a quite different source than the traditional
leadership, and was a direct challenge to rangatira such as Henare and Hamuera. This not
only led to division, but also limited Te Kooti’s influence amongst the traditional Maori
leadership. This interpretation of his kupu whakaari is confirmed by its second part,
which predicted that, “The chiefs shall die this year, 20 in number. The cause of this

>4 Ballara, Angela & Piri Sciascia. ‘Te Atua, Henare ? — 1912°, Dictionary of New Zealand Biography,
http://www.dnzb.govt.nz/

%2 Ballara, Angela & Piri Sciascia. “Te Atua, Henare ? — 1912°, Dictionary of New Zealand Biography,
http://www.dnzb.govt.nz/

3 Thid.
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calamity is the chiefs pursuing their contempt for the lowly.” He advised rangatira not to
“despise the common people, for they have their opinion, but rather show compassion.
When you see a lowly one, give to him.” Again, land was a fundamental concern for as
he concluded, “The cause of this suffering of the common people on account of the land

lies in the contempt of the chiefs for the low born.”>**

The conflict at Porangahau reveals the tension between Te Kooti and his Ringatu
adherents on the one hand, and the established hereditary Wairarapa leadership on the
other (a leadership which often expressed itself in terms of heading claims in the Native
Land Court and displaying knowledge of whakapapa, at the same time laying out one’s
links to past leaders and the rights to land this was said to confer). It was clearly this
tension that lay behind the contest over the location of Takitimu, which, despite being
completed in 1886 or 1887, was not ‘opened’ in terms of Ringatu until Te Kooti
dedicated it for this purpose in 1891. By this time the earlier division amongst Wairarapa
Maori was apparently resolved, at least sufficiently to allow the opening to proceed.
Nonetheless, the pepeha Te Kooti uttered at that time hints at the previous troubles, “Kai
waho te mirimiri. Kai roto te rahurahu.” This literally refers to a roughness on the
interior, which belied the fine exterior carvings and decoration, but can also be translated
as, “beware of soothing flattery on the outside, for on the inside there is a roughness or a
hidden purpose.” This is a Ngati Awa pepeha, and in this context seems to refer back to
the ambiguity surrounding the building of the wharenui. However, Te Kooti reassured
those at Kehemane that the fault had been on his side, and that the coming year would be

a gentle one.>”

On the other hand, Te Kooti was also said to have told Wairarapa Maori that only the
wind would dwell in their house, which they interpreted as meaning that it was to be
sacred and set apart. His words perhaps had more negative connotations that they
doubtless preferred not to contemplate, and clearly the tension over Takitimu did not

abate with its dedication to Ringatu. Following the death of Hikawera Mahupuku in

% Binney, pp.360-361.
%3 Binney, p.299 and p.444.
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1891, the wharenui was again subject to political tensions. It has been claimed that
Tamahau offered Takitimu to Seddon when he was at Papawai for the opening of the
Kotahitanga Maori Paremata, held there in 1897, renewing the offer in 1898.>46 However,
it appears he was in fact referring to the wharenui at Papawai rather than to Takitimu at

Kehemane.*¥

However, in 1901 he definitely did offer to gift Takitimu to the nation, telling Native
Minister Carroll that:

the Ngati Hikawera and the Ngatimoe have come to a unanimous decision
in peace and quietness with a resolved mind to present the carved house
Takitimu now standing at Kehemane wholly as it stands to you and the
Government as a token of appreciation of your efforts in connection with
the preservation of the handiwork of your Maori people to be viewed by
the eyes of the two races who are living as brethren.>*®

This was, he added, “a chief’s gift” on behalf of the hapu living within the Rongokako
boundaries (Takitimu being the waka in which Rongokako and Tamatea had sailed to
Aotearoa), which took in an area far broader than Wairarapa. The sincerity of the gift,
and of Hamuera’s initial endorsement of Seddon and Carroll’s administration, is apparent
from his rejection of an offer by the Fitzgerald Brothers circus offer to purchase Takitimu

for £6,000.>%

Despite the explicit nature of the gift, this was not the end of the ambiguity or tension
surrounding Takitimu. Although Hamuera was borne to Takitimu for his tangi in January
1904, his widow, Raukura Tamahau, later revealed that hé had in fact been seeking to
have Takitimu returned to Papawai, where it had been carved. It appears that it had only

6 Ballara, Angela, ‘Mahupuku, Hamuera Tamahau, 1837-42?-1904°, Dictionary of New Zealand
Biography. URL: http://www.dnzb.govt.nz/

T Notes of Meetings Between His Excellency the Governor (Lord Ranfurly), the Rt. Hon. R. J. Seddon,
Premier and Native Minister, and the Hon. James Carroll, Member of the Executive Council Representing
the Native Race and the Native Chiefs and People At Each Place, Assembled in Respect of the Proposed
Native Land Legislation and Native Affairs Generally, During 1898 and 1899. Government Printer,
Wellington, 1899, pp.39-47.

348 Tamahau Mahupuku to Native Minister Carroll, 9 October 1901. J 1901/1304, with MA 1/1906/1413.
National Archives. Supporting Documents, pp.1187a-1187f.
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been intended to gift Takitimu to the nation in order to enable it to be moved to Papawai
to join the Te Wai Pounamu—Aotea complex there (used for large political meetings
through the 1890s and early 1900s). Raukura offered land at Papawai to the Government,
possibly in 1906, as a site for Takitimu, and the Colonial Museum’s director, Augustus
Hamilton, was said to have inspected the wharenui at this time and “was very well
pleased with it.” The Government was to pay for the costs of the removal of Takitimu to

Papawai, within the famous carved pallisade commenced by Hamuera.**®

It is not known why nothing came of either Raukura’s offer or the earlier gift of Takitimu
made by Hamuera. What is known is that Takitimu remained at Kehemane and continued
to be used by its people as a wharenui,””' although the available sources reveal nothing
about the extent to which it continued to be a centre of Ringatu in Wairarapa. Takitimu
was never moved to Papawai. It was instead destroyed by fire at Kehemane on the last
night of 1911,% just hours before the 21% anniversary of Te Kooti having opened it on
the sacred First of January. Thereafter, as Te Kooti had predicted, nothing but wind blew

there.

6.6 The Papawai Paremata and Kotahitanga

The critical role played by Wairarapa Maori in the Kotahitanga movement of the late 19"
century, and in the Maori Paremata (Parliaments), was a continuation of their early
opposition to the Native Land Court, their active participation in the Repudiation
Movement, and their enthusiastic embracing of komiti Maori in the 1870s. Other iwi
were similarly enthused with these formal approaches to dealing with the Crown and with

the challenges facing Maoridom. This led to the establishment of large annual pan-iwi

> Bagnall, p.233.

350 Undated press clipping attached to Tamahau Mahupuku to Native Minister Carroll, 9 October 1901. J
1901/1304, with MA 1/1906/1413. National Archives. Supporting Documents, p.1187g. The date is
suggested by the year of this file, being 1906, rather than 1901, the date borne by the bulk of the papers in
the file.

351 As noted above it was used as the venue for Hamuera’s tangi and Binney (p.299) includes a photo of a
gathering there dated 7 August 1912, apparently an error as Takitimu had, by then, been destroyed by fire.
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hui, initially by northern iwi, commencing with Ngapuhi’s erection of the wharenui Te
Tiriti o Waitangi at Waitangi in 1875. This became the venue for annual hui held on 6
February, to press for the ratification of the Treaty by the Crown, and to discuss issues
facing Maori. Ngati Whatua were the first iwi to adapt this strategy to take in a broader
base of support, inviting many iwi to the first of what became the annual Orakei

Parliaments in 1879, hosting these Parliaments until 1889.

Another formative pan-iwi hui was hosted by Tawhiao at Whatiwhatihoe in May 1882,
with more than 1000 Maori from all over the North Island in attendance.® Critical topics
for discussion were keeping the Native Land Court out of the Rohe Potae, as well as calls
on the Government for a more general, “cessation of leases, of selling land, of surveys, of
Land Courts, of making roads.”>>* Tawhiao was warned by those present who, like
Wairarapa Maori, had experienced the full weight of the Native Land Court, Paora
Tuhaere of Ngati Whatua lamenting:

Look at me, a man who knows what it is to suffer ... If surveys be admitted
and Crown grants be received within this boundary, you will suffer. I
speak from experience.’>

The King Country, may, he later said:

likened unto a piece of fat pork. The people are all trying to take
possession of this piece of fat pork. Dogs are snarling over it, and pulling
at it from all sides ... The Treaty of Waitangi says the property in our lands
shall be vested in us; the same applies to this piece of fat pork. Hence I say
do not bring any of these objectionable things [the Native Land Court]
within these boundaries. If you persist in these things, you will find out
your mistake — the same as I have — when it is too late.>*

552 Bagnall, p.233.

553 New Zealand Herald, 27 April 1882. WAI 271/674. Doc #A2(e), p.1045.

% New Zealand Herald, 16 May 1882. Note that the Government’s edited account of the hui excluded
negative comments about the Native Land Court. In fact, it recorded Ngati Whatua’s Paora Tuhaere, a
leading opponent of the Native Land Court, as stating, “I am not going to say anything about Land
Courts”!; AJHR, 1882, G-4a, p.9.

3% New Zealand Herald, 17 May 1882.

5% Thid, and ATHR, 1882, G-4a, p.9. Note that, once again, the edited Government account of the hui omits
this condemnation of the Native Land Court.
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Ngati Whatua had, like Wairarapa Maori, welcomed the Native Land Court, and had
suffered. They could now do little but caution others. Clearly, for them, it was already too
late. However, Kingitanga itself was rejected as a vehicle for unifying Maori by many iwi

who did not wish to place their lands or their people under the mana of Tawhiao.

By the time Ngati Whatua were forced to cease hosting the Orakei Parliaments in 1889, a
number of other factors had emerged that led to the creation of an even broader pan-iwi
movement known as Kotahitanga. It was the result of a “self-conscious search for a basis
of unity that would at once attract wide loyalty and provide an effective political
vehicle.”>’ Kotahitanga appeared to be succeeding on this basis, becoming a national
movement, and from 1892, its annual Maori Paremata, usually held in a different Maori
centre each year, became significant events in the Maori calendar. The Paremata and
Kotahitanga also sought to engage with the Crown in order to bring about improvements
for Maori, particularly with regard to the Native Land Acts. In the 1890s, this burgeoning
movement found the most sympathetic ear Maori had had for decades, in the shape of
leading politicians such as Seddon, Stout, and Carroll. The critical role played by
Wairarapa Maori in the Maori Paremata, Kotahitanga, and in lobbying the Liberal
Governments of the 1890s, is the focus of this section of the report. Prior to examining
Wairarapa’s specific role, it is first necessary to sketch out the origins of Kotahitanga and

the Maori Paremata.

An important qualification for this section of the report is that it has not been possible to
draw on the rich Maori language sources relating to this period of Wairarapa history
(other than a 1984 translation of the proceedings of three of Kotahitanga’s Maori
Paremata). This lacuna is particularly apparent with respect to the Maori Paremata held at
Papawai from 1897, for which only sketchy press accounts are available together with a
few secondary sources that have drawn on Maori language sources to a limited extent. It
is anticipated that future research into those sources will enable a far fuller picture of the

Papawai Paremata to emerge.
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6.6.1 The Background to Kotahitanga

Following on from the pan-iwi hui of the late 1870s and early 1880s, the young dynamic
Ngapuhi rangatira Hirini Taiwhanga, instigated a number of pan-iwi petitions that were
not to be filed and forgotten in Wellington, but which were to be taken directly to the
Queen in London, in order that she could hear Maori grievances about the Treaty of
Waitangi and their lands. The first petition of 1882, was endorsed at large hui such as
those held at Orakei and Waitangi. Among other things, the petition which emerged from

this process complained of the:

unauthorised laws relating to Maori lands — namely, the [Native] Land
Acts of 1862, 1865, 1873, 1880 — which Acts were not assented to by the
native chiefs ... Nor is there any basis in the Treaty of Waitangi for these
laws which continuously bring upon our lands and upon our persons great
wrongs ... O Mother the Queen, these things, and many of the laws that are
being carried into effect, are, according to Maori ideas, very unjust,
creating disorder among us, giving heart-pangs and sadness of spirit to
your Maori children who are ever looking towards you, most gracious
Queen.””®

The petition was explained to Maori in a panui as calling for the restoration to Maori of
the mana of “pipi banks and fishing places,” to stop the “wrongful purchase of native
lands,” to free their land from local taxes, and to have the Native Land Court abolished so
that, “our claims to land [may] be adjudicated upon in accordance with the Treaty of
Waitangi.” It also called for changes to Parliamentary representation so that Maori and

Pakeha would have “equal power in making laws.”

The British Secretary of State for the Colonies received the petitioners cordially but
politely referred them back to the New Zealand Government. Due to the publicity
generated by the London visit, the Government was forced to respond. Armstrong has

accurately described the response as disingenuous. Its argument that not only was the

T Williams, J. A., p.49.
38 MA 23/1; cited in Armstrong (1996), p.133.

214



Volume Three. Whakautu: The Response Bruce Stirling

Native Land Court not restrictive, but was instead an “enabling” forum, which Maori
were “at liberty to avail themselves of,” is so specious as to be unworthy of comment.”*
The Government later claimed that the Native Land Court would, “in future be assisted
by Native Committees elected for the purpose by the Maoris.”*®® As is apparent from the
sorry history of the official Native Committees of the 1880s, this was far from the reality
of the toothless committees, ignored by the court, which emerged from the legislative

process.

A further petition was taken to the Queen in 1884, this time led by Tawhiao, and the
Native Land Court remained a focus of the complaints, the petitioners observing acutely

that the court:

was adopted in order to destroy the rights of the Maoris over their own
land, rights secured to them by the Queen in the Treaty of Waitangi. A
fresh rule was thus established, by which the Court had full powers, its
authority was entirely in Furopean hands, and the Maoris were denied all
authority. It was established that ten persons were to be allowed claims
over any section of ground, the majority were to rest satisfied with no land
to live on, and the lands were ultimately alienated by purchase. Another
rule was set up by the Court, that if the claimants failed to present
themselves to the Court the land should be handed over to others, and thus
the lands were sold ... and the real owners were left destitute. When the
Maori race asked that they might be allowed to deal with their own lands
by means of their own Committees, the Government declined ... The rights
of the chiefs over their own lands were disallowed by the Government,
and the position of the chiefs, in accordance with Maori customs, was
swept away: for the chiefs had the power to secure the lands for
themselves and their tribes, lest the land and the persons should be lost ...
and their rights were reduced to an equality with ordinary persons, and
their words were allowed no weight in retaining their land, or in directing
the affairs of their own tribes: but the Government gave the rights of
ruling to all kinds of persons, and the ruling of these persons, possessing
no tribal rights in the eyes of the race itself, was authorised, the
Government merely regarding their own appointments in respect of.these
lands; and thus the Government were able to set aside and ignore the
chiefs. >

39 Op cit, pp.134-135.
560 MA 23/1. WAI 271/674. Doc #A2(c), p.521.
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Having seen tribal authority utterly usurped by the court and other Crown policies, the

petitioners went on to request that the situation be remedied, asking that:

The European Judges of the Native Land Court be superseded, and that
your Maori race be then permitted to direct their own affairs in the Court;
that they may be empowered to appoint their own Judges over their own
lands, lest they be all lost by the present doings of the Court; that they may
be able to deal with these lands in accordance with their own customs,
apportioning to each tribe their share, and, having made all ready for
leasing or selling, to submit all rulings to the Commissioner appointed by
you, that he may look into the whole affair, and see that no injurious
effects come upon the Maori, and then he is to submit all to your Governor
for confirmation.*®

In addition, it was asked that the proposed ‘Commissioner’ be a Maori appointed not by
the Government but by the Queen, and that he act as “a mediator between the Maori and
European races in matters concerning land.” The Commissioner would also assess all
new laws relating to Maori and report his views on them to the British authorities.
Tawhiao and his fellow petitioners also sought a separate Government for Maori,

empowered to pass laws with respect to their own lands.>®®

As before, the petition was referred back to the source of the problem, the New Zealand
Government. Its artful response claimed, with respect to the Native Land Court, that it
already operated according to Maori custom, and there was no need for any additional
constitutional allowance for a Maori Parliament as Maori were currently represented in
both the House of Representatives and the Legislative Council. It also pointed to the
recently established Native Committees as being capable of looking after their “local
affairs,” deeming any role beyond that as “unreasonable and absurd.”*** As is apparent

from the history of the Native Committees, they had no meaningful role in Maori affairs

561 ATHR, 1885, A-2.

562 Ibi d. .

363 Tbid. See also, Williams, J. A., pp.42-44, and; O’Malley (1998), pp.197-199.
364 ATHR, 1885, A-2.
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and had been hobbled by a settler-dominated legislature, in which Maori representation

amounted to no more than tokenism.>®

Despite the Pakeha dominance of Parliament, the Maori members continued to promote a
parallel path of legislative lobbying in an effort to reverse the ill effects of the Native
Land Court. For instance, in 1884 Wi Pere introduced a Native Lands Amendment Bill
intended to substantially increase Maori involvement — through block committees — in the
determining of land titles and collectively controlling the fate of that land after title
investigation. At the same time, former Repudiation Movement lawyer and Pere’s ally in
the House, W. L. Rees, endorsed his call for collective control of land by its Maori
owners. He prepared a lengthy memorandum on the native land laws, which was tabled in
the House in 1884, informing it that the sorry history of the Native L.and Court “has been
a scandal to the colony.” He added that:

a very gross act of cruelty and bad faith as well as folly was perpetrated by
us when we compelled the natives to hold their lands as individuals. The
Treaty of Waitangi assured them of “all their rights in their lands.” The
chief right of all was the right of tribal ownership — but a tribe of 500
persons is totally different from 500 distinct and opposing claimants. It is
the tribe which owns the land, and it is the tribe which, in justice, ought to
have sole power to use it or deal with it.**

Later in 1884, after Pere tried to strengthen the role of Maori komiti through amending
the Native Lands Alienation Restriction Bill, there was some support for Rees and Pere’s
condemnation of the Native Land Court in the Legislative Council. Even the arch
assimilationist J. C. Richmond attacked the Native Land Court as, “that Frankenstein
power created by the State ... blinded by its own fanaticism and vanity,” and insisting on
“manufacturing” a Maori custom which suited its purposes.”®’ Despite this support, the

House of Representatives rejected the amendments suggested by the Legislative Council.

365 0*Malley (1998), p.199.
366 ATHR, 1884, Session II, G-2, pp.1-4.
%7 Cited in O’Malley (1998), pp.194-195.
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Continued Maori efforts to ameliorate the ill effects of the Native Land Court met with
no more success than the petitions and Parliamentary processes of the early to mid-1880s.
As noted earlier, the 1883 Native Committees Act, and the 1886 Native Land
Administration Act, did nothing to remedy the faults in the existing legislation or to
empower Maori to effectively and collectively manage their lands. It was at this time that
the pan-iwi hui grew ever larger and began to develop into the Maori Paremata of the
1890s. For instance, in March 1887, 500 Tai Tokerau Maori assembled at Waitangi for
“the great Maori meeting.” The hui was held in the wharenui Te Tiriti o0 Waitangi, with
Native Minister Ballance and many Pakeha also in attendance. Maihi Kawiti opened
proceedings and, unsurprisingly, referred Ballance to the need for his Government to deal
with the Native Land Acts. Or, as he put it, “the difficulties and grievances that have
arisen in consequence of the enactments and enforcement of various Acts dealing with
native land affairs.” Noting that it was the golden jubilee year of Queen Victoria’s reign
he asked that the Government, “mark their appreciation of the loyalty of Her Majesty’s

Maori subjects, and grant their wishes, which are indispensable to their future welfare.”

Taurau Kukupa and Hirini Taiwhanga had drawn up an agenda that ranged beyond the
Native Land Acts to include discussion of Parliamentary representation, a Maori press,
the New Zealand debt (of £42,000,000)°%® and, “the formation of a Maori union” (or, as it
was soon to transpire, Kotahitanga). Ballance appeared sympathetic, replying that he had
come in order to, “hear their grievances, for he was aware that such existed, and to see
what could be done to remedy them.” In what it is now rather tempting to see as a

reference to the Treaty of Waitangi, Ballance went to state that he:

admitted that whenever a solemn agreement was entered into the spirit of
it should be agreed to. Alterations, as time advanced, would be found
necessary; but these changes could only be brought about by the consent
of both parties to the original understanding.*®

368 Maori had long feared that it would ultimately be their lands that would be used to clear this debt.
58 duckland Evening Star, 16 March 1887.
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If that was an unintentional reference by Ballance to the Treaty, it was one not missed by
Paora Tuhaere of Ngati Whatua, who soon stood to condemn the Native Land Acts,

“violating as they did the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.”

After some discussion of the defects of the laws governing Maori and their land, Kawiti

arose again to declare that:

so thoroughly dissatisfied was he with them that he felt it to be his duty to
warn the Native Minister that, as regarded himself, his people, and his
lands, he was quite prepared to govern them with his own laws.

In response, Ballance offered to have the local Resident Magistrate establish an inquiry
into their block-specific grievances. However, he warned them, rather disingenuously,
that:

They need not employ counsel; that could be dispensed with... He had
frequently warned them to shun lawyers. If they did not, they must accept
the consequences.””

This warning was, for Wairarapa Maori, more than 15 years too late as they had already
endured the “consequences” arising out of the Native Land Court services of lawyers. As
regards, “allowing them to manage their own affairs,” this had become such a remote
prospect that Ballance could dismiss it out of hand as, “very disastrous to their cause.”
Besides, he continued, even more artfully, “there could not be two law-making bodies in
the same country.” This overlooks the existence of provincial and local levels of

Government, with powers to make and enforce laws appropriate to their authority.

