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Population Sizes and Movements in Muriwhenua: ca
1800-1870

Introduction

The Tribunal's statement of issues (Doc #I-6) suggests the
need for an assessment of population patterns in Muriwhenua
around the time at which the Crown's major purchases took place.
The changing size and locations of populations will clearly be
relevant in assessing such matters as economic behaviour, the
motivations for sale, and the adequacy of lands reserved or left in
Maori ownership. Some inquiries into this subject have already
been made by Dr Rigby and Mr Eyes.! I have derived substantial
assistance from a survey of early source material compiled some
years ago by Dr Murray Bathgate. Various documents produced by
Mr T. Walzl were also helpful. It has been necessary to compile
this account of the Muriwhenua population in a very short space of
time and from much less than complete coverage of the sources. I
trust, however, that the general picture is not seriously
inaccurate.

1.0 Estimates of the Population of Muriwhenua in Early Times

Occasional glimpes into the size and distribution of the
Muiwhenua population may be obtained from the accounts of early
European visitors to the region. King's journal, for example,
indicates the presence of a reasonably large population at North
Cape in 1793.2 His ship was visited by canoes which apparently
carried between 140 and 200 people. Nicholas, while- calling at
Tom Bowling Bay at North Cape in 1814, saw twelve canoes, two of
which carried a total of 57 people At Kawakawa in 1820, Cruise

Ipoc #A-1 p. 104.
2King Journal, 12 November 1793 p. 193, ms paper 720/4, Alexander Turnbull
Library.



encountered a party of 350-400 persons from the Te Aupouri tribe,
including 200 warriors.!

It is impossible to build a very clear picture of the population
at the turn of the century from such fragmentary sources. Better
information began to emerge when the missionaries started to
explore the region. In 1823, in the course of a journey up the
Mangonui river, across to Oruru, and thence to Taipa, James
Shepherd found only two small villages, each with about thirty
inhabitants. There were few people at Mangonui harbour itself -
"not more than 20, which was a very small number considering
what an extent of country we had travelled over."?2  Shepherd
appeared to attribute this scarcity to the effects of warfare. In
describing a village at Oruru, he wrote:

[it] is in a beautiful valley containing enough land to support a
large population. However, we could not but feel some... pain
at beholding the relicks of many extensive native settlements
which had been depopulated by Shong He.3

Writing in the same year, Samuel Leigh rejected Oruru as the
possible site of a Wesleyan mission because the "whole district”
seemed to be only thinly populated.4 Henry Williams spent eight
days at Oruru in 1831 and penetrated a long distance up the river.
In the higher reaches he seems to have encountered no more than
"several little settlements or family residences."s There was
little cultivation of the soil to be seen but it appears that
deforestation (the result of shifting agriculture in earlier times)
was already well-advanced.6 Davis traversed the Oruru valley in
1835. The whole of the country between Whangaroa and the head
of the valley was, he considered, "exceedingly sterile and barren.
Oruru Valley is rich and fertile, but not one fourth of it is in a

IR.A. Cruise, Journal of Ten Month's Visit..., pp. 88,89, 131-136, 199-192.
2yames Shepherd journal, 26 October 1823, micro ms coll 4 reel 21.

31bid.

4Quoted in L. Johnson, "Aspects of the Prehistory of the Far Northern Valley Systems",
M.A. thesis (Anthropology), University of Auckland, p. 47.

SLM. Rogers (ed.), The Early Journals of Henry Williams, p. 187.

6L. Johnson, "Aspects of the Prehistory of the Far Northern Valley Systems", M.A.
thesis (Anthropology), University of Auckland, p. 183.




state of cultivation."! After leaving Oruru, he continued, “"we

passed over a very barren country which extended itself all the

way to Kaitaia, with the exception of here and there a narrow
valley which was. cultivated by the natives.2

This picture of the eastern districts as a thinly-settled
country is confirmed by other missionary travellers. Baker
declared that there were "scarcely any natives" at Mangonui in
18323 William Williams, his companion on this occasion, has left
a more detailed account of the journey on to Kaitaia and Wharo:

After a very sound night's rest we proceeded towards Oruru
which is a small river... After an uphill and downdale walk over
a most rugged country we reached the inner part of the valley
of Oruru at about noon. There we found a small party of
natives who supplied us with potatoes for dinner... We then
walked down the valley about 2 miles, through a very fine
district for New Zealand, where is a good portion of
cultivation, to the residence of Ware, the principal chief... We
pushed along about eight miles further and brought up at dusk
by the side of a river in a most solitary part of the country
where there is neither cultivation, nor the dwelling of man,
but the marks of many pa's which were in occupation in former
times The distance we travelled in the day may be from 16 to
18 miles. [The missionaries camped within a few miles of
Parapara] .. We were now altogether in a strange country... The
place where we slept and the surrounding vallies had marks of
cultivation and we found traces of native villages but no signs
of inhabitants at this time.4

The party visited settlements at Parapara and Parakerake along
their route to the west. Williams understood that 200 people lived
at Houhora and that a large population would be found at
Whangape.® At Wharo he encountered 500 people and a further 100
were met along the way.® There were, in addition, signs that many
more people lived close at hand. Williams was informed that the
total number of Te Rarawa was nearly equal to the population at

Ipavis Journal, 3 Febraury 1835, CN/M 9 p. 7, micro ms coll 4 reel 32.
2Ibid, 7 February.

3Doc #D-5 p. 779.

4Doc #D-5 vol 3 p. 744.

Sibid, p. 747.

61bid, pp. 751, 754.



the Bay of Islands.! In 1835 he estimated that the tribe could
muster 1400 fighting men, who were concentrated in three
districts:  the Kaitaia Valley, Wharo and Whangape.2  This is
consistent with Panakareao's statement that there were 800
fighting men at Wharo, 400 at Whangape, and a further 400 under
his direction.3

Two years after the establishment of their mission station,
Matthews and Puckey advised that "the population over whom we
are overseers is, on the least calculation, five thousand."4 There is
every reason to suppose that this number, by men who had lived and
travelled in the district for some time, represents a more accurate
estimate than the figure of 8,000 which Dieffenbach proposed
after his visit in 1840.5

2.0 _General Estimates of the Muriwhenua Population

For the period after the treaty, we have a series of estimates
for the overall population of the region. These must be treated
with caution because the area to which they apply and the methods
of enumeration are not always apparent, but the pattern which
emerges is reasonably clear:

1842 - 4,500: This figure was given by Hamlin as the total
for the Te Rarawa tribe. It was presumably based on
missionary sources, but it is unclear whether it includes other
tribal groupings in the area, particularly the Ngapuhi who were
by then a significant element in the population of eastern
Muriwhenua. For a discussion of this figure see Eyes, Doc # A-
la p. 446.

1844 - 4.000: This figure is extracted from estimates
published in the New Ulster Statistical Returns and compiled
by George Clarke.

libid, p. 748.

2Ibid, p. 764.

31bid, p. 780.

4Puckey and Matthews to the Lay Secretary, 11 April 1837, CN/M9 p. 576, micro ms
coll 4 reel 32.

5E. Dieffenbach, Travels in New Zealand, vol 1 p. 217.




1849 - 4,136: This figure is from the same source. It
incluh%%éthe population at Mangonui, Whangaroa and Kaitaia.
W'B'/I had been in the region since October 1848 and it is

possible that he was responsible for this return.

1850 - 2,860 The 1850 figure is also from the new Ulster
returns and was broken down into the numbers living at
Mangonui (764) Kaitaia (1,581) and Whangaroa (515). It
suggests a sudden drop in the population of over 1,400 persons
which is difficult to explain. There is no hint in the sources
of such a cataclysmic decline (whether through illness or
emigration) during this short period. @ Moreover, the 1849
figure far exceeds the totals in the same return for Hokianga
(1,9001) and the Bay of Islands (Waimate - 1,550, and Russell,
1,220). It therefore seems likely that the 1849 figure is
inaccurate, despite its appearance - from the absence of
rounding - of being based on precise information.

1856 - 2,700 This figure was supplied by Matthews and
Puckey and is likely to be reasonably accurate.

1858 - 2,362 (or 1,988 if Whangaroa is excluded). This
figure is taken from Fenton's Observations on the State of the
Aboriginal Inhabitants of New Zealand. It was based on a
census undertaken by W.B. White, who asserted that every
settlement had been visited in an effort to ensure accuracy.?
Of particular interest is the breakdown of this figure by
district:

Ahipara - 662
Kaitaia - 584

Muriwhenua - 107

IThis figure remains constant in the returns for 1848, 1849 and 1850, and might
therefore be only a rough estimate.
2Doc #A-1a p. 448.



Mang‘onui - 635
(Whangaroa) - 374
1868  White's report for this year contained a graphic

statement of the decline in the number of Maoris which he had
witnessed since his arrival in 1848:

The tribes occupying this district are Rarawa and Aupouri
from Mangonui to the North Cape, and Ngapuhi from
Mangonui to Whangaroa. The Rarawa Tribe occupy the
country outside my district as far as Hokianga. Formerly
they were a powerful and warlike tribe. On my first
arrival, twenty years ago, on paying my first visit to
Ahipara, 1 was struck by their numbers, their large
villages and pas, occupied by a numerous population, and
the extent of the cultivations, quantities of native
produce being sent to Mangonui to supply the wants of the
numerous whalers then visiting the port, besides wheat,
corn, onions, exported to Auckland, and even to Sydney.
Now, I regret to say, the country is almost a waste, the
population dwindled to a few hundreds. A census taken in
1858 gives the population of this district as 2,362. No
census has been taken since, but I am satisfied that there
is not that number in the district now.

About a year ago, a dispute about some land assembled
two-thirds of the male adult population in Victoria
Valley, about 300 fighting men; fifty years ago, I have
heard from Mr Puckey, of Kaitaia, Nopera Panakareao's
father could head a clan of over 2,000 fighting men. Such
a fearful decrease in numbers is scarcely to be accounted
for by the sudden advance of the white man, with his
spirituous liquors and change of habits, but more perhaps
to a nature exhausted by disease engendered by
deleterious food, immoral habits, constant state of war
and anxiety, - and of late years accelerated by the use of
intoxicating liquors, idleness, scarcity of food, irregular
and insufficient clothing, and their present custom of
dwelling in small temporary huts, and lying on the damp
ground...!

LAJHR, 1868 A-4 p. 36.



1870 - 1935 (2915 including the Ngapuhi hapu of eastern
Muriwhenua and Whangaroa). This return is particularly useful
because it provides some analysis of the population according
to hapu membership and location.! The total represents a
slight temporary increase from Fenton's census and is
inconsistent with the general downwards trend, which reaches
its low point around 1878 (1,743). See Doc # A-la p. 450.

3.0 Possible Causes of the General Decline in the Muriwhenua
Population

(a) Warfare

Within a thirty year period, the population of Muriwhenua
appears to have dropped from around 5,000 in 1837 to about 2,000-
2,300, depending on whether the Whangaroa figures are included.
There are several likely causes of this decline. Warfare accounted
for only a trifling share of the reduction in these years, but it
might have been significant in bringing the total population down
from a much higher figure in the 1820s and early 1830s. The
fragments of oral traditions which have been incorporated into the
European historical record suggest that the people of Ngati Kuri
and Te Aupouri were much more numerous before their various
defeats at the hands of Te Rarawa and Ngapuhi. Davis's account of
a trip to Parengarenga in 1857 illustrates the point:

The country over which we travelled was barren in the
extreme. It was composed chiefly of sand hills and sand
plains; this was the general face of the country from a few
miles from Kaitaia to Cape Maria Vandimen [sic]. Our road
was on the beach, after about three hours travelling over the
country from Kaitaia, until we came to cross to our
destination which took us three hours and twenty minutes to
perform. But is is evident that this part of the Island was not
always in this barren state; this the numerous heaps of shells
testify with which the coast is studded for about 40 miles.
Within the last two years much Kauri Gum has been dug up

1See appendix one.
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from open spaces among the sand hills. Moreover the pious
elderly chief who accompanied us told me that the inhabitants
of the North were numerous but a few years ago amounting I
should judge from his account to 500 fighting men. They were
hardy and daring and their strength was their destruction.
They committed several murderous depredations on their
Rarawa neighbours. This made them [Te Rarawa] solicitous to
procure the assistance of the chief Hongi, about the year
1826, who joined them with a strong party. On their way they
were met by the Northern party which had encamped
themselves on a round hill about half way between this place
and Paringaringa [sic]. There the last murderous work began
and many fell on both sides, but the assailing party could not
take the hill. Under cover of night, from a signal given by a
friend in the enemy's camp the Northern people escaped, and
fled to their homes. In the morning the other party was in
pursuit and multitudes were put to death as they were
overtaken. The chief said the dead lay on the beach two or
three or more at a place. What they did not kill they removed
and the tribes of the North have been ever since broken up.

The chief who gave me this information was a principal
actor in that sad affair. I observed to him it is the power of
the gospel that enables us to travel this beach peaceably now.
"Yes" he replied, we then went to fight, now we go in a spirit
of love. When I think upon those I then killed my head is filled
with love even for them and I love their children”

The inhabitants of the North, the remnant of these
tribes which have returned, scarcely amount to 150 people of
all ages.!

(b) Disease

The epidemiology of early Maori society is not a subject to be
entered into here. There can be little doubt, however, that various
diseases introduced after European contact were responsible for a
large share of the population decrease prior to, and during the
period under consideration. (Other factors would, of course,
include changes in fecundity, which might well have been linked to
some of these new diseases.) It would seem unlikely that the Far
North escaped the ravages of the rewha rewha epidemics of the

Ipavis to [the C.M.S.] 2 march 1857 (128) p. 601, ms 66 Hocken Library.
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late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.! Indeed, Johnson
has attempted to establish a link between the traditions of Ngati
Kahu and the occurrence of a devastating outbreak of disease in
this period.2 Anecdotal evidence collected by the missionaries
also supports the conclusion that there were periods of heavy
mortality in the period before extensive first-hand testimony is
available from European observers.

The journals and correspondence of Matthews and Puckey allow
us to build up a reasonably full picture of Maori health in the years
after the establishment of the Kaitaia mission. The late 1830s
were seen as being a time of high mortality, and a serious outbreak
of influenza was reported in 1837.3 An improvement was noted in
the early years of the next decade, leaving the missionaries
wondering if the population might even start to increase.*
Matthews assembled some figures which, he believed, were
grounds for optimism:

We have now been in Kaitaia eight years & a half. The number
of Baptized including Adults and Infants from Jan 7 1835 to
Feb 1842 is seven hundred and six. One hundred and seventy
nine of these are infants, from one to seven years of age.
Sixty nine of these have died since their baptism. In 1839
four years after baptisms had commenced, thirty had died out
of one hundred and eighty four. During the last three years and
a half thirty-one have died out of six hundred and seventy six.
This I think shews that an improvement has taken place. Were
I asked to give a reason for this, it would only be fair to state,
that next to the Blessing of God, this improvement must be

1See D.I. Pool, The Maori Population of New Zealand 1769-1971, Auckland, 1977, p. |

117; L. K. Gluckman, Tangiwai, A Medical History of New Zealand Prior to 1860,
Auckland 1976 p. 167. Rewha rewha appears to have been a form of influenza.

2L.. Johnson, "Aspects of the Prehistory of the Far Northern Valley Systems", M.A.
thesis, Auckland, 1986, pp. 60 ff and 239. The use of pre-European population sizes
on the basis of archaeological structures such as pa sites and remains of cultivations
seems a fairly unreliable guide to the actual size of historical populations, but the
contemporary evidence of recently abandoned habitations does seem to confirm that the
population in the north was much greater before or shortly after Europan contact.
3Puckey to the Secretary, 7 April 1837, CN/M 9 p. 578; Kaitaia report 1838 CN/M
10 p. 620, micro ms coll 4 reel 32. Puckey to [the C.M.S], 30 November 1837, Doc
#F-6. For mention of the symptoms see Matthews to [the C.M.S.], CN/M 10 p. Ford's
reports on medical matters are scattered through the C.M.S. archives from this period.
See, for example, CN/M 10 pp. 547 and 629.

4Kaitaia report, CN/M 13 p. 196. Puckey to [the C.M.S.] 18 February 1841.
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ascribed to their leaving off to eat the rotten corn, and to the
medicine with which they have been well supplied.!

