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Preface

This report should not be considered as a final draft. By memorandum Wai 814 dated 12 May
2000, the Deputy Chairperson of the Waitangi Tribunal issued certain directions in relation to
access to research being undertaken on behalf of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki. The outcome of a
subsequent conference amongst counsel is recorded in a Memorandum filed with the Tribunal
dated 29 May 2000 by Geoffrey Melvin, counsel for Ngariki Kaiputahi. In short, certain

documents were to be provided to Ngariki Kaiputahi.

Of particular relevance to this report are the following items listed on page 2 of Mr Melvin’s
Memorandum: the historical report by Kathryn Rose covering the period 1890 to 1970, the
social impact report by Dr Brian Murton and the forestry report by Jacqui Hapu.

In anticipation of access to the above-described documents, the writer of the present report
concentrated on certain avenues of research in the belief that he could make decisions as to
his tasks relating to 20th century history, and most importantly forestry, once this material

was to hand.

This material is not to hand, and this report is therefore submitted with the proviso that there
are likely to be modifications in its final form once the Tribunal's directions have been

complied with.
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Chapter 1
Timatanga

Ka hoatungia e nga tipuna, e nga pakeke, he tapu ki runga i tenei whenua'

1.1 My full name is Owen John Robson. Ihold degrees in History (Otago University) and
Law (Auckland University). At Otago University I studied 19th century New Zealand
History at post-graduate level with special emphasis on the wars in the North Island.

1.2 I was commissioned to write this mana whenua or traditional history report in respect
of Wai 507 by the Treaty of Waitangi Research Unit at the Stout Research Centre,
Victoria University of Wellington. TOWRU in turn, had been commissioned in

relation to Wai 507 by the Crown Forestry Rental Trust.

1.3 The commission for this report was to examine Ngariki Kaiputahi’s ancestral
connections to Turanganui-a-Kiwa, including historical relationships with other iwi
and hapu of the region, and also to outline areas of customary interests and sites of
special significance. A contemporary profile of Ngariki Kaiputahi was to be included.
My brief was to work with Ngariki Kaiputahi in presenting their own account of the
mana whenua: the text reflects their own perspectives, and since these latter are

pervasive the informants’ stories are not always footnoted.

1.4  In my preparation for the report, I visited the Wai 507 claimants on seven occasions
for a total of 20 days. I have listened carefully to the stories they have in respect of
their situation, and studied papers they had prepared on their history and origins. It
quickly became apparent that a key issue for Ngariki Kaiputahi was their claim that
their identity had been misconceived or misunderstood by the Crown over a number of
years, and that this in turn had affected their ancestral connections with the area and
with other iwi. How that occurred was a matter bound up with an understanding of

their past based on their genealogy or whakapapa.

! “The ancestors, the old ones, put a tapu on this land to retain it.” Said by Edward (‘Uncle Ned’) Mokopuna
Brown in the meeting house Te Ngawari (see paragraph 4.23 of this report), 6 June 1982, Binney, J and Chaplin,
G, Nga Morehu: The Survivors - The Life History of Eight Maori Women, Auckland, Auckland University
Press/Bridget Williams Books, 1986, p. 36. Uncle Ned Brown (see Whakapapa at Appendices 6 and 7) asserted
Ngariki Kaiputahi’s rights between the 1950s and 1980s (see paras 3.5, 7.13 and 7.14 of this report).
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1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

1.11

I have had some trepidation about addressing such issues in any detail, but it would
simply not be possible to write this mana whenua report and fulfilled the commission
without at least sketching them. Accordingly, I have set them out, and wherever
possible have provided external references from New Zealand official records of
various descriptions, other public holdings of documents, and the work of historians,

genealogists and 19th century ethnologists.

The report focuses firstly on the matter of descent (chapter 2) because an
understanding of whakapapa is central to the Wai 507 claimants’ contention that the
actions of the Crown (through the Native Land Court) in misunderstanding who they

were, led to their dispossession.

It moves on to matters of more recent descent (chapter 3) because this is relevant to
who the Wai 507 claimants are today, and how they relate to other claims by their

relatives.
A description of the Wai 507 claimants’ rohe follows as chapter 4 of the report.

Chapter 5 deals with the fact that an immediate ancestor of the Wai 507 claimants
suffered exile in consequence of the Waerenga-a-Hika siege, the Wharekauri exile,
involvement in the Te Kooti Whakarau,> and a subsequent treason conviction. The
report will discuss how these events are relevant to the situation confronting this

ancestor when he attempted to assert his tribe’s mana before the Native Land Court.

Chapter 6 deals with title investigation hearings before the Native Land Court between
1875 and 1881, with particular emphasis on the 1875 Manukawhitikitiki and 1881
Mangatu title investigations hearings, and will discuss how the Court misunderstood

certain matters.

Chapter 7 deals with the aftermath of the Native Land Court hearings, and ongoing

and persistent efforts to redress wrongs arising from those hearings.

2 Whakarau means literally ‘prisoner’ (Ryan, P M, The Reed Dictionary of Modern Maori, Auckland, Reed,
1995, p. 307) but the word has become particularly associated with the group of prisoners (and their subsequent
recruits) who escaped from Wharekauri (Chatham Islands) in 1868 and, as followers of Te Kooti, participated in
a number of battles and pursuits between 1868 and 1872. See Binney and Chaplin, p. 37; Binney, J, Redemption
Songs: A Life of Te Kooti Arikirangi Te Turuki, Auckland, Auckland University Press/Bridget Williams Books,
1995, p. 569.



1.12  In summary, this report draws the following conclusions:

(a) Ngariki Kaiputahi ( on whose behalf the Wai 507 claimants claim to speak)
have an ancient ancestral connection to the middle and upper reaches of the
Waipaoa River (which transects the Mangatu State Forest), the Mangatu River,

and the Urukokomuka Stream. A location map is attached as Appendix 1.

(b)  Nineteenth century surveying had the effect of establishing divisions of land
that did not necessarily conform to tribal rohe. This surveying was accepted
without question by the Native Land Court,” which made decisions in relation
to ownership that severely disadvantaged Ngariki Kaiputahi - who in turn were
constricted in their appearances before that institution by the legal climate of

the mid-late 19th century and their own traditions of Wahangu.*

(c) Ngariki Kaiputahi argue that they have suffered from judicial confusion in
relation to the fact that there is more than one ‘Ngariki’ people, and that
confusion over this has formed a significant part of the reason for their current

situation.

(d) Ngariki Kaiputahi have asserted a consistent pattern of claims to their rohe, in

particular to their attachment to the Mangatu Block.

3 Native Land Court Judge John Rogan pointed out that unlike surveys of Pakeha land, there was no quality
control over surveying of Maori land, and he thought that there should be inspectors checking matters ‘on the
ground’. Rogan to Commissioner of Crown Lands, 7 Dec. 1863, Kaipara Resident Magistrate’s Letterbooks,
NA (Auck.), BADW 10512/1a, pp. 29-30. Rogan also thought that surveyors should be able to speak Maori, and
should be ‘personally acquainted with the [Maori land owners] who contracted them’, Rogan to Fenton 26 June
1871, NA (Auck.), BADW 10512/1a, pp. 29-30. I am indebted to Barry Rigby at the Waitangi Tribunal for this
insight.

* Wahangu means dumb, quiet, mute, tight lipped, (Ryan; Williams H W, 4 Dictionary of the Maori Language,
7" ed, Wellington, Government Printer, 1975). Clause 11 of the claimant’s Statement of Claim refers to this
matter.



Chapter 2
Putake

E koa koe aianei a maku hoki te ra apopo5

2.1 Charts showing the information about to be described are attached to this report as
Appendix 2. This whakapapa and others very similar have been cited by ancestors’
contemporaries,® by Ngariki Kaiputahi descendants,” and by various collectors of

whakapapa.®

2.2 Ngariki Kaiputahi whakapapa 21 generations to Puhinga and back from him many
generations to an ancient people (uri taniwha)® who predate both Toi and the later
great migration canoes, and ultimately descend from four Atua figures (the Ariki -
hence ‘Ngariki’).