Following the Waitangi hui of 1887, a series of large formative pan-iwi hui were held in

April and May of 1888 at Waitangi, Waiomatatini, Omahu, and Putiki (representing the

571

north, east, south and west of the island).”’” This was now a concerted effort at tribal co-

operation and a more effectively organised and united opposition to Government policies,

570 Thid.
T Williams, J. A., p.50.
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as well as the beginnings of the Maori Paremata.’”” The minutes of the first Maori
Paremata, held at Waitangi in 1892, also note that a fourth hui was held in Wairarapa, but
little is known of what transpired there.””” Emerging from the hui was a draft bill
mandated by the thousands of Maori who had attended the hui, a Bill that required the
repealing of all existing Maori land legislation, “other than some parts of the Native Land
Court Act ... left open as far as to allow the Maori Committees to assist in settling
disputed lands.” Elected Maori Committees were to take on a greater role and be,
“empowered to act as the Native Land Court and to have the same jurisdiction as the said
Court.” To render the Committees effective, they were to be “released from the control of
the Government ... the chairman shall have the power, with his Committee, to deal with

cases according to Native custom.””*

Further provisions of the Bill included Maori control of land alienation, provided
sufficient reserves had already been set aside for the vendors and their children. In
addition “fraudulent purchases,” including obtaining possession “in satisfaction of debts”
was to be prevented.’” At the final hui, at Putiki, it was also resolved to put aside inter-
tribal differences and establish a national Maori Parliament in order to give effect to the
Treaty of Waitangi. Claudia Orange has observed that this compact, “likened to the
solemn covenant in a Christian marriage, was recognised by the symbolic action of a
general partaking in a ‘giant’ cake, pieces being sent to all parts of the North Island to

symbolise the decision.”>’®

At the Putiki hui, a committee of rangatira was also elected to represent Maori interests in
Wellington, and three of the committee (Paora Tuhaere, Wiremu Pomare of Whangarei,
and Akuhata Hori Tupaea of Tauranga) were permitted to address the Legislative Council

in August 1888 regarding the Native Land Bills then before Parliament.’”” The trio asked

372 Orange (1987), p.221; O’Malley (1998), p.205, and; Cox, p.66.

57 ‘Proceedings of the Meeting for Unity Held at “The Treaty of Waitangi’, 14 April 1894’ (translation),
MS-Papers-6373-026. Alexander Turnbull Library, p.5.

57 ATHR, 1888, G-7, p.1.

5% Op cit, p.2.

576 Orange (1987), p.222.

77 Op cit, pp.222-223.
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the Legislative Council to defer the Bills until after the next Waitangi Parliament in
March 1889, to allow Maori affected by them to actually see and comment on them
before they became law and detrimentally affected their property rights. The Government
was also invited to Waitangi to discuss the Bills and consult with Maori about laws
affecting them. Paora Tuhaere also described how the Government had requested Maori
in 1887 to “frame some Bills ourselves,” adding that when spoken to he and his

associates had said:

Yes, we will do so upon the lines of the Treaty of Waitangi, which treaty
provides that we should have the management of our own lands and of our
own fishing-grounds, our own pipi-beds, and forests, and all other
properties belonging to us.>”®

However, referring to these draft Maori Bills, he noted pointedly that the Government
“kicked them out of the house.”

He also expressed the Maori desire that:

the Native Committees should have power to adjudicate on the title to
Native lands, and that the only work remaining for the Government to do
should be to give effect to their decisions. Let me and my Native people
have charge of our own lands for ourselves.’”

The endlessly reiterated plea for the return of Maori resources to Maori control was
echoed by Paora’s two compatriots, but studiously ignored by Parliament, which passed
the Native Land Bills before it.**°

The organisers of the 1888 hui returned to Waitangi in early March 1889 to build on the

previous year’s work with a pledge of union — kotahitanga — under the Treaty signed by

581

many of the 1,500 Maori present.”” A petition was also signed by a further 500 Maori

"8 New Zealand Parliamentary Debates. 21 August 1888. Volume 63, p.209. WAI 271/674. Doc #A2(i),
2003,

5 Thid.

% Orange (1987), p.223.

381 Ibid.
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present there and taken to Kohimarama to be presented to the Government, which was to
attend what was to be the final Orakei Parliament hosted by Ngati Whatua. Ngati
Kahungunu representatives were among the 500 Maori present at the 1889 Orakei
Parliament, while many Aucklanders, the press, members of Parliament, ministers, and
officials also attended, leaving a fuller English-language record of proceedings than was

the case for many such hui.

If the press coverage was extensive, it was not always favourable. As the Parliament

opened the New Zealand Herald opined in an editorial that:

Such meetings might be useful both to the Maoris and ourselves if the
natives would honestly set their minds to anything practical. If, to begin
with, they would endeavour to devise means to improve their own social
condition, they might be certain to obtain every possible assistance both
from the Europeans and from the Government. The colonists are also quite
willing and even anxious to obtain any suggestion from them for the
improvement of the working of the Native Land Court. But after long
experience of native meetings, the conclusion is that nothing of a useful
character can be expected from them. The natives do not seem to know
what they want themselves. There is no leading mind amongst them with
any clear ideas. Every attempt to adopt suggestions made by natives for
the better dealing with native lands has been a failure.’®

This mean-spirited analysis is somewhat removed from the truth of the situation. For
many years Maori, including those of Wairarapa, had done little else but offer
suggestions for the improvement of the Native Land Court and other policies affecting
them. If none of the minor changes adopted by the Government since then had improved
things then this is due to it having consistently failed to heed the clear messages coming
from the numerous petitions and resolutions which had emerged from the many pan-iwi
hui held since the early 1870s. The editorial also complained that “They usually at such
gatherings hark back to old grievances, which are all past and done with,” an attitude that
is still very much alive today. However, now, as then, the grievances are very much alive,

as is the legacy of struggle.
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After a prayer, Paora Tuhaere opened proceedings and laid out the purpose of the

Parliament:

I wish you all to understand that you are called here to make the Natives
and Europeans one people. I have three things to lay before you: — 1st. The
consolidation of the races. 2nd. To lay before you the fact that in olden
times [there] were chiefs, and now they are not. Last year, the first
movement was made re the Treaty of Waitangi. The meaning of that
Treaty was to make Europeans and Maori as one people. 3rd. I wish
therefore, to make all of the native tribes one in asserting their rights
against the Government,>®?

That is, the Treaty could have been drawn on to make both races equal and unite them
under one law but, as past hui had shown, they were not equal. To try to correct the
balance Paora felt — in the absence of many of his generation of ageing rangatira, so
many of whom passed on — that Maori would have to present a united front in order to
assert their rights against Government opposition. At the same time he accepted that
Maori were living under European rule and could not gain by any confrontation with it,

s0 a united, loyal, and reasoned approach was to be preferred.’®

In reference to previous petitioning and lobbying efforts he concluded with regard to
Parliament, “there is no use troubling it, therefore it must remain for ourselves to do what

we can.” He continued:

Her Majesty the Queen gave us a right to all our lands. Now, have we got
them? The Treaty has been broken by the present Government... They
have behaved treacherously to us. Those who have cases in the Native
Land Court want to get a good title to the lands, and find no satisfaction.

The following day Native Minister Mitchelson attended in the company of Attorney
General Whitaker, the Minister of Defence, another member of Parliament, officials, and

many settlers.

522 New Zealand Herald, 28 March 1889. WAI 271/674. Doc #A2(e), pp.1051-1052.
583 Ibid.
w4 Stephen Oliver. ‘Tuhaere, Paora’, in Oliver, p.553.
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Tuhaere again 6pened proceedings, saying that, “Some of the laws which had been
passed fell heavily on the natives,” which was why they wished to “revert to the Treaty of
Waitangi, which was made for both Maori and Europeans.” He also referred to the
ineffectual nature of the four Maori members of Parliament, observing that, “Everything
had been done in a one-sided manner for the benefit of the Europeans, but not for the
natives.” He recalled that the mana of the rangatira over their people and their land had
survived the early governorships, but that this was ended at the time of the first
Kohimarama Parliament in 1860. Although that had carried out “what had been arranged
by the Treaty of Waitangi,” what Maori were not told was that the Government was at the

same time seeking to transfer Imperial control of Maori affairs to itself:

in consequence of that the Europeans got representative institutions, and
then they governed the Maori. They only allowed four Maori to represent
the Maori people. From that time the mana of the chiefs diminished... the
Government did not look kindly on the Maori, and give them what they
desired. What I am trying to bring about is a union of both peoples, and
one scheme of Government. The Maori had waited a long time to see
where the kindness of the Government came in...”’

The petition signed by 500 Maori at Waitangi on 13 March, during the hui held there,
was then presented to Mitchelson, the by now very familiar gist of it was that iwi sought
a “Maori Union of Waitangi,” and that Maori, “should be allowed to administer their own
affairs.” Mitchelson’s response admitted, in a masterpiece of understatement, that “past
laws had been made which had not in all cases given satisfaction to the natives.” He also
claimed that the Government had tried to consult with Maori before passing last year’s
legislation (which had been opposed by Paora and the committee). As regards equality

under the law, he:

quite agreed with Paul that there should be only one law for the Europeans
and the Maoris. At the same time, before that could come to pass, it was

%% New Zealand Herald, 29 March 1889. WAI 271/674. Doc #A2(e), pp.1053-1054.
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absolutely necessary that the natives should bring their lands under the
jurisdiction of the Land Courts.*®®

That is, they first had to surrender their lands to an unequal law before they could be
granted equality. Mitchelson did at least acknowledge that the Native Land Court had
been, “the cause of very great friction from one end of the country to the other,” and
claimed that he would be, “only too pleased if the natives would point out some special
way in which the Government could frame an Act more pleasing to the minds of the
native people.” He appears to have forgotten that they had done this on many occasions,

including as recently as the previous year, but had been consistently ignored.

Whitaker also responded and made essentially the same points, although his artful words
pointing out the blessings of the Native Land Court, and its role in actually upholding the
Treaty of Waitangi, were even more disingenuous. (He went so far as to taunt them with
the suggestion that if Maori were dissatisfied with old transactions, they could return the
money to the Europeans and the land would be returned to them; neither the Crown nor
any settler was likely to do any such thing, although doubtless many Maori would have
leapt at the offer.)

The nascent Kotahitanga movement met again in May 1890 in the Hokianga, where the
structures and goals of the Tai Tokerau Kotahitanga movement were established, while
the first formal hui took place in April 1891 and was widely attended by the iwi of Tai
Tokerau. Te Arawa also submitted a petition to the Queen at this time, explicitly calling

for:

the formation of a representative council, to be elected by your Maori
subjects, as a mountain of rest from which all measures affecting the
Maori people can be clearly reviewed, and all measures also affecting the
Natives can be dealt with by that council.”’

%86 Ibid, and; Williams, J. A., pp.49-53, and p.72.
%7 AJHR, 1892, A-1, p.9.
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However, as a petition to the Government might indicate, they denied any intention to
disregard the mana of the Crown, but considered that the proposed council would in fact
promote the “glorious bond of union” already made by the Queen in 1840. The failure of
the Arawa petition meant that such a Paremata would have to form a Maori representative
council, without either the assistance or permission of the Government. Hui towards this
end commenced in January 1892 at Parekino (on the Whanganui River), with even the
staunch loyalist Major Keepa expressing his anger at the “deceit” of the Government and
the failure of “words on paper” to advance the Maori cause. Ngapuhi were thinking along
the same lines and finally, in April 1892, a formal union of all the tribes took place at
Waitangi. The stage was now set for the inaugural meeting of the Paremata Maori in
Hawke’s Bay in 1892. Later, the new Kotahitanga Parliaments moved to Waipatu and Te

Hauke in Hawke’s Bay, Rotorua, and Papawai.’ 5

The establishment of the Maori Paremata (Parliament) was the result of the continued
erosion of the Maori ability to secure a measure or hapu or iwi autonomy, and also a
response to the continuing loss of land due to legislative processes vehemently opposed

by Maori. Before considering the role of Wairarapa in Kotahitanga and the Maori |
Paremata it is worth examining how Maori came to be grossly under-represented in the

Parliament that passed the Native Land Acts, so opposed by so many Maori.

6.6.2 Maori Representation

The establishment of the Kotahitanga’s Maori Paremata, was partly the result of Maori
being unable to secure a fair voice in a Pakeha Parliament that had been dominated by
settlers since it was established in the 1850s. That settler domination was most apparent
in the constantly amended Native Land Acts, and also in the constant rejection of bills
and proposals put forward by the Maori members, in an effort to ameliorate the negative
effects of the Native Land Acts. Maori had, from 1867, been restricted to four token seats

in a Parliament of what was then 72 members, and thereafter chafed at this inadequate

% Orange (1987), pp.224-225; Cox, pp.67-68 and p.203, and; Williams, J. A., pp.51-52.
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representation (this equated to about 15,000 Maon' per representative, compared to 3,500

Pakeha per representative).

The rationale for the belated and unfair representation granted to Maori varied over time.
In the early 1860s Maori were considered to be children — like indigenous peoples
elsewhere in the nineteenth century — and needed to be looked after by their Pakeha
betters. An alternative excuse was that Maori were still ‘barbarous’ and could not be
given equal rights with Pakeha. The historical context was that women were still
excluded from the franchise (and remained so until 1893), as were a sizeable minority of
men (predominantly working class) who failed to meet the property qualification of the
franchise in the 1850s and 1860s. In addition, very few other indigenous people
dominated by colonial democracies elsewhere in the world had the right to vote at this

time.

Nonetheless, Maori had long shown remarkable adaptability to change and rapidly
proved themselves the equal of Pakeha in many fields. In addition, they were not only
aware of the rights they were being denied but loudly and frequently demanded the same.
Beyond that, New Zealand was supposed to be a nation founded on new principles, one

that did not repeat the genocidal blunders that characterised so many other English and

- European colonies. Hence the Treaty of Waitangi, which itself indicated that Maori were

to be granted equal rights with Pakeha. Granting the substantial Maori minority of the
late 1850s and 1860 any form of franchise similar to that of Pakeha, would have resulted
in a significant Maori presence in the House of Representatives, and considerably
reduced its ability to impose its will upon Maori (thus probably preventing the massive
damage caused by the Native Land Court). Given the Treaty and Maori aspirations, other
rationalisations were needed, particularly at a time when the settler population was not as

overwhelming as it soon became.
The issue of Maori representation, received official attention at the same time as Pakeha

representation matured under the terms of the 1852 Constitution Act. Like Gore-Browne

after him, Grey, in 1851, pointed out that Maori contributed “largely and increasingly” to
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the nation’s revenue and would suffer an injustice were they not represented in the
forthcoming House of Representatives.”®® The Imperial Government and the Aborigines
Protection Society, were concerned at the disenfranchisement of Maori, observing that,
“admission of the natives is unquestionably one of the most difficult parts to the scheme
[of self-government].”*® However, London ultimately “resolved not to establish any
special native franchise,” but to instead “trust” in what Ward calls Grey’s “bland and
over-optimistic” assurances that his land purchase operations were succeeding to such an
extent that Maori would soon be amalgamated with Pakeha and would qualify for the

franchise.>”!

Grey’s deliberately deceptive forecast was, unsurprisingly, incorrect, as became apparent
in 1856, just a few years after the move to self-rule led to the establishment of the New
Zealand House of Representatives. In January 1857, Gore-Browne forwarded to London
correspondence from the Superintendent of the Wellington Province and the Colonial
Secretary regarding Maori voting. Superintendent Featherstone wrote in December 1856
that, “during the year 1854-1855 a few natives were registered as voters; but of these no
notice was taken, as their number was wholly insignificant.” However, in 1856 the
number of Maori on the electoral roll had risen to 35 (at a time when there were few
Pakeha on the roll), and he had recently received a list of 49 voters from Otaki with
indications that up to 100 would be added to the roll next year. Further, Bishop Hadfield

had stated that many more would follow and Featherstone considered that:

these facts seem to indicate the existence of a scheme to swamp the
Europeans at the next elections, and to place the whole representation of
this province in the hands of the natives, or rather, of certain
missionaries.>*

He was thus adhering to the view that Maori were as children and that their missionaries

would lead them by their noses into the election (at a time when missionaries were seen

%% Governor Grey to Earl Grey, 30 August 1851. GBPP, 1854 (1779), p.21 and p.32.

5% Barl Grey to Governor Grey, February 1852. GBPP, 1854 (1779), p.9.

591 Ibid, and Ward (1974), p.90.

%92 Featherstone to Colonial Secretary, 24 November 1856. GBPP 1860 (2719), pp. 426—427

228



Volume Three. Whakautu: The Response ) Bruce Stirling

by settler advocates as philo-Maori and opposed to the rapid expansion of Pakeha
settlement). “If this plot be not at once crushed by the Government,” Featherstone
warned, there would be trouble, adding that, “two parties could play at this game”;
meaning that “it would be quite as easy” for settler interests to place ‘their’ Maori on the
roll, “and to bring them up to the poll like a flock of sheep.” His patronising missive
concluded that this unlikely outcome needed to be obviated, and that he only raised the
issue in order to, “to prevent the natives having recourse, in self-defence, to the

dangerous weapon thus proposed to be employed against them.”"

The Colonial Secretary replied carefully that if the enrolled Maori were eligible then no
objection could be made as the legal position was quite clear; the New Zealand
Constitution Act (5.7) conferred the franchise “with no racial distinction” on those who
met the property qualification. It was, ultimately, this property qualification®* that was to
be used to prevent Maori — who owned most of the North Island but who were deemed
not to own ‘real’ property — from voting, and the Colonial Secretary was sure that only a
few Maori would qualify and it would thus not be possible to “swamp” Pakeha at the
election. The proclamation of 5 March 1853 contained provisions (clauses 30-32) that
gave any registered elector the power to object to those on the roll who did not qualify,
and clearly Featherstone and his ilk could use this in an attempt to limit Maori

registrations.”

Gore-Browne remarked that, “the number of natives who now possess individual titles to
property conferring the franchise is so limited as to be quite insignificant,” and that the
procedures for objecting to spurious enrolments were sufficient to deal with the threat
asserted by Featherstone. However, Gore-Browne noted that Maori were doing little
more than following Pakeha practice as, “fraudulent voting by Europeans is carried on to

a very great extent, particularly in the north,” and he feared that, “in spite of the existing

5% Thid.

%% The property qualification being freehold land worth at least £50, or a leasehold interest worth at least
£10, or a rental property worth £10 in urban areas or £5 in rural areas (AJHR, 1986-1987, H-3, p.82).

%% Colonial Secretary Stafford to Featherstone, 30 December 1856. GBPP 1860 (2719), pp.427-428.
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regulations, the natives will be induced to follow the evil example.” He considered that

the inevitable result would be Maori dominance and:

it would be very unjust to the settlers that their representatives should be
defeated by the votes of men taking advantage of the franchise conferred
on them by the Constitution Act, but refusing obedience to British law
except in particular cases, or when it suits their interests to do so.>

The rather startling claim that Maori were not subject to the law, unless it suited them to
be so, was not supported by any evidence. Indeed, the only difficulties Maori had had
with British law was that it failed to take account of the customs and circumstances of
New Zealand. Early governors, such as FitzZRoy, heeded these concerns and introduced
legislation which attempted to secure Maori co-operation with, rather than resistance to,
the rule of law.™®’ At the same time, it appears that Pakeha could break the electoral law

with impunity but that a different standard would apply to Maori.

In any case, as Gore-Browne concluded, as the franchise was, “strictly confined to
persons possessing individual titles, the natives must be for many years to come excluded
from any share in the representative institutions of the colony.” However, he observed
that Maori were well aware of their exclusion from representation, added to which, “great
pains are taken to remind them that the revenue, to which they contribute so largely, is
disposed of by persons whose interests (it is asserted) are strongly opposed to theirs, and
of whose desire to obtain land they are extremely jealous.”>*® That is, Maori chafed at an
injustice — taxation without representation — which had the potential to lead to conflict
with a House of Representatives dominated by settler interests, particularly when the
Governor’s ability to effectively administer Maori affairs was severely hampered by that

settler assembly.

3% Gore-Browne to Labouchere, 6 January 1857. GBPP 1860 (2719), p.426.

97 See, for instance, the 1844 Native Exemption Ordinance, the 1844 Unsworn Testimony Ordinance, the
19%44 Jurors Ordinance, or the 1842 Cattle Trespass Ordinance.

%% Ibid.
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Gore-Browne had in fact brought up the issue of taxation without representation earlier in
1856, in connection with his attempts to secure sufficient funds for Maori purposes (he
then being restricted to the Native Civil List Vote of £7,000, the disposition of which he
did not, in any case, entirely control). This was a time when the settler Government was
trying to wrest complete control of Maori affairs from the Imperial Parliament
(represented by the Governor). He found that Maori were making a huge contribution to
the nation’s revenue — through customs revenue and through the land fund based upon the
sale of cheaply-purchased Maori land — but that they did not receive a fair return for this
contribution from the Government, which controlled the disbursement of that revenue.
Gore-Browne considered that Maori contributed “nearly half’ the country’s annual

I‘BVGIIUC.599

Settler politician C. W. Richmond attempted to rebut Gore-Browne’s argument in 1858,
claiming that the Maori contribution to customs revenue was lower than the governor had
estimated. Richmond went on to claim that, even in prosperous years when Maori spent a
lot on taked goods, they received a “fair equivalent” in Government expenditure on
things of benefit to them. In other years he claimed their contributions did not even cover
what was spent for their “direct and exclusive” benefit. Richmond’s calculations were
questionable enough without considering his assumptions of the benefits Maori derived
from Government expenditure.®” For a start, he ignored the fact that the vast bulk of the
Maori population derived no benefit from Government expenditure in the South Island,
and neither did he consider that few Maori derived as much benefit as Pakeha from the
urban focus of Government expenditure, with far more Maori living in rural areas.
Finally, Richmond had the gall to suggest that Maori derived an equal benefit from
Government expenditure on the legislative branch, when they were not only not
represented in the House of Representatives but had to tolerate the passage of measures
directly opposed to their interests. Finally, Richmond selectively focussed on customs

revenue, ignoring the considerable land revenue that relied exclusively on a Maori

%% Memorandum of May 1856, with Despatch No. 56 of 31 May 1856. GBPP 1860 (2719) pp.228-231.
690 Richmond memorandum, 29 September 1858, GBPP 1860 (492), pp.33-35.
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contribution. This is perhaps due to the inconvenient fact that land revenue increased

markedly in the late 1850s (and continued to rise in the early 1860s).

Recent research indicates that not only Richmond but also Gore-Browne greatly
underestimated the extent of the Maori contribution to national revenue. Their share of
customs revenue alone was, in the 1850s, 80 percent of the total (at a time when they
formed 60 percent of the population), leaving Pakeha contributing just 20 percent (half
their share of the population). This is without considering the land fund, which was
entirely based on Maori and which, through the 1850s, formed an average of half of total
Government revenue. Calculated on a per capita basis, the Maori contribution in the
1850s has been calculated at just over £2 per head, double that of Pakeha, while in the
1860s the Maori contribution rose to almost £10 per head, 5 times that of an increased
Pakeha contribution.®” The question of taxation is thus quite clear; the true issue

remained representation.