The situation, however, did not improve. In 1845, Matthews was
obliged to report:

We have had a fever which has raged more or less for twelve
months in our neighbourhood and which disease has taken off
many who did not apply early for help. Very few died who
were under our care. Mrs Matthews and my eldest boy were
affected with this fever and were dangerously ill...2

Four years later, there was another serious visitation:

We do not remember to have had so severe a winter and spring.
Between thirty and forty have died in our District.  The
prevailing disease which has been so fatal may be called the
New Zealand fever, and but a few years since it destroyed
numbers.3

Significantly, Matthews observed in the same report: “[t]he
temporal state of our people, the affliction excepted, has been
prosperous. They were blessed with abundant crops of wheat &

Kumara, and in many places with large crops of potatoes."4

The 1850s were similarly marked by regular and sometimes
sustained epidemics. In 1853, the missionaries wrote gloomily:

The past year has been an extraordinary one for affliction both
among our families and Natives. Successive epidemics have
prevailed without a months cessation through the year: the
most distressing of which was the Influenza, which attacked
us in January and which all but destroyed the life of Mrs
Puckey, whose sufferings were extreme. Hardly one European
or Native escaped. The malady was of a prostrating nature,
attacking the patients suddenly and very arbitrary, and
peculiar as to... portions of the human system which it
painfully affected in different persons. The next epidemic was
the usual New Zealand fever (generally a mild Typhus) and then

IMatthews to Coates, 6 June 1842, Doc # F-6.
2Kaitaia report, 31 December 1845, Doc #F-6.
3Kaitaia report, 31 December 1849, Doc # F-6.
41bid.
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a second attack of Influenza, or very severe catarrh, and
lately, as at present the whooping cough.!

At the same time, however, Matthews and Puckey were able to
report that the Maoris had purchased two small vessels and were in
treaty to buy three more.2

There was no relief from the scourge of disease during the
following months. About one hundred Maoris died from measles in
1854. The missionaries thought that this year would be
"remembered by the Natives as the most afflictive and perhaps the
most fatal they ever experienced."? A further outbreak of influenza
in 1860, "which attacked almost every inhabitant of the Island",
resulted in the deaths of "many" more Maoris in Muriwhenua.*
Puckey and Matthews were themselves laid low by the illness and
unable to perform their usual duties. This year of "sickness and
trial" was followed by another of even greater anguish.’ Puckey
noted in May that thirty children had died of whooping cough "up to
this date."®6  Twenty more were to perish from the same cause by
the end of the year.” Typhoid broke out in June and his time was
"fully occupied with the sick and dying."® The sickness seems to
have prevailed for a considerable period and Puckey's journal
captured the horror of the situation:

Nov. 3. Went with Mr Matthews to help him in the service
before the administration of the Lords Supper at Kareponia.
Spoke from these words "Do this in remembrace of me". It was
rather a melancholy sight to see so many widows present;
some of the congregation were there taken with fever, many
had lost a large portion of their hair

Tuesday 5 [November] The Lords Supper was administered to
the above communicant in our Church. Directly afterwards we

IKaitaia report, 31 December 1853, Doc #F-6.

21bid.

3Kaitaia report, 31 December 1854, Doc #F-6.

4Kaitaia report, 31 December 1860. Doc #F-6. N.b. there appear to be two reports
bearing this date.

S5Kaitaia report, 31 December 1860. Doc #F-6.

6Puckey journal, 5 May 1861, Doc #A-la p. 438. It appears that 40 infants had died
by the end of the year.

7Kaitaia report, 31 December 1861, Doc # F-6.

8Ibid, 9 June p. 372.
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attended the funeral of our Chiefs wife who died of the fever.
' [Llast week the nurse of my eldest daughter was buried in our
{0 Church Yard. When we shake hands with a person we do so as
if it were the last time we give it with a word of exhortation.!

Shortly after Christmas, Puckey paid a visit to Awanui and-
.} ( attended the sick and dying. His journal entry appears to contain a
reference to the rewha rewha epidemics at the turn of the century:

( I found one poor woman, who died 4 days afterwards in a
. wretched state every one seemed afraid to give her a drink of
( water for fear of the contagion. I gave her water and
‘ medicine. I also pointed her to Christ as her only hope. I
) walked about 2 miles down the bank of the river to see others
( who were sick... Now the weather has become hot the fever is

more virulent than ever one short week is sufficient to cut the
( patient off. Our natives seem to have become reckless they

seem stupefied through the numerous deaths, each one
. expecting it to be his turn next. Some of our oldest men say
( that they were visited much more severely about 50 years ago,
with a disease very similar to this that nearly all the middle
aged inhabitants were cut off, by 20 and 30 at a time.2

Puckey and Matthews reported that typhoid had killed thirty-three
[ persons at Kaitaia that year and added (confusingly) that in the
region "from Herekino to Whangaroa a distance of seventy miles
' [ including Kaitaia Eighty have died." Most of the victims appear to
have been adult males and the same level of mortality prevailed
( during the next year.? Dr Trimnell's medical report for 1860
indicates that pulmonary disorders and diarrhoea were very
: common afflictions and gonorrhoea ‘"prevails largely and is
‘ spreading daily."4 It is not until the years 1860-61 that the
. Kaitaia missionaries seem to have discerned a fatalistic outlook
| amongst their people. In 1861, they wrote: "[tlhe heavy affliction
which they have suffered, and seeing also that Europeans are

bid, p. 374.

Lo 21bid, 29 December 1861 p. 375.

|‘ 3Kaitaia report, 31 December 1861 and 31 December 1862, Doc # F-6.
4T. Trimnell, report dated 10 March 1861, Mangonui Resident Magistrate's
letterbook, A760/11.
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generally so healthy has caused them to feel and express
themselves as a sinking and dying people."!

The medical history of this period is a profoundly moving tale
of human misery. But what are its implications for the issue
before us - namely, Maori motives for selling land and the Crown's
procedures for buying it? Did the epidemics help to trigger the
flurry of land sales? Can it be said that the Crown took unfair
advantage of a desperate people in buying so much land during
these years?

We may approach the question by observing that it must have
been obvious to many in the region that the Maori population had
markedly declined since the early years of contact with Europeans.
Furthermore, there was no hint of this trend being reversed. It
would be foolish to suppose that the continued reduction in the
number of Maoris did not affect the expectations which these
people had of their future: in particular, how much land they would
require and what they would do with the portions they retained.2

The same considerations doubtless weighed heavily with those
responsible for implementing the Crown's programme of land
purchases. H.T. Kemp, for example, clearly accepted that the Maori
who survived these pestilences would be quickly assimilated into
European society, and one would expect this to have influenced his
attitude towards the redistribution of Maori land. It is hardly
surprising that he thought in these terms. The evidence before him
gave no grounds for supposing that the progressive reduction of the
Maori population would be reversed. Whatever might be said about
the desirability or otherwise of the goal of assimilation, both
Kemp and the Maori with whom he dealt were no more than
products of their time - as we are ourselves. The fact that there
exists today a strong body of opinion which condemns the views he
held is irrelevant to the task of comprehending why the people of
this period made the decisions which we are now examining. In
other words, our understanding of the historical processes will not
be advanced if Kemp's moral or political ideology is simply judged
according to the standards of another age.

IKaitaia report, 31 December 1861, Doc #F-6.

2]t was inevitable that Maori thinking on these matters would be also be shaped by the
economic environment in which they moved. This subject is explored more fully by Dr
Gould.
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There is a more immediate aspect to the impact of disease on
the people of Muriwhenua. The claimant and Tribunal evidence
seeks to establish a direct connection between illness amongst the
Maori and their disposition to offer land to the Crown. Dr Rigby
moderately points out that:

Though the relationship between depopulation, economic
fluctuation and land transfers cannot be considered simply in
terms of cause and effect, the relationship did exist. The only
question to be answered is: what was the precise nature of
that relationship?!

It is clear, from the discussion that follows, that Dr Rigby sees
the link between disease, depopulation and land sales as being

stronger than this passage might suggest. He observes that
epidemics had deprived Muriwhenua »f a number of its outstanding
leaders, including Panakareao - the "paramount chief" - in 1856.2

These losses,

and the 100% [sic] decline in Muriwhenua's population between
the 1840s and 1860s must have had some impact on the flood
of land sales beginning in 1856. The fact that these major
land sales began a few months after Panakareao's death and
proceeded during a period of rapid depopulation could not have
been coincidental.3

Although this contention 1is superficially plausible, there is
considerable evidence to suggest that Panakareao's influence had
been greatly circumscribed in the years before his death. This
event might not, therefore, have been as disruptive to the politics
of the region as Dr Rigby suggests. Moreover, Panakareao had
offered to sell land to the government some months before his
sudden death, and this must surely dispose of the idea that his
demise opened the way for a "flood" of land sales which might not
otherwise have occurred.

Dr Rigby seems almost to contradict his opening position in a
later paragraph:

Ipoc #A-1 p. 103.
2Ibid, p. 104.
3Ibid, p. 105.
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Although disease usually made Maori more inclined to sell land
that had fallen into disuse, 1861 was an exception. Only one
major Crown purchase occurred that year. This could be
explained, in part, by the reacion to land sales started in
Taranaki, but also, in part, by the demoralisation and social
disruption caused by the epidemic.l

Whereas disease was initially advanced as the catalyst for land
sales, it is now identified as having caused a temporary hiatus in
the succession of sales. There is little or no evidence that Te
Rarawa sympathised with the movements to halt the sale of land in
the south.

Dr Rigby believes that there was one occasion in which "the
relationship between disease and land sales is abundantly clear."?
This was an abortive attempt to purchase a large part of the
Victoria Valley in 1860. The circumstances of this transaction are
discussed in greater detail below, but several points should be
noted here:

- The chief was not offered £50 to stop his opposition to the
transaction at the time he was smitten by fever. White had
made the offer at an earlier date and Karaka remembered this
when he was recovering.

- Contrary to Dr Rigby's statement, the money was not offered
to Te Karaka "to induce him to persuade the other Maori
claimants to the valley to sell." Te Karaka was the main
opponent to the éale, the other chiefs having expressed their
willingness to part with the land.

- Relying on the footnote provided, I have not been able to
confirm that the £50 was paid to Te Karaka. Some licence
appears to have been used in the statement: "... with fifty
pounds in his hand, Karaka tried to sell the valley, believing
that he might not survive his next bout with disease.”

11bid, p. 106.
2Ibid, p. 107.
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- Panakareao had foreshadowed the sale of Victoria Valley
some years earlier and, in spite of the diplomatic ruction
which Te Karaka's action had caused, the other chiefs were
still in favour of the sale. Nevertheless, they were in no hurry
to complete the transaction, and the valley remained
substantially in Maori ownership in 1865. This example
suggests the very opposite of the point Dr Rigby is trying to
establish. Rather than illustrating the actions of a chief
whose opposition was broken down by illness and the promise
of a bribe from the Resident Magistrate, it shows that the
majority of the chiefs, who had for some time been intending
to sell, were quite prepared to bide their time and make the
Crown wait while a question of ‘tribal etiquette was resolved.
Moreover, this deferral of the matter took place during one of
the worst epidemics.

Echoes of Dr Rigby's analysis are discernible in Ms Wyatt's
evidence. She insists that "disease and depopulation had a clearly
disruptive and demoralising impact on Maori society" and "it also
directly contributed to the continued economic decline which
occurred in Muriwhenua."! Persistent illness caused Maoris to rely
~on purchased food, which in turn created a need for cash and forced
them onto the gumfields, where their health deteriorated further,
making them even more dependent on the storekeepers' credit.
Indeed, Ms Wyatt goes so far as to argue that the continuing
susceptibility to disease "was itself largely the result of their
continued dependence upon gum-digging."2

To explain the scale of land-selling activity in these years,
the claimant witnesses have put forward a simple formula.
Disease and depopulation caused or aggravated economic distress.
This forced Maoris to sell their land. It is an argument which in
many ways resembles a plea of diminished responsibility. The
people of Muriwhenua did not choose to sell such large areas of
land to the government: circumstances not of their making
virtually forced them to do so.3

Ipoc #H-9 p. 39.
2Ibid, p. 214.

3The same tendency is apparent in Ms Geiringer's evidence. Writing of sales in the
1870s, she contends: “...these Crown purchases took place within a context of poverty,
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Aspects of the claimants' thesis will be discussed in Dr
Gould's section of this report. Is it correct, for example, to talk of
an economic "decline" in this period? Were Maoris forced onto the
gumfields and was the gum industry injurious in this period? To
what extent was the poverty .trap a result of structural rather than
political causes?

There are, however, a number of matters which may be
conveniently dealt with under the heading of population decline and
disease. In fairness to the claimant witnesses, it is not expressly
stated that the Crown was dealing with a shattered people, who
were so broken in spirit that they meekly surrendered their lands.
But it would be easy to gain the impression that the Crown, by
responding to the offers it received, or holding out temptations in
the shape of purchase money, was exploiting and victimising these
beleaguered hapu. '

Tempting as this interpretation might seem, the evidence
suggests a very different and more complicated picture.  The Maori
had by this date lived with the spectre of epidemic disease for a
very long time. In Muriwhenua, the recollection of these periods of
devastation extended back some two generations or more.
Expressions of desperation and fatalism such as Matthews and
Puckey recorded in the early 1860s had been regularly noted by
other missionaries from a much earlier period, and it would be
surprising if the Muriwhenua people had suddenly found their
burden too much to bear. If that was the case, it would be hard to
account for the cluster of sales which had takenﬁ'aggveral years
earlier. It is not surprising that these sentiments were uttered
during a period of such distress, but it is not clear that they
accurately characterised the mood of the people over an extended
period of time.

Judging by the missionaries' reports from Muriwhenua, disease
was a constant in the social equation. It is difficult to find any
close correlation between the outbreak of disease and a propensity
to offer land for sale. There were serious epidemics in the mid-

debt and endemic disease and at a time when there were few if any economic

alternatives to land sales. The question then arises, can true consent be said to have
been given if external circumstances left Maori vendors no other practical option? In
this respect, the question of Maori consent to land sales is linked to the Crown's failure
to positively address the socio-economic problems faced by Muriwhenua Maori during
this period." Doc #F-10 p. 60.
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1840s and early 1850s, yet these did not coincide with a period of
notable activity in the purchase of land. As noted earlier, one
would expect the ever-present threat of disease and the
progressive diminution of the population to have influenced Maori
attitudes to the retention of land, but it is not clear that a
particular epidemic or series of epidemics dramatically tipped the
scales and caused large areas to be made available to the
government.

Dr Gould's detailed evidence on the economic development of
the region will, I suspect, seriously undermine the view that these
sales occurred during a period of depression and that the Maori
were being economically disadvantaged by being forced into the
gum industry. We find instead that the critical period for Crown
purchases of land coincided with a period of relative, if
unspectacular prosperity. From the late 1840s through to the early
1860s, the trade with whalers was at its most flourishing stage
and, while returns fluctuated, the gum industry sometimes
delivered unprecedented wealth. Large sums were invested in
horses, mills, ships and expensive agricultural implements such as
ploughs and carts.

Despite the appalling suffering, this was also a time of
remarkable vitality in Maori community life. In the winter of 1861
- one of the worst years for illness - White arrived at Ahipara to
hold his court, only to find that "all the Natives had left for
Hokianga where a feast (Hakari) was to be given by the Natives of
this district."! (One wonders what manner of contagious organisms
also made the journey.)

In 1863, after a succession of epidemics in the preceding two
years, a feast of stupendous proportions was held at Ahipara. The
details of this event are described more fully by Dr Gould, but it is
clear that the cost involved ran to thousands of pounds - far more
than had been received from the Crown in payment for land sales in
recent years. Such an ostentatious display is hardly what one
would expect from an impoverished and demoralised people. It
implies that the Maori economy was capable of either generating
large sums of cash, or producing quantities of goods - probably gum

Iwhite to the Native Secretary, 25 June 1861, Mangonui Resident Magistrate's
letterbook, BAFO A760/11.
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- with an equivalent cash value. Significantly, the local chiefs had
given this feast without availing themselves of the several
thousand pounds which the Crown was prepared to pay for the
Victoria Valley. If economic desperation is the explanation for
land sales in this period, it is strange that the Muriwhenua chiefs
were able to parade their resources on such a scale, while
displaying no urgency to complete this transaction.

The tragic impact of disease on the population of the North is
not something to be lightly passed over. But what is striking about
this episode is the continued vigour of Maori society, and the
resilience and courage of the people who survived these awful
visitations and carried on their lives with apparent gusto. Any
interpretation which seeks to minimise the agency of these people
in shaping their own futures, or their capacity to form judgements
about such matters as the advisability of selling land, is in danger
of doing them a grave disservice. In my view, the "demoralisation”
hypothesis runs this very risk.