2.3 Through Puhinga’s wife Rakaia, Ngariki Kaiputahi whakapapa back six generations to
Ruatapu who, with his half-brother Paikea, came from Hawaiki. From Ruatapu, there

is a whakapapa of 60 generations back (in Hawaiki) to Tiki Au Ha (the first man).

2.4  Puhinga’s son lhingaro married Whakatungou; through her descent line, there is a

whakapapa back eight generations to Maia, who captained the canoe Te Ikanui-a-

> “You rejoice today but my turn will come tomorrow’. Some Maori believe in a pre-canoe people, and Ngariki
Kaiputahi believe that one of their descent lines is to such uri taniwha (or turehu) who were driven inland when
the ‘canoe people’ arrived (see paragraph 2.2). Subsequent Maori believed they could hear the above-quoted
words whilst digging for fern root and would take the precaution of laying the first roots aside in a propitiation of
these ‘fairy people’. Brougham, A E, and Reed, A W, Maori Proverbs, Wellington, A H & A W Reed, 1963, pp.
81-82.

8 Evidence of Wi Pere to the Native Land Court, 2 April 1881, GMB7, p. 172.

7 Whakapapa recited to Parliament by the Hon. Paikea, 3 September 1959, NZPD, p. 1645, and in the 1975
Parliamentary Petition of Edward Mokopuna Brown. (see paragraph 7.14).

¥ Gudgeon, W E, “The Maori Tribes of the East Coast of New Zealand’ in the Journal of the Polynesian Society
(1896), vol. 3 pp 213-216, vol. 5 p. 2, and vol. 6 p. 186 give various whakapapas and information relating to
links with other tribes. Lyall, A C, Whakatohea of Opotiki, Auckland, Reed, 1979, pp. 13-18 also gives links to
other tribes. There is another whakapapa given in Ngata, A T, (collector), Nga Moteatea: He Maramara Rere

. No Nga Waka Maha Part 111 (The Songs: Scattered Pieces From Many Canoe Areas), Wellington, The

Polynesian Society, 1980, pp. 76-79. See also Lambert, T, The Story of Old Wairoa and the East Coast District,
North Island, (reprint), Christchurch, Capper, 1977, p. 102, and Mitchell, J H, Takitimu, Wairoa, Southern
Reprints, 1972, p.128. A great deal of whakapapa information is also available in Halbert, R W, Horouta: The
History of the Horouta Canoe, Gisborne and East Coast, Auckland, Reed Books, 1999, Part 2.
.° See footnote 5. See also Mitchell, p. 158 who refers to Hine-Te-Ariki, a Ngariki Kaiputahi woman who
descends from uri taniwha (‘ancestors ... whose haunts and places of abode were in the deep pools of rivers’).
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2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

Rauru'® which was mentioned in the claimants’ 1975 Parliamentary petition.'' Maia

left Hawaiki to escape the wrath of his father-in-law Uenuku, father of Ruatapu.

As mentioned in paragraph 1.12(c), Ngariki Kaiputahi contend that there is more than
one Ngariki people and that confusion over this forms part of the reason for their
current situation, and that the confusion arises as follows. Three generations after
Maia, his descent line branches: in one direction down to Whakatungou (who marries
Thingaro - see paragraph 2.4), and in the other direction to Te Ariroa, who is the
progenitor of the closely related tribes of Ngariki Rotoawe and Ngariki Po. It is
Ngariki Kaiputahi’s position that accounts of the defeat of these last-named people,
told to the Native Land Court, encouraged that Court to incorrectly conclude that

Ngariki Kaiputahi were a defeated people.

Ngariki Kaiputahi’s more immediate descent line is from Marutaiaroa (circa 1500
AD). Marutaiaroa descends directly from Puhinga and lhingaro. Marutaijaroa had
three sons and two daughters. The daughters, Hineteao and Hinetaiaka, both married
Maruhangaroa and lived in the Wairoa/Mahia district. Marutaiaroa gave his sons
Waimamaku and Te Rangianiwaniwa lands near Wharekopae to the west and south of
the Mangatu district,'* and gave his son Puatahi lands in the vicinity of the Mangatu

River.'3

Ngariki Kaiputahi are the descendants of Puatahi (hence Ngariki ‘Kaiputahi’) and
have lived continuously in the Mangatu area ever since the dispensation of

Marutaiaroa.

A summarised whakapapa relating to the matters in paragraphs 1.12(c), and 2.5
through 2.7 of this report is attached as Appendix 3. This summary is intended to
illustrate the points made in this report in relation to judicial confusion with respect to

there being more than one ‘Ngariki’ people.

19 Some East Coast traditions have Maia travelling to Aotearoa on a raft of gourds, see Fowler, L, Te Mana o
Tauranga, Auckland, Penrose Printing and Publishing, 1974, p. 22.

111975 Parliamentary Petition of Edward Mokopuna Brown, see chapter 7.

12 Their descendants called themselves Ngati Maru (from Marutaiaroa), see Halbert, p. 61.

1 Halbert, p. 64.



2.9  The direct descendant of Puatahi was Rawiri Tamanui (1793-1863),'* who was
Ngariki Kaiputahi’s leader from about the mid-1820s. Ngariki Kaiputahi’s traditions
have it that Rawiri fought with distinction at the battle of Otuhawaiki (see paragraph
4.2).

2.10 Ngariki Kaiputahi’s traditions also tell that Rawiri Tamanui participated in a battle
against Waikato, Tuhoe, Ngati Toa and others at the 1832 siege of Kaiuku in the
Mabhia district, where he had relatives (the descendants of Hineteao and Hinetaiaka -
see paragraph 2.6)."”> The people in that district had asked Te Wera Hauraki, a Nga
Puhi musket chief, to live amongst them as their protector.'® Te Wera returned to the
Bay of Islands and participated in the battle of Ruapekapeka in 1846, and Ngariki
Kaiputahi believe Rawiri Tamanui was part of a group of local warriors who went

with him."”

2.11 Rawiri was asked to come back from Mahia by Kaumoana (a local Ringa Kaha, or
district fighting chief) to join a coalition against Whakatohea in the battle of
Kekeparaoa in 1834 (see paragraph 4.3).'® After this battle, Rawiri and his son Pera
Te Uatuku'® lived for a time amongst the Whanau-a-Taupara hapu of Te-Aitanga-a-
Mahaki. An incident occurred involving the theft by Pera of a pipe (and possibly an
adultery), and Waaka Mahuika (Taupara’s chieftain) suggested that Rawiri did not
need two fires burning and that he should return to his Mangatu lands.”

' These dates are approximate. Rawiri’s date of birth is based on the known dates of his children, the estimated
dates of his military exploits, and the evidence of Rawinia Ahuroa before the Native Land Court in May 1917,
GMB43, p. 171.

15 Lambert, p. 320. Best, E, Tuhoe: The Children of the Mist, Wellington, A H & A W Reed, 1972 (reprint), p.
541, dates this battle at 1824.

16 Lambert, p. 314. See also Mitchell, pp. 163-177.

17 Evidence of Paora Haupa to Native Land Court, 31 March 1881, GMB7, p. 163. Ruapekapeka is mentioned a
number of times in the 1881 Native Land Court Title Investigation hearing: some of these mentions (e.g. Wi
Mahuika, 31 March 1881, GMB7, p. 159 and Wi Pere, 4 and 5 April 1881, GMB7 pp. 182, 188, 189) seem to
imply a local battle, but the location of a Ruapekapeka in the Poverty Bay district is problematical.

18 Referred to by Captain Pitt before Native Land Court, 29 Sept. 1922, GMB46, p. 265. See also Mitchell, p.
172.

'° Pera is a contraction of Aperahama (Abraham) - see Binney, Redemption Songs, pp. 95, 129 and 216. He
appears in some whakapapa as Pera Te Uatuku Tamanui (and in Appendix 5 of this report as Pera Te Uatuku
TAMANUI). Although he wrote his name as Uatuku with an ‘a’ (Memorandum of Transfer in relation to
Mangatu No. 1A, 7 November 1898), this is also spelt in many places as Uetuku.