Maori representation was again to the fore in August 1858, when the issue raised by
Featherstone two years previously came before the House of Representatives in the form
of a resolution, “declaratory of the evils that would ensue from the swamping of the
European Constituency by Maori votes, and from the consequent introduction of Native
Members to the House.” Hugh Carleton, claiming to be a long-standing supporter of “the
real rights and real interests of the Maori race,” saw that the motion was to be carried
“without a dissentient voice,” and so did not force a debate on the issue. He subsequently
wrote to the Colonial Secretary, outlining what he would have stated had their been a
debate on the issue. The resolution of the House was that the Government obtain an
opinion from the Law Officers of the Imperial Government as to whether or not Maori
land holdings met the property qualification of the franchise, lest the “evils” asserted

above result.%

80! Kearins, Kate, and Hooper, Keith, 4 History of Maori Taxation: Preliminary Findings, University of
Waikato, February 2002, pp.9-12. ‘
802 Carleton to Colonial Secretary, 1 November 1858, ATHR, 1860, E-7.
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The House’s resolution had arisen after the Legislative Council’s rejection of section four
of the Qualification of Electors Bill (which provided that the property qualification could
only be met if the property was held on the basis of a Crown title). This had been
introduced specifically to remove doubts about the nature of the property qualification,
and thus to deny Maori their Treaty-guaranteed equal rights of franchise. Carleton

observed that:

the Legislative Council appear to have been influenced ... by an idea
which was prevalent at an earlier period of the Colony, but which is now
fast becoming obsolete in New Zealand (though not, perhaps, in England)
that Natives and Europeans ought to be placed upon a precisely equal
footing, in all things; endowed with equal political rights, upon abstract
considerations, and without reference to the possible uses or abuses of
those rights.®

Indeed, that appeared to be what the Treaty of Waitangi had implied.

Carleton, like the missionaries before him, was not so much a friend of Maori as one who
saw himself as their patron, with an emphasis on patronising. He too considered that if
Maori were given equal voting rights they would simply be led like sheep by their Pakeha
betters into the poll and exploited for their own ends. Worse than that, “a Native
constituency implies Native representatives, and what greater debasement to the House
can be conceived, that the occupation of seats in it by men raised, as yet, but one step
above barbarism....The Representatives will resist to the uttermost the introduction of
semi-barbarian Members among themselves.” He did not consider that Maori, as British
subjects, had a “natural or inherent right to vote” (but failed, of course, to mention the
Treaty), only a “natural right ... fo be well governed,” and if granting them the vote

interfered with good governance then their rights would be infringed.®*

Like Richmond, Carleton claimed Maori were well represented and well cared for by the

existing Government even though they had no say in its election. He also considered that

593 Op cit, pp.4-6.
594 Ibid. Emphasis in original.
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Maori could qualify for the franchise by accepting a Crown title for their land, claiming
that “the machinery is provided” for this and “every encouragement is given.” In fact,

Crown titles were only issued for land reserved out of Crown deeds, and the machinery

_ for converting communal Maori land to an individualised Crown title, was not formalised

until 1862 (and not widely introduced until 1865). Of course, if Maori did qualify en
masse by obtaining Crown titles, the same racist arguments noted in the preceding
paragraph would again apply. This exposed the fundamental purpose of Carleton and his
colleagues, who were essentially just deferring the enfranchisement of Maori to buy time
(probably hoping to swamp the diminishing number of Maori voters through immigration

before enough of them qualified to have any impact on Parliament).

Richmond wrote separately on the matter, adding that Maori could also be disqualified
from the franchise through an English literacy test. He attached a memorandum by
Fenton on the “domiciliary conditions of natives,” which seemed to be an attempt to
show that Maori used whare and the land on which they were constructed in a communal
fashion, with little idea of an individualised right. This would bar them from qualifying
for the franchise, but was not, of course, considered adequate grounds to spare them from
the Native Land Court. Richmond sought a legal opinion from England on the issue of
Maori qualifying for the franchise.®® In a subsequent memorandum he claimed that some
Maori may hold their houses or land in an individual manner and thus qualify on that

basis for the franchise, so he sought a legal opinion on this matter also.5%

In December 1859, two of the Law Officers of the Crown responded that while they
regretted not having “an exact statement of the facts or circumstances which have given
rise to the present difficulty,” they were nonetheless confident that Maori could not meet
the property qualification of the franchise. This was because that franchise was based on
English legal terms (freehold estate, leasehold estate, tenement of a proscribed value) that

presupposed a title derived from the Crown.’”” That is, the nature of the property

805 Richmond memorandum, 25 June 1859. Op cit, pp.2-4.
806 Richmond memorandum, 30 June 1859. Op cit, pp.6-7.
597 Bethell and Keating to the Duke of Newcastle, 7 December 1859. Op cit, pp.7-8.
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qualification éxcluded those who owned nearly all the property in the North Island of
New Zealand. The appropriate action would have been to alter the nature of the property
qualification to reflect the peculiar circumstances of New Zealand, something which
would have also adhered to the Treaty of Waitangi. Given the attitudes of supposed
‘liberals’ such as Carleton, nothing of the sort was likely, and the legal opinion gave the
House of Representatives the way out it was looking for. This was despite the Crown’s
law officers admitted they did not have sufficient information on the issue, and despite no

one consulting Maori, arguing the Maori case, or testing what was merely an opinion.

Maori were aware of their growing exclusion from the machinery of Government, and
raised the issue at Gore-Browne’s Kohimarama conference shortly after the English legal
- opinion wended its way to New Zealand. One of the key points raised by Maori at
Kohimarama — “the most fundamental criticism of the official line” — was the inequality
of the races under the law, with representation the most serious of these inequities. In
response to claims of language difficulties, McLean was told that interpreters were
available to assist Maori in the courts and the governing councils, and many rangatira
echoed the demand of Paora Tuhaere (of Ngati Whatua) for “admission to the institutions
of state power.” Had this been done earlier, they told him, “there would have been no
separation into two sides.” The thrust of the Maori response was a view remarkably

similar to that of the Kingitanga, and of Wairarapa Maori in the 1850s:

They wanted to remain in allegiance to the Crown and to engage with the
European order; but they did not want to do so on terms of subordination
and contempt for their values. Rather, they wanted to be involved, as
responsible and well-intentioned parties, in the machinery of state and the
shaping of laws and institutions appropriate to the emerging bi-racial New
Zealand.*%®

McLean could only respond to Maori calls for equality and for admission to the
“Institutions of state power” with the patronising ethnocentrism that had characterised
Gore Browne’s administration (and that of Carleton), telling a hui of the most senior and

sage rangatira in the nation that, in the Governor’s estimation, “Children cannot have

235



Volume Three. Whakautu: The Response Bruce Stirling

what belongs to persons of mature age; and a child does not grow to be a man in a
day.”® In an echo of Carleton, Grey later responded to Maori calls for the institution of
an annual runanga similar to Kohimarama, by saying that it would be impolitic to, “call a

number of semi-barbarous natives together to frame a constitution,”'°

It would thus also have been “impolitic” to have involved Maori in the House of
Representatives after Kohimarama, a period in which the Pakeha Parliament was forcing
through measures designed to break Maori resistance to land loss and to open up land for
settlement. Remarkably, as Sorrenson has observed, it was the legislation of the 1860s —
which included the Native Lands Act or the New Zealand Settlements Act — that was
often referred to in that Parliament as “being designed to give better effect to the
promises of the Treaty of Waitangi,” even though, “it is notable that much of the
parliamentary legislation of the war years [was] intended primarily to serve settler

interests.”®!!

Those settler interests gave short shrift to any measure intended to challenge their
political and legislative supremacy. This was apparent in August 1862, when Fitzgerald
presented the House with five resolutions regarding Maori affairs, the first of which was
that the races should be amalgamated. The second resolution called for no law to be
passed which “did not accord each race equal civil and political privileges,” and the
remaining three resolutions followed up on this core principle with specific calls for
Maori to be part of Government, for there to be fair representation of both races in the
House and in Provincial Councils, and that Maori serve on juries. Not even Fitzgerald’s
“majestic oratory” could persuade the House to accept all this, and only the first two
resolutions, “with their emphasis on amalgamation and restatement of the object of the

third article of the Treaty of Waitangi,” were accepted. The third resolution, relating to

508 Ward, pp.117-18.

9 Minutes of the Proceedings of the Kohimarama Conference of Native Chiefs’, AJHR, 1860, E-9, p.7.
819 Cited in, Ward (1974), p.126, and, Dalton, B. J. War and Politics in New Zealand, 1855-1870. Sydney,
1967, p.117.

1 Sorrenson, M. P. K., ‘A History of Maori Represenatation in Parliament’, AJTHR, 1986-1987, H-3,
Appendix B, p.17.
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fair representation was narrowly defeated (20 votes to 17) so he withdrew the remaining

resolutions.®'?

Nonetheless, others deemed it very much politic to consult meaningfully with Maori
(perhaps with a view to preserving the peace) and a reduced and formalised version of
Kohimarama was very close to what leading political figures, such as Weld, proposed
soon after Grey’s dismissive remark. Weld — by no means a moderate in Maori matters —
was, briefly, Native Minister in 1865 and had then seen the need for a representative
Maori body. He wrote to Grey in July 1865 regarding the plan, saying that “last night and
this morning” he had been talking “with my colleagues about native matters.” What had

emerged was a plan of, “calling a meeting of natives here at once,” adding that:

our opinion collectively seems to be that such a meeting had better be
preliminary to acting with regard to bringing the Natives into the
Legislature. We should propose at once to write to, say, 20 or 30 leading
chiefs, including such men as Thompson [Tamihana] and Matutera, asking
them to come here in order to consult upon the best means of representing
their race in the Legislature, and other questions.®"

This hui, sounding remarkably like the Kohimarama conference, was not merely another
Government-sponsored talk-fest, as Weld indicated. After calling together this
consultative council, he continued, “we propose to introduce a bill into the Assembly
which may recognise this meeting of chiefs as a kind of constituent assembly, in a

restricted sense of the word, of course.”

Expenses would be paid to this Maori council, the members of which would also receive
an allowance, “like the members of the General Assembly.” Weld considered that such a
body was important to solve “difficult” questions such as “native tenure” and “native
disputes.” He was to prepare a list of leading chiefs and a letter of invitation for them.

Even if restricted, such a constituent assembly sounded remarkably like that which Maori

512 Op cit, p.18.

$3Weld to Grey, 19 July 1865. Grey MSS. Auckland Public Library. See Supporting Documents to the
evidence of Philippa Wyatt, “Ngati Whatua and the Crown, 1840-1869°. WAI 312/674. See also, AJTHR,
1864, E-15.
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had long been seeking, and would continue to seek. Consequently, the Native
Commission Act was passed in September 1865 to allow 20-35 rangatira to be called
together to formulate proposals for enfranchising and representing Maori in Parliament. It
met with little opposition, doubtless because it would do no more than facilitate a
meeting of chiefs whose resolutions had no legal authority (as toothless as the Native
Committees two decades later). In any event, nothing of any consequence resulted as the
Weld Government fell in October 1865. Instead of a “constituent assembly” Maori

received the Native Lands Act.

One of the supposed purposes of the Native Lands Act was to enable Maori to qualify for
the franchise. It would, of course, have been far easier to have simply altered the nature
of the franchise if this was truly the aim, but that would scarcely have served land-hungry
settler politicians as well as the Native Lands Act. The primary purpose was to open up
land for settlement, preferably through outright alienation, so even if the Native Land
Court succeeded in granting many Maori a Crown title, they would soon be
disenfranchised when they sold that land. The point was, in any case, rendered moot in
1867, when four Maori seats were created. There was no property qualification. The ease
with which the franchise could be amended to suit the needs of the Pakeha Parliament is
clear from the enfranchisement of Otago gold miners in 1862, whose itinerant lifestyle
would otherwise have disqualified them from voting. Similarly, West Coast gold miners

7.51% Maori were not.

were enfranchised through special legislation in 186
The four Maori seats emerged not as the result of Maori wishes (which were for equal
representation), but from two political pressure points that it was expedient for the
otherwise anti-Maori Government of the day to relieve. At the local level, North Island
politicians saw the four Maori seats as a quid pro quo for the South Island’s increased
representation, further bolstered by additional mining representatives. Pressure was
coming from the Imperial Government and also from the Aborigines Protection Society,
largely as a result of the raupatu policies being pursued in New Zealand. The Society

wanted to see the raupatu land returned and also a Maori Council established (under
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gubernatorial control) to control Maori Affairs. New Zealand had no intention of heeding
such demands and, “it was easier to concede four Maori seats in the House.” Clearly, “no
high principle was involved in Maori representation.”®'® The ‘barbarians’ were not only

at the gate, they were now to be invited in to the hallowed House.

For a time, thosé Maori who met the property qualification could continue to vote with
their Pakeha neighbours, and some in Wairarapa did. Manihera was known to host
meetings of candidates during elections, and other Maori who qualified — or considered
that they did — were also on the roll, at least for a time. For instance, in 1865, a published
version of the Wairarapa electoral roll showed Raniera Te Iho, who qualified by virtue of
his freehold Crown grant of 2,800 acres. Heneri (sic, probably Hemi) Te Miha qualified
through a household at Te Kopi but he would not survive an objection if one had been
lodged.5™

Local settlers certainly ensured that Maori who did not qualify were not able to remain on
the roll, and Maori featured amongst those whose enrolment was publicly objected to.
The desire of Wairarapa Maori for equal representation, ensured that many rangatira
remained on the Pakeha roll for almost a decade, but they found themselves objected to
on the grounds of not having the freehold qualification they claimed as the basis for their
enrolment. Amongst those caught up in one year, 1876, were: “Tamati Apatu, Ngairo
Apuora, Te Hei Haka, Keremeneta Hupata, Te Korou Kahuoterangi, Te Himiona,
Paratene Kainoke, Henare Kingi, Ruka Kingi, Te Hira Mahanga, Tamahau Mahupuku,
Wiremu Mahupuku, Manihera Maaka, Ratima Maaka, Te Reiti Manihera, Tute Miha
Manihera, Ahitaua Matenga, Renata Monga, Monoa, Mikaere Tikawenga, H. P.
Tunuiarangi, Paiura Watarauihi, Keremenita Wera, Hoera Whakataha, H. Whatu.”8!"
They had to appear to defend themselves at the inconvenient locale of Featherston (many

residing some distance away at Waikekeno or Pahaoa), and on the inconvenient date of

814 ATHR, 1986-1987, H-3, p.83.

815 Sorrenson, M. P. K., ‘A History of Maori Represenatation in Parliament’, AJHR, 1986-1987, H-3,
Aé)pendix B, p.19.

818 Wellington Independent, 20 April 1865.

7 Wairarapa Standard, 9 May 1876. The many erroneous spellings are from the original.

239



Volume Three. Whakautu: The Response Bruce Stirling

20 May 1876, when most if not all would have been absent at the big Repudiation

Movement hui at Pakowhai. Their disenfranchisement was thus no more than a formality.

Like so many other Maori, those of Wairarapa were not slow in objecting to their
inadequate and inequitable representation. The following year Wardell reported that,
“they have generally expressed dissatisfaction”, with not only the boundaries of the three
North Island Maori electorates but also the need for an additional North Island
member.%'® They endorsed the suggestions of the nation’s leading rangatira, who
gathered at a Kingitanga hui at Tokangamutu in June 1869, and called for the
reconvening of the Kohimarama conference, in order to allow the Maori attendees to,
“present to the General Assembly requests for necessary reforms in law.”®" In
Parliament, the outnumbered Maori members tried several times in the 1870s, to increase
the number of Maori electorates but were consistently outvoted.®”® During the debate of
H. K. Taiaroa’s 1876 Maori Representation Bill, Stout — in an echo of Gore-Browne —
pointed out the large tax burden borne by Maori and the fact that they had sold their land
“for a song” in years past, subsidising the formation and the future of the nation,**! a

future from which they were to be largely excluded.

Maori calls for increased and fairer representation grew louder through the 1870s, with
Wairarapa’s objections being voiced in the resolutions and petitions of the Repudiation
Movement. In 1874, Wardell reported that, “A large section of the natives here regards
Henare Matua as their leader in political matters and join with him in desiring increased
representation in Parliament.”® The following year, Te Wananga characterised the
Maori members as “tame kakas,” a view which was endorsed by correspondents who
pointed out that the accusation that the members “spoke untruthfully” was confirmed by
their failure to oppose “the existence of the Native Lands Court.” Such commentary also

reflected an awareness of the overpowering Pakeha Parliamentary dominance that led to

818 Wardell to Native Department Under-Secretary Rolleston, 6 July 1868. AJHR, 1868, A-4, pp.34-36.

619 Ward (1974), p.272, and Cox, Lindsay, Kotahitanga. The Search For Maori Political Unity, Oxford
University Press, Melbourne, 1993, pp.65-66.

620 ATHR, 1986-1987, H-3, Appendix A, p.30.

621 Parliamentary debates reprinted in, Te Wananga, 1876, pp.418-421
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the imposition of the Native Land Acts, Maori concluding that, “unless the number of the
Natives members were increased, that the Parliament should be given over to the
Europeans alone for their own purpose.”®” Manihera and 394 other Wairarapa Maori
petitioned Parliament in 1876, included amongst their requests was the repeal of the
Maori Representation Act, to be replaced by a new law “largely increasing the number of
Maori members in the House of Representatives.” The Native Affairs Committee
recommended the petition to the Government for its favourable consideration, but the

result was nought.5*

Renata Kawepo gave the June 1876 Repudiation Movement hui his rightly cynical view

of the Maori seats, saying:

the time might come when the acts of the Government would be
condemned by they public, when they (the Government) could point to the
Maori members and say: “The Native tribes being represented in the
Parliament, participated in all the acts of the Government, and therefore all
wrong acts were sanctioned by the native race, as such then the Maori
people mislead themselves.” Also if Her Majesty the Queen should say to
the present Government that they have acted in a wrong way to the Maori
race, then our present Government could say to Her Majesty, “O but our
acts were sanctioned by the tribes and chiefs of the Maori people.”®*

Others have come to a similar conclusion, with Sorrenson remarking that, “the Maori
members were little more than a token representation that enabled the Pakeha members to
salve their consciences while also relieving the Maori of much of their remaining land
and autonomy.”®*® In line with Renata’s views, one of the resolutions emerging from the
hui was a call for the repeal of the temporary Maori Representation Act and the passage
of an Act allowing permanent Maori representation in the same proportion as Pakeha

representation, with adoption of broad iwi boundaries for Maori electorates.®”’

622 Wardell to Native Minister, 4 June 1874. AJHR, 1874, G-2, p.22.

523 Te Wananga, 24 December 1875, p.453.

624 ATHR, 1876, 1-4, p.12.

825 Cited in O’Malley (1998), p.73.

628 Sorrenson, M. P. K., ‘A History of Maori Represenatation in Parliament’, ATHR, 1986-1987, H-3,
A;)pendix B, p.26.

527 Te Wananga, 1876, pp.234-277.
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The Wairarapa Komiti followed this up with their own hui at Waipoapoa in June 1877 at
which they selected Hori Pitama (George Beetham) as their local Pakeha member of
Parliament to replace the retiring Anaru (J. C. Andrews). Beetham (one of Grey and
Sheehan’s supporters) was present at the Komiti’s hui and undertook to put to their views
about legislation affecting them to Parliament. It was his hope that their children would
attend school and become sufficiently learned to produce a graduate able to stand as a
future candidate for Wairarapa and, “you will be able to vote for him as a member of the
European side, like me, and he will be able to conduct matters for the two peoples.” Piripi
Te Maari replied to Beetham for the Komiti, pointing out that although “there is great
good in your thoughts,” they were still waiting to hear the result of their petition (of 1876,

see above) calling for increased Maori representation. He added:

there are all those other petitions of ours which have died and just lie
there, they are just lying there and have not yet been acted upon. ...you
should move those petitions of ours along. Then indeed we can make
some additional requests to the Parliament to bring to life all those
petitions of ours that lie hidden.%?®

Those petitions, including the substantial one calling for increased representation, had
indeed “died and just lie there.” Moreover, despite Beetham’s rose-tinted, hopes it was to

be a long time before Pakeha were willing to entrust their vote to a Maori candidate.

The prejudice against fair Maori representation continued through the remainder of the
19" century. When Pakeha (perhaps politicians such as Beetham) began to succeed in
their attempts to move Maori who met the property qualification on the general electoral
roll, the Government responded with 1879 legislation banning Maori from voting twice.
In addition, the household qualification was abolished, but only for Maori, so Maori were
doubly penalised in relation to Pakeha. They now had to have a freehold property worth
at least £50 to qualify for the general roll, a far higher hurdle than that which Pakeha had

28 1. T. Whatahoro, Papawai, to the Editor, 28 June 1877. Te Wananga. 1877, pp.363-364.
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to surmount to qualify.®”® Nonetheless, it was a hurdle increasing numbers of Maori could
leap so in 1893, even those Maori who met the excessive property qualification required
of them, were barred from voting in anything other than the token Maori electorates
(unless they could prove they were only of ‘half-caste’ Maori blood or less). In 1896, the
property qualification was abolished for all voters, but Maori continued to be conﬁnéd to
their token seats.®®® This set in place the unfair and dual system of representation that

continued for another century before any significant changes were made.

As noted earlier, this unfair system had been the subject of criticism at the various pan-
iwi hui that preceded the formal establishment of the Kotahitanga’s alternative
Parliament, the Maori Paremata, in 1892, and it continued to be criticised at those

Paremata.

Another major topic of discussion, and the subject of much criticism, was the Native
Land Court and the legislation that empowered it. Maori protests about the Native Land
Court eventually found what seemed to be a sympathetic ear in the Liberal Government
of the 1890s and 1900s. The Maori politician James Carroll was a leading Liberal in that
period, and he was also a key member of the 1891 Native Land Laws Commission, the
only comprehensive investigation into the Native Land Court undertaken up to that time
which involved Maori to any significant degree. Before considering the degree to which
the Kotahitanga movement succeeded in improving the laws governing Maori land in the
late 1890s and early -1900s, it is useful to look at what the 1891 commission found, and
the part played by Wairarapa Maori in the commission’s inquiry.