The supposed connection between depopulation, land sales and
the economic progress of the North could be better tested through
comparisons with neighbouring districts. It is clear, for example,
that Hokianga also experienced a dramatic reduction of its
population in the same period, and was equally affected by the
characteristic peaks and troughs of a frontier economy. Frederick
Maning thought that the Maori population in that place had
decreased by more than one third during the three decades after his
arrival in the early 1830s.! But his writings, to use only one
source, contain little suggestion of a close correlation between
disease and the willingness to sell land.

Bearing in mind the caution which the Hokianga Maori had long
exercised in the disposal of their lands, it is perhaps not
surprising to find Maning commenting on the extent of land which
remained in their hands in 1867:

It is a circumstance worthy of note, that during the last
twenty or twenty-five years scarcely any first-rate land has
been sold in this district, very little of that purchased either
by the Government or settlers being nearly so valuable as the
lands retained by the Natives for themselves. In one district

IF E. Maning, Old New Zealand, p. 184.
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of Hokianga where there are large and numerous tracts of the
very richest alluvial soil, for instance at Waima, at
Waimamaku, at Waihou, at Mangamuka, at Utakura, at
Manganuiowe, at Omunia [sic], at Whakarapa, and many other
places, no block of really good land has ever been sold; the
consequence is, that there is not in the large and fertile
district of Hokianga one settler engaged in farming, or who
has land capable of being cultivated profitably, and the
European inhabitants are therefore, all who have any capital at
all, engaged in commercial pursuits, and the others - labourers
chiefly - in the timber trade. Another consequence is, that the
large tracts of fertile land which I have mentioned remain
uncultivated, but there are signs appearing of a change for the
better...1

Elsewhere in this communication, and in several other letters he
wrote in this period, Maning expounded upon what he saw as a great
advance in Maori farming around Hokianga. He considered that this
trend had been largely assisted by the advent of the Native Land
Court, which had created an incentive to develop and improve land
by giving the owners a secure title. Maori farmers were now
investing large sums in their properties: sowing grass, buying
stock and hiring European labourers to erect fences. (All this, it
might be added, was taking place dﬁring a serious depression in the
agricultural industry of the South Island.) The pleasure which this
brought him is quite evident in his letters to McLean. He wrote on
one occasion:

The natives are getting crown grants and enclosing farms for
themselves, laying down grass and going to very great expence
[sic] in many cases in the formation of estates for themselves
They sell but the second rate land and keep the best, but what
signifies that? a good peaceable subject on a productive farm
and it matters not whether he is a Maori or a Pakeha.2

If he had any reservation about what was occurring, it was
that the Ngapuhi of Hokianga were inclined to value the land "even
more than is reasonable."3 Maning was certain that these
favourable omens were not the result of some chance development:

IATHR 1867 A-10 p. 8. _
2Maning to McLean, 20 February 1867, ms papers 32.
3Ibid, 12 July 1871.
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The fact of the Natives in this district having for so many
years kept back all the choice and richest of their lands under
many temptations to part with it; - the fact of their having
lately refused two pounds per acre for land good, but not the
best, and the alacrity with which they have availed themselves
of the Native Lands Act, would show, that in retaining their
lands, they have been all along acting from a set and
intelligent purpose, and with a not unenlightened view to their
own future interests; and in this is the best hope for the
eventual success of the Native Lands Act, already successful
in a small degree, and which in my opinion, holds out to the
Maori people their last chance of temporal salvation.l

This material further illustrates the difficulty of establishing a
close causal relationship between land sales and depopulation. It
is most unlikely that the Hokianga region was less vulnerable to
the ravages of disease than Muriwhenua, yet the combination of

~ population decline and economic stagnation had not demoralised its

Maori inhabitants to the point where they would readily part with
their lands. In this district, the decision to sell or retain land was
evidently a more controlled process than the claimants’ hypothesis
would lead us to expect, and it is not clear that Muriwhenua was in
a significantly worse position. But by 1870, Maning began to
notice a disturbing contrast between his people and those to the
north of Hokianga:

When at Ahipara last there was a very large meeting of
Natives and from the dreadful unmitigated scenes of
drunkenness I witnessed there, I fear that the Rarawa at that
place and north to Mangonui, are lost. [Tlhey are all the same,
Chiefs, and all. I think they have some means of getting spirits
in large quantities at Mangonui for the people at Ahipara do not
supply them with any large quantity. I believe the poor man
who keeps the Hotel there never keeps more than a small stack
on hand, and several of the chiefs there, if he refuses to give
them spirits, think nothing of knocking him down and taking it.
[Tlhis is a literal fact I tell you, there is but one respectable
chief there, Te Waaka Rangaunu, I think he is an assessor of
the R.M. Court, and his influence 1is considerable, and
increasing in consequence of his prudent conduct. [I] think

IAJHR 1867 A-10 p. 8. Italics added.



24

nothing will save that people from ruin, everything seems to
go for spirits, the Ngapuhi were bad enough, but I do believe
they are now past the point of danger and it is only individuals
amongst them, and those not many, who drink too much. [W]hat
on earth to do in the case of the Rarawa to the north I cannot
divine, as nothing but some strong measure of entire
prohibition of importation would have any effect, and I
suppose this would give rise to an outcry, as infringing the
liberty which British subjects claim of destroying themselves,
and others, without controll[sic], but that is not the only evil,
this immoderate drinking will bring forth crime, and then
comes the difficulty of punishing it. I shall in future place
absolute restrictions on a sufficiency of the Rarawa lands, so
that they may have a sufficiency of land which they can
neither sell or lease, otherwise they shall certainly be ruined.!

These remarks ought not to be taken at face value. Maning
disliked W.B. White and might therefore have exaggerated the
social problems in Mangonui county, though there can be no doubt
that drunkenness was a serious and widespread problem. There is a
suggestion, however, that social conditions might vary widely,
even between neighbouring districts, and the discrepancy will not
be satisfactorily explained by such general factors as population
decline and demoralisation.

We are certainly dealing with a situation which is far more
complicated than appears from the claimant evidence. In a
discussion of this nature, it is only possible to acknowledge this
complexity and identify issues which ought to be given further
attention. In some parts of the North, for example, males
outnumbered females by as much as two or even three to one. The
ratio was more balanced in Muriwhenua, with approximately three
males to every two females at Kaitaia in 1850.2 Leaving aside the
problem of disease, this disparity still seems high enough to raise
the issue of the capacity of the Muriwhenua population to replace
itself. The age structure of this population is another unknown
factor which might have contributed to the decline witnessed in
this period. Puckey was informed that nearly all of the middle-
aged population had been destroyed in an epidemic fifty years ago,

IManing to McLean, 28 June 1870, ms 32, Alexander Turnbull Library. Punctuation
slightly altered.
2New Ulster statistics, 'A 12/11.
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and it is possible that this produced distortions in the birth rate at
a later period.

The claimants have argued that the government failed to take
adequate steps to alleviate the health problems suffered by the
Muriwhenua people. This is another subject which cannot, at
present, be pursued in any depth; but the treatment it has received
suffers from the failure to view Muriwhenua against the wider
picture of health services in the nineteenth century. For most of
the 1860s, the government funded a vaccination programme (of
unknown effectiveness) in the district and paid a salary of £100 to
a doctor for providing medical services to Maoris only.! This could
be supplemented by charging fees for private work amongst the
European population, but the first medical officer, Dr Trimnell,
found that the additional income was negligible.2

It is not to be wondered that difficulty was experienced in
retaining the services of a doctor when the district had so little to
offer an able and ambitious practitioner. Much is made of the
missionaries’ comment in 1859 that patients were asked to supply
a horse and pay a fee if they wished to call the Native Medical
Officer. It is not clear whether this became an established
practice or was merely a hearsay report. It is assumed that
Trimnell had his own horse, though this would have been an
expensive item for a man who earned not much more than £100 per
annum and White recorded that to hire one cost seven to ten
shillings a day and fodder was "almost unattainable and very
expensive."3 White himself does not seem to have kept his own
horse until 1864.4 Trimnell visited the western districts once
every six weeks and both he and White thought that Kaitaia was not
a suitable site for another hospital.’ White's criticism of Trimnell
is used to portray the doctor as an indolent and uncaring person.
This may be unfair. In the correspondence respecting Trimnell's
activities there is a hint that the scattering of the population

IWhite to F.H. [Burnett], 17 August 1866, Mangonui Resident Magistrate's
letterbook, BAFO A760/11.

2White to the Under Secretary Colonial Secretary's Office (Native Department), 20
March 1865. Mangonui Resident Magistrate's letterbook, BAFO A760/11.

3Mangonui Resident Magistrate's letterbook, BAFO A760/11, p. 315.
4Mangonui Resident Magistrate's letterbook, BAFO A760/11, p. 315.

SWhite to the Native Secretary, 19 December 1862; Matilda Puckey to Governor
Grey, 30 August 1862, Mangonui Resident Magistrate's letterbook, BAFO A760/11.
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hindered his work.] Both White and the missionaries acknowledged
that he had generously accommodated many Maori patients in his
own home before the hospital at Mangonui was erected.2

Ms Geiringer considers that "it is likely, given the nature of

other ‘'hospitals’ erected during the nineteenth century, that the

Mangonui Hospital was no more than a barely provisioned hall to
which the chronically ill could be brought for treatment."3 This
begs the question: was the standard of public hospitals
significantly better in predominantly European areas? Maori
access to health care was, in Ms Geiringer's opinion, impaired by
"the culturally domineering attitudes of western health
professionals"4 But there may be another side to this issue. How
much confidence did the Maori population have in European
medicine and to what extent was lack of access to it seen as a
disadvantage? The lessons of the present day suggest that these
matters cannot be taken for granted and White's correspondence
reveals that Trimnell was regarded with great suspicion by his
would-be patients.> The missionaries felt that many could have
been saved during the epidemics if they would only apply for, and
use, the medicine that was available. Puckey thought that:

...they seem to place more confidence in the Native Doctor than
in their European Medical attendant. They receive a mixture of
certain barks and leaves and do not seem to notice the number
who die under such treatment.®

Whether the government, by the measures outlined, discharged
its responsibility for providing health care is a question which
takes us well into the territory of value judgements. By modern
standards, the provision of medical assistance during this period
might seem to be little more than a small gesture. Our perspective
on these matters has of course been shaped by decades of benefit

IWwhite to the Superintendent of Auckland Province, 22 August 1865, BAFO A760/11.

2Matilda Puckey to Governor Grey, 30 August 1862, Mangonui Resident Magistrate's
letterbook, BAFO A760/11.

3Doc # F-10 p. 126.
4bid, p. 127.

SWhite to the Native Secretary, 19 August 1861, Mangonui Resident Magistrate's
letterbook, BAFO A760/11.

6Puckey Journal, 25 March 1861, Doc #A-la p. 368.
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from a generous and costly public health scheme. The political
background of medical services in the mid-nineteenth century was
very much different. The notion that all citizens could expect
adequate treatment to be provided by the state was, by and large,
alien to this period. In any case, the provincial and general’
governments were both chronically poor. The assessment of 1860s
health care in Muriwhenua would therefore benefit from
comparison with the situation in remote country districts
elsewhere in the country. Ms Wyatt implies that that the provision
of medical treatment was linked to "promises made by the
Government during their purchase programme..."! As with other
limbs of the "promises of development” hypothesis, the evidence is
lacking that such promises were made to the vendors.

(c) Migration:

Tracing the spatial mobility of populations in this period is a
difficult task at the best of times, and the problems are even
greater in the case of Maori communities. Nevertheless, there is
some evidence that emigration from the district was a factor in
reducing the recorded population. The movement of population in
the late 1830s to areas such as the Hokianga was noted in
document #I-3, the attraction being the employment opportunities
of the timber trade and the proximity of greater numbers of
Europeans. While this seems to have been a seasonal migration for
many of these persons, it is likely that others stayed away for
longer periods of time or established themselves permanently in
other districts. The trend appears to have continued in later
years, perhaps on a lesser scale after the deflation of the Bay of
Islands and Hokianga economies. In 1861, for example, Puckey
recorded his astonishment on finding that the greater portion of
his congregation at Awanui had suddenly decamped and gone to
Hokianga.? It is impossible to tell, however, what proportion of
the population figures for Hokianga Te Rarawa might have been
made up of former residents of Muriwhenua.

Ipoc #H-9 p. 197.
2Puckey Journal, 9 June 1861, Doc #A-la p. 440.
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More distant locations were also beginning to draw people
away. In the course of the Orakei Native Land Court case in 1868,
the following exchange occurred between McCormick (a lawyer) and
Parore Tuahue:

During the time since you have been living at Okahu have the
people of strange tribes come to live there? Yes. Mention
some who are living there now? The Arawa, N Terangi,
Waikato, N Poru, Rarotonga, Te Tao Urungutu & Ngaoho. They
are cultivating at Okahu. Each tribe has its own cultivation.

N Terangi, N Poro & Waikatos are at Kohimarama. Rarawa's are
another tribe, there are Ngapuhi also. Arawa's cultivate near
the beach near TauTau's [?] place.

Rarawa cultivate near Okahu creek & beach.

N Mahuta cultivate near the chapel with Te Hapimana.l

What was the cause of these different people coming to
Orakei? That they might be near the Europeans

It is not clear how long the Te Rarawa element had been living at
~Auckland. The town had acted as a vortex for Maori population
since 1its establishment and it is possible that these people had
resided there for some time, along with members of many other
distant hapu.

The rise of the gum industry was another development which
promoted population mobility in the north. It is well documented
that the tribes of Te Arawa roamed extensively through Auckland
province in pursuit of the large cash returns which gum-digging
could at times provide.? Although there was a large gum resource
in Muriwhenua itself, the restlessness which the gum industry
seems to have engendered might also have caused people to move
beyond the boundaries of the region. One illustration of this is
contained in the report of the Resident Magistrate at Kaipara in
1868. He observed that the Maori population of his district was
about 590, as compared with the 600 he had counted some ten
years earlier. But the present population had been kept at this
level by the arrival of outsiders: |

10rakei Minute Book vol. 2 p. 93. _
2For but one example, see Kaipara Minute Book 4 p. 565: "Ngatiwhakaue dig gum at
Hauturu. The Arawa go all over the country for gum.”
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Owing to the settlement of Europeans and the demand for kauri
gum within the last few years, some of the Rarawa tribe from
Hokianga, and Te Aupouri, towards the North Cape, numbering
100 in all, have become residents in Kaipara (North), and have
purchased land from the Provincial Government, which places
them independent of the original proprietors of the district.
These people form the working part of the community, and will
in all probability in the course of time outnumber the Native
owners of the soil, who are indolent and decreasing in numbers
every year.l

According to the above statement , it will be seen that in the
space of ten years the original occupiers of the Kaipara have
decreased one hundred in number, whose places have been
supplied by members of the Rarawa tribe. The Natives who
occupied the Wairoa district twenty years ago have almost
‘entirely disappeared, in consequence, principally, of the
timber trade, which was carried on very extensively at that
time, rendering it necessary for them to leave their homes and
live in low damp places on the banks of the river during the
winter months, to fell and haul out spars...2

We thus have a picture of a group, (at least some of whom were Te
Aupouri of Muriwhenua), who, far from being demoralised or
impoverished, had left their homes in the search for new economic
opportunities and accumulated the necessary money to buy their
own land in another district.

Not all the movement across Muriwhenua's boundaries was in
the form of emigration. In 1851, a section of Ngati Kuri, numbering
around 150 people, arrived at Mangonui. These people appear to
have been displaced by their defeat at the hands of Te Rarawa and
Ngapuhi and had resided at Whangaroa for some time. After a
series of murders, they were obliged to flee in order to escape
retaliation by the Ngati Pango hapu. In his memoirs, W.B. White
described how he effected a dramatic rescue of these people, who
were trapped in a small pa at the entrance to Whangaroa harbour

1Rogan provides an explanation for this indolence later in the same report: "The
Native Lands Act was received by the people in Kaipara as a great boon. They are in the
receipt of considerable sums of money yearly from settlers who have established sheep
and cattle runs in the district. The Natives are so satisfied with the benefits which this
Act has conferred on them, that their time is chiefly occupied in settling the
boundaries of their land and arranging their surveys to enable them to pass through
the Court..." AJHR 1868 A-4 p. 33.

2AJHR 1868 A-4 pp. 32,33.
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and in a desperate position.! It is clear, however, from his reports
at the time of the incident, that Nopera and Ururoa played a large
part in securing their safe removal.?

The refugees came to live under Panakareao's protection at
Taipa where, according to Matthews, they lived "like Bedouin Arabs
on the Banks of the Taepa river, subsisting on fern root."3
Panakareao recruited from among these people about twenty
henchmen - his 'soldiers' - who helped cause considerable
disruption around Mangonui over the next few years.# One party of
this Ngatikuri migration, under Takemoana, appears to have moved
on to Parengarenga, and White hints that others went to Whangape.’