2 Evidence of Wi Mahuika to Native Land Court, 30 March 1881, GMB7, p. 156; Evidence of Pera Te Uatuku
to Native Land Court 7 April 1881, GMB7, pp. 194-195; Evidence of Te Hira Uatuku to Native Land Court, 24
Nov. 1921, GMBA45, pp. 203-204.



2.12 Rawiri’s Poutokomanawa, which was carved by his son Hemi Whaiapu, stands in the
meeting house Te Ngawari at Whatatutu. Rawiri was succeeded as chief by his son
Pera Te Uatuku. Ngariki Kaiputahi all descend from Pera and his two wives, because

Rawiri’s other sons (Hemi Whaiapu and Rewi Tamanui) have no living descendants.”!

2.13 A further whakapapa giving details of the recent descent lines of Ngariki Kaiputahi is
attached as Appendix 4.

2! Hemi Whaiapu had no children. Rewi Tamanui’s only child Ruka Tahuateka had no children.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

34

3.5

Chapter 3
Nga Kaitono

In March 1995, Ngariki Kaiputahi formed a trust pursuant to sections 214 and 219 of
Te Ture Whenua Maori Act of 1993 which recognised Rawiri Tamanui as their
Tipuna; one of its objects was to best advance the interests of all of the descendants of

Rawiri Tamanui.??

In March 1999, the Maori Land Court granted an application from the Ngariki
Kaiputahi Whanau Trust whereby in future, there would be one trustee representing
the descendants of Hine Matekino (who was Rawiri Tamanui’s grand-daughter from
his son Pera’s marriage to his first wife Merihi Ngore) and five trustees representing
the descendants of the five great grandchildren of Rawiri Tamanui from his son Pera’s

marriage to his second wife Hine Huiariro.

Ngariki Kaiputahi, through the trust, lodged claim Wai 507 at the Waitangi Tribunal to
redress wrongs they perceive themselves to have suffered because of actions of the
Crown. They have formed a Claims Committee, established an office’® and a web
site,”* and have sought expressions of interest from the estimated 1,000 descendants of
Rawiri Tamanui.> As at the date of this report, the trust can report that its claim

represents over 400 people.”®

The Tribunal however has before it three claims in the name of Ngariki Kaiputahi,
details of which are contained in paragraphs 3.5 through 3.7. A simplified Whakapapa

illustrating these matters is attached as Appendix 5.

Wai 507% referred to above was lodged on 26 April 1995 by Owen Lloyd as chairman
of the trust mentioned in paragraph 3.2. He is the grandson of Kupukore (‘Uncle
Kupu’) Brown, the oldest son of Ruahinekino (oldest grandchild of Pera Te Uatuku’s

22 145 GMB 23-24.

2 Forrester House, Ormond Road Gisborne. P.O. Box 2119, Gisborne. Telephone/fax 06 868 7999.
2* hittp://sites.netscape.net/ballloyd/ngarikikaiputahi

2% Estimate supplied to the writer by Trust Claims Committee member and kaumatua Frank Tuapawa.
26 Estimate supplied to the writer by Trust Claims Committee member and kaumatua Frank Tuapawa.

%" Record of Documents, Gisborne District inquiry.



3.6

3.7

second marriage).?® Prior to Owen Lloyd’s involvement, Ngariki Kaiputahi’s position
had been advanced for many years by the late Edward Mokopuna (‘Uncle Ned’)
Brown.” Further details of Uncle Ned’s efforts are given in paragraphs 7.13 and 7.14
of this report; he was the youngest brother of Owen Lloyd’s grandfather Kupu Brown.
Mr Lloyd became involved at the request of his Uncle Ruka, who designated him as

the chosen person of the next generation to advance the interests of Ngariki Kaiputahi.

Uncle Ned’s children Tanya Parearau Rbgers, Julie Celia O’Donnell and Maureen
Collette Drummond lodged Wai 499°° on 24 March 1995 on behalf of Ngariki
Kaiputahi and themselves. Julie O’Donnell and Maureen Drummond have
subsequently withdrawn from Wai 499 and now associate themselves with Wai 507.
In reply to a Direction from the Presiding Officer of the Gisborne District Inquiry that
the question as to whether Wai 499 and Wai 507 are cross-claims (where matters of
mandate would be an issue) or a co-claim (where mandate would not be an issue),”!
the claimants under Wai 499 have indicated that their claim is a cross-claim, but have
further indicated their intention to resolve this matter by 31 October 200032 A

mandate wananga has been set down for 2 December 2000.

A further claim from Ngariki Kaiputahi has been received by the Waitangi Tribunal.

~ ‘This-claim has been lodged by David Brown, who is a grandchild of Uncle Ned. This

claim has now been registered as Wai 874.%

% See Appendix 5.
9 A whakapapa for Ned Brown is given in Binney and Chaplin, p. 32. See also Appendix 5.
0 Record of Documents, Gisborne District inquiry.
*! Record of Documents, Gisborne District inquiry, Memorandum and Directions by the Deputy Chairperson,
Wai 814.
32 Record of Documents, Gisborne District inquiry.
33 Record of Documents, Gisborne District inquiry.



4.1

4.2

Chapter 4
Rohe

Ka waituhia koe ki te kiwi tangi po
No runga Haumiti-nui, no runga Maunga-haumi
No te Rere a Tu-rakai®*

With reference to the rohe map attached as Appendix 6, within the Mangatu Block lies
the mountain of Maungahaumi which is sacred to Ngariki Kaiputahi. Their own
traditions® suggest a spelling of Maungahaumia® (a place to gather fern root) but
other tribal traditions have it as Maungahaumi in reference to a new stern piece of the
Horouta canoe®’ that was fashioned there by Pawa. Ngariki Kaiputahi’s traditions
have it that a guardian mauri whenua in the form of a diamond was given by Te Kooti
Arikirangi Te Turuki to Pera's son Te Hira Uatuku and is hidden on Maungahaumi.*®
The story, as told to Owen Lloyd by his late Uncles Ruka Brown and Ra Renata-
Kokiri, is that Te Hira, accompanied by Rutene Ahuroa and Hori Puru (people of other

iwi who had settled at Mangatu and married into Ngariki), went to see Te Kooti at Te

~ Kuiti. Hori had been with Pera at Wharekauri and then on Te Kooti’s whakarau (see

Chapter 5) and was an early Ringatu Tohunga. As a test, Te Kooti offered whiskey,
which only Te Hira refused; firstly because the kaupapa was not dealt with, and
secondly because it was the 12th day of the month, when the Ringatu faith forbids
alcohol. Te Hira was given the diamond, and was allowed to ride Te Kooti’s white

horse home.

To the West of the Mangatu Block (to the immediate south-west of the Mangatu State
Forest) lies the peak of Areoma. Ngariki Kaiputahi’s traditions have it that their

3% <And the ritual of the kiwi crying in the night, which comes from above Haumiti-nui above Maunga-haumi,
From the alls of Tu-rakai’. Attributed to Mumura, ‘a woman of Nga-ariki’ by Henare Ruru in Nga Moteatea, pp.
76-79. The claimants’ whakapapa shows that Mumura was the daughter of Puatahi, the immediate progenitor of
Ngariki Kaiputahi, who was given his rohe in the Mangatu area by his father Marutaiaroa.

35 As told to the writer by kaumatua Uncle Matua Brown (now deceased) 3 November 1999.

3¢ Maunga - Mountain. Haumiaroa - the guardian spirit of fern root. Ryan, pp. 131 and 47.

*" haumi -canoe sections, Ryan, p. 47.

