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Muaupoko Project Brief

The PKM district inquiry has been phased along iwi groupings. At the commencement of the
Mualpoko priority hearings, pre-hearing directions dated 25 September 2015 set out that the
Tribunal would not be making findings, as part of that inquiry phase on:’

a) Any historical acts or omissions of the Crown in respect of the relationships between
Muadpoko and MNgati Raukawa, and between Muadpoko and Te Ati Awa/MNgati Awa ki
Kapiti; and

b) Any historical acts or omissions of the Crown relating to the respective rights and interests of
Muadpoko, Ngati Raukawa, and Te Ati Awa/Ngati Awa ki Kapiti.

This approach was confirmed in the Tribunal’s June 2017 Horowhenua report, the Tribunal
commented:?

This approach will leave several important Muaiipoko claim issues for which
findings cannot be made at present. Where appropriate, we will refer to some mat-
ters as context so that the full range of issues between Muatipoko and the Crown
will at least be foreshadowed in this report. For example, in chapter 3 we provide a
brief discussion of Muatipoko claims about the Crown’s purchase of land outside
Horowhenua, but without making any findings. To deal with such matters in a sub-
stantial way at this time or to make findings, without hearing the evidence of Ngati
Raukawa and other claimant groups (and any evidence the Crown chooses to pre-
sent on their claims), would be unfair.®

The Wider Inquiry will therefore address the “several important Muaupoko claim issues”
deferred from the priority inquiry.

Since the release of the Tribunal’s June 2017 Horowhenua report, significant evidence has been
developed and presented in the Te Ata Awa and Ngati Raukawa inquiry phases that addresses
issues relating to Crown action concerning the respective rights and interests of iwi. This
evidence, and the approach of the other iwi and the Crown to these issues, was not anticipated
or addressed as part of the Muaupoko priority hearing or the Tribunal’s June 2017 report.

The Tribunalitself has agreed that further evidence may be required from Muatpoko in response
to evidence that has been presented as part of the Te Ata Awa and Ngati Raukawa inquiry
phases.®

Research for this final phase is required which breaks historical silos that have been rebuilt and
reinforced during the divided hearings and report production. This means going back to the
primary evidence, particularly the evidence presented before the Native Land Court, from which
almost all of these three separate and apparently irreconcilable historical narratives have
emerged.

As part of the Takutai Moana inquiry before the High Court, it has been possible to begin this
process with an intense re-examination of the court cases which set the ball rolling, the 1868
and 1969 Himatangi Cases. The research was based on the following:
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Identifying historical narratives in the evidence, with historical narratives being the
presentation of a chronological series of events which describes what happened in the
past, in which we used to claim interest in land and relationships between iwi and hapa.
Any exploration of the primary source record should not be aimed locating outlining a
particular tribal narrative but exploring all the historical narratives which were presented
in the court, as evidence, in the submissions of those representing particular groups of
applicants, and in the decisions of the court. (It may be noted that in this research we
did not read in any detail the previous research on behalf of Muaupoko until almost all
the primary source review had been completed).

Context in which these historical narratives was critically important in understanding
them and understanding the conflicts between them. In 1868, the divisions between the
parties and the court exacerbated by the context of war and confiscation which divided
the government officials who had undertaken the Himatangi Purchase in 1866 and those
Raukawa non-sellers.

This research led to some surprising and unexpected findings:

The prevailing historical narrative in the evidence several other iwi, and in much of the
literature of the settlement of this region, emphasised conquest. It described the iwi
from Kawhia, Central North island and Taranaki invading the region, displacing the
original tangata whenua, Muaupoko, Rangitane and Ngati Apa, who were reduced to
slavery, forced away or in Muaupoko’s case, confined to a specific area at Horowhenua
from the generosity of Te Whatanui, of Ngati Raukawa.

Focusing on the Horowhenua, Manawatu and Rangtikei, the evidence presented were
surprisingly limited on battles and killings of named individuals. This was a marked
contrast with some other areas which experienced this migration from the North.

The killings that did occur, during the migration (as opposed to the original Ngati
Toa/Ngapuhi taua) were limited to the original engagement between migrants and
tangata whenua.

Instead, it was strong evidence of peace negotiations between migrants and tangata
whenua.

Historical narratives describing peace agreements between Ngati Toa and Ngati Apa,
between Ngati Kauwhata and Ngati Apa and between Ngai Raukawa and Ngati
Apa/Muaupoko we not only described in the evidence, but was supported in the
evidence of witnesses from both parties to each of these agreements.

Narratives had common aspects, the use of captives as intermediaries between the two
rival groups and the exchange of prisoners. The agreements were with heke that
comprised whole communities, men women and children, and they allowed for the
newcomers to safely settle on the land and share resources, while they provided
detection and a guarantee of peaceable relationships and the future.

Evidence of historical narratives which emphasised conquest was limited, but was
largely supported by the European participants and can be seen as a response to make
arguments before the court, given what the court appeared to be expecting at this early
stage in its history.

The highly polarised political circumstances of the case had a significant impact on the
evidence.



Given the time available before the High Court hearing, it was not possible to extend this
research to later Native Land Court enquiries, even those that had been particularly
contentious.

This research will allow for:

e The evidence before the High Court to be reassessed as evidence before the Waitangi
Tribunal;

e The ability to apply the method used in the first Himatangi investigation of 1868 to the
later 1869 hearing (High Court evidence was able to draw only partially on that hearing).
The evidence for the first hearing is extremely detailed, consisting not only of the
minutes but of two newspapers who covered the hearing on a daily basis. The source of
the second hearing is the minutes, which are from a jumbled National Archives file,
which has not been transcribed and has only been touched upon in evidence for this
district enquiry.

e Extending the search for Historical Narratives in subsequent Native Land Court and
Native Appellate Court enquiries, the Supreme Court and other later inquiries. These
would include;

1. 1871 Mangatainoka

1873 Manawatu-Kukutauaki

1873 Tuwhakatupua

1873 Taonui / Aorangi 1873 and rehearing in March 1878.

1873 Horowhenua Block and 1886 subdivisions

1881 Tararua

1890 Horowhenua 11 Partition

1891 Horowhenua 11 Partition rehearing

. 1894-95 Supreme Court

0. 1896 Horowhenua Commission

1. 1897 Horowhenua Native Appellate Court
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To be clear, this would not be a reprise of different positions taken, but an effort to
understand how the narratives of the different groups relate to each other and the extent
to which they are shaped by Crown activities. This has not been covered in previous
evidence.

e Identifying and describing any other sources which are available to demonstrate
relevant historical narratives may have influenced them.

e Exploring this progression of court cases reflect changing political, demographic and
social circumstances of the different participants in order to assess how these may
have influenced the conflicts which took place before the court.

e Comparing those narratives with the interpretations of evidence presented before this
enquiry, and if relevant and informative, before the High Court.

Muaupoko and neighbour narratives post 1873

An examination of how Mualpoko and the iwi heke navigated their differences outside the NLC.
This includes the idea of a ‘sanctuary’ and where it arose, efforts at reconciliation by the
churches, including the Muaupoko wall erected in Otaki in the twentieth century. Also includes
the response to development of Levin as a centre of Crown interest, and the establishment of



Ngati Raukawa marae and associated whare along and inland from the coast after the initial
NLC hearings.
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