4.0 Populations of Districts Within Muriwhenua

The statistical profile of the Muriwhenua population needs to
be supplemented by an examination of the distribution and
movement of people within the region. Dieffenbach's account of his
1841 expedition is of some assistance in this task. He described a
small village in the vicinity of Cape Maria Van Dieman and wrote of
its inhabitants:

The natives do not exceed a dozen in number, and belong to the
once powerful, but now conquered and scattered, tribe of the
Haupouri (wind bringing darkness). They are slaves, but are
suffered to live undisturbed.5

Dieffenbach seems to have found North Cape deserted, but some 60
people - identified as being of Te Aupouri - had come to live at
Parengarenga a few months earlier, with the permission of
Panakareao.” There were forty people living at Houhora: "they
belong to the Haupouri, and are not therefore an independent tribe.
They are now all Christians, and some of their number had gone as

IDoc # A-la p. 260.
2IA 1 51/253.
3Matthews Journal, 26 December 1851, Doc #F-6.

4White to the Colonial Secretary, 2 January 1852, IA 1 52/78 & G 8/8-9. White to
the Commissioner of Police, 2 January 1852, IA 1 52/85.

5SMatthews Journal, 25 December 1851, Doc #F-6.
6E. Dieffenbach, Travels in New Zealand, volume 1 p. 199.
TIbid, p. 209.
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- catechists to Parenga-renga."! Dieffenbach observed extensive

cultivations along the lower part of Ninety Mile Beach and
mentioned the presence of 300 Maoris in the immediate
neighbourhood of Southey's farm.2 He also noted that the upper
reaches of the Awaroa watershed, some distance from Kaitaia, was
a preferred place of cultivation.3 From his description of the
topography, however, it appears that he was in fact referring to
the Awanui River. As mentioned earlier, his estimate of the total
population of Te Rarawa - 8,000 people - was probably too high.

Dieffenbach's comments about the Oruru and Mangonui district
are rather vague, although consistent with the existence of only a
small Maori population. After remarking upon the hillside
cultivations at Oruru he added:

There are not many people living here: those who do belong to
the tribes of the Haupouri, but Pane Kareao, the chief of
Kaitaia, claims the whole place and the right to dispose of it,
as the present occupants belong to a subdued tribe.4

In describing Mangonui harbour, Dieffenbach made a statement
which is somewhat difficult to reconcile with the preceding:
quotation:

There are about thirty Europeans living in this harbour, chiefly
sawyers and storekeepers, and a few natives. The latter have
their fixed habitations at Oruru, and only come here for the
purposes of trade and work. Most of them are Nga-pui, who
came from Tai-ama near Waimata, and occupied the land with
the permission of the chiefs at Kaitaia. They have sold the
whole of the harbour and surrounding country to different
people; but the chiefs at Kaitaia deny that they had any right
to do so, and have asserted their own claim to the territory by
selling the harbour to Government.>

From this and other remarks, one gets the impression that
Dieffenbach gained his insights into the local political situation

l1bid, p. 212.
2Ibid, pp. 210, 215.
31bid, p. 216.
4Ibid, p. 226.
SIbid, p. 229.
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from Te Rarawa sources. He also implied that most of the timber-
milling was being performed by Maori workers.!

Dieffenbach's depiction of the Aupouri Peninsula as an almost
deserted place is confirmed by other visitors. On his visit to Cape
Reinga in 1834, Puckey rested at Houhora:

At this place we were cordially received by Witi, an old
venerable chief, one of the principal heads of the Rarawa
tribes.2 This old man on learning where we were going said "of
what use is your going there, for the people of that place are
very few and they have nothing for you to eat."3

At a place which Puckey called Kahokawa, near the northern end of
Ninety Mile Beach, he encountered all the inhabitants of North
Cape, who did not exceed twenty-five in number and were in "a
very destitute position".4

Colenso made the same arduous journey in 1839 and dwelt at
some length in his journal upon the desolation of the landscape.
He found only eight persons in the vicinity of North Cape and
mentioned that he had not encountered any persons residing along
the beach, "for none lived there."S He did, however, meet a few
small parties of fishermen and travellers. Wade, who accompanied
him, listed the inhabitants of the Kahokawa as being a chief, his
daughter, three men and a boy. It was the only village on the
western coast between Wharo and Cape Maria and was situated on
"the only cultivated or indeed cultivable piece of land we have
seen since we left the Kaitaia swamp.® Colenso described it as a
"wretched . little pa", located in a "miserable situation, surrounded
on all sides by barren sand hills, and cut off as it were from the
rest of the world."” The bleakness of the place made a strong
impression on him:

l1bid,

2Cf. Dieffenbach's comment that the people at Houhora were of Te Aupouri and
therefore a subordinate people.

3Doc #D-5 vol. 3 p. 820.

41bid, p. 822. W.G. Puckey, report of the Kaitaia stations, 6 January 1845, CN/M 8
p. 151, micro ms coll 4 reel3l.

5W. Colenso, "Memoranda of Journies [sic] Made Among the Natives of New Zealand", p.
99, Alexander Turnbull Library.

6Doc #D-5 vol 7 p. 2442.
TColenso, ibid, p. 100.
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The situation of this litile pa is one of the most dreary that
can be imagined; Surrounded by barren Sand hills, of great
height, from which every blast that blew, whirled torrents
upon the place; and so fine, that it came through the clothing
of which my tent was composed, sanding food, clothes,
etc.etc.!

There were three more men at Te Werahi. For Wade, the reception
at this place seemed to mirror the strange and unwelcoming
landscape. He wrote in his journal:

At first we could not find a single individual in the place [the
party arrived at dusk]; till we discovered three men crouched
in a dark corner. We shook hands with two of them. The third
was Wareware, a chief of some importance, and father of Te
Morenga. On Mr Matthews holding out his hand, the old man
drew back with a peculiar growl of displeasure; demanding
what business we had there, telling us we had better be off, &
adding, "Spear me, kill me!" - meaning that if we did not do so
it would scarcely be a greater offence. This is the last Village
at this extremity of the Island and the only one except
Kahokawa within many miles of the Reinga, the fabled
departing place of the spirits of the New Zealanders. The old
man's surly mood and his displeasure at our daring to Visit the
Reinga reminded one of old Charon refusing his ferry boat for
lack of fee.2

Wade and Colenso returned by way of Houhora, where there
appeared to be around thirty people.3

The people who had returned to Parengarenga in 1841 seemed
to be unsettled in that place. Two years later, an unspecified
number returned to Wharo and it was expected that they would
reside there permanently.4 This was not to be the case: in 1845,
Matthews noted that they were preparing to move north once more,
although' he thought at the same time that Papahia and his people

1bid, p. 94.

2Ibid, p. 2443.

31bid, p. 2445.

4Matthews and Puckey, report of the Kaitaia Station, 30 June 1843, CN/M 14 p. 251,
micro ms coll 4 reel 34. J Matthews to [the C.M.S.] 1 July 1843, CN/M 14 p. 311,
micro ms coll 4 reel 34.
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at Whangape might come to live at Ahipara.! Davis held communion
with 58 people at Parengarenga later in 1857 and the number of
communicants was given as 60 in 1861.2 The population had been
augmented in 1848 with the inhabitants of the Three Kings Islands.
These people had sought refuge on the Islands for about twenty
years, after the various defeats suffered by Ngati Kuri and Te
Aupouri. It is clear from the reports of their arrival that life in
this remote place had taken a heavy toll, both mentally and
physically. Matthews noted in his journal:

Heard with surprize and delight too that the poor forlorn
inhabitants of the "Three Kings" had been brought to
Parengarenga. ' A whale ship found them in a most destitute
condition. @ Their old man was dead. They had been so
circumscribed that they had forgotten how to walk; the
Parengarenga [people] had to carry four of them on litters!!
Thank God that these literal outcasts (about 16) are now
where the gospel is preached.3

Matthews also discovered that these people "had forgotten much of
their language from want of use."4

The 1870 return of the Maori population gives the population
of North Cape - apparently including Parengarenga - as being 400.
A register of Native Assessors, apparently compiled in the 1860s,
states that:

The Aupouri were formerly a numerous tribe but now number
only about 250 in all, the larger portion of whom live in the
immediate vicinity of the North Cape.’

Timoti Puhipi referred to the sparse population of this area at the
hearing of the Pakohu Nol case in 1897. His evidence was only
roughly recorded and some of its meaning is obscure, but it is
possible to make out the gist of what was said:

IMatthews to the Lay Secretary, 11 October 1845, CN/M 15 p. 459, micro ms coll 4
reel 34

2R. Davis to [the C.M.S.], 2 March 1857, MS 66 p. 601, no. 28, Hocken Library.
Matthews and Puckey, report of the Kaitaia Station, 31 December 1861, Doc #F-6.
3Matthews journal, 25 March 1848, Doc #F-6.

4Matthews journal, 21 January 1849, Doc #F-6.

SMA 23/25, entry for Paraone (Kaikupere), signed EWP [E.W. Puckey?].
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regarding this land there is no ancestry

[It was] all land sold to the Govn. in [former] years

right across Parengarenga Harbour up creek "Karatia"

reaching a Kahikatea tree on the West Coast

It was all European property they sold to the Govn.

All that land was sold

(Duffus Taylor) & ors

The people who sold were Hohepa Poutama, Nopera Panakareao
Chief - & many ors

The Govn got nearly all that land

There was no reserve at all from the Govn - all was sold

from sea to sea at Parengarenga the whole North Cape was
sold _

at that time there was not a person living on the land it was a
Deserted land!

The coastline below Ahipara appears to have been another
region which did not retain the large population it was believed to
have possessed at one time. In 1832, the C.M.S. missionaries heard
that there were 400 people at Whangape, under the leadership of
Papahia. Papahia and his followers subsequently appear to have
spent a great deal of their time at Hokianga. Matthews stated that
the population of Whangape was 60 in 1839, while at the same
time mentioning that this number had been reduced by the drowning
of fifteen people who were attempting to return from Hokianga.2
Seventeen people were killed in a fight at Herekino in 1837.3

The Kaitaia missionaries made regular visits to the
communities at Herekino and Whangape, but these were seldom
reported in any detail. Matthews has left a reasonably full account
of an excursion to the southwest in 1845. His route took him
through a tract of gum country some four miles across which
seems to have been extensively dug over. At Waitaha, roughly half
way to Herekino on the West Coast, there were "a few people living
in a very fertile valley - part are protestants and part are

Ipoc #D-5 Vol 2 p. 628.

2Matthews to the Secretary, 26 September 1839, CN/M 11 p. 587, micro ms coll 4
reel 33.

3Matthews and Puckey, Kaitaia Report, June 1837, CN/M 10 p. 405, micro ms col 4
reel 32. The report for June 1839 mentions that "... a large body of Natives at
Herekino have lately manifested a great desire to have the word of God declared unto
them. CN/M 11 p. 670.
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papists."!  On the north side of the Herekino valley, there were two
parties of ten people who had large plantations of potatoes.?
Mention was made of a further two groups on the other bank of the
Herekino river. One of these was "a large heathen party", who were
waiting for a ship to collect their 500 baskets of Kauri gum - the
purchaser being the former Wesleyan missionary, William White.3
Matthews preached at Manukau, where thirty-four people were
living, before returning home by road.*

W.B. White's reminiscences suggest that the population on the
southwest coast was supplemented in the mid-1840s by some of
the Ngati Kuri who were driven out of Whangaroa. Ngati Kuri made
claims to the lands south of Ahipara when these were passed
through the Native Land Court in the 1870s. These were strongly
rebutted by the Te Rarawa witnesses, one of whom went so far as
to assert:

The Ngatikuri who had been driven from Herekino & who
afterwards returned were nothing better than slaves of the
Rarawa. Their work was gathering pipis and catching fish - It
is only lately that they have attempted to claim the land. The
Rarawa gave them land to cultivate not to keep.’

The result appears to have been, however, that Ngati Kuri gained
some representation on the certificates of title, by an agreement
between the contending parties.® The 1870 population figures
gives the Ngati Kuri population as being 260, but this figure was
the total for three communities: Herekino, Ahipara and
Motukahakaha.?” White wrote in 1861 that the Ngati Kuri "if
collected, would be a formidable tribe as to numbers." As it
happened, they were "distributed amongst the tribes from the Bay
of Islands and Hokianga to North Cape".?

IMatthews journal, 20 December 1845, CN/061, micro ms coll 4.

2bid.

31bid.

41bid, 23 December 1845.

5Northern Minute Book 3 p. 217.

SNorthern Minute Book 1 p. 142. ‘

7AJHR 1870 A-11 p. 1. Motukahakaha presumably refers to a place below Taemaro.
SAJHR 1862 E-7 p. 22.
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It has been seen that early European reports of Oruru and
Mangonui portrayed this district .as having only a small population.
The situation was much the same when Nathaniel Turner and John
Whiteley travelled down the valley in 1837. Turner mentioned that
the first village they encountered contained thirty or forty people,
children included, who were working in their plantations. They
dwelt "in a sequestered but lovely spot."!  Further on, at the
settlement belonging to Hohepa Otene, the missionaries gathered
about seventy people for worship. "The scenery of the place is
beautiful and the soil very rich", wrote Turner: "[olne thing
especially I could not but remark - The abundance of land they had
in cultivation far surpassing anything I had before seen in New
Zealand for the same number of inhabitants."2 ,

Despite these encouraging signs, Turner was obliged to
comment:

The inhabitants of this Valley are exceedingly desirous of
having a Missionary to dwell among them. And were they but a
more numerous people their claims I would strongly urge upon
the Comee; but alas! the desolating wars of former years have
left but a thin population in this extensive and productive
valley.3

Turner and Whiteley next proceeded to Kohumaru. From his
description of this settlement as an ‘“interesting little village", it

does not seem as if its population was particularly large. There

were in addition, "a number of ungodly Europeans ... living in their
immediate neighbourhood"; a suggestion, perhaps of the reason for
the increased cultivation which was now being carried on in this
district.4

Maori occupation If the land near Mangonui was still on a
modest scale at the time of Dieffenbach's visit but there are
indications in the missionary correspondence that the activity
around the port was beginning to draw population from other parts

1Turner Journal, 17 November 1837, enclosed in Turner to [the W.M.M.S.], micro
ms coll 3 reel 19.

21bid.
31bid.
4Ibid, entry for 19 November.
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of Muriwhenua. In June 1843, Matthews and Puckey informed the
C.M.S. that the Oruru war had:

served to concentrate our people more in our immediate
neighbourhood so that we can now visit them more easily... our

~outvisits during the summer were principally confined to

Oruru and Doubtless Bay the greater portion of the tribes being
congregated there, and demanding our immediate attention...
they have no market for their produce, owing to the exceeding
depressed state of Europeans: we shall urge the Natives on to
the culture of wheat as the best means of keeping them on
their undisputed land at Kaitaia and also of raising them in a
temporal point of view.!

A month later, the missionaries were contemplating the possibility
of a large movement of people to the east:

In the event of half our people going to live at Oruru twenty
miles distant, I should think it advisable for one of us to leave
Kaitaia and live at Doubtless Bay, which is Noble's desire. He
has spoken of this several times to me. Indeed the Natives in
that neighbourhood are all anxious for one of us to live near to
them.2

Matthews' description of  Grey's visit in 1846 conveys the
impression that either the expected migration did not take place,
or it had been only temporary.

His Ex. told me that he thought Mangonui would in the course of
a year or two be filled with people and he wishes Noble & his
natives to plant at Oruru in order to supply them ie the miners
with food. This movement may affect our station a little but I
am quite ready to live anywhere if required, but I find that the
Natives have a great reluctance to leave Kaitaia and they
declare that they will not leave it, but only go to Oruru to
plant.3

IMatthews and Puckey, Kaitaia report, 30 June 1843, CN/M 14 p. 251, micro ms
coll 4 reel 34.
2Matthews to the Lay Secretary, 31 July 1843, CN/M14 p. 321 micro ms coll 4 reel

34.