38 See Binney and Chaplin, p. 36. See also Binney, Redemption Songs, p. 234.

10



Tipuna Rawiri Tamanui distinguished himself in the 1832 battle of the Otuhawaiki Pa
located here.*®* The battle was between a coalition of iwi from the district led by
Rangiwhakataeataea,”® who was Ringa Kaha, against an incursion of Whakatohea who
were moving into the Raukumara area, possibly to escape the depredations of musket-
armed Ngapuhi."‘l Amongst his exploits at Otuhawaiki, Rawiri Tamanui was lowered
by vines around his chest to obtain water, and in memory of this feat Areoma was

renamed Herehereuma, by his descendants.**

4.3  Ngariki Kaiputahi’s traditions have it that Rawiri Tamanui led his people in further
district alliances (by 1832, as Ringa Kaha)* against Whakatohea; notably at the
skirmish at Te Muhunga, and at the siege of Kekeparaoa44 (on the Waikohu River, a
tributary of the Waipaoa River) in 1834.%

4.4  On the Mangatu Block, at the junction of the Mangamaia Stream and the Mangatu
River, is the site of Pikauroa Pa. This was a defensive fighting position used by a
number of tribes (for instance by Hirokiroki of the Ngariki Po-Ngariki Rotoawe
people retreating from Te Whiwhi of the Whanau-a-Taupara hapu of Te Aitanga-a-
Mahaki during the so-called Pikai fights in the 1820s (see paragraphs 6.4, 6.10, 6.11
and Appendix 7 of this report). Ngariki Kaiputahi’s traditions have it that they have
used this defensive position from time to time, but that they took no part in the Pikai
fights which were, in effect, a civil war amongst the Whanau-a-Kai and Whanau-a-
Taupara sections of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki. A note on the Pikai fights is attached to
this report as Appendix 7.

¥ Allsop, F, The Story of Mangatu: The Forest Which Healed The Land, NZ Forest Information Service
Information Series No. 62, Wellington, Government Printer, 1973, p. 2. See also evidence of Wi Mahuika to the
Native Land Court, 30 March 1881, GMB?7, p. 157.

“ Evidence of Wi Mahuika to the Native Land Court, 30 March 1881, GMB7, p. 157.

1A fuller version of these exploits was told to the writer by Tanya Parearau Rogers (hui at Mangatu Marae, 2
Dec 2000).

2 Ngariki Kaiputahi’s traditions (notably, stories told by late Kaumatua Uncles Ra Renata and Rusty Tamanui,
the latter on video) are that the name change relates to ‘here’ - fo tie up or fasten with cords, and ‘uma’ - bosom
or chest. See also Williams, pp. 46, 467.

** The story that Rawiri achieved the status of Ringa Kaha (district fighting chief) was given to the claimants by
their kaumatua Uncle Mahanga Brown, an older brother of Uncle Ned Brown. Possible dates of other Ringa
Kaha in the district make this difficult to verify, and note Te Kani Pere’s evidence (see footnote 42).

“ Evidence of Te Kani Pere before the Native Land Court in 1921 is that Kaumoana (successor to
Rangiwhakataeataea as Ringa Kaha) brought Rawiri into the coalition for this battle from Mahia where he had
been visiting, GMB46, p. 45. See also paragraph 2.11.

45 This is the date given by Mitchell, p. 172.
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4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

Ngariki Kaiputahi’s traditions have it that they were a consecrated people who tended
to breed amongst themselves.*® A story which illustrates this tradition is that Rawiri
Tamanui jealously guarded the bloodlines of his tribal group and to emphasise this
matter, killed a female in his tribe who had become involved with a man from the
Whanau-a-Taupara hapu of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki. The woman’s stomach was hung
from a tree in the most populated (south eastern) part of the Mangatu Block (hence the

place name Pukutarewa).*’

Rawiri Tamanui lived at Pukutarewa®® but had pa sites outside of the land now known
as the Mangatu Block, most notably at Wheao Pa near the Wheao Stream, a tributary
of the Waipaoa River (5 km due south of Whatatutu).*

The New Zealand Archaeological Association has identified seven pa sites in the
Urukokomuka-Pukutarewa-Mangatu River-Waipaoa Valley, a compact area of

approximately 8 km x 2 km area.”

Rawiri’s headless body is buried on Taputerangi’® immediately south of the
Urukokomuka Stream and 1 km west of Whatatutu. This area is not so labelled on
contemporary maps, but is identified thus by Halbert.>>

In the northern end of Pukutarewa is Parapara, site of the grave of Pera Te Uatuku and
other Ngariki Kaiputahi.>®

During Pera’s time as chieftain, Ngariki Kaiputahi had a concentration of dwelling
sites at two locations at Pukutarewa; one on the southern bank of the Urukokomuka

Stream, and another slightly to the east and on the northern bank of the Mangatu River

%6 A story told by Uncle Ned Brown to his daughter Tanya Parearau Rogers who in turn informed the writer (hui
at Mangatu Marae, 2 Dec 2000).

“7 Story told to claimants by late Uncle Ned Brown, and also in a record of a Wananga held to lift a curse made
by the late Uncle Ruka Brown and held by the claims committee.

8 Evidence of Rawinia Ahuroa in May 1917, GMBA43, p. 171; Poneke Huihui, November 1921, GMB45, p. 156.
* The map section in Halbert, p. 433, indicates a Ngariki interest in the Wheao stream area.

%0 These sites are indicated on the (draft) Gisborne District Council Planning Maps, r141 and r142, as follows:
WRI117, X17-23, X17-24, X17-25, X17-26, X17-27, X17-28.

3! According to stories told to the claimants by Uncle Ned Brown. According to a story told to the writer by
Raiha Goldsmith, in 1991 a skull with no other body parts was found under a tree in the Pukutarewa area and
was re-buried by Uncle Eria Tamanui in Onehou cemetery.

52 Halbert, p. 425. See also evidence of Pera Te Uatuku, 13 Mar 1875, GMB2, p. 47.

%3 Evidence of Rawinia Ahuroa to Native Land Court, 18 November 1921, GMB45, p- 156.
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4.11

4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

called Pakowhai®® (the extreme south-eastern corner of what is now the Mangatu
Block) on what was, for a time, a Native Reserve (this matter will be dealt with further
in paragraphs 4.23 and 4.24). This latter concentration was indicated on the Block
plan before the Native Land Court in 1881, a plan prepared from a survey which was

allegedly assisted by Pera (see paragraph 6.9).

The Urukokomuka Stream was a sacred area for Tohunga even before the advent of
the Ringatu faith, and the white round stones found in the stream-bed there and in the
adjoining stream bed of the Mangatu River were known as ‘the children of

Manga‘ru’.55

Immediately east of Parapara, on the other side of the Waipaoa River, is Mangatai
Kapua, a canoe building site in the tradition of Ngariki Kaiputahi. Other iwi would
obtain from Ngariki Kaiputahi the right to obtain a suitable canoe tree and shape it on

site, before floating it down the Waipaoa (the ‘water - or urine - of Pawa’).

Immediately south west of Pukutarewa is Tapuae-o-te-rangi, a Ngariki Kaiputahi
cemetery, used originally by the Paraone (Brown) whanau of Ngariki Kaiputahi,
although other tribal groups with connections through marriage have been allowed to

be buried there.

Like his father, Pera had pa sites away from the modern-day Mangatu Block. One was
Taihamiti, near the junction of the Whatatutu Stream and the Waipaoa River. The pa
was named after Pera’s act of licking blood off his taiaha. Pera’s daughter Heni
Matekino is buried in a cave here, near the end of present-day Taihamiti Road. As
mentioned in paragraph 3.2, Heni Matekino’s descent line is represented in the trustee

structure of the Ngariki Kaiputahi Whanau Trust.

In light of the above, Ngariki Kaiputahi’s rohe conforms (in terms of surveyed Blocks)
to parts of the Blocks numbered as 1, 5, 28, 29, 30, 31 and 32 in the map attached to
this report as Appendix 8.

5 Also Pa Kowhai: the name refers to a proliferation of kowhai trees previously in the area, according to the

traditions of the claimants.
55 As told to the claimants by Uncle Ned Brown. Tanya Parearau Rogers told the writer that the stones were ‘the

children of Maia’ (hui at Mangatu Marae, 2 December 2000).
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4.16 As will be detailed further, Ngariki Kaiputahi have asserted a consistent pattern of

attachment, commitment and assertion in relation to their rohe.