©6.6.3 The Native Land Acts Reviewed: 1891-1893

In February 1891, the new Liberal Government established a royal commission of inquiry
into native land laws. The Liberals favoured closer settlement of land (whether owned by

Pakeha or by Maori), and this led to a move away from the free trade approach of

629 Sorrenson, M. P. K., ‘A History of Maori Representation in Parliament’, AJHR, 1986-1987, H-3,
Appendix B, p.24.
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previous administrations. The move away from free trade in land did little for Maori, as if
they were not in a position to more intensively settle their lands they were even more
likely that Pakeha landowners to have their land made available to those who would. This
is the infamous ‘use it or lose it” policy, almost every aspect of which, as Brooking has

observed, was “coercive and punitive.”®!

The commission comprised W. Rees (a long-time critic of the legislation and an advocate
of tribal dealings), James Carroll (member for Eastern Maori), and Thomas Mackay (a
former West Coast Commissioner). It toured the country, holding 11 large hui with Maori
and taking evidence from many people regarding the defects of the existing legislation
and possible remedies. The commissioners reported back to Parliament in May 1891,
although Carroll appended a dissenting report regarding the proposal to re-impose Crown
pre-emption, and Mackay prepared an entirely separate report, as he dissented from the
others on many points. He died before completing his report but the remarkable point of
agreement amongst all three was that Maori tribal committees should investigate land
titles, with confirmation by the Native Land Court. Maori committees would also

administer the lands subsequent to title being determined.

Criticism of the Native Land Court was found to be universal amongst Maori, with most
Pakeha also complaining of many aspects of the Native Land Acts and their
implementation. The key objections — considered valid by the commission — were ones

familiar from two decades earlier, and constantly reiterated in the interregnum:

¢ Delay;

e Expenses, fees, and duties;

e Enforced attendance at distant hearings, the resultant poverty, demoralisation,
injustice, false claims, perjury, and rliinous loss;

e Rehearings and applications for prohibition to Supreme Court;

530 Op cit, p.30, and; ATHR, 1986-1987, H-3, p.83.
81 Brooking, T., ““Busting Up” the Greatest Estate of All: Liberal Maori Land Policy, 1891-1911°, New
Zealand Journal of History, Volume 26, No. 1, p.84.
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e DPolitical, Government, and other interested influence, which is brought to bear on
decisions and proceedings;

e The itinerant nature and non-local residence of the Judges;

e Excessive survey costs, especially for subdivisions, and;

e Insecurity of title after adjudication.’*

The report read like a litany of the disasters that had befallen Maori since the introduction
of the Native Land Acts, while it was also acknowledged that even lawyers and former
Native Land Court Judges found the completion of a title under the 1873 Native Land
Act and its innumerable amendments, a Gordian knot beyond their ken. Fortunately for
such Pakeha, legislation such as the Native I.and (Validation of Titles) Acts of the 1890s,
allowed the knot to be simply cut, but prior to that the law was in “a state of confusion

and anarchy.”
The resultant breakdown in Maori society was condemned:

For a quarter-century the Native land law and the Native Land Courts have
drifted from bad to worse. The old public and tribal method of purchase
was finally discarded for private and individual dealings. Secrecy, which
is ever the badge of fraud, was observed. All the power of the natural
leaders of the Maori people was undermined. A slave or a child was in
reality placed on an equality with the noblest rangatira or the boldest
warrior of the tribe. An easy entrance into the title of every block could be
found for some paltry bribe. The charmed circle once broken, the
European gradually pushed the Maori out and took possession. Sometimes
the means used were fair; sometimes they were not.

The alienation of Native land under this law took its very worst form and
its most disastrous tendency. It was obtained from a helpless people ...
The strength which lies in union was taken from them.5**

The complexities of dealing in land held under the 1873 Native Land Act and its

innumerable amending statutes, were said to have created a “state of confusion and

632 «Report of the Native Land Laws Commission’, ATHR, 1891, Session I, G-1, 1891, p.xii.
533 Op cit, p.x.
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anarchy” that even land-sharking lawyers could no longer unravel. The complexities of

dealing in Maori land were described as “at once both ludicrous and pathetic,” as:

From the commencement of the surveys... down to the period when the
European purchaser registers his title under the Land Transfer Act, every
step is burdened with unnecessary cost, and offers inducements to many
species of fraud; while the whole proceeding tends to demoralise both
Natives and Europeans, to frighten away capital, to paralyse industry, to
turn the Courts of justice into theatres of oppression, and to hinder the
settlement and prosperity of the country.

...The evidence is startling. Every question, by its answer, disclosed fresh
abuses; every subject of discussion revealed some skeleton hitherto
concealed. The actions of Judges, lawyers, and conductors; the
adjournments, fees, and rehearings of the Courts; the demoralisation and
ruin of the Maoris while attending distant Courts, were all commented
upon. Every district also, beside its contribution to the general complaint,
had its own particular grievance.®*

It was concluded that “in the history of Native land legislation and administration since
1873 there is no redeeming feature save the inoperative Native Land Administration Act
1886. It is a long period of unsatisfactory legislation.” Indeed, the commission was
incredulous at what it found beneath the lid it had lifted. With regard to the 1888 Native
Land Court Act (with its requirement for the definition of individual interests), it

observed that:

the climax of absurdity was reached by Parliament. ... The task of
Sisyphus is here set to the Native Land Court many times multiplied. It is
indescribably hopeless. It is almost more easy to believe that Parliament
was playing a gigantic practical joke than that it was in sober earnest ...%

Evidence was also taken from various Pakeha officials and lawyers with experience in
land matters. Some of this has been touched on elsewhere in this report, such as the
characterisation of the Trust Commissioner process as “a perfect farce” by the Auckland

lawyer Dufaur. He added that all lawyers involved in Native Land Court business,

834 Opc it, p.xiii.
835 Op cit, p.xvii. -
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“knows how difficult it is to work under the present laws... I have seen people do things
in order to complete titles that in any other case they would be ashamed to do. They were
compelled to do them in self-defence.”®® Maori, on the other hand, could do little in

defence of their dwindling interests.

Former Attorney-General Stout also stated that the native land law was in an,
“exceedingly complex — in fact, an almost chaotic state.” This did not, he continued,
hinder large capitalists, “who can afford to run some risk and manage to make it up in the
form of speculation,” but it did retard closer settlement and those interested only in small
holdings. Stout was aware that, “the cost to the Maoris connected with the ascertainment
of title in the Court is, to my mind, enormous and disgraceful,” and he was aware of cases
where Maori were forced to sell one block in order to pay for the costs of gaining title to
another. The costs of subdivision to both non-seller and buyer were also heavily criticised
by Stout, with non-sellers losing up to half the value of their land simply in order to

define it, “this, I consider, is a great disgrace to us.”%%7

Another witness with long experience in matters Maori was the long-serving Native
Department Under-Secretary and head of the Native Land Purchase Department, Thomas
Lewis. With respect to the Native Land Court he remarked that:

the whole object of appointing a Court for the ascertainment of Native title
was to enable alienation for settlement. Unless this object is attained the
Court serves no good purpose, and the Natives would be better without it,
as, in my opinion, fairer Native occupation would be had under the
Maoris’ own customs and usages without any intervention whatever from
the outside. ...the object of the Native Land Court is to ascertain the native
titles for the purposes of settlement.5*®

He considered the effects of the Native Land Court on Maori to be:

836 Op cit, p.84.
7 Op cit, pp.165-167.
538 Op cit, pp.145-146.

247



Volume Three. Whakautu: The Response Bruce Stirling

injurious in the extreme — their time is wasted, their money squandered,
and their health in many cases ruined. Numerous deaths amongst the
Maoris, both old and young, are directly traceable to their manner of living
while attending protracted sittings of the Native Land Court.®**

He also considered that the delay and uncertainty to Pakeha purchasers caused by the
Trust Commissioner process, not only did no more to protect Maori than they could have
achieved through the ordinary courts (in the case of fraud), but it actually led to a 25
percent reduction in the price paid for the land. This was, in Lewis’ expert opinion, the
cost of the delay and uncertainty imposed by the Trust Commissioner on the purchase
price. He did not consider the very limited benefits to outweigh these costs. The price
received by Maori was also further lowered by the land duties and other expenses “that
are really deducted by the purchaser from the price of the land paid to the Maori.”5*’

For all that, his proposals for improving the system (including the use of runanga or
komiti to settle land claims) merely involved facilitating the more rapid alienation of
land, thus removing some of these negative impacts, while also accelerating the
acquisition of land. This was not quite what Maori were calling for, but Lewis’s matter-
of-fact views confirm that the dreadful aftermath of the Native Land Court process in
Wairarapa in the 1870s and 1880s, was neither unique nor unknown in official circles
(Lewis had set out his views in an 1885 memorandum for the Native Minister, which was
not acted upon). It was simply that nothing had been done to remove or remedy the root

cause of Maori difficulties.
The Commission also referred to the 1883 Native Committees Act, finding that it was:

a hollow shell, the object of which it is difficult to see. It mocked and still
mocks the Natives with a semblance of authority. They wished it to be
turned into a living Act, giving them power to do something for
themselves.5*!

59 Op cit, p.149.
0 Op cit, pp.156-157.
41 Op cit, p.xvi.
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Rees also later described the Act as, “at best but an impotent and cruel farce,” noting that
no funding was provided to aid the Native Committees in their work, their jurisdiction in
minor disputes was undermined by the need to gain the agreement of both parties, while
they also lacked the authority to summon witnesses and any of the procedural machinery
required to investigate land titles. Finally, the power of the committees in title
investigation ended with the referral of their reports to the Native Land Court for its
information. “It is, in truth,” Rees observed, “a dead letter,” and while still on the statute

book, “it is, and was, a mere pretence,” noting that:

The Native Land Court, jealous of this new tribunal, and looking with
disfavour upon the possible loss of any of its own power or prestige,
treated the findings and the reports of the Committees with contempt; they
were immediately relegated to the waste paper basket. The Committees
finding their reports thus disregarded, and themselves despised,
discontinued their action. Indeed the consequence was foreseen, and it
happened according to expectation.®**

Similarly, the Native Lands Administration Act 1886 was, as noted earlier, rendered
“inoperative” on account of Maori objections to being “totally deprived of all authority

and management of their ancestral lands.”

Despite the overwhelmingly negative feelings towards the native land laws, Maori also
expressed positive and generally unanimous wishes for the future, most particularly the,

“power to do something for themselves’:

Everywhere they gave substantially the same evidence as to the desire of
the tribes regarding the future management of their land. Titles, they
believe, can be found and determined, boundaries can be settled, and lists
of owners prepared, by the Maoris themselves, leaving only a few
disputed cases to be determined by the Court.®*

842 Rees, W. L. To the Honourable the Premier. March 1893, Wellington (published pamphlet). Alexander
Turnbull Library. WAI 271/674. Doc #A2(i), p.1989.
643 ATHR, 1891, Session I, G-1, p-Xix.
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The leasing, not selling, of lands was favoured, with a committee of owners arranging
such leases, possibly with the aid of a Government officer. Such views were broadly
endorsed by the commission, which proposed that the Native Land Court decide only
disputed cases, “as a last resort”; that district judges be appointed, and; that block
committees supervised by a district commissioner decide on the disposal of land, dealing
only with a Native Land Board, half of whose members would be appointed by tribal

committees.®*

Ultimately, the 1891 report still reflected the strongly paternalistic ideology of the
Liberals and their desire to streamline the alienation of Maori land, rather than
considering the retention and efficient utilisation of land by empowered Maori
communities. Nonetheless, the proposals were a vast improvement on existing policy and
practice. The Liberals’ hatred of “land monopolists” — among whom they numbered
Maori who failed to “use” the supposedly vast estates still remaining to some — was a
feature of the 1890s and early 1900s, as was what has been described as their “rampant
and naked utilitarianism,” and their “coercive and punitive” attitude toward Maori. Given
these factors it is hardly surprising that the Government was very selective in its adoption
of the report of the 1891 Native Land Laws Commission. Those proposals that might
assist the new Government’s planned land-purchase programme were adopted, while

recommendations for tribal and block committees lay moribund once again.5*

Still, hope for some positive improvement in the Native Land Acts remained. In 1893
Rees was asked by Premier Seddon to revisit the question of Native and Block
Committees, and he responded with a wide-ranging letter later published as a pamphlet.
He noted the opposition of many Pakeha to Maori committees, putting this down to
misunderstanding and prejudice, “partly from the influence of interests, and partly from
misreading of history.” The opposition was summarised as alleging that the Maori

character, “is incapable of being utilised in a representative capacity”; that “those

5% Op cit, pp.xxi-xxv.
55 Brooking, T., op cit, pp.84-93. See also, ‘Use It Or Lose It. Unravelling the Land Debate in Late
Nineteenth-Century New Zealand’, New Zealand Journal of History, October 1996, pp.141-162.
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[Pakeha] most competent to judge” opposed committees; “that during the last forty years
the committee system has been tried and has always failed,” and; “Maoris as a people are

averse to management by committees.”**

Rees observed, as regards the first allegation (the inability of Maori to bear
representation) that prior to the imposition of the land court and other laws that
undermined tribal structures, “Maori were always accustomed to speak and act as tribes
through their chiefs.” Extensive debate by runanga was common, but “the executive
power” rested with the rangatira. This certainly reflects the tikanga in Wairarapa, at least
until the land court and other provisions began to break down tribal structures and
cohesion, and Maori were prevented from maintaining such cohesion as regards their

most vital resource — the land.

For Rees, the crux of the matter, indeed “the whole native question, practically
speaking,” lay in, “the management and control of the native lands, and indeed has
always done so.” To him the mystery and “the seeming perplexity” surrounding this
question was “illusory” and the issues could be reduced to “the very simplest elements.”
Foremost amongst the elegant simplicity of his approach was addressing the management

of communal landed interests. He noted that there were but two methods of management:

the first is that of collective dealing with common properties... The second
is that of individual management and dealing. It seems ridiculous that in
argument upon so serious a matter it is necessary to state the very first
principles as to the management of and dealing with land. Individuals are
never permitted, except in a representative capacity, to deal with lands the
common property of numerous owners, whether holding as corporate
bodies or not.*"

He observed that, in English law, the most difficult titles are those held in common,

adding that, “where lands are held by many owners, such owners are formed into a

546 Rees, op cit, p.1983.
%7 Op cit, p.1984.
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corporation, and deal collectively through some representative body.” That is, in the case

of Maori land, through something approaching the block committees.

The 1865 and most especially the “revolutionary and insane” 1873 Native Land Acts

were thus severely criticised by Rees as:

instead of granting Certificates of Title to the tribes by name, [the Acts]
gave the lands of communities and tribes to a few individuals as their own
absolute property ... In 1873 an Act was passed that destroyed the tribes,
took away from the natives the power of collective action, and vested the
tribal lands in hundreds of individual owners. This Act runs counter to
every law regarding land passed or held by other nations. It attempts to
make oil and water join. It mixes the individual and collective ownership
of land in admirable confusion ... It proceeds upon the attempted
amalgamation of two distinct and antagonistic principles — the individual
and the collective.®*®

He called the 1873 Act a, “monument to the stupidity of the Legislature which passed it,”

but it might be more appropriate to dub it a monument to cupidity.

Rees then examined the supposed authorities who were said to have opposed committees,
and found that nearly all of them in fact supported a role for representative committees in
the determination of title and in the management of land. As for the allegation that Maori
were themselves averse to committees, this flew in the face of so much evidence to the
contrary that Rees scarcely knew how much to include. The last allegation against
committees was that they had been tried and had, for 40 years, failed. He noted that
Grey’s runanga had been “broken and ruined by the great war,” while the district councils
eagerly sought by Maori when proposed by McLean, had not eventuated. As for the 1883
Native Committees Act, (as noted earlier) he rightly dismissed it as “an impotent and
cruel farce.” Finally, he noted that the 1886 Native Land Administration Act, gave Block
Committees only the power to “hand over the land” to a Government commissioner. This

was, as he had noted in 1886, not what Maori had wanted, going on to state that:

58 Op cit, p.1984.
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The desire of the natives for committees was founded in the hope of
obtaining an executive power over their lands through representatives
chosen by themselves from among themselves; a Government, in fact, of
the owners by the owners for the owners.5%

Observing ﬁe development by collective bodies of representative institutions through
history — including everything from central and local government to clubs and societies —
he remarked, “The whole tendency of modern times is to modify extreme individualism
by collective action. Why then should we not apply to the Maori owners of land the same

principle of government which we find to be indispensable amongst ourselves?”*°

Even as the Kotahitanga movement gathered momentum there was no response to this
question from the Legislature. Meanwhile Maori were again forced back on their own
resources, maintaining powerless organisations (such as Kotahitanga) that continued to
meet and lobby the Government for the authority they had been guaranteed in 1840, but
for which they still waited.

6.6.4 Wairarapa and the 1891 Native Land Laws Commission

The Native Land Laws Commission took evidence from Wairarapa representatives at
Waipawa, on 5-6 May, and at Greytown, on 8§ May 1891. At Waipawa, Henare Matua
expressed his pleasure at the investigation being undertaken by the commissioners, but he
attempted to bring up old grievances concerning reserves from early Crown deeds that
were subsequently alienated without the approval of all of the owners. He soon moved on

the Native Land Court:

I wish to point out that great injury is inflicted upon the Natives, and on
their lands, through its operations. From the year 1866 right down to the
present time the evils arising from that Court have been very grievously
felt by the Natives.®”’

59 Op cit, p.1989.
650 Op cit, p.1990.
! Minutes of Meetings With Natives and Others, ATHR, 1891, Session II, G-1, p.45.
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The first “evil” noted was the 10-owner rule, with the subdivisions and successions
allowed under the 1873 Native Land Act identified as the next difficulty. The Native
Land Court had “generated nothing of good to the Natives, but on the contrary, they have
been fruitful of evil consequences, and upon all these things — the Land Court, surveys,

and so on — a great deal of money has been expended.”

To remedy these evils Henare called for the empowerment of Maori komiti as, “the
opinion of the natives whom you see assembled here is decidedly that they should have
their own Committee to control their lands, and that this Committee should have the
control of all matters relating to their land, such as subdivisions, and so on.”®*? Other
Ngati Kahungunu rangatira (less closely connected with Wairarapa than Henare Matua)
gave evidence on 5 May and generally endorsed these views. The following day was
dominated by the evidence of local Pakeha, who were generally involved in the Native
Land Court process as land agents. Henare Matua returned to express his doubt that such
people should speak on “what laws should be made for us ... I do not think it is a matter

which concerns them.”%>

When the commission moved on to Wairarapa, it prefaced its session by confirming that
Wairarapa Maori concurred with the resolutions passed at a recent hui held at Wairoa.®*
No records relating to this hui have been located, but as the commission did not seek to
have those resolutions repeated to them and only sought evidence on “local matters” it
seems to have led to Wairarapa Maori saying rather less than they might otherwise have
said about the Native Land Court. Nonetheless, they had quite a bit to say, with Piripi Te
Maari speaking first and welcoming the arrival of the commission. He specifically noted
that, “all that the Natives of the Wairarapa district have to say to the Commissioners is to
make known to them the subjects dealt with by the Wairoa meeting,” for they had joined

with all the iwi of the eastern coast in “laying down such principles as, in the general

552 Ibid.
553 Op cit, p.62.
55 Op cit, p.65.
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opinion, ought to be adopted for the benefit of the Maori race.” He and Te Whatahoro
had attended on behalf of Wairarapa.

Hoani Paraone Tunuiarangi also gave evidence, but had little to add to the resolutions of
the Wairoa hui, which he fully endorsed. Hamuera Tamahau Mahupuku revealed that
those in Wairarapa who had not attended at Wairoa, had received published copies of the
minutes and had met to discuss them. He differed from the vast majority on a few of
these issues, particularly with respect to the empowerment of Maori komiti. He did not
think there was any work remaining for the komiti to do with respect to title investigation
as all of the land in Wairarapa had already been through the Native Land Court, and he
did not want a komiti upsetting what had been settled (not that it would have had any
power to do so): “There is really nothing here for a Committee to do.” In his view, “our
individual interests are known and are subdivided,” which was not entirely correct,
particularly with respect to many larger coastal and hill country blocks, some of which
were only put through the Native Land Court in the 1890s. He was confident that he was
capable of administering his individual interests in an astute fashion and did not want a
komiti interfering, preferring that it act “for that class of people who are incapable of

managing their own affairs.” &

Te Whatahoro then appeared to explain what had transpired at Wairoa, prefacing this by
saying that when the invitation came to attend the Wairoa hui in February, most in
Wairarapa were fully occupied with the Nga Waka-a-Kupe claim in the Native Land
Court. They requested that it be adjourned, and it was then deferred until April, when the
Wairarapa komiti met to discuss the agenda, come to a position on those issues, and
select those who would attend (namely Piripi and himself). Press observers had estimated
that 4,000 Maori had attended the Wairoa hui. What was agreed upon at the Wairoa hui
were 61 resolutions connected with the form and function of the Native Land Court,
involving fairly modest changes. Some of these resolutions found their way into the final
report of the Native Land Laws Commission. Many of these resolutions related to

empowering fresh Maori komiti for title investigations, managing leases, and scrutinising
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survey applications and the survey process (including charges). Existing whakawa were
to be replaced, and District Native Land Courts were to be established for each district,
rather than a roving national court. Interestingly, all the amendments to the Native Lands
Act since 1865 and up to 1890, were no longer to have “any force or effect ... because
these amendments were made for the purpose of rectifying wrongful acts of officers, and
of laws passed from time to time.” The context indicates this refers to retrospective
legislation validating past errors, something that was a feature of native land law. Other
matters included the replacement of mono-lingual court clerks by those proficient in
Maori, and all court records and documents were to be written first in Maori. Lawyers
and agents were to be removed from the court and court sittings were to be held in Maori

centres not Pakeha towns.5

Te Whatahoro explained that the matter of te reo was important as the people did not
have any confidence in interpreters, as they “do not do their work properly, and
occasionally are drunk,” and were also “brought to act in the interest of particular
parties.” He expanded on the hui’s business when questioned by Rees, saying it had also
been decided that Maori credit with tradesmen should be restricted, and if it was allowed
to exceed the limit then this would be at the creditor’s risk and would not be enforceable
against the debtor. In addition, “neither sales nor leases should be allowed for the

payment of debts.”®”’

It transpired that the Wairoa hui had also called — as Wairarapa Maori had previously and
fruitlessly requested — for komiti to be given power to sit in domestic matters (such as
marital troubles), suppress drunkenness, deal with other social matters, prevent the

draining of swamps and lakes, and enforce other measures protective of Maori.®*®

Wairarapa grievances raised by Te Whatahoro, included Wairarapa Moana and also the
Moroa block, which had been gifted to the Crown in the mid-1850s. He told the

85 Op cit, pp.65-66.
86 Op cit, pp.66-71.
7 Op cit, p.72.
558 Op cit, p.72.
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commission it had been arranged that were a town built on the gifted land, or special
improvements made on it, the Maori donors were to receive back one acre in every ten,
“this principle of tenths in respect of the land being adopted with a distinct view to the
benefit and advantage of the Natives.” In addition, the donors were to rebeive koha from
the land — the five percents specified in the English language version of some early

Wairarapa deeds.