3Matthews Journal, 26 May 1846, Doc #F-6.
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The missionary also made the observation that Panakareao and
others were planting inland from his Taipa residence.! Panakareao,
who appears to have been constantly on the move in this period, had
announced that his intention was to reside at Oruru. Matthews
anticipated that:

Oruru will in all probability be a place of great resort for the
Natives as mines of copper & coal are likely to be opened in
the neighbourhood. If this should be the case one of us ought
to live in this neighbourhood at least part of the year. It is
impossible for a shepherd to do justice to his flock twenty
miles distant. The Rarawa however I am thankful to say have a
great reluctance to live at Oruru - they are partial to their
own immediate district - a district which even the great Hongi
was afraid to attack. Kaitaia & Wharo on the western coast in
every sense of the word are highly favoured spots and
generally speaking the chiefs delight in peace.2

Matthews may well have read the mood of the Ahipara and Kaitaia
people correctly, for there appear to be no reports of large
concentrations of population in close proximity to Mangonui.
Nevertheless, it was necessary to possess what he called his
"watchtower", a small cottage at Doubtless Bay (apparently near
Taipa) which he used on pastoral visits to the east. Matthews
claimed that people travelled as much as 60 miles to receive
communion there.3 Planting parties might well have lifted the
total Maori population in this district during the peak years for
visits of whaling ships, but it is also possible that these groups
were widely scattered and sometimes only transient occupiers of
the area.# Panakarecao declared that he would return to Kaitaia to
live in 1848 and was residing at Victoria by 1851.5 The 1858
census disclosed a population of 635 - a figure which probably
included those living in the large hinterland of Doubtless Bay.

In 1852, White recorded the area of Maori cultivations in the
parish of Mangonui as being 440 acres, as compared with 735 acres

libid, 14 August.

21bid, 20 August.

3Matthews to H. Venn, 1 January 1851, Doc # F-6.

4Puckey to the Secretary, 26 September 1839, CN/M 11 p. 587, micro ms coll 4
reel 33.

SMatthews to H. Venn, 13 April 1848 and 29 December 1851, Doc #F-6.
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in the parish of Kaitaia.! Neither his 1861 report nor the 1870
return of the Maori population indicates the presence of a large
population of Te Rarawa at Mangonui itself. Writing of the Ngapuhi
in eastern Muriwhenua, White stated:

Of late years, Pororua has resided at Kohumaru, with a small
party collected from all parts of the country; without being
troublesome, they are not a respectable party, and Pororua te
Tahepa, the Chief, has scarcely any influence... His hapu is
Urioteaho, and there are some of the hapu Murutehe; Chief,
Aumakiri.

The next settlement Waiaua is close to Mongonui in Quarantine
Bay: principally of the hapu Ngatirehia: Chiefs, Tuhua and Te
Kaka Tahana. These people are living principally on a Reserve
which I made for them out of Ryan's land claim. They have
only resided here a few years, are industrious and quiet, and
attached to Europeans. They are not of sufficient rank to have
political influence. This also applies to the next settlements
on the Coast, Taimaro and Motukaka: hapu, Ngatiteaukiwi;
Chief, Paihara. The people are living on Government land, I
have promised to make a Reserve for them at Taimaro, one was
reserved at Motukaka [Motukahakaha]. The people are civil and
industrious, and attached to Europeans.2

The sources consistently point to the conclusion that the main
axis of population in Muriwhenua was a belt of settlements
extending from Herekino and Ahipara in the west, along the hills
fringing the swampy plain of the lower Awanui River, and including
the small vallies draining out of the Mangamuka range into either
Rangaunu Harbour or Doubtless Bay. White's 1861 report and the
1870 return identify significant settlements at Ahipara, Pukepoto,
Victoria, Kaitaia, Awanui, Kareponia, Karikari, Parapara,
Mangatete, Oruru, and Peria. The greatest concentration of people
appears to have been centred around Ahipara.

This belt might have contained perhaps 1,000 - 1500 people in
the 1860s, but large arcas were far from being densely populated.
Though regarded as one of the finest pieces of agricultural land,
the Kaitaia (or Victoria) Valley possessed very few inhabitants.
Matthews wrote glowingly of its potential in 1846:

1A 1 52/242.
2AJHR 1862 E-7 p. 23.
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... Kaitaia valley seems to be unhealthy for Natives, from the
wet and cold and their inferior clothing & food too. But this is
their own fault. Their houses are miserable. The people of
this valley are diminished full on half since we came. In the
hands of Europeans this valley 12 miles long besides other
valleys in connection with it would support thousands of
English people. With a little expense it might also become
navigable for large boats. Men women and children do not
amount to 100 souls!! Natives do not like to live in this valley
it is too far off from the sea...l

He returned to the subject in 1851:

There are but few people up this fine valley, but the time is
coming when it shall 'laugh and sing' Here are 28 miles of fine
valley land & not more than 100 inhabitants the natives
generally liking to plant by the sea side and they act wisely
too for carriage of produce is a serious matter. The whole of
the valley could however be reached by water carriage as the
river is wide & deep & only wants clearing, and has no falls or
rapids.?

It is mnoticeable that the missionaries now regarded the
prospect of settlement with less horror than in the years prior to
annexation. By 1861 they had formed the opinion that there were
large area of "waste land which they could well spare."3 The
reason for this change of heart is probably to be found in the fact
that their dwindling Maori congregations were likely to be
dispersed to distant places, and perhaps contaminated by residing
near European towns, if life close to the mission station could not
be more attractive. An explicit statement to this effect is to be
found in a letter written by Matthews in 1848: -

It is our wish to keep our Natives to themselves, and to live
around us. But unless we can help them, they will gradually go
off to the Towns which is sure to prove more or less ruinous
both to body and soul. We can plainly discover that those who

1Matthews Journal, 26 May 1846, Doc #F-6.
2Matthews to Venn, 29 December 1851, Doc #F-6.
3Kaitaia Report, 31 December 1861, Doc # F-6.
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have had much intercourse with Europeans are much the worse
for it.!

The cultivation of wheat was the principal means by which the
missionaries hoped to retain their parishioners close at hand.2 It
is likely that they saw the _acquisiti'on of bona fide settlers as
playing an important part in this strategy. On the occasion of
Nugent's interview with Puhipi in 1848, the latter said that his
main need was for a few settlers to whom he could sell his
surpluses.3 The same notion - the need for "a nearer market" - was
apparently voiced when the Ahipara block was sold. These
aspirations do not seem to have attracted any criticism from the
missionaries at any stage, and it is a fair assumption that they
shared this view, and were perhaps responsible for promoting it.4
It is not clear whether either party had seriously considered how
the introduction of settlers was likely to benefit the local Maori
economy. These people were likely to be rather poor and, in
consequence, frugal. One of their immediate aims would be self-
sufficiency in food production and they would soon become
competitors in the same limited market to which the Maori
community already had access.’

From the missionary point of view, the fostering of agriculture
was probably seen as a means of countering one of the most
striking features of the Muriwhenua population in this period:
namely, its extreme mobility. The major force driving this
incessant movement was undoubtedly the gum industry. Sizeable

IMatthews to Venn, 5 December 1848, Doc # F-6.

23ee, for example, Matthews to [the C.M.S.], 30 December 1841, CN/M 13 p. 373, in
which Matthews expresses the view that wheat cultivation will supply the Maoris with
their wants in clothing etc. "unless they take to vagrant habits of working at distant
places for Europeans."

3Nugent to the Colonial Secretary, 2 January 1848, GBPP 1847-48 (1008) p. 99
encl. 3 in no. 33,

4See, for example, the Kaitaia Report, 31 December 1861, Doc # F-6. "We cannot
but observe the hand of God in the movement and we think that if the Christian natives
are only true to themselves they will reap much advantage from these waste lands
being inhabited.”

51t might be incorrect, however, to suppose that the desire for settlement was an
entirely rational phenomenon. The idea that the land should be settled with people -
the image of God - took on a life of its own in South Island politics and was not simply
the product of economic reasoning. Denser settlement of the land might also have had
some emotional appeal for the Maori, given the great attraction they felt for the
excitement of urban life and the decimation of their own numbers.
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quantities of gum were being dug in Muriwhenua from as early as
1844. By the mid-1850s, the high price of this article meant that
the bulk of the population was engaged in procuring it. In 1856, it
was necessary to close the schools at Ahipara for several months
because the people "both great and small" had gone to the
gumfields; in 1859, the main part of the Awanui congregation was
likewise "far away at the kauri digging".!

A result of this trend was the dispersal of the population for
months at a time. In 1864, for example, all the Maoris at Ahipara
were said to be "scattered over the vast plain and North Cape
digging kauri gum."? Locating the small digging parties who were
dotted over this tract of land was a problem in itself, quite apart
from the distances which had to be travelled in order to reach
them. For his visit to Parengarenga in 1856, Puckey had procured
Puhipi's services as a guide, "to shew us the way across the sandy
waste to the place where all the Aupouri had lately come to dig
Kauri (and which we should have great difficulty in finding by
ourselves.)"3 He therefore wrote with some justification in 1870:
"The Maori are a wandering people and usually have two or three
places of residence."4

Concluding Observations

(1) There are indications from archaeological remains and
early reports that the population of Muriwhenua was once much
greater than at the time the missionaries first explored the region.
The missionary estimate of around 5,000 people in 1837 probably
represents a significant drop in numbers during the preceding
decades. It seems reasonable to conclude that rapid population
decline was not a new phenomenon by the time the Crown began
purchasing large areas of land in the district.  Thus, if it is

lpuckey Journal, 1 April 1856, 2 May 1859, Doc # F-6.

21bid, 20 January 1864. ‘

3Puckey Journal, Doc #A-1 p. 356. Puckey added: "...after waiting about an hour I
saw two specks a long way behind, which proved to be Busby and his companion both
mounted on horse back. We fravelled on conversing about the war with Russia, about
religion, and various topics, till sundown, when we put up for the night."

4Kaitaia Report, 20 June 1870, micro ms coll 4 reel 57.
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possible to speak of "coping" with the ravages of epidemic
diseases, the people of Muriwhenua would have been accustomed to
doing so by the period in question.

(2) By 1870 the population had dropped further to a figure
between two and three thousand, depending on how many of the
Whangaroa hapu are included. This downward trend was to continue
during the 1870s. Deaths caused by disease seem the most obvious
cause of the decline, but other factors must also be considered,
especially emigration and the changing fertility of the population.

(3) The evidence does not support the view that disease and
depopulation had dispirited the surivivors to the extent that they
could be easily persuaded to sell large areas to the government.
The Maori of this period do not emerge from the sources as passive
victims of circumstance. Nor has it been established that the
Crown's representatives callously exploited the situation by
pressuring the Maori to sell land during their hour of need.
Insufficient attention has been paid to assessing how the people
might have viewed their future and what strategies they may have
been attempting to pursue. It will not answer to say that the Maori
were merely tricked into trading their land by empty promises of
development which are said to have been made (although we have
no evidence of this) at the time of purchase.

(4) The Aupouri Peninsula was very thinly populated in this
era. Most settlements were clustered in a broad swathe along its
base, with the general vicinity of Ahipara being the most populous
district.  Though famous as a shark fishery, the harbour of
Mangonui does not seem to have been favoured as a place of
residence, and the surrounding country held only a small population
in the 1830s and early 1840s. The claimants have argued that
Maoris were excluded from the district by land sales and thus
hindered from participating in trade. But inhabitants of the larger
settlements to the west displayed little inclination to move there
in numbers, at least not on a permanent basis. There is no evidence
of nucleation of settlement around the perimeter of the purchased
areas, and this is not consistent with people being pushed out of,
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or excluded from, the areas which had been sold. Furthermore, Dr
Gould's evidence suggests that Te Rarawa's trade with whaling
vessels was mainly conducted from a distance. So far as these
hapu had the capacity or willingness to meet the demand created by
the whalers, it appears that they were able to do so from further
afield.

(5) The demography of Muriwhenua in this period is also
characterised by the incessant movement of people.  The decline of
warfare following the spread of Christianity, and the magnetic
attraction of larger European settlements to the south, encouraged
migration outside the region, though the extent of this is difficult
to quantify. Gum was probably the most powerful agent in
dispersing the population. It seems probable that this accelerated
the trend towards the fragmentation of society which had been
gaining momentum in the Maori world during the 1830s. The scale
of the hakari in the early 1860s suggests that the level of social
cohesion remained high in some districts, for the accumulation of
such a large amount of property could not have been achieved
without a great deal of collective effort. How long this degree of
control could be maintained after the population began to scatter
over the gumfields is a matter which deserves further inquiry, but
changes in the organisation of labour and the decline of chiefly
authority may well have been hastened by the rise of the gum
industry.

(6) Associated with the high level of population mobility was
the emergence or re-emergence of groups who had formerly
possessed only marginal political status. We find this occurring in
a number of parts of Muriwhenua: for example, the return of Te
Aupouri and Ngati Kuri to North Cape and Parengarenga, and the
growing assertiveness of Ngati Kahu eclements on the east coast
under Tipene. White considered that Pororua's followers at
Kohumaru were "collected from all parts of the country": those at
Waiaua and Taemaro had "only resided [t]here a few years and were
"not of sufficient rank to have political influence."!

1AJHR 1862 E-7 p. 23.
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The appearance of such groups was bound to affect questions
of title to land, particularly when they began to prefer claims to
areas which had been sold by more powerful tribes in earlier times.
What rights these people possessed - when the sales had taken
place in a very different political climate, and when the extension
of European law had greatly assisted the recovery of their
independence - is a very much a philosophical question. The
claimants blame complications flowing from such situations on
careless purchase procedures, but this seems a simplistic reading
of the evidence. '

(7) The issue of adequacy of reserves hinges very much upon
the number of people for whom provision had to be made. This is an
obvious question but one which has so far received little attention.
If the figures discussed earlier are roughly correct, there were
between two and three thousand Maori inhabitants in Muriwhenua
who should, in theory, have been left with an adequate endowment
by 1865. (It is, of course, extremely doubtful that either the
vendors or the government could have foreseen the later recovery
of the Maori population. A projection of the existing trend
suggested that the population would continue to decline, as indeed
it did for some time to come.)

To ascertain what constituted an adequate reserve in 1850s or
1860s terms, it is necessary to probe the minds of both parties to
the sale agreements. We must ask what use was being made of the
areas being sold, and what potential uses the land might have been
thought to possess. From an historical perspective, it is quite
meaningless to judge the question on the basis of twentieth
century techniques of land utilisation and twentieth century
population needs. Dieffenbach's assessment of Maori requirements
illustrates the type of consideration which this task will involve.

'He wrote:

as to what constitutes a sufficiency, I think that ten acres
of arable land for each individual of the tribe, man, woman, or
child, chief or slave, is ample. New Zealand is not adapted for
pasture but for agriculture, and, being a mountainous country,
the quantity above mentioned will be very valuable. When the
question of providing for the children of the missionaries was
brought before the committee of the Church Missionary Society
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in London, 200 acres for each child was thought to be a liberal
allowance. It must, however, be observed that, in a country
where there is such a great difference in the value of land, and
where only cultivable land is valuable, as there is no natural
pasturage, ten acres of arable land must be regarded as
sufficient for all the wants of an individual. On the other
hand, if that quantity is not thought sufficient for the children
of a missionary, who have no claims on the land, I should
assert that it is not sufficient for a native, there being no
reasonable ground for making a difference between them...l

Although the per capita allowance mentioned in this extract might
seem miserable by modern standards, this was the opinion of a man
who has been hailed in recent biographies as a perceptive and
sympathetic observer of Maori life.2  Dieffenbach's notions of
"sufficiency" do not reflect an anti-Maori bias, but rather a
typically mid-nineteenth century vision of where New Zealand's
economic future lay. Applying his formula to his estimate of the
number of Te Rarawa (8,000 people), he considered that a reserve
of 80,000 acres would be necessary. Even by a very liberal
interpretation of the term "arable", it would have been difficult to
identify 80,000 acres of such land in Muriwhenua in 1840. In any
case, Dieffenbach had probably over-estimated the population at
the time of his visit, and it had certainly dropped to a much lower
figure by 1865.

Dr Gould's evidence will greatly assist in developing an
understanding of how the Maori economy functioned in this period
and, hence, the extent of land which the vendors might have judged
to be adequate for their forseeable needs. As [ understand the
position, even at the peak of the whaling visits to Mangonui, only a
small area was under cultivation. The rise of the gum industry
coincided with a swing away from agricultural production.
Cultivation became less important as a means of obtaining cash
and manufactured commodities, and although gum-digging required
access to large areas of ground, it continued to be performed on
Crown land in this region for decades to come. It is perhaps worth
emphasising that the vendors themselves must have had a
considerable role to play in fixing the size and location of

IE. Dieffenbach, Travels in New Zealand, vol. 2 p. 149.
2W H. Oliver (ed.), The Dictionary of New Zealand Biography, vol. 1 p. 108.
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reserves, though one gains no sense of this from the claimant
evidence. There was certainly no urgency for the Crown to acquire
land in Muriwhenua and it is difficult to imagine why there would
have been any incentive to override the wishes of Maoris and insist
upon making reserves which they deemed to be too small or badly
situated.