4.17  As detailed in paragraphs 5.4 through 5.10 of this report, Pera Te Uatuku was absent
from the area between 1865 and 1875, but immediately upon his return was exercising
his people's mana over the area. In April 1875 he and four others were involved in the

leasing to the Government Purchasing Agent of:
all our land at Waipaoa, Matawai, Mangatu and Mangatutu.*®

The bulk of the lease money was paid to Pera Te Uatuku, although complaints were
made that the Crown Land Purchase Officer was not dealing with the rightful

OwWners. 37

4.18 By this time, surveys of Maori land had reached inland Poverty Bay.5 8 Between 1875
and 1881, Pera Te Uatuku and his son Te Hira attended, participated in, or were
mentioned or represented at a number of Native Land Court title investigation
hearings relating to Blocks that had been surveyed in their rohe. At the Waikohu-
Matawai hearing in February 1875 an argument in favour of including Pera and Te
Hira as owners was advanced.® ‘Ngariki’ were claimed to be owners®' but the Judge
decided in favour of Nga Potiki.®* At the Rangitira hearings in early March 1875,% a
witness spoke in favour of adding the name of Hira Te Ue Tuku [sic] to the owners
list,%* and this name appears in the list of 190 names.” At the Whatatutu hearing held

soon afterwards, Pera seems to have participated®® but does not appear on the records

56 NA, MA MLP 1, 1896, 199.

5T The Standard & People’s Advocate, 17 April 1875, cited by Kathryn Rose in Te Aitanga-a - Mahaki Land and
Autonomy 1873-1890 Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Claims Committee, (1999 draft), p. 72. The complaint came from
Wi Pere (see paragraph 6.2 and accompanying footnote). This dispute between Wi Pere and Ngariki Kaiputahi
was about to transfer into the Court - see chapter 6.

%8 A map in the Gisborne Museum Poverty Bay Triangulation Sheet No. 6 dated 1878 indicates that by this date,
surveying had reached the borders of the Mangatu Block. Another map Sketch Reduction Map of the Poverty
Bay District, dated 1877, shows that surveys had reached the Eastern side of the Waipaoa River by that date.
AJHR 1877, G5,p. 9.

% GMBI, pp. 292 ff.

5 Evidence of Wi Haronga, GMBI, p. 292. Later at p.298 the names of Pera Teuetuku [sic] and Hira Te Uatuku
are mentioned.

! GMBI, p. 299.

62 GMBI, pp. 318-319.

% GMB2, p. 11.

% GMB2, p. 17.

8 Rangitira 1-3G2 BOF, Box 882, Gisborne MLC.

6 GMB?2, p. 45. There is a degree of ambiguity in the recorded minutes.
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4.19

4.20

4.21

4.22

4.23

as having succeeded in having his name entered as an owner.®’ As will be described
in further detail in Chapter 6, Pera participated in the Manukawhitikitiki title
investigation hearing (held at the same time as Whatatutu in 1875), and assisted by his
brother Rewi Tamanui asserted his people as the rightful owners®® - with the result that
they, along with their other brother Hemi Whaiapu, were added to the owners’ list by
order of the Judge.®

As will be described in further detail in Chapter 6 of this report, Pera participated in

the Mangatu title investigation hearing held in 1881 with some (limited) success.

Mention was made of the interésts of ‘Ngariki’ or ‘Nga Ariki’ in the survey
investigation for parts of the Waipaoa Block (1881) and also at the partition hearing
for the Poututu Blocks (1889) and a boundary hearing for the Rangitira Block (1 897).

In the 20th century this pattern of consistent claims by Ngariki Kaiputahi to their rohe
continued in relation to the Mangatu Block, and also by way of Parliamentary

Petitions. More details about the petitions is provided in Chapter 7.

The attachment of the claimants to their rohe also appears in census data. An 1878
Maori Census recorded by Resident Magistrate R S Bush’ lists Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki
as consisting of 172 persons and as resident at Waerenga-a Hika. Ngariki were listed
as consisting of 28 persons and as resident in Mangatu. An 1881 census lists Ngariki
as a sub-tribe of Rongowhakaata, resident in ‘Maungatu’, and consisting of 26

persons. !

As a follower of Te Kooti (see Chapter 5) Pera provided land and built Te Ngawari,
the third of four meeting houses built for Te Kooti in the Turanga district, in fulfilment

of the prediction Hoki atu. Whakahaurangia te rongopai i runga i te ngawari me te

57 Whatatutu A-C BOF, Box 1433, Gisborne MLC. In the event, at least some of the Whatatutu sub-divisions
were alienated in circumstances that required the European ‘owner’ to appear before the Validation Court at
Gisborne in 1894. He secured validated title because no objectors appeared, as provided for by ‘General Rules’
issued under the Native Land (Validation of Titles) Act 1893. AJHR 1894, G-2, pp. 3-6. See also Daly, S,
‘Poverty Bay’, Waitangi Tribunal (Rangahaua Whanui Series Working Paper First Release), February 1997, p.

202.

% GMB2, pp. 46-47.

% GMB2, p. 55.

™ Terekia, G R, Poutokomanawa o Parihimanihi, Gisborne, Private Publication, 1987, pp- 30, 33.
" AJHR 1881, G3, p. 22.
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aroha,” on land in the Pukutarewa district on the south bank of the Urukokomuka
Stream to the immediate west of that stream’s confluence with the Mangatu River.
This meeting house and associated settlement’ were moved one kilometre east to the
location on the north bank of the Mangatu River in the part of Pukutarewa known as
Pakowhai because of complications due to a lease.” The original meeting house was
subsequently destroyed by fire and replaced in 1922.° Flooding and silting arising
from the serious abuse of the land in the upper Mangatu River catchment resulted in a
further relocation of the marae to a nearby third site on land donated by Pera’s grand
daughter Ruahinekino Paraone (Brown) in 1944.” The Dining Hall from the second
site became a new Te Ngawari associated with a new Dining and Memorial Hall, and
a new complex was opened by King Koroki in 1958.”7 Increasing difficulties with
flooding and silting required the entire nearby township of Whatatutu (on the southern
bank of the Mangatu River) to relocate onto higher ground during the 1950s, and the
Te Ngawari Marae followed suit in January 1985 - moving from its Pakowhai
location™ to the relocated Whatatutu township, whence most of the settlement at
Pakowhai had already moved; this in turn led to the disappearance of the formally
designated ‘Native Reserve’ at Pakowhai, a matter that will be dealt with further at
parégraph 4.24.

424 The ‘Native Reserve’ referred to in paragraph 4.23 was an approximately 500 acre
portion of the Mangatu No. 1 subdivision of the Mangatu Block.”” The earliest
surveys do not indicate such a reserve, or a comparable subdivision that accords with
the shape of the reserve.’® The legislation dealing with such reserves at the date of the
creation of the Block was the Native Lands Act of 1873%! but as late as 1899 there was

2 <Go back. Proclaim the gospel, the gentler faith, and the love of God.” The Houses, in order of construction,
were Whakahau (‘command’) at Rangatira, Rongopai (‘gospel’) at Waituhi, Te Ngawari (‘gentle or humble’) at
Mangatu, and Te Aroha (‘love’) at Tapuihikitia. Binney, Redemption Songs, pp. 369, 370.

3 Evidence of Peneha Tamahouia to Native Land Court, 22 November 1921, GMB45, p. 173.

™ The lease, by Wi Pere, was to a Mr Cuff, Evidence of Pencha Tamahouia to Native Land Court, 22 November
1921, GMB45, p. 173.

> Binney and Chaplin, p. 47.

7 Gordon, P J, Ngata, H, & Ors, The Centenary of the Mangatu Lands, Gisborne, Private Publication, 1993, p.
19.

" Gisborne Herald, March 10, p. 1.

™ Edward (Uncle Ned) Mokopuna Brown, was a Ringatu tohunga and believed that the flooding and silting had
been foreseen by Te Kooti Arikirangi and arose because the land had been alienated from Ngariki Kaiputahi and
would flow into the sea - which, in environmental terms, has happened. See Binney and Chaplin, p. 36.