Other matters connected with the early Crown deeds were also raised, including the
education of the Maori children in Wairarapa, which Maori were then paying for from

their own purse. Te Whatahoro continued in this vein:

Some of their lands were sold by the people of Wairarapa to McLean at a
low price, so that provision should be made for a revenue to them out of
the proceeds. The particular reasons are set forth in the deeds of
conveyance, one of them being a promise to establish hospitals for the
benefit of the Natives, that the Native would have free medical attendance,
and that the Government would give to the Natives flour-mills, and that
the old chiefs would receive pensions; and that, moreover, the
Government would refund to the Natives 5 per cent. out of the proceeds of
the land. Then there was a sixth stipulation — namely, that the reserves to
be made would be for the benefit of Natives outside of those who had
sold. These are the conditions included in those deeds.®’

The promise as to the flour mill was noted as having been honoured, with some of the
koha paid over as well, but, “the stipulation with regard to the hospital has been entirely
neglected, while the promise to provide free medical attendance has only been partially
carried out.” A school had been built of late at Papawai, (although it was soon to close)
but the matter of finalising reserves, particularly for those who had not signed the

Crown’s land deeds, was still outstanding.

Although precluded by its terms of reference the commission did, with respect to

Wairarapa Maori, report that:

5% Op cit, p.73.
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it was made a subject of grave complaint in the Wairarapa that the
contracts of the Government with the Natives, by which large blocks were
ceded to the Crown, had been broken in many ways — reserves not made,
money not paid, and other breaches of faith which call for reparation.’*

The “other breaches of faith” were in connection with the 1853 compact with Grey, and
the subsequent McLean deeds, particularly Grey’s unfulfilled promises, by which he

secured the assent of Wairarapa Maori to the first great wave of Crown land dealings.

Nonetheless, it was the other issues put before the Native Land Laws Commission —
particularly the empowering of Maori komiti and putting an end to the Native Land Court
— which dominated the agenda of the Kotahitanga’s forthcoming Maori Paremata, and

which came to feature in the Liberal Government’s legislative programme.

6.6.5 The Maori Paremata at Waitangi, 1892

The first formal hui of the national Kotahitanga movement opened at Waitangi on 14
April 1892, a hui lasting 6 days and attended by 1,342 Maori from throughout the land,
including Hoani Paraone Tunuiarangi of Wairarapa. Representatives such as Tunuiarangi
were required to bring letters of authorisation, to show they had been authorised to speak
on behalf of their people. Pakeha parliamentary forms were, to some extent, adhered to,
with a committee of 18 elected as representatives to agree on Kotahitanga’s structure as it

expanded into a national organisation. Tunuiarangi was a member of that committee.**!

The hui capitalised on the general unity of sentiment that had been building amongst
Maori and formally agreed to form a kotahitanga, or union, to pursue Maori grievances
and protect Maori rights. Amongst the eight resolutions agreed to at this first hui, were
that those present affirmed the unity of iwi under the mana of the 1835 Declaration of
Independence, the Treaty of Waitangi, and section 71 of the 1852 Constitution Act. Like

the Orakei Parliaments before them, Kotahitanga traced their movement back, probably

869 ATHR, 1891, Session II, G-1, p.xiii.
81 <proceedings of the Meeting for Unity Held at “The Treaty of Waitangi’, 14 April 1894’ (translation),
MS-Papers-6373-026. Alexander Turnbull Library, pp.1-2, and; Cox, pp.66-67.

258



Volume Three. Whakautu: The Response Bruce Stirling

in order to lend it an historical legitimacy and provide it with a firm foundation. The

goals of the new movement were also set out :

Under the authority of this unity [kotahitanga] the Native Land Court and
all its laws are to be abolished and it will remain for Maori committees to
be established under the authority of the Treaty of Waitangi to investigate
Maori papatquu lands which have not yet been adjudicated by the Native
Land Court.%%

In addition, the Native Land Court’s whakawa were to be abolished and all gazetted
Native Land Court sittings and all future sittings, “are boycotted by the assembly of
chiefs of the unity of the Maori tribes of Aotearoa and Te Waipounamu.” Any rehearings

could proceed, however, “so that no misfortune befall the people” affected.’®

The boundaries of the Kotahitanga’s eight electoral districts were also established, along
with the number of representatives to come from each district, with a total of 96 members
to be elected to the Maori Paremata. Two of these members were to come from
Wairarapa. Voting was to take place at the next hui, to be held at Waipatu near Hastings

in June 1892.%* The proceedings of this, and subsequent hui, were published in Maori.

Carroll gave the hui some encouragement, saying Pakeha “banded themselves together
when they had great aims to accomplish,” and he hoped Kotahitanga would “lay down
some platform which would be right in its nature,” and, he cautioned, “within the limits
of practicability.”®® What he perhaps meant was within the limits of what was politically
acceptable rather than what was merely practicable, and it had long been apparent that

settler Governments had a very narrow view of what was politically acceptable.

862 “proceedings of the Meeting for Unity Held at “The Treaty of Waitangi’, 14 April 1894’ (translation),
MS-Papers-6373-026. Alexander Turnbull Library, p.9.

53 Op cit, p.10.

864 Op cit, pp.10-12.

865 New Zealand Herald, 21 and 28 April 1892, cited in Williams, J. A., p.52.
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6.6.6 The Maori Paremata at Waipatu: 1892

Kotahitanga’s inaugural Maori Paremata was held at Waipatu from 6 to 21 June 1892,
with the election of members taking place from 6 to 14 June before the Paremata proper
opened on 14 June. The arrival of some district representatives was also delayed until that
day, and some were still arriving a week later when the Paremata was adjourned. In all,
the names of 93 representatives appear in the minutes, with a further 1,000 Maori in
attendance. Much of the business was again formalising the structures and offices of the
Paremata, with the election of a Runanga Ariki, a sort of upper house comprising 44
members, and the appointment of a Tiamana (chairman or leader), Pika (speaker), Pirimia
(premier), and three Minita (ministers). Hoani Whatahoro was elected as Tiamana, and
666

his kin Henare Tomoana selected as Pika.
named included Piripi Te Maari, Hori Te Huki, and “Marere.”®®

Other Wairarapa participants who were

As the Paremata opened on 14 June, rangatira from Heretaunga and Wairarapa held the
flag of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, which was played on to the marae by a brass band playing
the national anthem before the flag was raised. After prayers the Paremata proper
commenced, with Henare Tomoana outlining the matters agreed to at the April hui. After
the election of the officers, debate on those matters commenced on 20 June, and also on
the Paremata’s draft Bill on Maori matters to be submitted to its Pakeha counterpart. One
with a foot in both Parliaments, Carroll (Timi Kara) spoke first, advising them not to rush
their new Bill but to ask the Pakeha Parliament to adjourn its current Bill on the Native
Land Court. He knew that, “your opposition to the Native Land Court and all its laws is
strong,” and that the 1888 hui had earlier called for the court to cease, “and to allow
Maori committees to adjudicate on Maori lands.” A further point was that, “the sale of

Maori lands should be prevented, should be stopped.”®®®

866 “Maori Parliament of New Zealand. First Sitting. Held at Waipatu, June 14, 1892’, MS-Papers-6373-
026. Alexander Turnbull Library, and; Cox, p.68. ,

65_7 ‘Maori Parliament of New Zealand. First Sitting. Held at Waipatu, June 14, 1892°, MS-Papers-6373-
026. Alexander Turnbull Library, p.37.

8 Op cit, p.12.
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Carroll, a consummate political pragmatist, recommended that the Native Land Court
“should not be completely done away with,” as he did not believe Maori could do all its
work, but that something like a Maori committee assist the Native Land Court judges,
many of whom “are ignorant of the customs and origins which Maori people hold
concerning their land.” This would help prevent the costly rehearings and appeals “which
use up a great deal of money.” He rejected the use of Maori komiti to investigate titles,
considering that the komiti should be drawn from a district other than that in which the
land being investigated lay as, “we are a people capable of crossing those who are our
relations.” He then outlined, with respect to the costs of the Native Land Court, how

costly such a komiti process would be.*®

The newly elected Pirimia, Hamiora Mangakahia of Hauraki, focussed on the Bill
concerning the Native Land Court, which some among the Paremata had been drafting,
and which was presented to the Paremata the following day, 21 June 1892. The Pirimia
and his Minita, “consider it correct that great misfortune has touched the Maori race, its
tribes, and its chiefs on account of the laws and administration of the Native Land Court.”
They thus requested that the Paremata send to the Pakeha Parliament a petition opposing
its “creation of laws for the Maori people and their lands ... but requesting that power be
given to the Maori people themselves for them to create laws to control the Maori race,
their lands, and possession.” Tunuiarangi also signed this resolution, although he does not
appear to have been a minita. It was noted that Maori had endured 52 years of Pakeha
rule, “and we see no advantage or benefit has ever appeared for the Maori race out of the
execution of those laws.” The proof of this assertion was said to be the fact that three-
fourths of the land had gone (actually more) and Maori had “rapidly descended into
misfortune ...” The Pakeha laws, notably the Native Land Acts, “have been eating away
at our lands in the years gone by.” The calls for the Native Land Court to be boycotted

and whakawa done away with were also reiterated.’”°

9 0p cit, pp.13-14.
70 Op cit, p.15, .23, and pp.46-50.
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The Paremata did not wish to appear arrogant towards its Pakeha counterpart, nor act
beyond its rights, for which it relied upon the never implemented section 71 of the 1852

Constitution Act. Thus, “the laws in force now are not able to disrupt us,” and the “real

reason that that Law was created in 1852 was for the Maori people.”®”!

The Paremata also passed legislation controlling the process by which Maori would sign
Kotahitanga documents, to indicate their support for the movement, controlling the
election of Paremata members and defining the electoral districts, and controlling fund-
raising activities, which were based on a minimum subscription of £1 per annum from

each supporter.

Carroll also translated for the Paremata Maori the words of the only Pakeha Minister
present, Post-Master General Ward, who happened to en route to Wellington and was
probably persuaded by Carroll to attend as a politic gesture. Ward’s generally
sympathetic but ultimately empty words could have come from a century later; he told

the Kotahitanga that, “the past cannot be undone.” He admitted that he knew that:

I know that many injustices have been done to you, many mistakes made,
and that it will be necessary for some tribunal®” to look into errors that
have been committed with a view to putting them right as far as possible.
... These important matters will require to be approached upon the basis of
justice ... I do not intend to be misunderstood. I believe that many of your
lands in various parts of the Colony have been improperly taken from you;
but I should be sorry to lead you to believe that those lands taken from you
by misconception or by laws should be wrested from those who have them
... we hope, as a result of your meeting, that some practical suggestion will
emanate from yourselves to assist us in unravelling the difficulty. The
Government recognise that your Land Courts in the pas have not worked
satisfactorily or done full justice to you. Important reforms must be
effected in that direction. Some would go to the extent of abolishing those
Courts. It might be desirable to abolish them, but before that takes place it
would be absolutely essential, in your own interests, to be prepared with a
suggestion for a workable scheme to take their place ... being such a

71 Op cit, p.25.
572 More than a century later, one know seems to have been appointed.
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representative meeting your decisions will be looked forward to as of
considerable importance 7

Ward’s reference to the Native Land Court as “your” court probably reflects his profound
ignorance of the matter, but despite that gaff his call for the Paremata’s suggestion for
some alternative “workable scheme” to manage Maori lands was greeted with what the

press rendered as “Hear, hear.”

Ward then hinted at the obsession that was to dominate his Government’s Maori land
legislation, and that of successive regimes, for decades to come, telling the Paremata that,
“the time has arrived when you should put your lands to better use.” Would that they
could, but a quarter-century of Native Land Court activity had mired their land in a
legislative morass which could not be cleared away with the soon to be oft-repeated

threat, ‘use it or lose it.’

6.6.7 The Maori Paremafa at Waipatu: 1893

The second full Kotahitanga Paremata was held at Waipatu on 11 April 1893, being
opened by Heta Te Haara, a northern veteran of the Tai Tokerau Kotahitanga movement
that preceded the national movement. Amongst the business noted in the agenda was a
Bill from Hamuera Tamahau and others of Wairarapa “repudiating Parliament, the
Government, and their actions.” It was joined on the agenda by other Paremata legislation
relating to the 1892 resolutions, and to a Bill governing the establishment of a

Kotahitanga newspaper to be called ‘Huia’*"

When the Paremata commenced sitting on 13 April, its first business was scrutinising the
elections, with Piripi Te Maari selected as a member of a committee established for this
purpose. The Paremata was adjourned while this committee completed its work, and
shortly after it reconvened it adjourned again for a day on 19 April, in commemoration of

the death of Te Kooti, “because he was one of the main people to support this

7 New Zealand Mail, 30 June 1892. Emphasis added.
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movement.”®”> The result of the elections was, as regards Wairarapa members, that
Whatahoro Jury became Pirimia, while Tunuiarangi remained as a Minita. There was a
lot of procedural discussion regarding the appointment of a Pika to replace Henare
Tomoana who resigned during the Paremata, but eventually a committee was established
to select bills for the Paremata to discuss. Hamuera Tamahau Mahupuku was a member
of this committee. Nireaha Tamaki was also active during the business stage of the

Paremata, while Matini Ruta had been elected as one of the Wairarapa members.*’®

Late on 26 April, Tamahau’s Bill rejecting the Pakeha Government was brought up
before the Paremata’s legislative committee. He introduced it with some historical

comment:

Concerning the Kotahitanga. There have been many (attempts at) unity
made by the Maori. The first was in 1859 at Wairarapa [the Kingitanga
hui], the second was the gospel, the third was the Kingship of Potatau
which existed by word of the scripture (Deuteronomy 17:15), and the
fourth was the Hauhau, and the reason (for these) was to seek prosperity
for themselves.*”’

He also referred to the Kotahitanga established by Ngapuhi, saying “all signed as far as
Wairarapa,” and that his people had gone north for the 1892 Paremata at Waitangi. The
purpose of Tamahau’s Bill was “for the completion of the Kotahitanga.” It included
clauses stating that, “there should be no more lawyers,” which had been inserted
“because their work is intended to destroy this undertaking.” He referred to past “work of
the lawyers” who had worked with Maori, such as the 1886 Native Land Administration
Act. The Bill received general support, and was to be referred on to the wider Paremata,

but it was ultimately withdrawn by Tamahau after attempts by others to amend it.*"®

2;‘; ‘Opening of the Maori Parliament’ [1893], MS-Papers-6373-026. Alexander Turnbull Library, p.iii.
Op cit, p.3.

576 Op cit, pp.5-9, p.40, and p.43.

77 Op cit, p.18.

578 Op cit, pp.18-19.
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Another significant topic was the petition to be sent to the Pakeha Parliament. Whatahoro
spoke to this, outlining how the petition took the form of a Bill to be passed by that
Parliament to enable, “the authority of the law to administer Maori land and of Section 71
of the Constitution of 1852 to be given to the Maori people themselves.” However, the
membership deed for Kotahitanga included what appeared to be a transfer of such
authority over people and lands to the Paremata, something that troubled Tamahau, who
spoke at length against the lack of clarity in the wording of the deed of membership. He
suspected a lawyer might make something of it, and possibly land could end up in the
hands of people other than those who truly owned it, and he claimed people would not
sign up to Kotahitanga when they read the deed in full. Despite his concerns, 21,900
Maori (almost half the entire population) were said to have already signed up.5” This was
not the first, and far from the last, clash between Tamahau and Kotahitanga, and he did
not sign the Kotahitanga deed himself, even though he later supported the Paremata when
it sat at Papawai, at considerable expense to himself and his hapu, being the main funder

of the Papawai complex and the Paremata held there.®®

Amongst the specific Wairarapa business brought before the Paremata was the claim to
Wairarapa Moana, and a forthcoming Supreme Court case on the matter. The Pika
considered it most important “for if this is to fail, then all the work of the Maori people,
that is (with regard to) mudflats will fail.” Piripi Te Maari spoke on the matter, saying
their lawyer (Menteath) had asked for the Paremata’s opinion on the case. He outlined the
history of the Crown’s involvement with Wairarapa Moana since 1853, and the attempt
by local Pakeha and their River Board to forcibly drain it to enable lakeshore land to be
farmed. Mackay’s 1891 inquiry was referred to, and the subsequent silence of the
Government on the claim involving Wairarapa Moana and surrounding land within the
floodline, a claim which Wairarapa Maori considered they had already won in several
fora. The reason the lawyer acting for Wairarapa Maori sought the views of the Paremata

was that, “he had heard that we proceed by the Treaty of Waitangi.” After some debate, it

87 See for instance, op cit, pp.83-84, and p.137.
580 Ballara, Angela, ‘Mahupuku, Hamuera Tamahau, 1837-427-1904°, Dictionary of New Zealand
Biography. URL: http://www.dnzb.govt.nz/
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was agreed that the Paremata send the lawyer a message of support to persevere in his
handling of the case “under the authority of the Treaty of Waitangi,” as well as any other

legal means.®®!

The letter sent to the lawyer acting in the Wairarapa Moana claim, Maataniho
(Menteath), was attached to the Paremata’s minutes. It authorised and supported him in
his action, “in the Supreme Court under the authority of the Treaty of Waitangi .... which
declares to use the authority over our lands, our waters of the sea, our lakes, and islands,
forests, and all possessions.” If he was successful, “the Kotahitanga will bestow an
Honour on you. In addition the Kotahitanga will procure for you other cases such as this

one you are conducting, ”***

Meri Mangakahia (Hamiora’s wife) also spoke to the Paremata about allowing Maori
women to elect their own members in the Maori Paremata, echoing the moves then being
made towards female suffrage for Pakeha women, but this came at what was expected to
be the close of the Paremata and discussion was adjourned to the next sitting.®® A
Women’s Committee of Hinepare was established sometime after this Paremata, and a
day was set aside for discussion of women’s issues at the 1895 Paremata.®®* Tamahau
supported this endeavour, working with his cousin Niniwa-i-te-rangi of Ngati Hikawera
to establish women’s committees (te wahine komiti) in Wairarapa in 1894 and 1895,
including the komiti headed by Niniwa, Te Komiti Wahine a Hinehauone. Such komiti
played a major role in preparing Papawai for the Maori Paremata of 1897 and 1898,
while Niniwa was also active in the management of the Papawai-based Maori newspaper
Te Puke ki Hikurangi®® She also spoke at an 1898 hui held to discuss the Liberal

Government’s Maori councils legislation. She opposed the Native Land Court and its

881 ¢Opening of the Maori Parliament’ [1893], MS-Papers-6373-026. Alexander Turnbull Library, p.38 and
.56-59.

& Tunuiarangi and two others to Maataniho, 9 May 1893. Op cit, p.66.

58 «Opening of the Maori Parliament’ [1893], MS-Papers-6373-026. Alexander Turnbull Library, pp.119-

120.

884 “Fourth Sitting of the Kotahitanga Parliament of the Maori People of New Zealand, 7 March 1895’, MS-

Papers-6373-026, pp.41-42.

5 Ballara, Angela, ‘Niniwai-i-te-rangi, 1854-1929°, Dictionary of New Zealand Biography. URL:

http://www.dnzb.govt.nz/
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individualised tenure, and referred to the utility of komiti Maori and the ability of Maori

to work together.®
The key business completed at the 1893 Paremata included:

e an act to collect money for the Kotahitanga

e an act to authorise the assembly of the Kotahitanga (later called the Federated
Maori Assembly Empowering Bill)®*’

e an act to sanction the documents consolidating the establishment of the
Kotahitanga of the Maori people

e a petition from Kotahitanga to the Pakeha Parliament calling for an act to

authorise the assembly of the Kotahitanga.®®®

The preamble to the second Act, which as noted above took the form of a petition sent to

the Pakeha Parliament, called for a:

separate authority for them to have the right to administer their papatupu
lands, land grants, land under certificates or memorial, or confiscated
lands, through the authority of a Maori committee, and since the Maori
greatly desire to be equal with the Pakeha who are able to arrange their
own regulations regarding the sale, lease, or any kind of work whatsoever
for their lands, and the property which they hold solely unto themselves,
and since a covenant was written amongst the Maori chiefs of New
Zealand and was signed by 21,900 people along with other papers
attached, calling for the main Parliament of New Zealand to give them the
power to administer their lands and the authority to appoint a council
named the Kotahitanga Assembly, and for a Council of Paramount Chiefs
to be appointed by the Main Council of this Kotahitanga Assembly, and
since a great many troubles have grown out of the laws to administer
Maori lands and the laws of the Native Land Court, the Maori tribes

586 AJHR, 1898, I-3a, pp.55-56. The latter assertion was rather undermined, at least as it related to her own
whanau, by a bitter dispute she had dragged into the Native Land Court in the early 1890s but by 1894 this
was resolved and she and Tamahau were working together again.

587 0’Malley (1998), p.212.

688 <Fourth Sitting of the Kotahitanga Parliament of the Maori People of New Zealand, 7 March 1895°, MS-
Papers-6373-026, pp.134-152.
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therefore considered finding a way of bringing some benefits to
themselves...5®

The petition outlined similar concerns about the Native Land Court, saying that, “the
work of that court was bad from the beginning” because of the 10-owner rule, and
ascribing the blame to the Government for not ensuring that the 10 owners were classed

as trustees for their people.

After the passage of the 1873 Native Land Act, the petition continued, “an increase in the
problems and suffering of the Maori people began ... The misery and wrongs of the work
of the Native Land Court has now increased and it destroys the people, it does not benefit
them.” This was said to be due to the law authorising “one person [an individual grantee]
to create trouble on the tribe’s land,” something that had, “never been seen amongst the
Maori tribes before, because the land had belonged to the whole tribe or sub-tribe.” The
law prevented them administering their land effectively and, “we were like a flock of
sheep without a shepherd wandering around and bending down here and there.” The
authority of chiefs was destroyed by the Native Land Court and Maori were “belittled and
left in ignorance by the laws enacted by Parliament and by the conduct of the Native
Land Courts too.”