Part Two: Representativeness of Chiefs With Whom the

Crown Dealt

Introduction:

who

The suggestion that land purchase agents treated with persons

were not representative of all with a proprietary interest in

the blocks has been made on several occasions. In the Opening
Submissions on Behalf of Claimants it was stated that:

The
and

The

the evidence shows that the Crown purchase agents

‘increasingly dealt through a small number of chiefs and proper

investigations were no longer carried out to ensure that the
chiefs were indeed representative of all Maori with an
interest in the land in question. In addition this lead [sic] to
problems when the payment for the land in question was to be
distributed and lead to many claimants missing out on
payments they were entitled to.l

point was reiterated in a document entitled "Amended Issues
Particulars": |

Crown purchase agents increasingly dealt with land through a
small number of chiefs and proper investigations were no
longer carried out to ensure that the chiefs were indeed
representative of all Maori with an interest in the land in
question. The evidence shows that, as a result, some
claimants did not receive payments to which they were
entitled.?

matter is also raised in the Tribunal's "Tentative Statement of

Issues"”:

Did the Crown make an adequate inquiry as to whether the
transactions would legitimately bind all with an interest?

1"Opening Submissions on Behalf of Claimants Relating to Crown Purchases Between
1850 and 1865", p. 8.

2Annexure 1 of "Amended Issues an Particulars”, received at the Crown Law Office on
‘8 June 1993. :
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Was the Maori party adequately representative of all with
interest in the transaction?!

On 18 June 1993, the Crown addressed an inquiry to counsel for the
claimants which referred to their statements noted above and

asked:

On what occasions were parties wrongly excluded from a share
of the payment to which they were entitled (ie which sales)?

On what grounds should the Crown have recognised the claims
of the Maori which you claimed had an interest in the land in
question?

Which Chiefs, among those who were treated as representative
by the Crown, were not representative (either individually or
collectively) of all parties with a valid interest in the land in
question?

What procedure should the Crown have followed to ascertain
who had an interest in the land in question and who were
representatives of those people?

A reply to these inquiries was received on 11 August 19932
The answers to the points raised by the Crown were not helpful in
clarifying the issues. It is suggested that parties were wrongly
excluded from a share of the payment for Muriwhenua South, but
there is no sign in the pages referred to of who these people
actually were. On the basis of the alleged failure to treat with all
the owners of this and two other blocks, it is speculated that the
same flaw "probably happened in other blocks as well".3 It is a
bold step to generalise from so few examples and one could argue
with perhaps greater justification that the evidence supports the
opposite conclusion - that the lack of complaint about exclusion
from other sales indicates that significant wunextinguished
interests are unlikely to have remained.

Ipoc # I-6 p. 4.
23.v. Williams, L.G. Powell to Crown Counsel, 4 August 1993,
3Ibid.
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No attempt was made to explain which of the specific claims
of wrongful exclusion from a transaction ought to have been
treated as valid, or on what grounds they should have been so
regarded. The impression conveyed by the response to this
question, and Ms Wyatt's evidence, is that all such claims may be
taken at face value, without any inquiry into their likely
authenticity. The possibility that some of these claims might have
been opportunistic or capable of rebuttal by the vendors has
seemingly not been comnsidered, and this is strange given the
already long history of rather dubious post-sale claims for
additional payments.

It was disappointing that no clearer information was supplied
about the representative status of the chiefs who negotiated with
the Crown. Were these chiefs exceeding their mandate in
purporting to transact the sales on behalf of all the owners? Were
there elements in Muriwhenua society who stood outside the
groupings of hapu represented by these men? These are matters of
tribal politics which one would expect to be peculiarly within the
knowledge of the claimants, but no details were forthcoming. Nor
was any guidance offered about how, in the claimants' view, the
agents of the Crown should have gone about ascertaining who they
ought to deal with in order to extinguish all the valid claims to a
piece of ground. We are merely told that "The Crown should have -
taken the time and carried out the necessary investigation to
ensure that all interests were accounted for..." What this
necessary investigation might have amounted to is not made clear.
It appears that if any claims were subsequently made by parties
other than the signatories, this is regarded as conclusive evidence
of negligence on the part of the purchaser.

Claimant Evidence of Inadequate Representativeness of Vendors

Most of the material relevant to the issue of
representativeness appears to be contained in Ms Wyatt's chapter,
"The Crown Utilises Maori Leadership".! Ms Wyatt commences this
section of her report by observing that the government sought to
establish friendly relations with prominent chiefs by

IDoc # H-9 pp. 74 - 96.
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appointments, gifts, pensions, and regular communications. It is
hardly surprising that such a policy should be pursued.
Governments always endeavoured to forge ties with Maoridom by
recognising its leaders and senior personages, and this practice
has continued to the present day.! Friendly overtures were also
made by the Muriwhenua chiefs themselves, as is evidenced by the
numerous letters expressing goodwill and loyalty which were
directed to the Native Affairs Department in this period.2 On the
face of it, it is difficult to read anything sinister into this state of
affairs.

Ms Wyatt has constructed an interesting table which identifies
the salaried chiefs who signed the deeds of purchase.? The pattern
which this reveals does not in itself suggest anything untoward. If
the government was in the habit of acknowledging the standing of
the principal chiefs by honorific or administrative appointments,
and had correctly identified the persons having this status, it is
not to be wondered that these men were well represented among
the signatories. Ms Wyatt comments that

the Assessors constituted a strong presence within the group
of vendors; that is, 'loyal' and co-operative chiefs who had a
personal stake in ensuring that their communities in turn co-
operated with the Government. No purchase was, in fact,
achieved without their assistance and participation.4

There is possibly an insinuation in this remark that these persons
had become in some way corrupted by their relationship with the
government and were pliant tools who would value their official
salaries above the interests and respect of their people. It would
be surprising, however, if that is the meaning which Ms Wyatt
intended to convey.

Reference is also made to "advance payments” which were
made to assessors to obtain their consent to the alienation of land.

11t would not be out of place to note the similarity with the procedures of the Waitangi
Tribunal, which does not seek evidence from every person who might conceivably have
an interest in the outcome of a claim. Instead, evidence is heard from persons who are
acknowledged to have the right or the expertise to represent the views of others.

2A list of the register entries could be supplied if this becomes necessary.

3Doc # H-9 p. 8.

4Ibid, p. 80.
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Ms Wyatt cites a letter from Kemp to McLean which contains this
passage:

By this Conveyance I forward the Requisitions you ask for,
including a Sum sufficient to cover the account named in your
letter; I have placed the Items in the most simple manner I
could, and at even periods. The advances made for the Oruru
Business, I have placed under a separate Heading - so that you
may if you think right place it to account of "Purchase" & as
we are so well in the quarter, I have estimated to December,
this time, instead of monthly as you recommend.

The system of making advances from private funds, is
generally considered objectionable, however anxious we may
be to render assistance to the Government, hence the
desirableness of having a few pounds always at hand. They
have ample security - if not upon our personal Integrity - they
always have upon our Salaries, where so small an amount has
to be disbursed and accounted tor; - but I always rely upon
your support & recommendations as more than sufficient.
Please to forward the Balance by first chance.!

Kemp was clearly trying to tidy up accounting matters between
himself and his employers. It appears that he was occasionally
obliged to pay money out his private funds in the course of his
official duties, and that sums had been paid in this way on the
Oruru purchase. It is not apparent that these amounts had been
given to influential chiefs to secure their consent to a sale, and I
do not think Ms Wyatt is entitled to draw this inference on the
basis of Kemp's letter. If payments of this nature were regularly
made and officially reported, as this letter suggests, it is strange
that there is not much clearer evidence of the alleged practice.
The special payment of £100 made to Puhipi and Waka
Rangaungu in the Muriwhenua sale, which is also offered as
evidence of advance payments, is explained by the particular
circumstances of that transaction. This sale will be discussed in
another paper. The same two chiefs are recorded as receiving a
similar payment in the Ahipara purchase. Ms Wyatt asserts that
this was "seemingly made prior to the final settlement of the
purchase and the payment of other claimants, and was again

IKemp to McLean, 22 November 1856, ms papers 32. Cf. Doc #H-9 p. 80.



54

exclusive of the fee simple."! While Turton's marginalia suggests
that the £100 was a sum "already paid", this does not find
confirmation in the wording of the original deed.2 1In the recital of
the terms of the sale, the consideration is stated to be £700 and
this is also the figure mentioned in the acknowledgement of
receipt at the foot of the deed, to which the bulk of the signatures
are attached. The words on the standard form document "witnesses
to the payment and signature"” have been crossed out and some
person (probably Kemp) has inserted: "And we two, Busby and Te
Waka, have received the sum of one hundred pounds in
acknowledgement of our Claims over this piece of Land, making the
entire amount paid eight hundred £800." The appearance of the
original document suggests that the extra £100 was an
afterthought. There is nothing in the surviving correspondence to
suggest that the Crown's representatives proceeded by applying
pressure to Puhipi or Te Waka in order to sway the other vendors
and this hypothesis does not seem to be borne out by the evidence
of the deed itself.3

Ms Wyatt also notes that White paid Te Karaka "a £50 advance
as an inducement (it would appear) to obtain the agreement of
other chiefs to the sale [of the Victoria Valley."* The acquisition
of this valley had been strongly anticipated since at least 1857.5
White reported in 1861 that the sale was likely to proceed. Te
Karaka, whom White viewed as "the principal proprietor" had
consented to the transaction after long opposing it, and "all the
Natives are very anxious to go on with the sale".6 White revealed
that about a year ago he had promised Te Karaka £50 "as a bonus to
himself' if he would cease his opposition.” He added on a later
occasion that Te Karaka, upon recovering from an attack of fever,

Ipoc # H-9 p. 80.
2Cf Doc # A-la p. 174.

30ne further possibility is that the extra sum was paid to compensate Puhipi for an
extension of the boundaries which he had apparently offered at a late stage of the
proceedings. See T.H. Smith to Kemp, 3 December 1859, AJHR, C-1 p. 40. This
letter was addressed to Kemp at the Bay of Islands and the signatures to the receipt of

- the £700 were obtained on 13 December.

4Doc # H-9 p. 81.

5Kemp to the Chief Commissioner, 10 June 1857, AJHR 1861 C-1 p. 20.
6White to the Chief Commissioner, 24 October1861, AJHR 1862 C-1 p. 371.
TIbid.
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remembered some words which I had used, when he alone
opposed the sale, 'that he would die without deriving any
advantage from the sale'. (It was then that I made him the
offer of £50.) He thought on recovering he had nothing to do
but to come to me and the sale would be completed. But I then
told him I would fix a distant date for a general meeting and
recommend that he should inform all the chiefs, and get all to
consent as he was not the only proprietor.l

Rather than White offering the money, as Ms Wyatt supposes, "as an
inducement... to obtain the agreement of other chiefs to the sale",
it appears the offer was made to a chief who appeared to be the
main impediment to the transaction, the other proprietors being
willing to reach an agreement with the government. In the event,
this tactic was to no avail. White went on to explain that:

He promised that he [Te Karaka] would attend to my
suggestion, but instead of doing so he went home satisfied
that as he had always been urged by the others to consent, and
accused of standing in the way of others selling, that his visit
to me was all sufficient to complete the sale. This offended
the dignity of the Chiefs, who opposed the sale to show that
Karaka could not do as he please, and I fear also with a desire
to extract a bonus for themselves. They assured me privately
that the valley was virtually sold.2

The negotiations were stalled at this point, principally on the
grounds that the boundaries included the burial place of
Panakareao.3 This impediment was subsequently removed.

Under the heading of "Obtaining the Concensus [sic] of the
Community", Ms Wyatt appears to question whether the practice of
negotiating through leading chiefs was capable of delivering
justice to all the claimants to the land being offered. She claims
that the rigour which was initially displayed in identifying and
satisfying claimants became less apparent as the Land Purchase
Department yielded to "the increasing pressure to rapidly succeed

Iwhite to McLean, 24 October 1861, AYHR 1862 C-1 p. 374.

21bid.

3Kemp to the Minister for Native Affairs, 8 december 1861, AJHR 1862, C-1 pp.
372,373.
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in acquiring land".! This was, she argues, evidenced by two
changes: (1) "the Crown began defining 'valid' Maori claims on the
basis of 'loyalty' or willingness of Maori to sell land as opposed to
the actual validity of their claims or the extent of tribal concensus
they represented", (2) "the Crown increasingly delegated the
responsibility of ensuring that all claims were recognised to
selected chiefs".2

The Waitara dispute is offered as an example of the former
tendency.  Although the circumstances of this purchase are no
doubt more complicated than appears from the account provided, it
is in any case doubtful whether the political situation in the far
North bore any resemblance that of Taranaki. As for Ms Wyatt's
second claim, it is questionable that her Hawkes Bay example is
pertinent either, as there existed pressures for the acquisition of
land in that province which were certainly not present in
Muriwhenua. The illustration of Te Tirarau's conduct over the sale
of the Kaiawe block apparently involved the familiar problem of
cross-claimants, or persons asserting that they had not received a
fair share of the payment from the persons who purported to
represent them.3 These were hardly novel claims (they had been a
feature of land purchasing since it began) and cannot be treated as
evidence of a new tendency towards laxity or indifference to the
rights of the smaller proprietors. The compliciations they raised
were nevertheless very difficult to manage. Did these people have
a valid or outstanding claim? Had the Crown discharged its
obligations by paying the stipulated sum to the acknowledged
representative of the interested parties? It would seem from
McLean's response that he thought it was necessary to take a firm
line with such claimants, as had the missionaries before him.4

The evidence relating to Crown purchases of land in
Muriwhenua is, as Ms Wyatt points out, rather slight.  After
transacting the purchases of Muriwhenua South, Wharemaru and
Otengi, Kemp stated that "the negotiations have been conducted in
the most public manner, and every facility given to claimants, or

IDoc # H-9 p. 83.
2poc # H-9 pp. 83,84.
3Doc # H-9 p. 86.
4Doc # H-9 p. 87.



57

other interested persons, to appear."! Writing in more general
terms, he observed on another occasion:

Bearing in mind the instructions from time to time received as
regards the investigation of claims and their final adjustment,
I have endeavoured, as nearly as it was possible to do so, to
ascertain all, individual as well as general or tribal claims. In
some instances, much time has been unavoidably taken up, so
as to arrive at a satisfactory conclusion and settlement of
these claims.2

Ms Wyatt concludes that this caution was not displayed on all
occasions. Her main evidence for this opinion is drawn from the
Oruru purchases. This matter is discussed in greater detail by
messrs Stirling and Armstrong but some general observations on
the problem might not be out of place here. The competing claims
to lands at Oruru had never been satisfactorily reconciled after the
conflict in 1843. It was regrettable that White allowed himself to
be persuaded that Panakareao's claim was "the only native claim
existing”" to the land involved - an area ‘"containing the old
boundaries of Dr Ford's purchase but which was returned to me
[Panakareao] in consideration of other purchases by Dr Ford..."

Although Panakareao had resumed occupation of the Oruru
valley some time earlier, any attempt to deal with it was bound to
reawaken the animosities which had flared a decade earlier. In
this respect, the Crown was somewhat trapped: if it dealt solely
with Panakareao, this would antagonise Pororua's party and also
Tipene Te Taha, with whom Panakareao had already skirmished a
few years earlier.3 On the other hand, if it ventured to include
these persons in the negotiation, there was every likelihood that
Panakareao would take offence, as he had in 1843. It was not that
the various chiefs entertained a deep-seated opposition to the idea
of selling this piece of ground; this much is clear from their
participation in the sale of 1856. But charting a course through
the minefield of conflicting claims had already defeated persons
more experienced in the purchase of Maori land than W.B. White.