™ The 1881 Validation Court hearing broke the original Mangatu Block into 4 portions.

89ML251 and ML251A, LINZ, Gisborne.

81 37 Vict. No. 56, ss. 21-32.
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no indication of either a reserve or a comparable subdivision.?> However a 1900 plan
marks off a surveyed area of 526 acres as Lot 3, Subdivision 4, Mangatu No. 1, and
the area is labelled ‘Native Reserve’.®’ The reserve was established under the
administration of the Commissioner of Crown Lands, and léter the East Coast
Commissioner,®* and was administered by a committee of the Mangatu Incorporation
in terms of the Mangatu Empowering Act of 1893. A 1937 survey plan®’ shows an
almost identical plot to the 1900 plan but does not use the label ‘Native Reserve’,
although there was certainly a community in this place and a 1950 plan86 shows the
plots and names of occupants of what was a Ngariki Kaiputahi village. By then, there
were plans to upgrade the village, although legal difficulties relating to the powers of
the Mangatu Incorporation first required remedying. But a history of tension with the
Mangatu Incorporation, plus an increasing difficulty with flooding, led to
abandonment or non-renewal of leases and most people moving to higher ground. In
1968 the area was vested back within the Mangatu Block in terms of section 44 of the

Maori Affairs Amendment Act of 1967.57

%2 DP 1142, LINZ, Gisborne.
5 DP 1234, vol. XX11, LINZ, Gisborne.
8 The role of the Commissioner of Crown Lands and the East Coast Commissioner is discussed in chapter 7.

55 DP 3413 LINZ Gisborne.
% In the possession of the Wai #507 claimants - no source, but probably from the records of the Mangatu

Incorporation. ,
87 Transfer No. 88473, LINZ, Gisborne.
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Chapter 5
Tangohanga: Noho Manenetanga

Tukua mai he kapunga one one ki au hau tangi®®

5.1  The areas that were to be surveyed into the Mangatu and surrounding Blocks were part
of a much larger ceding of land which took place in the Turanganui-a-Kiwa (Poverty
Bay) area in 1868 in the immediate aftermath of the Matawhero incident. It is
generally accepted that this ceding occurred in the environment created by the Native
Lands Act of 1862% and succeeding legislation (the Suppression of Rebellion Act of
1863, the New Zealand Settlements Act of 1863, the East Coast Land Titles
Investigation Act of 1866, the East Coast Land Titles Investigation Amendment Act of

1867, and the East Coast Act of 1868) in circumstances that amount to confiscation.”

5.2 The framers of the above legislation had no doubts as to its purpose. Speaking to the

Parliament in 1870, for example, Henry Sewell®! stated:

The object of the Native Lands Act was two-fold: to bring the great bulk
of the lands of the Northern Island ... within the reach of colonisation.
The other great object was, the detribalisation of the natives - to destroy,
if it was possible, the principle of communism which ran through the

whole of their institutions ... >

3 Proverb, ‘Send me a handful of soil that I may weep over it’. Brougham and Reed, p. 63.

8 This created the Native Land Court. A bewildering succession of amending and replacement Acts followed,
the substantive one being the Native Lands Act of 1865.

* None of the legislation referred to uses the word ‘confiscation’. The East Coast legislation reversed the
process of the NZ Settlements Act of 1863. In the 1863 legislation, the Governor identified rebellious districts
and set apart ‘eligible sites’ for colonisation, with compensation being granted to persons who can prove that
they were not engaged in certain activities as defined in section 5. The East Coast legislation charged the Native
Land Court with issuing titles but not to do so in respect of persons coming within the definition of section 5 of
the 1863 legislation. '

°! Henry Sewell 1807-1879 was, by the standards of the day, liberal. Attorney General in the Fox Ministry
(1861), the Domett Ministry (1862-1863) and the Weld ‘self-reliant” Ministry (1864-1865) he had resigned in
1863 because of confiscation policy. At the date of the speech quoted (moving the 2nd reading of the Native
Lands Frauds Prevention Bill), Sewell was Minister of Justice in the Fox Ministry. The Dictionary of New
Zealand Biography, Volume One, 1769-1869 (DNZB1I), Wellington, Allen and Unwin/Department of Internal
Affairs, 1990, S9.

%2 NZPD, August 29 1870, vol. 1, p. 361.
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5.3  The significant statutory environment from which Ngariki Kaiputahi’s problems have
arisen stem, at least in the first instance, from the interaction of the New Zealand
Settlements Act of 1863, with its wide-ranging definition of acts of rebellion,*® and the
East Coast Act of 1868,” the Native Land Act of 1873,” and the Native Land Court
Act of 1880.%°

5.4  Rawiri Tamanui’s son and successor Pera Te Uatuku was not part of the 1868 ceding
because, along with his brothers Rewi Tamanui and Hemi Whaiapu, and his son Te
Hira Te Uatuku, he was a fugitive with Te Kooti Arikirangi Te Turuki (‘Te Kooti’).
Nevertheless, land within the claimants’ rohe was originally part of the cession
notwithstanding the fact that neither his nor any Ngariki Kaiputahi names appear on
the Deed of Cession.”’ Although Ngariki Kaiputahi’s rohe was a long way inland
from the prized flatlands, the oil springs in the Waipaoa valley®® were of great interest
to businessmen, to the rival interests of the Auckland and Hawke’s Bay Provincial
Governments, to the central Government,”” and - locally - to the Poverty Bay Militia

commander R W Biggs.'®

5.5  Much of the cession - with the exception of Te Muhunga, Te Arai and Patutahi - was

returned as a consequence of an arrangement placed before the East Coast

%3 27 Vict. No. 8, sections 2 and 5.

% 32 Vict. No. 56. This legislation repealed and replaced the controversial East Coast Land Titles Investigation
Act of 1866, which had provoked two petitions (see AJHR 1868, A-16, 4-6, and A-16, 7-12). However, it still
repeated the requirement that the Court not award title to persons engaged in rebellion as defined by section 5 of
the 1863 Act, and from a Maori perspective was not much of an improvement. Richmond saw it as capable of
achieving ‘the original essential principle [of the 1866 Act] ... but ... in a more workable and less objectionable
form ..., 1868 NZPD, vol. 3 147.

% 37 Vict. No 56. Formally repealed in 1986, however most of this Act ceased to be in force from 1 October
1880, being repugnant to the Native Land Court Act of 1880.

% 44 Vict. No 38.

%7 Turton, H H, Maori Deeds of Land Purchases in the North Island of New Zealand, Province of Auckland,
Deeds No. 490, p.694 ff.

% The public at large had been aware of this find - described as being 35 miles up the Waipaoa river near the
Mangatu river junction - since April 1866, Hawkes Bay Herald, 14 April 1866.

% For the best discussion of this, see O’Malley, V, ““An Entangled Web™: Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Land and
Politics, 1840-1873, and their Aftermath’, (plus associated Document Banks 2 vols.), Report Commissioned by
the Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Claims Committee, October 1998, pp. 181-209.