The Kotahitanga thus called for the right to administer their land “in the right way and
with the considered intention of bringing prosperity to us and to our children.” One path
to this future was to bring the land into production, “in the way of the Pakeha ... if we
were allowed to act in this way.” For many years they had, wrote the petitioners, “raised
our voices in opposition to those laws, however, it was just a waste of (time) talking...
Our calls and requests are like the faint voice of a person, like the murmuring of the
wind.”*® The petition was later printed by the Pakeha Parliament,’ but no action was

taken on the issues raised in this hugely supported endeavour. Not only was the Bill

9 Op cit, pp.136-137.

80 “Fourth Sitting of the Kotahitanga Parliament of the Maori People of New Zealand, 7 March 1895°, MS-
Papers-6373-026, pp.148-153.

891 “Fourth Sitting of the Kotahitanga Parliament of the Maori People of New Zealand, 7 March 1895’, MS-
Papers-6373-026
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proposed in the petition not passed, it was not even introduced or debated, and nor did
Kotahitanga receive either a positive or negative response. As they feared, in Wellington

their collective voice was no more than “the murmuring of the wind.”

6.6.8 Kotahitanga and the Pakeha Parliament: 1894

A Maori Paremata was held at Pakirikiri (a Rongowhakaata kainga near Turanganui, or
Gisborne) in 1894, but the minutes of this hui have not been located, nor has any other
detailed account of it been seen. However, other writers have accessed some Maori
language sources referring to the Pakirikiri Paremata, which indicate that Hamuera
Tamahau Mahupuku was still eager to promote a Kotahitanga newspaper. and this was
promoted by Hoani Paraone Tunuiarangi, Te Whatahoro, and Te Teira Tiakitai at the
Paremata. Unfortunately, no financial support was forthcoming from the probably cash-
strapped Paremata for the purchase of a printing press. As is discussed later in this
chapter, Te Whatahoro and Tamahau later acquired their own printing press and

established the Maori periodical Te Puke ki Hikurangi.**

What is known by this author of events in 1894 is the introduction to the Pakeha
Parliament of the Native Rights Bill by Kotahitanga’s rising star, Hone Heke, member for
Northern Maori and grand-nephew of the famed Ngapuhi rangatira of the same name.
The Native Rights Bill sought jurisdiction over Maori to be vested in an elected Maori
Paremata, and appears to have been the Kotahitanga’s response to the Government’s
inaction on the Bill passed by the 1893 Paremata and forwarded to the Pakeha Parliament
that year. The Bill called for a constitution for Maori, providing for a Parliament elected
by them which could pass laws which “shall relate to and exclusively deal with the
personal rights and with the lands and all other property of the aboriginal native
inhabitants of New Zealand.” The intention was to make Maori and Pakeha equal in
status under the Queen, “with neither one subordinate to the other.” Wi Pere later told

Parliament that Maori did not seek “dominion status,” limiting their proposed Paremata’s

%2 Ballara, Angela, ‘Maika, Purakau, f1.1891-1917’, and “Tunuiarangi, Hoani Paraone, 1843/447-1933",
Dictionary of New Zealand Biography. URL: http://www.dnzb.govt.nz/
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powers to personal, land, and property rights, and asked only “to be emancipated from

their present state, so that they may in future look to the Queen only.”*

The Bill presented by Hone Heke, which was essentially the aspirations of the
Kotahitanga movement, was spurned by the Pakeha Parliament, which refused to even
debate it. Heke attempted to cite the documents relied upon by the Kotahitanga for its
assertion of authority, particularly the 1835 Declaration of Independence, the Treaty of
Waitangi, and the 1852 Constitution Act. Before long most of the Pakeha members
literally turned their back on Maori aspirations, contemptuously walking out of the House
during the brief debate on the Bill and proceedings thus had to be adjourned due to the
lack of a quorum.®®* However, debate prior to that walkout Carroll — now the member for
Waiapu, a Pakeha electorate, no longer reliant on Maori support, and bound to support
his Liberal Cabinet colleagues — replied to Heke that it would be a “kindness” for the
House to free Maori from the “delusion” that Parliament would even grant them such a
separate constitution. He also asked what Heke proposed to replace the Native Land
Court with, saying quite disingenuously that the experiment of Native Committees had
already been tried and found wanting and that the idea that committees could do the work
of the Native Land Court “was an absurdity.”® Carroll seems to have forgotten that he
had just two years before condemned the Native Committees Act as a hollow shell that
mocked Maori with “a semblance of authority.” As for the “absurdity” it only need be
noted that Maori komiti had on numerous occasions, from the 1850s to the 1870, settled

land disputes in Wairarapa.

Carroll was, of course, speaking for a Government that publicly proclaimed its desire to
preserve what remained of Maori lands in Maori ownership, even as it privately boasted
about breaking the annual record for Maori land purchase. It was scarcely, as O’Malley

notes, going to abolish the Native Land Court, the institution that facilitated this state

5% Cited in Williams, J. A., pp.55-56.
94 Cox, p.69.
%95 Cited in O’Malley (1998), pp.214-215.
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land grab, “let alone provide Maori with the means to retain some tribal cohesion and

ownership of their lands.”*®

6.6.9 The Maori Paremata at Rotorua: 1895

The fourth Kotahitanga Paremata was held in March 1895 at Rotorua-Nui-A-Kahu. The
sitting traversed matters such as the procedures for the second elections, fund raising, and
the enlisting of new iwi and new districts, particularly the Kingitanga. The neglected
petition of 1893 and Hone Heke’s rejected Bill of 1894 were also discussed, with Taiaroa
rather optimistically stating that the latter was only abandoned because there was not a
quorum in the House, and that many of the members were new and inexperienced, “but
perhaps in the years to come it will be recognised.” Clearly, Carroll’s scathing words had
not been passed on to Taiaroa, who was still hopeful that former Attorney-General Stout,
“a lawyer who is aware of the Maori sections and the advantage of that Bill,” might
progress the matter.”” A definite answer one way or the other was sought, as the Bill still

lay in limbo. That answer came in 1896 when the Bill was formally defeated.’*®

Nonetheless, others were aware that progress could be a long time coming, with Wi Pere
observing forlornly that their call “for authority will not be granted, and perhaps for up to
30 years — like the Irish seeking home rule for themselves ... this Bill calling for
authority will not be granted until all the land has been given up, because then there will

be no place to apply it.”**

The second parliamentary elections were to be held later that year, with Hami Potangaroa
and Karaitiana Te Whakarato named as those who would organise the polling in the

Porangahau and Wairarapa area.”® Other than those names, and korero from Hori Niania,

% Op cit, pp.213-214.

%7 <Fourth Sitting of the Kotahitanga Parliament of the Maori People of New Zealand, 7 March 1895°, MS-
Papers-6373-026. Alexander Turnbull Library, pp.65-66.

%8 Williams, J. A., p.56.

899 Fourth Sitting of the Kotahitanga Parliament of the Maori People of New Zealand, 7 March 1895°, MS-
Papers-6373-026. Alexander Turnbull Library,, p.68.

"0 0p cit, p.17.
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there is little evidence of active participation by Wairarapa representatives in this
Paremata. The only mention of Hoani Paraone Tunuiarangi was his motion that the
Paremata sit at Papawai in 1896. Hamuera Tamahau Mahupuku’s continuing failure to

sign the Kotahitanga deed counted against this bid to host the Paremata.””"

Whatahoro seems to have lost his position by 1895, and the main voice of Ngati
Kahungunu was Henare Tomoana, who in 1895 was fiercely opposed to those controlling.
the Maori Paremata and the funds raised by Kotahitanga.”® This, and the loss of
Whatahoro’s position, may have affected Wairarapa’s participation. Their past
contribution was noted with respect to the funds raised in the various districts, with
Whatahoro having gathered £52; Hamuera Tamahau Mahupuku, £106; Hoani Paraone
Tunuiarangi, £26; Manahi Paewai, £26, and; Paewai and Tunuiarangi together, £52. This
was nearly one-quarter of the £1,019 the Kotahitanga received in 1894. However, £300
had been returned to Wairarapa, in the hands of Tamahau, to fund the Wairarapa Moana
claim. It appears further funds were coming from Wairarapa in recognition of this gift,

with Tunuiarangi reported as having £134 to send back to the Kotahitanga.”®

A key development at the Rotorua Paremata was the entry of most Te Arawa into
Kotahitanga, as well as the people of Te Urewera. It was also noted that Hamua and other
Rangitane hapu in Wairarapa wished to join Kotahitanga, and documents outlining the
conditions of joining were sent to them. Rangitane hapu had sent a petition to the
Paremata seeking to have the Native Land Court ended within their district as well as an
end to the leasing, mortgaging, selling, and surveying of their land. Manahi Paewai
appeared for Rangitane and the Paremata agreed to support them. By this time
membership had expanded to 34,000 Maori.”™ By 1898, Kotahitanga claimed 37,000

adherents, most of the signatures having been twice counted and verified by a komiti of

™1 Op cit, pp.123-124.

702 See, for instance, op cit, pp.95-98.
% Op cit, pp.101-102, and p.108.

" Op cit, pp.22-25, and p.31.
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the Paremata in 1895. This was most of the Maori population over the Kotahitanga’s

qualifying age of 15.7%

After the Paremata, Hamiora Mangakahia attached a notice to the printed proceedings of
the Rotorua Paremata, outlining the date of the planned Tokaanu Paremata in March
1896. The Paremata was to be curtailed as the result of a resolution from a hui of Ngati
Kahungunu at Waipawa in October 1895, which had endorsed Major Keepa’s request for
the 1896 Paremata to be postponed until 1897. This was to enable many iwi to attend a
hui with Te Whiti at Parihaka, and it was suggested that the Kotahitanga Paremata also
attend that hui. It was noted that Keepa and Te Whiti had been on opposite sides during
the New Zealand Wars but Te Whiti said, “It was the kaka which rent (the cloak of the
land) and the kaka must sew it together. In Waikato there is a King and in Taranaki a
stone fortress [Te Whiti’s movement].” "° To those who still disapproved of Keepa’s
actions, Hamiora quoted Christ, “Let him that is without sin among you cast the first

stone.”

A separate note added that the korero of the Kotahitanga at King Mahuta’s runanga, and
the replies from the Kingitanga, was also attached, indicating some moves to bring the
Kingitanga and Kotahitanga together, something which never truly occurred. Te Arawa
had requested that the Kingitanga be asked to join with Kotahitanga. To assuage the
King’s concerns that his authority might be undermined, the Kotahitanga emissaries
pointed out that it would not more alter Mahuta’s status than the signing of the 1884
petition to the Queen had altered Tawhiao’s status. The emphasis was on unity,
kotahitanga. Eventually, Kingitanga representatives did attend subsequent Paremata, but

the organisation as a whole remained apart from it.”"’

" Williams, J. A., pp.60-61.

706 Fourth Sitting of the Kotahitanga Parliament of the Maori People of New Zealand, 7 March 18957, MS-
Papers-6373-026. Alexander Turnbull Library, pp.1-5. The kaka, a parrot often tamed by Maori, refers to
Keepa’s role as a kupapa leader during the wars.

"7 Op cit, pp.1-2 and 25-36 and; Cox, p.70.
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6.6.10 Wairarapa Maori and the Papawai Paremata

Although the Aotea-Te Waipounamu complex at Papawai was famed as a venue of the
Maori Paremata and other major hui, Wairarapa’s role in Kotahitanga was never simply
that of acquiescent supporter. The first of the major structures at Papawai was, in any
case, completed early in 1886, well before it was dedicated to Kotahitanga purposes. The
building was then referred to as the “Exhibition Building,” although local Pakeha feared
Wairarapa Maori “lack the enterprising spirit to hold an exhibition of Maori curios as was
suggested.”’®® Perhaps what did later take place there was considered by those same
observers, to be rather more curious than any such exhibition. Unfortunately, the English
language records relating to these Paremata are scant, with press observers the most
frequent reporters on what transpired. Such observers did not generally distinguish
between a Paremata or other forms of major hui hosted at Papawai, although it appears
the annual Paremata was held there in 1897 and 1898, as were other major Kotahitanga
hui. A fuller exposition of the Papawai Paremata, and other Papawai political gatherings,

is expected when Maori language sources are utilised.

Wairarapa rangatira, such as Tamahau and Tunuiarangi, allied themselves with a
moderate faction of Kotahitanga from the mid-1890s, opening up a significant divide in
the movement. At the early Paremata there had been some tension between those who
sought independence for the Kotahitanga legislature from the governor’s authority and
the Pakeha Parliament (albeit an independence legislated through statute), and those who
favoured a more conservative approach to Government. Many felt that the governor was
the Queen’s representative and should not be spurned, although the same feeling did not
entirely extend to the settler-dominated Pakeha Parliament. Cox contends, with respect to
the Kotahitanga Paremata that, “the seeds of its demise were its preoccupation with its
own extra-legal status, rather than the conflict with the Kingitanga.”’® In his view,
Kotahitanga strove to exist alongside the Government but independent of it, rather than as

an institution beneath and beholden to it; working outside the system rather than within it.

708 Wairarapa Standard, 11 January 1886.
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It is doubtful that union with Kingitanga would have greatly assisted Kotahitanga no
matter what it wished to achieve, given the insurmountable obstacles in its path, but it is
possible, as Cox implies, that it may have been able to achieve more had it decided earlier
to become an institution subservient to and co-operative with the Pakeha Parliament,
rather than one bent on a stronger sense of self-determination. Whether this tension truly
was the cause of Kotahitanga’s decline early in the twentieth century is however,
debatable, for implicit in Kotahitanga’s call on the Pakeha Parliament to empower it by
statute, is an admission that that Parliament held the superior power, and that no progress

would be made on core land issues without legislative change.

There is an apparent contradiction in seeking independence, while calling on the
institution from which you wish to gain independence to authorise it, but that is the
conundrum confronting those who seek change through peaceful means. There may have
been some who sought to withdraw entirely from Pakeha society to a Maori state within
the State, but the view of the majority (which included fierce loyalists such as Major
Keepa, Major Fox, Captain Tunuiarangi, and Tamahau) was that, if Maori were to secure
their remaining lands and survive and prosper within New Zealand society, they had to
gain some form of limited autonomy.”'® It is clear that Kotahitanga was aware that Maori
could only secure this autonomy through legislative change, and it was the degree of that
legislative change — the extent to which Maori would be empowered to control their lands

and lives — which ultimately divided and weakened Kotahitanga.

Certainly, influential Wairarapa Maori such as Tamahau and Tunuiarangi favoured
pursuing only moderate (and thus more achievable) legislative changes. Tunuiarangi had,
in 1893, initially endorsed Hone Heke’s call for independence from the Government and
a separate authority for the Maori Paremata. However, after he and Tamahau were said to
have studied the Treaty of Waitangi more closely, they concluded that it only conferred

711

the power of assembly for Maori under the authority of the Crown.”"" This change may

® Cox, p.70.

0 Williams, J. A., p.61.

"1 Ballara, Angela, ‘Mahupuku, Hamuera Tamahau, 1837-427-1904°, ‘Tunuiarangi, Hoani Paraone,
1843/44?-1933°, Dictionary of New Zealand Biography. URL: http://www.dnzb.govt.nz/
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also have been the result of considering what the Government was likely to concede, and
pragmatically preferring to pursue more moderate goals rather than wait — as some in

Kotahitanga had said they would — as long as the Irish had (and continued to do).

The change is apparent from Tamahau’s opposition at the Paremata, to the call for the
assertion of separate powers by the Paremata. This “changed perception” — one of distinct
co-operation rather than nominal separation — had a great impact on Wairarapa’s role in
Kotahitanga (and on Kotahitanga itself). The extent to which the wider movement came
to a similar conclusion to that of the Wairarapa rangatira, is implicit in the fact that the
Paremata were, from 1897, held at Papawai several times before they were abandoned
early in the twentieth century. As noted earlier, Wairarapa representatives had sought to
have Papawai as the venue for the 1896 Paremata, but at that time Tamahau had still not
signed the Kotahitanga deeds formalising his membership, and this was cited as a reason
not to hold the Paremata there. By 1897, this opposition appears to have been removed

for the Paremata did sit there that year and in 1898.

The April 1897 Papawai Paremata saw about 500 manuhiri arriving a week early to
attend a Mormon convention prior to the Paremata opening to a far lager crowd on 14
April. The extent of the preparations indicated the cost to the Wairarapa hosts of holding
the event at Papawai, the almost complete marae complex representing a substantial
investment on its own. Tons of potatoes and flour were carted in, and mobs of sheep and
cattle driven to Papawai, with additional accommodation laid on around the kainga.
Debts arising out of constructing the Papawai marae complex and hosting the Paremata
and other hui — including those involving the Government (such as Wairarapa Moana hui
or those held with Seddon and Carroll) — led to large mortgages and land sales for
Hamuera Mahupuku and other leading rangatira. The Ngai Tahu rangatira Tainui opened
the new marae complex on 14 April 1897, interpreting his own korero and describing the

whare as the venue of the first meeting of the Maori Federated Assembly, “and the
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opening meant a marriage between the North and South Island natives.” A large number
_ of Pakeha attended the first day.”'?

Returning to Wairarapa’s political role in Kotahitanga at this time, local rangatira not
only worked with other hapu and iwi, but also acted independently from Kotahitanga,
particularly when the Paremata stalled on initiatives they felt were necessary for progress.
One such initiative was, as noted earlier, a Kotahitanga newspaper. When the matter was
raised in 1893 there was an inconclusive debate over acquire a printing press that had
come available due to a bankruptcy in Melbourne, and when Tunuiarangi raised the issue
again in 1894 (at Tamahau’s instigation), the outcome was no better. Tamahau elected to
get a Maori periodical started without Kotahitanga help, and in 1895 Te Whatahoro took
Kingi Tuahine Rangitakaiwaho — a Te Aute-educated man — and got him a job on a
Wellington paper to learn the trade. A printing press was then purchased in 1896 and he
passed his skills along to others, under the leadership of Purakau Maika of Hurunuiorangi
and in December 1897, the first issue of Te Puke ki Hikurangi rolled off the press in
Greytown. It was not solely a Kotahitanga vehicle, but did devote a great deal of space to
Kotahitanga issues (particularly when the Papawai Paremata was held in 1898) before

closing down in 1906, two years after the death of its mentor, Tamahau.”"?

Within the Wairarapa leadership Tamahau and Tunuiarangi in particular, were not averse
to actively co-operating with the Liberal Government. Following their shift away from
the path being pursued by the radical, or ‘home rule’, Kotahitanga faction in the early to
mid-1890s they garnered the fruits of this co-operation with the Government. For
instance, in January 1896 both were key players in securing the Wairarapa Moana
settlement and they were subsequently seen as friends of the Government after what does
appear something of a high point in the relationship between Wairarapa Maori and the

Government post-1860. Their reaffirmed loyalty to the Crown was demonstrated later

"2 Press clippings, 7 and 14 April 1897. Bagnall papers, 88/103-5/03. Alexander Turnbull Library.

"3 Ballara, Angela, ‘Mahupuku, Hamuera Tamahau, 1837-427-1904’, ‘Tunuiarangi, Hoani Paraone,
1843/44?-1933°, and ‘Maika, Purakavw’, Dictionary of New Zealand Biography. URL:
http://www.dnzb.govt.nz/. The paper was revived in 1911, along with other publications, but all were shut
down by 1913.
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that year when they led a large contingent of Wairarapa rangatira to bid farewell to
Governor Glasgow, who responded positively, if a little blandly, saying, “he could only
state his conviction that it was the wish of the European in New Zealand that all justice
should be done to the Maori nation, so that they would be able to live side by side in
friendship and peace.” Tamahau’s brass band played for Glasgow and the rising Liberal

Carroll interpreted for the rangatira present.”**

Tunuiarangi was rewarded for his loyalty when, in April 1897, he was made a captain in
the Native Volunteer Force that was to accompany Seddon to Queen Victoria’s diamond
jubilee. They sailed for England that month, and in June 1897 took part in various Jubilee
Day parades, and Captain Tunuiarangi was presented to Queen Victoria, being awarded a
jubilee medal and a ceremonial sword. He and the Native Volunteers were given a warm
welcome home by Maori and settlers at a ball held at Papawai in September 1897.7" He
promptly renamed his Pirinoa kainga Ranana II (London IT) and later took command of
the Wairarapa Mounted Rifle Volunteers at Papawai, thereafter being referred to as
Major Tunuiarangi (Major Brown to local Pakeha). Wairarapa rangatira subsequently
volunteered their men for action in the Boer War.”'¢ Seddon was amenable to this but the

British Government declined the offer, having decided to use only white troops.”"’

Along with this avowed loyalty, Tunuiarangi still had a Maori agenda to promote, and
found greater success with that agenda as a friend of the Crown. Prior to departing for
London he had met with Wi Peré, Tamahau, and Carroll to discuss an address of loyalty
to be given to the Queen, an address that would include a petition previously discussed at
the Maori Paremata, which called for the remaining five million acres of Maori land to be
preserved in Maori ownership in perpetuity. This petition had been promoted since the

1895 Maori Paremata by Major Keepa Te Rangihiwinui of Whanganui, and also included

"' New Zealand Mail, 17 September 1896.

'S New Zealand Mail, 16 September 1897.

'8 New Zealand Mail, 9 April 1902.

"7 Ballara, Angela, ‘Mahupuku, Hamuera Tamahaun, 1837-42?-1904°, Dictionary of New Zealand
Biography. URL: http://www.dnzb.govtnz
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the Kotahitanga’s familiar call for Maori komiti to be given control over the dwindling

Maori estate.

The petition was adapted at the Papawai Paremata of April 1897 for presentation to the
Queen. A Member of the British Parliament subsequently presented the petition to the
Secretary of State for the Colonies, who invited Tunuiarangi to Parliament to explain his
concerns. The British Government was of course not going to interfere in New Zealand
matters, but Tunuiarangi was advised by others to have his petition published in the

London press.

Seddon was obliged to respond with a defence of his administration’s Maori policies, but
it is thought that the embarrassment this caused contributed to Seddon’s 1898 Native
Lands Settlement and Administration Bill, which was eventually passed into law in 1900
as the Maori Lands Administration Act, with other measures included in the 1900 Maori
Councils Act (see below).”"® In any case, by then Seddon had, in the wake of the 1891
Native Land Laws Commission, been willing to acknowledge the harm caused to Maori
by the Native Land Court, telling an 1896 Papawai hui somewhat belatedly that, “he is
pained to admit that cases which had come under his notice proved very conclusively that

extortionate legal charges had been made in connection with native land transactions.””"?