IKemp to McLean, 10 June 1857, AJHR 1857 C-1 p. 20.
2Kemp to McLean, 10 June 1861, AJHR 1861 C-1 p. 45.
3C.L. Nugent to Noble, 3 August 1853, A 646/9, National Archives (Auckland).
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It might be said that White displayed a certain naivete or lack
of judgement in his initial handling of this purchase, though this
should not distract from the eventual resolution of the impasse in
1856 (which was not, as Ms Wyatt argues, the result of hasty
negotiatons.)! In her treatment of further claims brought after the
conclusion of this sale, Ms Wyatt assumes - without discussion -
that these claims were necessarily well-founded or that the
solutions were unfair. From Johnson's report, it appears that the
political aspect of the question was complicated by new factors,
including Tipene's estrangement from Panakareao and his alignment
with the Mahurehure. Puhipi's claim appeared to be based not on
tenurial principles, but on the contention that "he has as good a
right as the other parties, having lost several men in the defence
of his claims in the war with Ngapuhi in 1842 [sic]."2

The same tendency is apparent in Ms Wyatt's analysis of the
Whakapaku and Wharemaru blocks.3 In the case of the latter
purchase, a 1949 petition concerning a reserve which seems never
to have existed is portrayed as evidence that White and Kemp might
have overlooked persons who had a right to be consulted about the
sale. It is argued that Te Aupouri "clearly held claims to the land",
but this is not supported by an examination of the circumstances of
the sale, beyond the observation that a chief of Te Aupouri,
Paraone, is not among the signatories.*

As Ms Geiringer has observed, the specific allegations
contained in this petition are "extremely vague" and "[m]Juch of the
information actually stated in the petition was... in fact
incorrect."5 In these circumstances, it is difficult to understand
why this 1949 petition must be regarded as casting doubt on
Kemp's methods of purchase. Furthermore, the absence of
Paraone's signature from the Wharemaru deed is hardly evidence
that Te Aupouri interests had been wrongfully neglected in this
transaction. Paraone Ngaruhe, who is presumably the person Ms

Ipoc #H-1 p. 91.

2Johnson to McLean, 23 February 1855, AJHR 1861 C-1 p. 1.

3Ibid, p. 92. It is questionable whether the opportunistic claiming of Whakapaku and
other pieces of ground through the Native Land Court is satisfactory evidence that the
initial purchase was flawed.

4Ibid, p. 93. Wyatt indicates that Paraone was "the leading chief" of Te Aupouri but
the reasons for this opinion are not given.

5Doc # H-7 p. 54.
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Wyatt has in mind, was a signatory to the Muriwhenua South deed
and it was for his benefit that the reserve at Houhora was made.
The Muriwhenua South and Wharemaru deeds were signed on the
same day and it makes little sense to argue that Paraone was
excluded from one agreement - against his will or without his
knowledge - while featuring so prominently in the other. It is hard
to imagine that Paraone could have been ignorant of the Wharemaru
deal, and the circumstances of the Muriwhenua South transaction
suggest that there was no conspiracy to deny his authority, or
ignore the proprietary rights of the people he represented, when
these were not in question. This suggests the need for a
reconsideration of Ms Wyatt's assumption that the 1949 petition
establishes that Te Aupouri "clearly" had rights in Wharemaru.

Although we do not have adequate information about the
background to these sales, the fact that these contiguous blocks
were dealt with as separate transactions might suggest that
distinct ownership interests were involved. In other words, the
acknowledged owners of Muriwhenua South were possibly not
identical with those of Wharemaru, hence the absence of Paraone's
signature from the Wharemaru deed.! We cannot be sure that
Paraone was not present when the boundaries were traversed with
Kemp. Kemp wrote that the boundaries were pointed. out by the
leading chiefs of the district, "including Busby, Walker, King,
Bobart, Clarke, and others..."2 The fact that Paraone is not
mentioned by name cannot be taken as proof of his absence.
Paraone appears on White's list of Runanga chiefs in 1862. White
reported that these seven men were generally "of the greatest
influence" and it would therefore seem that the Crown was not
intent upon ignoring Paraone's standing or diminishing his
authority. If Ms Wyatt is correct in suggesting that these chiefs
were chosen for their compliant attitudes, there would surely have
been little difficulty in obtaining his signature on the Wharemaru
deed as well as the Muriwhenua South deed, had this seemed
necessary.

10Ordinarily (if the owners were the same), one would expect contiguous blocks to be
surveyed as one, to avoid the expense of surveying a dividing line. There might be
other explanations for the blocks being dealt with separately but the possibility
alluded to in the text is at least worthy of consideration.

2Doc # H-9 p. 93 (my underlining.)
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In her summary of this subject, Ms Wyatt notes that "the
evidence reveals only limited examples of cases in which Maori
rights were not fully acknowledged".! But this, she argues, may be
a'misleading picture: ‘"given the apparent carelessness with which
an area as controversial as Oruru was handled, the possibility that
other blocks [sic] - uncomplicated with such a history of
dissension - were effected with an even greater disregard is not
unlikely."2 ‘

This reasoning is hard to follow. The controversy over the
sale of lands at Oruru generated many protests which were quickly
and forcibly brought to the attention of the government. Quite
clearly, none of the competing parties could assert a title to this
district which the others would accept: in terms of the evolving
customs governing proprietary rights among the Maori, Oruru was

. very much in a grey area. Given the recent history of the district,

it was always likely that attempts to deal with the land would
arouse controversy, and this would have been so whether or not
agents of the Crown had conducted their negotiations at a purely
chiefly level. This hardly warrants the inference that purchases in
other parts of Muriwhenua were likely to have been conducted with
less concern for the legitimate rights of the parties. As Johnson
noted in his explanation of the continuing dispute over Oruru:
"...considerable blocks of land can be obtained from the Rarawa
without any of these complicated difficulties with which the
present claim is surrounded."?

The simple and obvious conclusion here is. that the issue of
title was problematic in Oruru, while the absence of protest on a
similar scale suggests that it was less so in the other parts of
Muriwhenua where land was purchased. Ms Wyatt has possibly been
led astray by Ms Geiringer's thesis, which seems to me to be
questionable - that the existence of a history of strong protest in
relation to Oruru makes it probable that flaws in other purchases
existed, but that these have been disguised by the incompleteness
of the historical record. A more natural reading of the evidence,
however, is that these purchases were conducted more to the

Ipoc # H-9 p. 94.
2Doc # H-9 p. 94, :
3johnson to McLean, 23 February 1855, AJHR 1861 C-1 p. 1
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satisfaction of the Maori protagonists, hence the absence of
protest on a comparable scale.

Ms Wyatt ends this section of her evidence with a passage
entitled "The Issue of 'Free' Choice." She argues here that:

even with regard to those claimants who did participate in the
negotiations, it cannot be simply assumed that their final
consent was "freely" given. For many claimants with less
influence and political backing than the principal chiefs, the
only course open once the chiefs had decided was probably to
accept the sale and ensure that they at least received a
portion of the payment in recognition of their rights.!

Ms Wyatt does not seem to have uncovered any tangible evidence of
parties being compelled to participate in sales and it is only
possible to make general comments on the matter. It is not clear
how the government could have prevented the type of situation
which Ms Wyatt has described. It would be unreasonable to expect
the Crown to have involved itself in Maori decision-making to the
extent that it could be confident the decision to sell was free and
unanimous, with no person consenting merely because there seemed
little point in them objecting. Ms Wyatt appears to imply that the
Crown was in a position to make judgements about the status and
proprietary rights of individual Maoris - that it could ascertain,

for example, that a person had a right to veto a sale, or insist on
pieces being excluded, contrary to the representations of the
principal chiefs and a majority of his hapu. A mechanism for
determining the proprietary rights of individuals in accordance
with Maori custom was not available to the Crown until the advent
of the Native Land Court. ‘

Behind the point raised by Ms Wyatt there lurks the apparent
conflict between articles two and three of the treaty - the
guarantee of rangatiratanga or chieftainship on one hand, and, on
the other, the extension to Maoris, as individuals, the rights and
obligations of British subjects. It is conceivable that these
guarantees were not, at all times, capable of being reconciled. The
reality was, of course, that the Crown could only deal with Maori
societies as it found them, and if the property rights of individuals

IDoc # H-9 p. 94.
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were bound up in a political system in which small numbers of
chiefs held sway, that situation inevitably affected what Ms Wyatt
has described as "the issue of 'free’ choice”. If the Crown had
attempted to interfere in this political relationship, its actions
would surely have attracted condemnation from modern critics.
Beyond an obscure reference in Puckey's journal (in 1866), Ms
Wyatt has not supplied evidence that particular sales resulted in
the oppression of individuals, or that this had occurred because of
undue reliance on the authority of the chiefs involved.! For this
reason, it seems unnecessary to pursue the matter any further.

Concluding Observations

Although the claim regarding the representativeness of the
Maori vendors remains somewhat nebulous, several observations
might be offered by way of conclusion:

(1) The particulars or statements of claim appears to go further
than the evidence which has been produced. Although it is asserted
that "some claimants did not receive payments to which they were
entitled", there appear to have been no instances when this is
clearly shown to have occurred.2 On the subject of distribution of
payments, it is worth drawing attention to Kemp's own experience,
as recorded in his memoirs at the turn of the century. This
passage immediately follows a short account of his purchase
activities in Muriwhenua:

A special feature connected with the old land purchases is one,
I think, that should not pass without recognition, viz., that the
distribution of the money payments in the early days was
always in cash, gold and silver. The claim of each member of
the tribe, or section of a tribe, however small, was honourably
recognised by the chiefs of the old school, who frequently left
themselves minus the share to which they were equitably
entitled. These traits in the character of comparatively
uncivilised men were remarkable in their way, and warranted
the impression that though without any written code to guide

lpoc #H-9 p. 95.
2Annexure 1 of "Amended Issues and Particulars”, received at the Crown Law Office on
8 June 1993.
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them, their common sense and observance of their national
customs and traditions had by this means secured the loyalty
and affection of their people. (It is not so now.) The change is
by no means an improvement, and is the more apparent to those
of us who recognised in the semi-savage qualities that are
appreciated by all right-minded men.!

The point to be taken from this remark is that, even if the
payment passed first into the hands of the leading chiefs or the
signatories, it cannot be assumed - in the absence of evidence to
the contrary - that it was not subsequently divided among the
claimants in a manner appropriate to the organisation of society at
that time.

(2) The Crown had always worked through the leading chiefs
of Muriwhenua. If anything, with the decline of Panakareao's
influence, or on his death, it was probably necessary to involve a
larger number of chiefs. The general decay of chiefly authority and
the increasing fragmentation and dispersal of the Maori population
were mentioned in my previous submission. These trends were not
lost on H.T. Kemp, who wrote in 1861 that "[t]he power, or rather
the authority of the chiefs, is now scarcely felt beyond their own
immediate tribes or hapus."2  Official returns from this period
sometimes list as many as thirteen distinct hapu in the region.3 It
seems unlikely that Kemp would overlook these divisions in Maori
society, and treat only with a handful of chiefs, without first
investigating who they represented.

White entertained similar views. In describing the
constitution of the Runanga, he advocated that the deliberations of
the elected chiefs should be conducted with the benefit of advice
from the assessors, many of whom were "very clever and energetic
men."4 Securing the approval of these lower ranking men was most
essential, for, as he saw it,

1H.T. Kemp, "Revised Narrative of Incidents & Events in the Early Colonizing Hlstory
of New Zealand", Auckland, 1901, p. 10.

2AJHR 1862 E-7 p. 22.
3For example, ATHR 1864 E-7.
4Mangonui Residgnt Magistrate's letterbook, BAFO 760/11 p. 179.
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under the present constitution of Native society, the head
Chiefs have so little real power that I foresaw very great
difficulty in carrying out the laws and Resolutions passed by
the Chiefs only.!

If this was White's understanding of the extent of chiefly
authority, it would have been foolish for him to suppose that he
could transact sales through the head chiefs without knowing
whether they represented the wider consensus of their
communities.

It is therefore difficult to comprehend the statement: "the
evidence shows that the Crown purchase agents increasingly dealt
through a small number of chiefs..." There is no evidence of a shift
towards such a policy to overcome Maori resistance to the sale of
land in Muriwhenua. Nor does there does seem to be any clear
evidence that later sales were transacted recklessly or by
underhand means. Indeed, there would have been little point in
effecting sales in a manner likely to arouse Maori opposition. As Dr
Gould's evidence suggests, there was no great pressure to
accommodate settlers in the region and it appears that a
considerable amount of land was bought with no immediate
prospect of it being required for this purpose. The authorities
representing the Crown in this district had such meagre resources
at their disposal that they had little chance of asserting the
government's claims in the face of Maori resistance. These
circumstances suggest that there was nothing to be gained from
transacting sales which did not have widespread community
support. Ms Wyatt's attempt to link Muriwhenua to a pattern she
discerns in Hawkes Bay or Taranaki seems misguided because it
does not take account of the special conditions prevailing in those
places and the Far North's isolation from the foci of settlement.

3) For their proposition that the sales were transacted
carelessly, or W'ithout reference to the wishes of all of the
undoubted owners, the claimants' main evidence is that, after the
event, claims were sometimes made by other parties. The purchase

of Maori land was never an exact science and the fact that "not

IMangonui Resident Magistrate's letterbook, BAFO 760/11 p. 180.
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every purchase was achieved without subsequent problems arising"
is not remarkable.! Rights to land were often uncertain or
contentious, potential claimants might be elusive, and post-sale
demands for payment - meritorious or otherwise - had been a
feature of land-buying since it began in the north.

Despite this (and with the exception of the Oruru War), post-
sale complications do not seem to have been a serious problem in
Muriwhenua and were limited to demands for payment rather than
the outright rejection of an entire transaction. If the difficulties
arising from White's purchase of Oruru are passed over, it might be
thought that the buying of land in Muriwhenua was relatively
untroubled by disputes of this nature. Given the number and
magnitude of the transactions in this area, it would be unwise to
conclude that the small number of problems revealed by the
claimant research is symptomatic of a more general, but
unrecorded discontentedness with the Crown's purchase
procedures.

As noted earlier, a serious weakness in this part of the
argument is the apparent acceptance that all of the recorded
claims for later payments would have been regarded as valid
according to the Maori customs prevailing at the time. The fallacy
of this assumption is demonstrated by the history of the Native
Land Court, which reveals that claims of dubious validity were

- often brought. If Maori claims to land were invariably sound, and

uncontentious in the eyes of all interested parties; the lives of the
judges and assessors of that court would have been very much
easier than they seem to have been. Without further information
about the grounds upon which the claims mentioned in the claimant
evidence were based, it cannot be assumed that these claims are
evidence of laxity or malfeasance on the part of the land purchase
agents.

(4) We are still left with the Tribunal's question: "did the
Crown make an adequate inquiry as to whether the transactions
would legitimately bind all with an interest?” The claimant's have
alleged that "proper investigations were no longer carried out to

Ipoc # H-9 p. 87.
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ensure that the chiefs were indeed representative of all Maori with
an interest in the land in question." There is a suggestion in this
statement that the Crown had at one time conducted "proper
investigations" but found it expedient to discontinue this practice.

What, in the claimants' view, constituted a “proper”
investigation? The answer is hard to discover by. reference to the
claimant evidence. A hearing by the Native Land Court might have
been a "proper investigation", but the machinery of the Court was
obviously not available in the period when "proper investigations"
were being carried out. Presumably, these "proper investigations"
amounted to a patient inquiry into the rights of all who brought
claims, and the negotiation of the transaction in an open and public
manner. They might also have involved giving the Maori
participants the opportunity to resolve conflicting claims amongst
themselves, or by treating with the contending parties on a
separate basis. To judge the matter from complications arising
after . the sales, it is not clear that the early transactions in
Muriwhenua - which were certainly controversial - were the
subject of more scrupulous inquiries than those of a later period.
In other words, the trend away from "proper inquiries" which the
claimants have postulated does not seem capable of substantiation.

The steps taken to effect the Muriwhenua South, Wharemaru
and Otengi sales affords some idea of the publicity surrounding the
negotiations and the thoroughness of the investigation into the
proprietary rights at stake. Dr Gould's analysis of these
transactions shows that:

(1) The initial offer of these blocks was apparently made in
May 1855, some two years and nine months before the
completion of the sales.  White remarked that there was
anxiety on the part of the vendors to have the arrangements
completed.

(2) Kemp spent three weeks in the district during April and
June of 1857, while examining the land and walking the
boundaries with the chiefs.
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(3) The land was surveyed some time between June and
October.

(5) The purchase was approved by McLean on 26 September. The
price had been finalised by 7 December, and the deeds were
signed in February 1858.

This sequence of events, spread over such a long interval,
suggests that there was little likelihood of interested parties
remaining unaware of the proposal to sell the land. Kemp spent
some time in the district and gives the impression that his
negotiations were conducted in such a manner that claimants
would have an opportunity to come forward. He expressly
mentioned the assistance rendered by White. It does not seem
improbable that Kemp might also have received advice from the
missionaries on the local situation, although this does not emerge
from the sources. It might be supposed, however, that any
activities by land purchase agents which caused discord in Maori
society are likely to have attracted the notice of the missionaries,
and it is therefore significant that no such references have been
discovered in the surviving missionary sources.