190 <Should the [boundaries proposed in the schedule to the East Coast Land Titles Investigation legislation] be
adhered to the whole of the valley above Waerengahika on the road to Opotiki in which are the petrol springs
will be lost to the Government.” Biggs to Halse 6 January 1867, ‘Raupatu Document Bank’ vol. 131, pp 50390-
50395 at p. 50392. Biggs was local Militia commander, JP, (soon to be RM) a settler on disputed land at
Matawhero, and extremely interested - for personal reasons - in confiscation matters. Hawkes Bay Herald, 14

April 1866.
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Commission on 30 Juné 1869 by W S Atkinson.'”" The fact that Ngariki Kaiputahi
lands were not finally taken did not however assist the tribe because the legislation
described in 5.1 - 5.3 encouraged the process of assigning title to land, which in tum
made alienation possible. Any individual could set in train a process of survey and
title investigation, notwithstanding the majority wishes of fellow tribe members who
might have regarded a given area as theirs by customary right. To make matters
worse, certain categories of person were not entitled to have their names entered as
owners. Maori fighting Maori who were supported by the Government forces were
defined as ‘carrying arms against Her Majesty the Queen’ under section 5 of the New
Zealand Settlements Act of 1863, and the Native Land Court was directed by section 2
of the East Coast Land Titles Investigations Act of 1866 and section 3 of the East
Coast Act of 1868 to not enter such persons as owners. Thus in Poverty Bay,
adherents of Pai Marire (or ‘hau hau’) acquired rebel status by simple virtue of the fact
that the Government had sided with non-Pai Marire elements (firstly amongst Ngati
Porou, but subsequently at Turanganui-a-Kiwa). It is not clear whether Pera and his
brothers and son were Pai Marire, but all were part of a mixed force of
Rongowhakaata, Ngati Maru and other allies'® who went from Patutahi'® to the aid
of besieged Pai Marire (Ngati Porou refugees and their Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki hosts) at
Waerenga-a-Hika. After the fall of the pa on 22 November 1865, Pera and his
kinsmen became prisoners of the military, presumably in terms of the Suppression of
Rebellion Act of 1863'* and the powers granted to the powerful Donald McLean,'%
and sent to Wharekauri (Chatham Islands), landing there with the first tranche of
prisoners on March 15 1866.

191 W S Atkinson, Poverty Bay Resident Magistrate, was acting as agent of the Government General in these
transactions. Daly, p.83.

102 According to Terekia (a history of Pehimana Taihuka - a chief of Ngati Kohuru and one of the early releases
from Wharekauri - and his descendants); “When the attack [on Waerenga - a - Hika] had continued for three days
an assault was made on the Government troops by Rongowhakaata, Ngati-Maru of Te Arai, Te Whanau Akai
from Toroa, Ngati Hineuru of Kahungunu, Ngai-Tamatea from Waihoku, Ngariki from Mangatu. This force had
arrived from the Puke-amio pah at Patutahi and were not part of the Hauhau force posted at the Wae-e-renga-
hika pah.’

193 A Whanau-a-Kai village according to O’Malley, “An Entangled Web™’, p. 309. Patutahi is about 4 km
south-west of Waerenga-a-Hika, and is the largest of the three blocks that remained in Crown hands after the
1868 Cession. '
1427 Vict. No. 7.

195 4JHR 1869, A-4. The trial of Prisoners by Courts Martial as required by sections 6, 7 and 8 of the
Suppression of Rebellion Act of 1863 never took place - which, presumably, is why most historians regard the
Wharekauri detentions as illegal. See also ‘The Opinion Of The Attorney General As To The Legal Status Of
The Maoris Now In Arms’, AJHR 1869, A-14.
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5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

The Wharekauri exile was managed by the colonial army (later, the Armed
Constabulary) and the consistent reference to Maori sent to Wharekauri is as
‘prisoners’.'%® A muster roll'”’ refers to Pera and his relatives (and all of the first
tranche of prisoners) as Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki, with the place of capture as Waerenga-
a-Hika, but it is clear from the muster roll that this first tranche of prisoners contains
the names of people from the various tribes in the relieving force from Patutahi. Te
Kooti, who was not Pai Marire,'®® was also apprehended and arrived at Wharekauri on
June 10 1866 in the 3rd tranche of prisoners. Army Department records constantly
refer to the prisoners as ‘hau hau’ although with time (see paragraph 5.11(a)) the
legislative intention with respect to ‘rebels’ (i.e. originally Pai Marire) was relaxed by
the colonial government; ‘rebel’ came to mean ‘opponent of land sale’ or ‘follower of

Te Kooti’ or similar, rather than just as ‘hau hau’.

Pera and his kinsmen were involved in Te Kooti’s escape from Wharekauri. They
arrived at Whareongaonga in the Rifleman in July 1868, and as part of the Whakarau
participated in the events at Paparatu, Te Koneke, Ruakituri, Matawhero and Nga
Tapa, and in the subsequent pursuits by the Government and kawanatanga forces. On
19 July 1868, Pera, as a chieftain, participated in the council of war called by Te Kooti
on the eve of the Paparatu skirmish with volunteer troops from Turanga,'®” and spoke

in favour of fighting.'!

Pera and his kinsmen had returned from Wharekauri as early adherents of the new
Ringatu faith.'"! As mentioned elsewhere in this report, he had subsequently
commissioned the building of one of the four important Turanga-area Ringatu meeting

houses (Te Ngawari) in Mangatu.

Pera was amongst the Whakarau members captured in the upper Waioeka River valley

settlements in March 1870, and was amongst a group of 34 selected by Captain T W

16 §ee Army Department Records, National Archives, AD 31/14, 31/15, 31/16.
197 Army Department Records, National Archives, AD 31/14.

108 «

... I would not accept the Hauhau God, we fought and the Hauhau’s [sic] were defeated. Next morning I was

arrested ...". Te Kooti’s letter to Governor Grey, NA, MA23/8a; RDB vol. 88, 3365.

19 The volunteers were led by Major R. N. Biggs (subsequently killed with his family on 10 November 1868,
mainly as a consequence of his occupation of the disputed Matawhero 4 Block), Captain C. Westrupp, and
Lieutenant J. Wilson, and they were defeated by Te Kooti’s brilliant diversionary tactics. AJHR 1868 51-D;
Belich, J, The New Zealand Wars and the Victorian Interpretation of Racial Conflict, Auckland, Auckland
University Press, 1986, p. 223.

1% Binney, p. 95.
U1 Binney, p. 216. See also the interviews with his descendants in Binney and Chaplin, pp. 35 ff.
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12 to stand trial for ‘Levying War against The Queen’.'!® His trial commenced

Porter
on June 27 1870. The accused were tried in Wellington in batches of five under the
provisions of the Disturbed Districts Act of 1869,'"*
named, in order, as ‘Aperahama Te Uatuku, Utiera Perenera, Hori Puru, Hemi Tatupu

116 Porter,

and Pera was in the first batch -

or Makawai, and Karanama Ngeri Ngeri’.'"” The Crown called as witnesses
Wi Pere,'!” and Maata te Owai (a disgruntled wife of Te Kooti who was to appear at
the 1881 Mangatu title investigation hearing).'18 On day two of the trial, the five
prisoners reversed their plea to guilty on the advice of counsel.'’® The judge stated

that a death sentence was inevitable but that:

... it was most likely his Excellency would exercise the prerogative of

mercy entrusted to him ...'*°

5.10 Significantly for Pera, and the problems confronting him at his subsequent
appearances at the Native Land Court, the Judge is also reported as saying:

12 presumably in terms of the draconian Disturbed Districts Act of 1869. Captain T. W. Porter (1844-1920) was
Major Ropata Wahawaha’s staff officer in the 1870/71 expeditions against Te Kooti. Pera appears as
Aperahunia Te Uatuku, the first name in a list of 34 names (attributed to Porter by Binney) headed ‘List of
Prisoners’ amongst the McLean Papers (McLean Papers, ATL, MS-Papers-0032, folders 25-27, item 32). Porter
also interviewed Pera and Hori Puru (who became the first Ringatu Tohunga at Mangatu) and took a 9 page
statement from them in anticipation of the treason trial. McLean Papers, ATL, MS-Papers-0032, folders 25-27,
item 5.

113 <Calendar of Prisoners Tried at Wellington and Wanganui Court Sittings’ Volume 11, pp. 22-23, NA,
AAOM, w3265/2921.

114 32 & 33 Vict. No 20. This draconian legislation fast-tracked capital trials, allowed military officers to
commence the information laying processes, suspended habeus corpus, created ‘special courts’, imprisoned
acquitted persons who could not prove 12 months prior good behaviour, imprisoned suspects without trial, and
deported convicts (or bound them to naval service). ‘All such actions were removed from the scope of normal
legal accountability’, Dalton, B J, War and Politics in New Zealand 1855-1870, Sydney, Sydney University
Press, 1967, p. 273.

15 «Calendar of Prisoners Tried’, p. 22.