The shift in Kotahitanga strategy in 1897, is thus perhaps not as marked as it may appear;
the earlier petition agreed to by the Paremata was advanced beyond the Pakeha
Parliament, while the co-operative loyalist approach adopted by Tamahau and
Tunuiarangi and others in Wairarapa enabled the petition to be far more effective than it
could have been had it merely been filed away in Wellington like so many before it. This
then was the first fruit of Wairarapa’s hosting of the Maori Paremata at Papawai in April
1897. At this stage, little else is known about what transpired at that hui but 500 Maori

720

were said to be in attendance.”” More than 2,000 were present for a subsequent

"8 Ibid, and; ‘Tunuiarangi, Hoani Paraone, 1843/44?-1933°, Dictionary of New Zealand Biography. URL:
http://www.dnzb.govt.nz

" Nelson Evening Mail, 7 September 1896.

" New Zealand Mail, 8 April 1897.
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Kotahitanga hui held at Papawai in 1898 (see below). If the seeds of the demise of
Kotahitanga had been planted during the earlier divisions over the extent of co-operation
with the Crown, they certainly took root during the fierce debates that occurred at that
1898 hui. The hui had been called to discuss legislative changes proposed by the Liberal
Government (headed by Seddon and with Carroll as Native Minister), proposals which
left Kotahitanga riven.

6.6.11 Lobbying the Liberals: 1897-1900

The April 1897 Papawai Paremata was followed up with a further Kotahitanga hui at
Papawai in October 1897, following on from Tunuiarangi’s triumphant return (on the
Maori and the Pakeha fronts). At this October hui a deputation representing most iwi met
with Seddon to lay before him Maori land grievances at a time when he was also acutely
aware of Tunuairangi’s success in London. He thus, “intimated the intention of the
Government to abolish the Native Land Court,” while also strongly advising Maori “to
sell no more land.” Referring to the petition taken to London by Tunuiarangi, Seddon
also warned the hui that, “it was only through Parliament that redress could be obtained
.. it was useless to appeal to the Home Government in the matter.” He concluded by
agreeing to accept the Paremata’s help in preparing new Maori land legislation,”
tactfully working with Kotahitanga while actively discouraging its broader political

goals.”

Seddon returned to Papawai in early May 1898, at what was the beginning of a lengthy
tour of Maori centres which he and Carroll undertook in 1898 and 1899.” The two
Liberals brought with them a draft Bill “to provide for the settlement and administration
of Native lands,” which had been presented to Parliament and cited the 1897 petition in
its preamble, purporting to meet many of the grievances long expressed by Maori.”** The

bill proposed the abolition of the Native Land Court and an end to land purchasing, but

2! Nelson Evening Mail, 26 October 1897.
722 Williams, J. A., p.66.

23 New Zealand Mail, 12 May 1898,

24 ATHR, 1898, I-3a.
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new Native Land Boards were to assume many of the powers of the abolished court as
well as taking charge of the leasing of ‘surplus’ Maori lands. While an end to the Native
Land Court was welcomed by Maori, a return to the sort of paternalistic administration

envisaged by the Liberals was no more welcome in 1898 than it had been in 1886.”%

There was thus division amongst Maoridom — and, of course, within Kotahitanga — over
the new bill, due mainly to its paternalism. Tamahau worked with the Government to set
up the big Papawai hui attended by Seddon and Carroll, the first one being attended by
2,000 Maori, who were apparently present for the Maori Paremata being held at Papawai
at that time. Many Kotahitanga members rejected the Bill, but more moderate rangatira
such as Tamahau preferred to instead lobby the Government to improve the law. The
amendments proposed by the moderates defied Kotahitanga rules and regulations and

were also rejected by the “home rule’ faction.”

The result was that petitions for and against the Bill were sent to Wellington in
September 1898. The Native Affairs Committee inquired into the petitions, allowing
Tamahau to publicly avow his faith and trust in the Government, and reject the criticisms
of the counter petitioners, going so far as to claim rather ludicrously that Maori had never
been disadvantaged by Parliamentary legislation, and the grievances of the counter

petitioners, sprang from ignorance and improvidence.”’

Tamahau’s petition had 3,367 signatures and supported the passage of the Native Land
Settlements Administration Bill provided amendments proposed at Papawai were
adopted. Although it was too late in the session for the Native Affairs Committee to
consider the petition, it did hear from both the petitioners and the counter-petitioners.

Tamahau told them he was now leasing Crown land and that, in total, 7,000 acres of

7 Thid

28 Williams, J. A., p.99.

27 ATHR, 1898, I-3a. The numbers attending this hui were noted in the official record of the subsequent hui
of 26 May 1898 (see below).
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Crown land was being leased by Wairarapa Maori. He favoured getting Maori on to land

in that fashion and sought farming education to help those seeking to farm the land.”®

On the other hand, his redoubtable opponent, Niniwa, rejected the Native Land Court,
preferring komiti, and rejected the individualised titles issued by the Native Land Court,

preferring Maori land tenure.””

Seddon’s Bill led to the fracturing of Kotahitanga at its 1898 meeting. Those opposed to
deaﬁng with it and with the Government were bolstered by the attendance of Kingitanga
representatives, and eventually walked out of the hui rather than consider Seddon’s Bill.
This faction continued to instead strive for legislation to empower the Kotahitanga.”®
The more moderate faction, allied to pragmatists such as Tamahau, pushed for
amendments to the Bill that would see komiti investigate titles and a Maori majority on
the proposed Native Land Boards. A new generation that favoured Tamahau’s approach
also emerged at this time. Known as the Young Maori Party it proposed that the new
Maori komiti also be given responsibility for sanitary improvements in Maori kainga, and
other social issues (moves discussed later in this chapter). This faction was led by the
young Apirana Ngata, who later played a critical role in breaking the deadlock that

emerged at the 1898 Paremata.”

Seddon and Carroll were certainly persuasive, making honest admissions to Maori about
the damage done to them by the Native Land Court and other Government policies,
damage that they undertook to halt and to remedy. Tamahau said publicly that he trusted
Seddon’s Government:“ He has said that he is the father of the Maori people ... and I do
not believe that he would ever introduce a measure which would be detrimental to the
interests of his Maori children.””** Tamahau was perhaps fortunate not to have lived long

enough (dying in 1904) to discover how misplaced his trust was. The ‘home rule’ faction

28 Op cit, pp.91-92.

™ Op cit, pp.54-56.

30 Williams, J. A., p.p.99-103.

31 Op cit, p.98 and pp.100-101; Cox, pp.89-93, and; AJHR, 1898, I-3a, pp.110-112.
2 ATHR, 1898, I-3a, pp.111-112.
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refused to trust Seddon, fearing that the powers of his proposed Native Land Board
would be used, “rather for the advantage of settlement in general than for the advantage
of the Maori owners.” Others trusted him personally but feared the land-hungry voters at
his back, who chafed at what was seen as ‘Maori landlordism’. This faction foresaw that
their land would be burdened with borrowing by the board to cover survey, roading, and
other improvements prior to it being leased out, despite Seddon’s assurances that such

costs would be borne from general revenue, as was the case for Pakeha.”

Seddon told Wairarapa Maori gathered at Papawai on 26 May 1898 that education was
the key, and that great injury had been done to them by the failure to provide their young
people with technical education. He also undertook to introduce legislation to deal with
the lands Wairarapa Maori had gifted to the church 40 years earlier, for the purposes of
an education that was nevér delivered (discussed further in the section of this report
dealing with education). Greater Maori representation in the Legislative Council was also

assured.” He did not, of course, deliver on most of these undertakings.

Fuller accounts of what Seddon and Carroll discussed with Wairarapa Maori and others
throughout New Zealand, were reproduced in a Government publication of 1899. With
regard to abolishing the Native Land Court and ending land loss, Carroll told one hui
that:

The greatest trouble that can befall a race is to lose their land, because the
land is life to them. Now, we have proposals in this Bill which would stop
these evils; we have proposals in this Bill that will finish, for all time, the
Native Land Courts.... you will see that we propose to leave it to you to
say whether or not the sale of land shall be stopped, and whether or not
there will be land courts.”’

After the preliminary hui at Papawai, Seddon and Carroll took their Bill to Hamua on 4
May 1898. Nireaha Tamaki welcomed Seddon but emphasised that, “Unhappily for us,

™3 Op cit, pp.2-3, p.12, and p.52.
7 New Zealand Mail, 26 May 1898 and Nelson Evening Mail, 27 May 1898.
33 Notes of Meetings... p 27.
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all troubles are not over between the two races in this part of New Zealand.” He
apologised for the small attendance but pointedly observed that Hamua had only been
given short notice and many were also absent at Keepa’s tangi. In response Seddon

pushed his new Bill hard:

It is the desire of the Government that there shall be no more selling of
Native land; they desire that the land shall be leased, occupied, and
cultivated, so that it may produce what God intended for the use of His
people. With the increase in population, it is necessary that the land shall
be open for settlement. It cannot be longer kept in the state of nature. The
troubles have been that Natives themselves could not cultivate the land,
nor could they dispose of it for this purpose. The machinery for doing this
was not there. Under our proposals this machinery will be provided.”®

The end to land sales was obviously a positive move but at these early hui, Seddon had
still not toned down the Liberal’s brutally utilitarian approach to land, one that clearly
foresaw much Maori land being alienated under long-term leases and farmed by settlers,

all under the auspices not of Maori owners but of a Native Land Board.

Seddon sweetened this pill by claiming there was further good in it for Maori, saying,
“we are therefore proposing to give what is practically self-government to the Maoris for
the first time in respect to their lands.” In addition, money for roading their land and
opening it for settlement would be found, for “we practically find money to road the
European lands, to build houses, and to make improvements, and we think that the time
has come when there shall be one law for both races in this respect.” As for the Native

Land Court:

Now, if this law is passed, it means the doing away altogether with the
Native Land Court. Speaking for myself, I consider that what has
happened in the past in connection with the Native Land Courts is one of
the darkest blots that has occurred in the history of this colony. Native
Land Courts have sat in the European settlements; the Natives have gone
to those settlements, and many of them have gone to their destruction...
they have suffered in mind and suffered in body. What has occurred while
they have been attending the courts? The lawyers and the agents have been

76 Op cit, pp.27-30.
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fighting for the different parties, and when it is all over the result has been
that the lawyers and the agents have practically swallowed the land. in
many cases there has been nothing left for those who have been fighting.
Under this new law, however, that cannot occur.

... The Pakeha-Maori, the land-jobber, the Maori agent know that if we
pass it into law the days of fleecing the Natives will be gone. Already
these jackals are following the trail. After I have been explaining the
proposals to the Natives, I hear these jackals — I can call them nothing
else, because they have lived and fattened upon you — go from place to
place poisoning your minds against these proposals.

... You are only the remnant of a once numerous race. when we were few
and you were numerous, you befriended us, and now that we are
numerous, and you are few, it is our duty to befriend you.”’

Bruce Stirling

Such frank and honest admissions can only have assisted Tamahau and the reformers

amongst Kotahitanga to support an amended version of Seddon’s 1898 Bill, in the hope

that the Government’s promises would, this time, be honoured.

Seddon and Carroll reiterated their undertakings to a large hui of Wairarapa Maori and

Ngati Kahungunu from further afield, who met at Papawai on 26 May 1898.7°® Tamahau

welcomed the pair back:

On your last visit to us this house was formally presented to you as Native
Minister. This is a new departure in these parts. It is well that the great
house of yours that stands in Wellington should be the place where you
exercise your powers as Premier, but in your position as Native Minister it
is fitting that you should here discuss Native matters with the Native

people ... this house belongs to you as Native Minister.””

Seddon praised the workmanship evident in the Papawai complex and used this as to

again emphasise the importance of education to Maori:

T 11
Ibid.
8 Op cit, pp.39-47. See also typescript original of notes, J 1/1898/740. National Archives.

™9 Ibid. This statement may be the origin of Ballara’s assertion that Takitimu was twice offered by
Tamahau to Seddon at this time (see above). Clearly he was referring to the Papawai wharenui, not

Takitimu which was at Kehemane.
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the Native youths have shown to the world that, under the guidance of
European technical experts, they can learn quickly ... they can enter the
best trades and become the best of mechanics and artisans. One of the best
mechanics in the Napier workshops is a Maori. .... Your ancestors who
have been called away ... knew that as a race you were capable of the
highest development ... Did they not give large tracts of land on condition
that the proceeds were to be devoted to religious, general, technical, and
industrial education of the Native race?... it is a lasting discredit to those
who in years past were entrusted with such lands that practically nothing
has been done in the direction of giving to the Native race what those who
gave the land intended should be given... As the law has said that the land
cannot go back to the descendants of those who gave it, and as the trustees
of those lands say that they cannot give effect to what was intended by the
donors, then I say it is time the State, in the interests of both races, should
step in and endeavour to give effect to the desires of your forefathers... . I
am looking forward to the time when on a future visit to you I shall be
called upon to open, not many yards from this building, a technical school
to be maintained out of the proceeds of that land which was donated for a
specific purpose.”*

He expanded on this criticism of the church, while rather downplaying the Government’s

role in the matter of education:

What would you think of a European who would tender you no food after
a long and tedious journey? You may see on his table plenty of good food
to spare, and hung around his walls spare clothing that you may wish to
have, and yet, while he may say that he is sorry for you, he never asks you
to eat, nor gives you a change or raiment. Those knocking at the door are
the youths of the Native race. The Europeans in possession of the reserves
have their tables loaded with food and their houses are well stocked with
clothes. That goods and those clothes belong to you. The food on the table
is the land that your ancestors donated, and the raiment represents the
money in the bank, the proceeds of the land.”"'

His metaphor is readily extended to take in the larger transfers of land to the Crown in the
1850s, rather than simply the land gifted to the church. Those “tables loaded with food”
were the “land that your ancestors donated,” but the “money” they had thus put in the
Crown’s bank was certainly not producing much in the way of a “raiment” nor indeed

any sort of protective cloak.

70 Thid.
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Regarding the details of his Bill, Seddon said the “first thing” the new Native Land Board

(or Maori Land Council as Tamahau proposed to name them) would do was:

set apart a sufficient quantity of land which shall be inalienable, and be for
the sole use and occupation of the Native owners. It is the desire of the
Government that the council shall be liberal in laying off a sufficient
amount of land to provide for an increased number of Maoris.”**

This land would, of course, be in individualised portions rather than retained under any
collective control for, “the fact is I want each upon his own particular section, just as is
done in the case of European settlers.” Defining the individual interests of every Maori
was something he had, as a member of the 1891 Native Land Laws Commission,
described as a Sisyphean task and “a praétical joke.” He had either acquired dazzling new
powers since becoming a cabinet minister or adopted a new perspective on the difficulty
of the task.

In any case, once ample land had been reserved for the present and future wants of Maori,
the remaining land (assuming there would even be any in Wairarapa) could be vested in

the boards for leasing so “another great benefit” of the Bill was that after this vesting:

There will be no further use for the Native Land Court. The first step is to
be taken in the direction of abolishing these courts for all time. Further,
you will not be able to swallow up the land in disputing over it ... In the
past there have been endless disputes brought into the Courts and in the
end it was found that the lawyers and the Native Agents had swallowed up
the land. The Natives themselves then went back to their homes injured in
health,”®

As well as an end to the Native Land Court the Bill would also put an end to Government
land purchase operations, “and nor will any Europeans be permitted” to buy Maori land.

This was an easy promise to make as the Liberal Government had already acquired 2.7

™! 1bid.
2 Ihid.
3 Thid.
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million acres of Maori land since 1892, and had little desire to acquire more, particularly
as further purchases could create, “a large landless body of Natives” who Seddon feared
would “become a burden on the State.”’** He did not speak for long, having to return to
Wellington, so he invited Wairarapa Maori to send a representative group of rangatira to

meet with him in Wellington.

After the Premier departed at least 1,000 Maori gathered at Papawai to discuss the Bill in
late June 1898, prior to taking their views to Wellington.” It is probable that during this
hui fierce debate took place over the degree to which Kotahitanga would compromise its

authority, and accept even an amended version of the Bill.

The Wellington hui occurred on 5 July 1898 and allowed Tamahau and the moderates to
present their amendments to the Bill, while expressing support for it and its drafter.

Tamahau outlined the background to this fresh attempt at consultation:

The cementing of the relations between the two races dated back to the
Treaty of Waitangi. There, the sovereignty of these Islands was ceded to
the Queen, and special advantages were given to the Maori people. After
this followed the convention at Kohimarama, where matters affecting the
two races were further discussed and resolved upon. For a considerable
time after there had been no European intervention, but this soon crept in.
About the year 1866-67 the first Native member was called to the house to
represent a Native constituency in New Zealand, with a view to carrying
out the arrangements arrived at a meeting held at Te Kohimarama.”*

Seddon’s meetings were thus part of a continuum of consultation that Maori had long
sought, and continued to seek. Those present later asked that an annual hui be held and
asked, “whether a law could be passed constituting the Maori Federation Assembly,” a
body of perhaps 100 rangatira, “who should deliberate on matters affecting the Maori
people, and Bills which may be forwarded by you to that assembly.” Such an assembly

was not so much a continuation of Kohimarama but a clear call for something like the

7 Cited in O’Malley (1998), p.243.

5 The figures were noted in medical correspondence on treatment of Maori taken ill during the hui

(J 1/ 1900 /574). National Archives.
™8 Notes of Meetings..., pp.48-52. See f/n 2105 for reference.
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Maori Paremata (and an echo of Hone Heke’s 1894 Bill). Clearly the fierce debate at the
Papawai hui had resulted in a great deal of compromise by the remaining Kotahitanga
and by co-operative moderates such as Tamahau; the Bill had been agreed to, but the

amendments included core Kotahitanga demands.

Tamahau informed the Premier that he had put forward amendments to his Bill as, “the
land is slipping away by degrees from under our feet, and we realise the necessity of
some stringent measures being brought in to put a stop to these proceedings.” Paratene
Ngata presented the address agreed upon at the Papawai hui of June 1898, which
endorsed the Bill, with some amendments. These consisted of having Maori komiti and
block komiti appointed “to assist the [Native Land] Board and lighten its work,” and
doubtless to preserve some measure of Maori control of their land. Women were also to
be eligible for these block komiti, “for there are many competent women who are quite
able to administer the affairs amongst their people.” In a related point, this address was
signed by “us, the Maori chiefs and chieftainesses.” The Papawai hui had also agreed that
the komiti should be authorised to regulate sanitation, promote school attendance, and be
involved in other social issues “in order that the property and comfort of your Maori

people may be assured to them.””"

Seddon said little about the proposed Maori Federation Assembly, but did agree that

Maori land was slipping away:

It is like the coach with which the horses have bolted down the hill; the
horses are going down the hill very fast, and unless we put on the brake
soon, there will be a general smash up ... the brake is in that building up
there in Parliament; that is the brake. We are the drivers, and if that brake
is applied I am sure it will save both races.”®

It was too late to prevent the “general smash up” feared by Seddon for it had occurred
long before his belated attempt to ameliorate the damage done by the Native Land Court.

For the next century or more, the best Maori could hope for was an ambulance at the

7 1bid. See also, ATHR, 1898, I-3a, pp.110-112.
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bottom of the cliff, towafds which Seddon’s metaphorical coachload of Maori land

continued to hurtle unchecked.

A further hui was held at the Sydney Street School on 1 August 1898 for a detailed
discussion of the proposed amendments,’* few of which survived the Parliamentary
process that saw the emergence of the 1900 Maori Councils Act. Prior to the passage of
the Act the Kotahitanga continued to debate the merits of the Bill and the proposed
amendments but the extent of the divisiveness of the issue was clear at the 1899 Maori
Paremata. It had returned north to Waitangi, but the southern and eastern moderates

(including those from Wairarapa) did not attend.

A fuller attendance was noted at the 1900 and 1901 Paremata held at Rotorua, but by then
Ngata’s Young Maori Party and the moderates were gaining ground, and managed to
persuade the Bill’s opponents to further consider it. Tamahau endorsed Ngata’s strategies
for Maori advancement, and in 1899 had invited him to hold the conference of the Te
Aute College Students Association (another moderate modernising body) at Papawai.
Ngata played a critical role in turning even the Bill’s strongest opponents, and getting
them to agree to scrutinise the proposed legislation, “to see if there is not something that
can be devised which is fair to both sides, Pakeha and Maori.””*® Led by Ngata and the
by now moderate Heke, the Kotahitanga Paremata drafted a new Bill incorporating the
earlier amendments suggested by the moderates, notably an end to land sales, the
abolition of the Native Land Court, and the empowerment of local komiti under the
supervision of district Maori land boards. This fulfilled many of the aspirations of

Kotahitanga, save its most basic call for its own Paremata to be empowered by law.”"

The resulting legislation, passed in 1900, is discussed below, but since it was introduced
by Seddon in 1898, it had threatened the unity that was, by definition, the core principle
of Kotahitanga. By 1902, the Young Maori Party had persuaded enough of the

75 Ibid.

™ Op cit, pp.52-60.

0 Williams, J. A., p.107.

1 Op cit, p.55, and pp.107-108.
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Kotahitanga’s representatives that they had made sufficient progress working with the
Government to no longer require separate and costly Maori Paremata. After the 1902
Paremata at Waiomatatini (on the East Coast), no further sittings took place and

Kotahitanga largely fell silent.”

6.6.12 New Century, New Legislation: A False Dawn

The Maori Paremata agreed in 1900 to a compromise on Seddon’s draft Maori land
legislation, attempting to reconcile the Maori desire for autonomy with the Government’s
insistence on state control. The result appeared to be legislation that gave Maori some
real autonomy over land and social matters while preserving the Government’s overall
supervision and control. Thus in 1900, Seddon got the Maori Lands Administration Bill
and the Maori Councils Bill through Parliament. The 1900 Maori Councils Act, focussed
on establishing local Maori councils and empowering them to exercise powers
comparable to local bodies. Kotahitanga representatives welcomed this, saying, “For the
first time an opportunity is afforded for testing the capacity of the Maori people to
administer their own affairs, beginning in a simple way.”>® As any Maori authority was
deeply suspected by the wider public (and the Parliamentary opposition), the Act’s
Parliamentary promoters, Native Minister Carroll and Premier Seddon, told Parliament
almost exactly the opposite thing. They downplayed the significance of the Maori district
councils, saying their powers were slight and that they would, “give the Maori something
to occupy their attention, something for them to take an interest in,” and would replace
“expensive political gatherings” such as the Kotahitanga Paremata.””* The role of the
Rongokako Maori Council is considered in the final volume of this report, particularly its

work in the fields of health and housing.