Did Kemp perform a "proper investigation” on this occasion? It
can hardly be said the evidence supports the contention that he did
not. There was certainly no disposition to hurry the sale process.
Quite apart from his assurance that he had taken pains to ensure
the publicity of the transactions, the unmistakable signs that a
sale was to take place - the walking of the boundaries and the
surveys - do not appear to have attracted opposition. The
documentation for the later Muriwhenua sales does not afford a
similar picture of Kemp's procedures, but the evidence is lacking of
a departure from the level of thoroughness displayed in this
instance.

Kemp's reports of other transactions in the North do not
convey the impression that he was inclined to rush negotiations or
force their completion in the face of opposition from dissentients.
In 1861, he advised that the sale of the Hikurangi block would have
to be postponed for some time, owing to the death of the principal
vendor, Ururoa. He had been in treaty for this block for some time
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and it was a key piece of land, being the only native land
interrupting a belt of Crown purchases between Whangaroa and
Mangonui. Although the matter could not proceed at that time,
Kemp had taken the opportunity of meeting the principal chiefs and
had advised them:

...as a safe way of ascertaining all claims, that they should
with their own people first cut the lines (for which some
allowance should be made at the time of offering the
payment); and that the Government would undertake to furnish
a surveyor. They promised to give a reply on a reconsideration
of the proposal there made.!

Later, during the same expedition, Kemp alluded to an offer which
had been received "for the remainder of the Block of land near the
North Cape, which has been under negotiation".2 Kemp reported
that this had been "withdrawn for the present in consequence of a
disagreement between the Native claimants."3 He continued:

The terms proposed to them were these: That if they required
a Reserve for their own use, the Government would have it
surveyed for them, and then to offer them a lump sum for the
Block. The necessity for an outline survey of the whole Block
being in this instance dispensed with, from the fact of its
being clearly defined by natural lines, as well as by other
surveys, already made at the Government's expense. This
claim, although of considerable extent, is inferior in quality,
and not required at the present time for settlers.4

Though it takes us beyond 1865, the negotiations for Victoria
Valley further illustrate the role played by the Crown in conducting
the sale of a valuable, but contentious piece of ground. Panakareao
had foreshadowed the eventual alienation of this block in 1855,
with the proviso that less desirable areas would have to be
purchased first. As we have already seen, later attempts to reach
a settlement broke down in 1861: firstly, because Te Karaka had
opposed the sale, and, secondly, because when he changed his mind

IKemp to the Chief Commissioner, 14 April 1861, AJTHR 1862 C-1 p. 43.
21bid, 17 April 1861.

3ibid.

4Ibid.
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his conduct so upset the other owners that the matter had to be
dropped. But this was not a sale in which the northern hapu of Te
Rarawa acted alone. In 1865, over 500 people gathered at Victoria
to attend the exhumation of Panakareao's remains. It appears that
the chiefs of Hokianga and Whangape used the occasion to assert
their claims to the block. After much discussion, the parties
~agreed to a compromise. Panakareao's bones were removed to the
churchyard at Kaitaia (which White had long urged as a solution to
the problem) and those of his wife were taken to Hokianga, for she
had been related to Papahia.l

It is perhaps no coincidence that this dispute arose around the
same time as the Te Rarawa hapu of Hokianga and Kaitaia were
engaged in a series of large-scale hakari. Something of the
competitive spirit exhibited on these occasions may well have
flowed into the issue of ownership of the block.

In 1867 there was a large meeting of the southern and
northern divisions of Te Rarawa to debate the claims upon the
block. It was at length decided that Tamaho Te Huhu of Whangape
had established his right to a portion, though the boundaries were
not clearly defined. Only three or four persons continued to object
when the gathering dispersed, and it was agreed that Te Huhu could
proceed with his survey. When he attempted to do so, however, he
was opposed by members of the Te Patu hapu, who insulted him and
even threatened to shoot him. Their justification for this
behaviour was that:

though Tamaho had considerable claims, and it was true that
they had sold much of the land, still they had been continually
resident on the land, while Tamaho had been residing at
Whangape for many years.2

Relations deteriorated and, for a time, it seemed as if fighting
would break out. Tamaho brought a party of 250 from Hokianga and
Whangape and was joined by 100 men from Ahipara. The latter
were "imbued with a strong feeling against the Patu and a very

Iwhite to Halse, 14 February 1865, Mangonui Resident Magistrate's letterbook, BAFO
760/11.

2White to the Undersecretary of the Native Department, 31 July 1867, Mangonui
Resident Magistrate's letterbook, BAFO 760/11.
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general desire to humble them and redress old grievances."! The
assistance of White and Puckey was called for. On hearing the
statements of both parties, White and his assessors decided where
the boundary line ought to run. This line was marked with flags,
apparently to the satisfaction of both camps, who thereupon
returned to their homes.2

Although this land was considered by White to be the most
valuable in the district, and there was a tacit understanding that. it
would ultimately be sold, the government waited for most of a
decade while the owners settled their disputes among themselves.
White seems to have kept the subject of selling the block before
the various - claimants, but beyond this his role was limited to that
of a mediator. If the Crown had indeed conceived a policy of
ruthlessly stripping the Muriwhenua tribes of their land, it is odd
that such caution and patience was exercised over so important a
block. Furthermore, it is doubtful that any party who considered
themselves to have ownership interests in the land could have
remained unaware of the Crown's intention to buy the valley.

It would not be appropriate to offer any comments on the lines
of chiefly authority or the process of policy-making within the
Maori communities of Muriwhenua in this period. Occasional
glimpses are obtained of European perspectives on the matter.
Because of his role in land purchasing, or in advising Kemp, White's
views are of particular interest. In his 1861 report on the state of
the Maoris in his district, White identified Puhipi and Te Waka
Rangaunu as the principal chiefs of the Rarawa, though there is no
indication in this or any of his other writings of a belief that these
men could act unilaterally in the matter of land sales.3 His report
mentions nine hapu or sub-tribal groupings (thirteen if the Ngapuhi
hapu of the Mangonui are included) and twenty-six (or thirty-one)
chiefs are mentioned by name.

The impression one gets from this account is that White was
alive to the many divisions between the Maori communities of his
domain. It is to be expected that he would also be well-aware of
the potential for these groups to act as independent units. (The

11bid.
2Ibid.
3AJHR 1862 E-7 pp. 22, 23.
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same might also be said of other long-time residents such as the
missionaries, who would also have good reason to observe the
political behaviour of the Maori population.) It would have been
foolhardy for White to have ignored this situation in proffering
advice about the acquisition of the blocks. Aside from the Oruru
purchase, which receives special attention from Mr Stirling and Mr
Armstrong, there is little to suggest that White failed to canvass a
broad range of Maori opinion in his own purchase activities.

A hint of White's understanding of the complexities of Maori
land tenure is contained in the same communication. He related
that:

...I have been preparing the Natives to consider the propriety of
individualizing their lands; but the subject is so mixed as a
tribal and hapu right, that very few can be got to acknowledge
that it is possible, though admitting its desirability.!

This remark suggests that White had made inquiries into the
arrangement of proprietary rights amongst the Maori and was well
aware that any block would be subject to a multiplicity of claims.
If that was so, it is unlikely that White would have assumed that a
small number of chiefs could bind all the claimants without prior
consultations. It is worth mentioning that White considered areas
reserved from sale to be the property of particular hapu or
families - "the larger tribal rights having been extinguished by the
sale of the greater portion of the land."2

In announcing candidates for the position of assessor in 1850
- Puhipi, Panakareao, Makoari Kokate, Popata - White noted that
these persons had been "spoken of with great respect” at a large
meeting of chiefs held at Kaitaia.3 There were he added,

several others I would wish to have recommended, but I found
their appointment would have caused jealousy and dissension
with those chiefs of equal rank; I therefore led them to look

1AJHR 1862 E-7 pp. 22, 23.

2White to the Under Secretary of the Native Department, 17 November 1865,
Mangonui Resident Magistrate's letterbook, BAFO 760/11.

3White to the Colonial Secretary, 28 December 1848, IA 1 50/1826.
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forward to the honor, as a reward to be bestowed upon those
who managed their districts best.!

His arrangements for the appointment of officers of the Rununga
showed a similar deference to the wishes of the Maori community.
He advised the Native Secretary that:

I have called upon the Natives to elect their Chiefs in
preference to nominating them, believing that they would feel
more satisfied, and that I should be more certain of the
support of the people. The result has been generally that the
men of the greatest influence have been selected.?

Later in the year he noted: "A great deal of anxiety exists amongst
the Natives relative to the authority of those Chiefs who were
assessors before the election of Runanga Chiefs [i.e. persons who
were not elected]."> After naming .hese men he continued: "...I
could scarcely do without them."4 There was certainly a great deal
of interest in the vopening session of the Runanga in 1862. Between
four and five hundred Maoris flocked into Mangonui for the occasion
and one of the first acts of the new assembly was to pass a vote of
thanks to H.T. Kemp, apparently for his services as interpreter.’

From White's comments it would appear the Maori population
displayed considerable interest in their official representatives
and did not play an insignificant part in determining who they
were. This militates against the theory that these chiefs became
mere tools of the government, who were prepared to act in a
manner injurious to their people. If they were perceived to have
behaved in this way, it does not seem likely that White could have
shielded them from the backlash of popular discontent.

On one occasion, White seems to have used the Runanga to
assist in determining a question of title. At the hakari held at
Ahipara in 1863, Te Hira Ngarapo raised the subject of his claims
upon land which had recently been sold to the government (possibly

lwhite to the Colonial Secretary, 28 December 1848, IA 1 50/1826. The comment
also reveals an appreciation that the exercise of social authority in a day-to-day
manner might be vested in a large number of chiefs.

2White to the Native Secretary, 14 April 1862, AJHR E-9 1862 p. 6.

3White to the Native Secretary, 2 June 1863 AJHR E-4 p. 5.

4White to the Native Secretary, 2 June 1863 AJHR E-4 p. 5.

5Mangonui Resident Magistrate's letterbook, BAFO A760/11 p. 178.
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Maungataniwha). According to White, he had done so "in a faint and
listless manner" and "was ably met and ultimately withdrew on the
plea that I was not there and that his claim was against the
Government."! Kemp and White both thought that the claim was
spurious and merely an attempt to get money from the government.
Te Hira persisted and sent notice of his claim to the Governor. His
letter was referred to the Runanga, which appears to have decided
that there was no claim to be satisfied.?

Further light is cast on the issue of chiefly representativeness
by the events following the death of Panakareao.  White had
observed in 1854 that Panakareao had "lost cast[e] and authority
amongst the Mission Natives, for whom he was at one time the
head, forming as they do, the largest number and most influential
persons in the district..."3 Nopera died in 1856 and his funeral was
attended by upwards of a thousand people. White feared that there
might be some difficulty in deciding:

who shall succeed to his authority at 'Oruru' several already
having made claim to do so. A large meeting of the Rarawa
Tribe is to be held at Oruru in the course of ten days; at which

Iwhite to the Native Secretary, 26 May 1863, Mangonui Resident Magistrate's
letterbook, BAFO 760/11.

2White to Kemp, 4 August 1863, Mangonui Resident Magistrate's letterbook, BAFO
760/11. White also mentioned that the great majority of the people were presently
away in the bush. It is likely that this was for the purposes of potato planting.

3White to the Colonial Secretary, 13 April 1854, IA 1 54/1388. He continued:
“Noble tries to oppose their influence, and mortify them by introducing many of their
old laws and customs, he has collected a band of vagabonds about him, of about 20 and is
constantly in some quarrel, the consequence is, that "Tauas™ are unfortunately much
on the increase, and the more quietly disposed kept in constant state of anxiety for fear
they will be stripped of all they possess, on some trifling pretence - the people are
much excited at present, about their lands, an alledged [sic] purchase by Noble of a
large tract of land, from a person named "Hiramau", who was only one of a large
number of claimants to the land. This purchase was made in a very secret manner, and
has raised a general commotion about their boundaries, frequent meetings have been
held, and resolutions passed. Some have handed over to me descriptions of their lands,
with a list of the names of the proprietors, with a request I would act as a guardian or
trustee, some have repudiated all former sales, and on some pretence or other have
marked out new boundaries for themsleves; Noble seeing the distrust and excitement he
has caused, is at present a firm supporter of my authority in order I suppose, that,
should he be pressed he may rely upon my influence with the people to extricate
himself from his present difficulties. It has been reported to me that in a few days, a
large war party are coming from Kaitaia, and Awanui, to chastize Noble for his
duplicity respecting the lands..." White mentioned on another occasion that the
authority of Papahia had also much declined. White to the Commissioner of Police, 10
January 1849 IA 1 49/1071.
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I have been invited to give my advice and assistance to settle
their disputes.!

White received a message from Puhipi asking him to be present at
the meeting. He reported:

I found the principal chiefs of the Tribe assembled there; with
followers to the number of about Four hundred. The discussion
of Nobles affairs; and the Election of the Chief of the portion
of the tribe to which "Noble" belonged, occupied the greater
portion of the day. They expressed warm attachment to the
Government, and an anxious desire to be governed by our laws;
which they proved by being principally guided by my advice
relative to the object of the meeting.2

White clearly appreciated that the elected chief, though nominally
Panakareao's successor in this part of the district, could only
represent a localised section of the Muriwhenua tribes. The
process of identifying this person appears to have been conducted
in an open manner, with White being well-placed to observe the
kind of issues which might be raised on such an occasion. In
similar fashion, E.M. Williams attended a meeting of about 300
members of Te Rarawa at Whangape in 1869. This gathering had
been convened by Winiata Tomairangi of Kaipara, his object being
the appointment of a Maori Superintendent of the whole of the
Rarawa tribe. Williams addressed those present, reminding them
that:

...the Government had never interfered with their chiefs, and if
now, instead of having a number of chiefs in power, it was
their desire to name one man who should be considered head of
the tribe, I did not suppose the Government would decline to
acknowledge him; but by all means to discard the name
Superintendent, and content themselves with the more
familiar term of "Rangatira".3

After lengthy debate, it was decided that "Wiremu Tana Papahia
should be Head Chief over the Hokianga Rarawa, and Poihipi [Puhipi]

IWhite to the Colonial Secretary, 22 April 1856, IA 1 56/1523.

2White to the Colonial Secretary, 3 May 1856, IA 1 56/1743.

3E.M. Williams to G.S. Cooper, 22 February 1869 AJHR 1869 A-10 p. 6. (Emphasis
supplied.)
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over the Kaitaia Rarawa; both in the exercise of their duties to act
in support of the Government."!

Summary

Involving as it does such a large measure of subjective
judgement, the question of representativeness admits of no simple
answer. The evidence would suggest that the complexities of
chiefly authority, and the division of that authority amongst the
representatives of individual hapu, were well understood by the
persons most involved in the purchasing of land in the North. In the
course of his long service as a government official, White acquired
what seems to have been a fairly comprehensive picture of hapu
relations in the district, and Kemp clearly had a great deal of
experience in such matters. On some occasions, Crown officials
were privy to the discussions preceding the "election" of the
highest chiefs. There is no clear evidence that the government
attempted to set up a class of puppet chiefs through whom it could
then effect the purchase of large areas of land, with the coercive
power of the state being relied upon to crush the opposition of
dissident groups. In a district of such marginal economic
importance, there was little to be gained from proceeding in such a
manner.

l1bid.
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Kaihiki Te Hikutu ... .. | B0 Hohaia Waxka.bo ... { Te Hikutu.
Te Ti . ... | Ngatirehia ... ... | 100 Te Kowhai .. ... | Ngatirehia.
Takou ... ... | Ngatitorehina ..l 50 Te Tatart ... - ... ... | Ngatitorehina.
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‘Whaiomio ... Te Uriongonga . i 20 Tamati Pukututu ... .-« | Te Uriongonga.
‘Waitemaringi, Te Ngatiawa ... .| 50 ‘Wiremu Pefene . +o: | Ngatiawa.

Karetu ’ . -

Kawnkawa Negatikawa ... . | 120; Makoare Te Tao ... .. | Ngatikawa.
Waimangaro, Te Ngarchauata ... | 100 Haki Taipa ... | Te Ngareheuata.
Te Hounii... Te Mahurehure ... | 150! Moihi Tawhai ... | Te Mahurehure.
Waitaugi ... Ngatipakau ... ... | 100 Hone Moka ... | Ngatipakau.
Ordmahoe Ngetihau ... .. | 150 Patara Ngamanu ... ... | Ngatikau,
Hauotapiri "
Tautoro ... Te Hikutu ... ... | 100 Rawiri Te Tahua ... ... | Te Hikutu.
Ngawhitu... Ngatikorokoro .| 50 Rangatira Moetara... ... | Ngatikorokoro.
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