The 1900 Maori Lands Administration Act, on the other hand, provided for the
establishment of Maori Land Councils, but these were far from the komiti proposed by

the Maori Paremata. Even Ngata considered that it was “an unworkable compromise

™2 Op cit, p.111-112.
73 Cited in, Op cit, p.109.
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between opposing principles.””*® To put it more bluntly, “the 1900 legislation should be
seen for what it was: a deliberate attempt to diffuse Maori initiative.””*® For a start the
councils had a majority Pakeha membership, and did not see an end to the Native Land
Court, as Seddon had so loudly promised. Maori were empowered to undertake title
investigations of what little papatupu land remained, provided no dissatisfied claimants
appealed to what remained the ultimate legal authority; the Native Land Court. Neither
were land sales actually halted for land owned by only one or two individual Maori could
still be sold. Finally, the Act was permissive rather than compulsory, so Maori did not
have to vest their land in the local Maori Land Council. Given the Pakeha majority on the
councils and the threat posed by the cost of improvements made by the councils to
prepare land for lease, many Maori proved reluctant to vest their lands in the boards (just
as théy had proved reluctant to vest their land in similar Crown bodies in 1886). Seddon
underestimated the extent of Maori distrust of any council dominated by land-hungry
Pakeha, and also the Pakeha resentment at Maori landlords.””’ Niniwa-i-te-rangi was
amongsf those of the old ‘home rule’ faction of Kotahitanga who loudly opposed the
1900 Act, but the reluctance of Maori to vest their lands in the new councils indicated a

larger, if quister, opposition (only 7,000 acres were vested up to 1904).”

The background to the establishment of these Maori Land Councils — and their fate — is
traversed in the Waitangi Tribunal’s overview report.” It has also been addressed by the
Tribunal itself in the 1987 Orakei Report, and the Tribunal’s summary of the legislative
situation at the turn of the century, is a useful summary of the situation at 1900. Given the
small (and dwindling) area of Maori land left by 1900, calls were made on the
Government to formulate policies which would help preserve in Maori ownership the
land that they needed, while also making available the perceived ‘surplus’ for Pakeha

settlement. Rather than see further Maori land sold, the Government drew up legislation

™ Williams, J. A., pp.111-112.

7 Ihid.

76 Cox, p.93.

7 0*Malley (1998), p.245.

78 Williams, J. A., pp.119-120.

9 Loveridge, D. M. L. ‘Maori Land Councils and Maori Land Boards: An Historical Overview, 1900-
1952’ (Rangahana Whanui Series, First Release), Waitangi Tribunal, 1996.
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that would halt sales, but allow the land to be leased to settlers. Despite strenuous Pakeha
objections to the very idea of Maori landlords, the 1900 Maori Lands Administration Act,
did give district Maori councils limited powers of administration over Maori land.
However, as the Tribunal has observed, “the concept of tribal administration was
acceptable to the Government only if it still produced land for settlers. It failed to do
that.” Little land was made available by Maori for settlement under the 1900 Act, and it
was soon amended to allow greater Government influence, and the reintroduction of land

sales.’s

This was a bitter blow to Wairarapa Maori, who had enthusiastically welcomed the 1900
legislation, even before it was passed. They held hui at Kohunui in February 1899, and
also at Hamua and Porangahau before meeting Carroll at Papawai in June, “where it was
agreed by that meeting of chiefs that all should unite and act as one people under the
Wairarapa assembly.” Komiti were elected under this assembly, and those representing
the Takapau Komiti wrote to inform Seddon and Carroll of their actions, saying Takapau
wished to be included in the “Wairarapa Rohe Potae described by the Native Minister,”
as they were currently just outside its boundaries. This is probably a reference to the
proposed Maori Land Council district boundary, and it is noteworthy that Wairarapa

Maori understood it in terms of rohe potae. A Porangahau komiti was also referred to.

Te Morehu Tuhua and Haramena Rongoparae of the Takapau Komiti (representing the
hapu of Ngai Tahu, Ngati Kirikiri, and Ngati Titero) wanted to be within the Wairarapa
Rohe Potae, “to bring us under the administration of this Government and the authority of
our gracious Queen Victoria.” Like Tunuiarangi, they wished to demonstrate their loyalty
by forming a company of Native Volunteers, and sought arms and drill training to this
end, as well as a Union Jack. A policeman and a doctor were also sought; the latter to

“protect us from the numerous ailments of the world.”’®" If Wairarapa Maori believed the

780 Waitangi Tribunal. Orakei Report. Wellington. Government Print, 1987. p.50.
76! Te Morehu Tuhua and Haramena Rongoparae, (Papawai), to Premier Seddon and Native Minister
Carroll, 22 June 1899. J 1/1899/830. National Archives. Supporting Documents, pp.927-933.
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1900 legislation heralded a renewal of their relationship with the Crown, they must have

been sorely disappointed by the outcome, which was precisely nought.”

A Hamua Komiti, headed by Nireaha Tamaki, wrote on the same day as the Takapau
Komiti, from Papawai’s Aotearoa wharenui. They listed all, “those matters that we have
considered and are all of one mind about, to be of benefit for us, our hapus, and for our
district, under the mana of our living Queen and under the administrative manas
(authorities) in New Zealand.” Amongst those matters was the setting apart of Wairarapa
as a district in which the Government’s new measures would be given effect to, “a place
of rejoicing for the tribes under the Queen’s mana.” The boundaries of this district of
peace — Te Pooti Ririkore — were also given. The names of the rangatira on the
forthcoming Maori district council — “to be authorised to administer all matters that may
be forwarded by the Government for administration and to be given effect to” — were to
be published in the Kahiti. These rangatira would deal with, “all measures too that the
said chiefs may desire to be dealt with or submitted to the Parliament ... for the benefit of
the hapu, of the people, and for out district.” A list of 63 names was submitted for this
district council, 7 from each of the 9 hapu-based districts in Wairarapa: (Porangahau,
Takapau, Hamua, Tamaki, Te Ore Ore, Maungarake, “Kaingatahi,” Ranana, and
Waikekeno). One of each group of seven was to form the district council while the other

six in each group would “form a board for their district.””®

Clearly, Wairarapa Maori being under the impression that their representation on the
planned district Maori councils was to be comprehensive, and in accord with their

customs. Nireaha’s letter continued:

We appeal to you to make a covenant between us the chiefs and our hapus
with the Government of New Zealand embracing the measures of
importance and authority to be observed, to be given effect to by us and
our hapu and our descendants after us.”®*

762 To be precise, a flag was despatched.
763 Nireaha Tamaki and 185 others, Aotearoa Meeting House, Wairarapa, 28 June 1899 to Premier Seddon.
gﬁ}/ 1899/830. National Archives. Supporting Documents, pp.933-939.

Ibid.
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Like the Takapau Komiti, Nireaha also sought assistance with forming and drilling a
Native Volunteer Corps to honour Queen Victoria and, “make a peaceful military display
or to do honour to anyone within our boundary or outside thereof if called upon to do so.”
In a related request, he requested a Union Jack for each of four districts, being Masterton,

Tamaki, Porangahau, and Papawai.

As with Takapau, this was a reciprocal relationship, and Nireaha picked up on Seddon’s
earlier undertaking regarding education, requesting that a technical school be established
in Wairarapa. They also asked that some Crown land be set aside “as a place where the
young people of Wairarapa proper may be taught farming.” This practical request was
one echoed, just as fruitlessly, by the Stout-Ngata Commission. Wairarapa Maori also
had broader concerns than those envisaged by Seddon and Carroll’s legislation, seeking
the appointment of “some Maori JP’s to sit with the stipendiary magistrates ... and also
in the Supreme Court cases where Maori cases are heard.” Nireaha knew only too well
the limitations of the Pakeha judicial system. The application of Tipene Matua (for
Porangahau) and Hami Potangaroa (for Mataikona), to be included as members of an
advisory board to determine the retention of Maori land and “ascertaining landless
natives.” It would not appear that there was a significant amount of land to be made

available for settlement in several parts of Wairarapa.’®®

Wairarapa Maori quite clearly saw the policy changes to be introduced under the 1900
legislation, as amounting to an opportunity for they and the Crown to rededicate the
relationship established in 1853. It was something to be treasured once more, a new

dawn.

They were particularly enthused with the local authority given to the Maori Councils in
social matters. In 1901, Carroll and his officials attended a Papawai hui held to announce
which 12 Maori had been elected to the Rongokako Maori Council. Aporo Kumeroa was

elected chairman and informed that, “these proceedings were a sort of primary school to
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initiate them into their duties as administrators of local affairs ... a new era in native
affairs.” Maori were told that the new law was evidence that, “the old Maori institutions
were obsolete, and could no longer be worked with advantage to the race,” and Maori
should, “thank the present Government and their own minister for giving them local self-
governing powers, and enabling them to work in harmony with other public institutions.”
However, it was also admitted that, “the powers conferred by the new law were limited”
and only a “preliminary step.” There was said to be “ample scope” for Maori to “exert
themselves in improving the conditions under which they lived.” It was hoped that, “as
they extended and developed measures for the betterment of their social conditions they

could ask for a widening of their administrative functions.”’®

Carroll also informed the hui that women should be appointed to the Maori komiti, “as
their co-operation was much to be desired.” A chiefly woman then addressed the hui,
stressing the claims of women to take a part in the administration of the new law. The

extent to which this subsequently occurred is not apparent.

Maori continued to act in accordance with the understanding they had expressed in 1899,
of the powers they were to be granted under the 1900 legislation. In 1902, Aporo
Kumeroa advised Carroll that Eriha Te Maari, Te Wirihana Kaimokopuna, and Takerei
Pikari had been selected by the Rongokako District Maori Council to be constables. He
asked Carroll to gazette the appointments in the Kahiti, noting that the council would
ensure they were published in Te Puke ki Hikurangi.'® Carroll thought it useful to
patronise these efforts, but not to actually endorse them, suggesting that, “it will be a
good thing to recognise some of their appointments, such as guardians of the peace, etc.
They can make them their honorary positions.” Pakeha constables were not, of course,

unpaid volunteers.

765 Tbid

68 New Zealand Mail, 9 May 1901,
767 Aporo Hare Kumeroa, Greytown, to Carroll, 11 February 1902. MA-MC 1/2/1902/22. National
Archives.
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While they didn’t have an enforcement arm, Maori councils did have some limited
authority. Amongst their statutory powers was the right to collect dog registration fees —
dog tax — and this was an area of their authority which was acquired far more significance
than would seem warranted (even leading to armed conflict in the Hokianga). Due to
their extraordinarily limited funds, some councils put some effort into maximising this
source of revenue, and met with some resistance. In some parts of the country,
Kingitanga Maori would pay their dog tax to the Kingitanga, their dogs proudly bearing
the ‘King’s collar’, but in Wairarapa the Rongokako Maori Council encountered
resistance from the central coastal hapu, Ngai Tumapuhia, Ngati Rongomaiaia, Ngati

Mahu, and Ngati Te Ao and their chairman, Wiremu Whatakorari.

The problem was perhaps not a significant, one but it illustrated the practical difficulties
confronting an under-resourced council. Dog tax emerged as an issue when the council’s
registrar of dogs was dismissed after, “taking it upon himself to register the dogs in some
places in a different manner to others and thereby making different rule regulations for
some of the hapus within the boundary.” The chairman for the coastal hapu was advised
in a public notice issued by the Rongokako Maori Councilb that the dog tax law, “is
altered and now enforced by the Maori Council. There was thus, “no escape for any
person who can be called a Maori.” Referring to the 1900 Maori Councils Act, the notice
asked:

Does he not know that the Maori are now upon a different branch of the
tree to that occupied by them formerly? In the year 1900 a branch was
made by Parliament for the Maori.”®®

The coastal hapu did not seem aware of this change, not at least as far as it concerned
dogs, and had sought an exemption from the dog tax under the 1880 Dog Registration
Act (which allowed the governor to exempt districts from the tax). They sought the
exemption because they ran sheep on their 17,000 acres and, “had enough to pay already
in sheep rates, money expended in buying sheep dips &.c., fines for rabbits, rabbit

poison, wire netting, purchase of ferrets, wages, &.c.” Wiremu Whatakorari also
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considered that the dog tax should only be paid by those who kept dogs as pets; his
people’s dogs were working dogs, several dozen of them. The Maori Councils Act (s.16,
ss.7) in fact specified that a lower fee of 2s 6d applied to sheep and rabbit dogs, half the
fee payable for other dogs. The Rongokako Council responded, “suffice it to say that the

Rongokako Council applied only one law to the whole area under its jurisdiction.”

A hui was held on the issue in March and the coastal hapu asked council advisor,
Tamahau, to exempt them or give them three months grace. He favoured the latter, giving
them time to “comply with the law.” The three months passed but Wiremu Whatakorari’s
people still wanted the council to “lighten the tax in their case.” The council called a hui
at Kaihoata, and was asked to accept half the year’s tax with the rest of the £4 owing to
be paid “later.” This was agreed to, but trouble erupted when this notice was published in
Te Puke ki Hikurangi, and the word tinihanga (fraud, theft) was used in reference to the
offer to pay only half the year’s tax. Consequently, Wiremu, Piripi Waaka, Taiawhio Te
Tau, Takare Haeata, and Aperahama Anaru of Taueru sued the Rongokako Maori

Council chairman for £100, alleging defamation.”®

The archival record is scanty so the extent to which such problems cropped up is unclear,
although it is clear from other evidence that the Rongokako Council struggled with an
inadequate budget, not one that could bear the burden of any civil suits (in the unlikely
event of the above case being successful). The former Native Land Purchase Agent and
leader of the Arawa’s kupapa forces, Gilbert Mair, was appointed Superintendent of
Maori Councils in 1903, and noted the dire financial straits in which some Maori
Councils found themselves. This included the Rongokako Council, with the former-
chairman Aporo said to still be in debt for £100, a debt he promised to clear “as soon as
the restrictions are removed from some land he wishes to sell for the purpose.”’” The

Rongokako Council, like other councils, also had to deal with hapu who withdrew their

;zg Rongokako Maori Council notice, Greytwn, 26 May 1902. MA-MC 1/3/1902/118. National Archives.
Ibid.
™ Mair, Whanganui, to Native Minister, 12 August 1906. MA 23/14. National Archives.
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support for it, leading to dissension.””' Such dissension may have lain behind the dog

tax/defamation dispute noted above.

If Maori councils had difficulty enforcing their writ over their own people, they had even
greater difficulty making Pakeha obey their bylaws. At their annual hui the councillors
would complain of Pakeha selling liquor in kainga, in defiance of regulations against it,
or who allowed stock to wander into cultivations or desecrate urupa.”’* The first large hui
of the 24 Maori councils was held at Papawai in April 1902, and further annual hui were
held at Papawai and other Maori centres from 1903 to 1906, and also in 1908 and 1911.
At the 1902 hui ,Seddon proposed amending the 1900 legislation, telling the hui:

it is fitting that he should disclose the intentions of the Government at
Papawai, because it was here that the new policy of treating the native race
was inaugurated — the policy of trusting them and treating them with
justice and equity.””

He claimed, a little untruthfully, that “much land” was under the administration of the

new land councils, “and shortly to be thrown open for settlement.”

In an attempt to further boost the Act he added that, “it would now be the duty of the
Government to road and survey those lands, and have them settled with all despatch, so
that the owners might receive a fair return in the shape of rents.” He lauded the

legislation:

This scheme was equitable, statesmanlike, and in accord with the Treaty
of Waitangi, while it was fitted to prove what Sir George Grey had always
maintained, that the Maoris had good administrative capacity, and were
able to look after their own affairs.””

Maori had responded in kind to the Government, he added, with 5,000 enrolled in various

Maori volunteer corps. Even though he had previously declined such companies, he now

" 'Williams, J. A., pp.114-115.

2 Op cit, pp.115-116.

" New Zealand Mail, 9 April 1902.
4 Tbid.
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welcomed them, noting that Maori were very keen to fight the Boers and otherwise,
“uphold the flag under which they lived and in maintaining the mana of the empire.”
Such proofs of loyalty then dominated the proceedings of the hui, “the land question
receiving little or no attention.” The land question was, in any event, not one the Maori
councils had a great deal to do with, their focus being on Maori social matters, while the
Maori members of the Maori land councils had little to do with land as so little of it was

vested in their control.

In spite of Government and Maori efforts (particularly from Ngata and his supporters) to
guide the councils into constructive work, by 1905 the council system was in serious
difficulty. The 1903 hui of Maori councils produced some useful amendments to the
Maori Councils Act, which were implemented later that year,’”” but despite some
“excellent progress” in the past, Superintendent Mair reported in August 1906 that his
work had long been hampered by the lack of office space and funding. He had not even
been able to table an annual report for Parliament since 1903, and found his work
undermined by this under-resourcing. He attempted to resign but his resignation was

declined:

matters have drifted from bad to worse, and the natives generally are
losing all interest in the institution and the tribes no longer collect sums of
money in support of their respective Councils ... it redounds to the credit
of the natives themselves that so much good has been accomplished
without any assistance worthy of the name.””®

The Rongokako Maori Council could not afford to pay the salary of Taiawhio Te Tau of
Wairarapa, who was appointed Sanitary Inspector on a salary of £36, and paid from the
Civil List (by way of comparison, Elsdon Best fulfilled a similar role for the Mataatua
Maori Council but was paid £150). Medical attendance on Maori was, wrote Mair, “a
burning issue,” but this aspect of his report is dealt with in the volume of this report

dealing with Maori health issues in Wairarapa.

> AJHR, 1903, G-1.
6 *General Report on Maori Councils’, ‘Confidential’, Superintendent of Maori Councils Mair,
Wellington, to Native Department Under-Secretary, 1 August 1906. MA 23/14. National Archives.
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The Maori council’s lack of actual authority was criticised by Mair, who recommended
that, “power should also be obtained by legislation for the councils to deal with minor
offences having a jurisdiction, say up to £20.” He recalled that this power had been given
to the Native Committees in the 1880s, and as the new councils had the power to fine
offenders up to £50 in some cases he did not think the new jurisdiction would result in
any harm.””’ Despite Mair’s report nothing was done to rejuvenate the increasingly

moribund councils.

The fate of the Maori Land Councils was even more disheartening. As noted earlier,
justifiably suspicious Maori entrusted very little land to the councils and, under intense
political pressure, the Liberals abandoned their ‘taihoa’ policy. The 1905 Maori Land
Settlements Act, saw the councils transformed into what were basically Pakeha boards, to
control the alienation of Maori land. Papatupu land could be forced into the Native Land
Court for title investigations, and land could be (and was) compulsorily vested in the land
boards for lease or sale, without reference to the owners. From that time the land boards
were little more than a combination of the Native Land Court and the Native Land
Purchase Board. That the coercive powers of the 1905 Act were not in accord with the
Treaty of Waitangi, has been remarked upon by the Waitangi Tribunal in connection with

similar clauses in the Native Land Settlement Act of 1907.7"8

Maori also saw its true import, dubbing it “Ture Kohuru Tangata” even as they attempted
(unsuccessfully) to revive the dormant Kotahitanga and organise a fresh petition to the
Queen. Even contemporary Pakeha observers perceived that the 1905 Maori Land
Settlement Act might not have conformed to the Treaty. The matter was subsequently
raised with the Aborigines’ Protection Society in England, and by this route Maori land
grievances again became the subject of discussion in the British Parliament. As a result of

questioning Winston Churchill himself declared, on what basis is unclear, that the Act

77 Thid.
8 Waitangi Tribunal. Orakei Report. Wellington. Government Print, 1987. p.50.
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“had been carefully scrutinised and appeared to involve no infraction of the Treaty of

Waitangi.””””

Half a century after signing up to their own localised treaty with the Crown, Wairarapa
Maori demonstrated their continuing loyalty to that Crown when Governor Ranfurly
came to Papawai to be farewelled from New Zealand. He had previously come to
Papawai with Seddon and Carroll in 1897, when they used his vice-regal status to help
promote their policy programme. In June 1904, he was departing and 500 Maori and their
Pakeha guests were at Papawai to see him off, along with Carroll and local Pakeha
members of Parliament. It was a “quiet gathering of regret,” with little in the way of
waiata or haka.’®® This regret may have been at Ranfurly’s departure, but it could just as
easily have been the result of some rueful reflection on what the previous 50 years had
brought to Wairarapa Maori, after they heeded the words of the last departing governor to

visit them, Governor Grey.

Ranfurly spoke at length to Wairarapa Maori in a speech that echoed what Seddon and

Carroll had previously said:

Be strong in fostering the education of the young people — encourage them
to seek and store up knowledge that will be of practical use and benefit.
The Maoris must work together — they must attend to the laws of health,
must uplift themselves in the domestic and social life, must encourage
temperance and thrift. All of these things could now be done through the
Maori Councils, and if they could show themselves capable of
management, the Legislature would not deny them further powers.

These parting words rang with bitter irony; they had been striving for the education of
their children for over 50 years, but had seen precious little of the help the Crown
frequently promised to give. The Governor’s views on Maori land offered no comfort

either, being little more than a restatement of Liberal utilitarianism:

™ Op cit, p.51. Williams, J. A., pp.134-135.
78 New Zealand Mail, 15 June 1904
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In regard to land they must make the most profitable use of what they had,
for the land was the chief source of wealth. What they could not cultivate
and use themselves they must let others cultivate and use. The land must
not be idle, nor be treated as something to be sold for the present owners’
temporary ease and pleasure. Their children and their children’s children
depended on their wisdom regarding the land and their conduct
generally.”®!

Half a century of the Crown fiercely promoting the alienation of land, alienation that was
not typically for anything so frivolous as the “temporary ease and pleasure” of its owners,
went unmentioned. Within a few years, the patrimony of those Wairarapa Maori gathered
at Papawai would once again be on the open market, the future of “their children and

their children’s children” no longer part of the Government’s policy programme.

Ranfurly was flanked by an honour guard of Wairarapa Mounted Native Rifle
Volunteers, and above all fluttered three flags; the Union Jack, the New Zealand ensign,
and Tamahau Mahupuku’s personal flag, fringed in black in honour of his death in
January of that year; a death that was a further cause of Maori disillusionment at the
dawn of the new century. His funereal flag was a visual reminder of Paora Potangaroa’s
prescient emblem, its blacked-out sections representing the land lost to his people, with
clusters of stars representing Maori reserves. Since his death in 1881, and since

Tamahau’s death in 1904, those stars have been steadily extinguished.

8! Ihid.
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