16 ATL, The Wellington Independent, June 28 1870, p. 3. “The Calendar of Prisoners Tried’ verifies that the
trial took place, but the actual trial record does not appear to be in the National Archives.

" Wiremu Pere, see The Dictionary of New Zealand Biography, Volume Two, 1870-1900 (DNZB2), Wellington,
Bridget Williams Books/Department of Internal Affairs, 1993, P11, p. 380, was the son of the trader Thomas
Halbert (‘Tame Poto’), see DNZBI, H4, p. 171, and his fourth wife Riria Mauaranui of Te-Aitanga-a-Mahaki.
At the Manukawhitikitiki and Mangatu title investigations, he asserted that he was of the Wahia hapu of Te
Aitanga-a-Mahaki,

18 Maata Te Owai appeared at the Mangatn title investigation on 28 March 1881, GMB7, p. 140.

19 The Wellington Independent, June 28 1870, p. 3.

120 The Wellington Independent, June 30, p. 4.
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One point of considerable importance in weighing the evidence would

be - whether or not the prisoners were entitled to any land at Turanganui
121

30 of the 34 were sentenced to death.'”? None were executed, and all were released by
the Governor’s clemency in 1873.'2 By the time Pera returned to Turanga district he

had been absent for 8 years.

5.11 It is against this background that Pera’s performance in Native Land Court hearings

described in Chapter 6 of this report must be measured, as follows:

(a) The legislative environment made it difficult to have his or his kinsmen’s
names entered as owners of Maori land. Whether or not Pera was Pai Marire,
as pointed out in paragraph 5.6 of this report the government’s focus was no
longer against ‘hau hau’ but against a differently defined category of rebel; in
this case against the followers of Te Kooti.'** Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki was
perhaps the Turanga tribe most converted to Pai Marire'®> and the focus of
those keen to seize land had been clearly upon them.'?® However, the brunt of
the Turanga district confiscation resulting from the 1868 cession and
subsequent FEast Coast Commission was against Te Kooti’s iwi

Rongowhakaata and Te Kooti’s allies.'?’

12l The Wellington Independent, June 30, p. 4.

122 < Calendar of Prisoners Tried’, p. 22. This record states the sentence as ‘Death By Hanging’. This is certainly
less gruesome than the sentence imposed on 74 out of 76 Maori Prisoners tried for ‘High Treason’ in Wellington
between 27 September and 8 October 1869. ‘To be drawn on a hurdle to the place of execution be there hanged
by the neck 'till dead and afterwards the head to be severed from the body the body divided into four quarters
which may afterwards be disposed of according to law.” ‘Calendar of Prisoners Tried’, ibid, pp. 13-17. That trial
(and that of Pera 8 months later) was a ‘special sitting’ in terms of the Disturbed Districts Act of 1869, which,
according to its long title, was passed in response to ‘outrages and atrocities’!

12 Binney, p. 600, footnote 44,

124 [Tt is not] the desire of the Government to be harsh in dealing with former rebels who have on the occasion of
the last disturbances shown themselves friendly, and whose claims are within reason.” Richmond to Atkinson 13
February 1869, National Archives MA 62/8.

123 Daly, p. 55; Sanderson, K, ‘Maori Christianity on the East Coast’, New Zealand Journal of History, October
1983, p. 166.

126 <[ The proposed confiscations] do not take in some of the most valuable lands belonging to the Aitangamahaki
tribe which tribe was more implicated in the rebellion at Poverty Bay than any other only a remnant of them
remaining in the district - the larger portion of them being sent to the Chatham Islands.’, Biggs to Halse, 6
January 1867, RDB vol. 131, pp. 50390-50395 at p. 50391.

127 Daly, p. 82.
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(b)

(c)

From Pera’s point of view, some of the participants in the Native Land Court
hearings were scarcely dispassionate. Rival claimants Wi Pere and Maata te
Owai had given evidence against him at a capital trial! Captain Porter who
was the local Land Purchase Officer was scarcely a dispassionate Government
official at the 1881 Native Land Court hearings.128 In addition to his official
involvement in these proceedings,'”® he was married to a relative of the Chief
who appeared to dispute boundary lines at the commencement of the
hearing,'*® had played a part in the capture of Pera, had interrogated him, had
selected him for the June/July 1870 ‘treason’ trial in Wellington and had

appeared as a witness against him at this trial.

The difficulties confronting Pera were therefore real, and of recent origin. By
the date of the Manukawhitiktiki and Whatatutu hearings, Pera had been
released from prison only two years previously. He had recently been living at
Waerenga-a-Hika,'*' but had otherwise been out of the district (but not by
reason of conquest) for a number of years. Pera’s reticence is therefore
understandable. If he adopted too aggressive an approach in the face of his
past accusers, he ran the risk of being declared ineligible to be recognised as an
owner. His reticence was also, in cultural terms, congruent with the tribal

principle of Wahangu.

128 After the East Coast War, Porter became commander of the East Coast Militia and Volunteer District, Native
Officer, and Land Purchase Officer. Suspicions about his personal enrichment, plus his association with Donald
MacLean led to his removal by the Grey Ministry (October 1877-October 1879), but he was restored to the
military and purchase positions in 1879 presumably by the Hall Ministry (October 1879-April 1882). Sometime
in 1881 he ceased acting as Land Purchase Officer, but acted in the position again in 1886-87 and in the late

He is connected to the Ngati Porou leadership through his marriage to Herewaka Porourangi Potai,

daughter of Tama-i-whakenehua -i- te rangi (see DNZB2, P26). At the 1881 Mangatu Block hearing, Henare
Potai on behalf of Ngatira and ‘Ngatiporo’ addresses the Court and disputes location of the NE boundary (see
GMB?7, p. 101). According to Binney and Chaplin (p. 189 footnote 4) Porter was ‘deeply involved in the siege
of Waerenga-a-Hika and the later pursuit of Te Kooti’.

129 GMBY7, p. 99.

130 Henare Potai indicated that he represented Ngatira and Ngati Porou, GMB7, p. 101.

13! pera’s evidence to the Native Land Court, 13 March 1875, GMB2 p. 44.
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Chapter 6

Tangohanga: Te Koti

E kite ake ana au i to koutou whenua e tere ana e tere ki te moana, aa, [e] kore rawa

6.1

6.2

+13
e pupuri>*

As previously mentioned, the surveying of the district had the effect of establishing
Blocks that did not necessarily conform to tribal rohe. The subsequent operations of
the Native Land Court had the effect of obliging Maori to attend numerous hearings:
Pera’s involvement in such activities has been outlined in paragraphs 4.18 through
4.20. Of particular interest to Ngariki Kaiputahi are the title investigation hearings
into the Manukawhitikitiki and Mangatu Blocks in 1875 and 1881.

On March 1875, Pera Te Uatuku, as Rawiri Tamanui’s successor and leader of Ngariki
Kaiputahi, attended at the Native Land Court title investigation hearing for the
Manukawhitikitiki Block,'* to the immediate south of the Mangatu Block. Ngariki
Kaiputahi’s current marae, in the township of Whatatutu, stands in this block (as
mentioned in paragraph 4.23, Whatatutu was relocated in the 1950s because of
flooding problems), and Pera’s father’s headless body is buried on Taputerangi behind
Whatatutu. At this 1875 hearing, Pera challenged evidence given by Wi Pere of the
Ngati Wahia hapu of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki. On the opening day, Wi Pere had stated
that he had ordered the survey and that the Block had been subdivided (into three it
appears). Wi Pere asserted that the lands belonged to several:

... hapus of Mahaki ... the persons owning the block are the descendants of
Wahia ..."**

132 ¢ see your land drifting, drifting to the sea. And you will not be able to retain it.” Te Kooti Arikirangi as
quoted by Edward (Ned) Mokupuna Brown. Uncle Ned Brown believed that Te Kooti was predicting the
disastrous erosion that occurred in the 20th century, which will only be rectified when the rightful owners are
restored to the guardianship of their land. Binney and Chaplin, p. 36.

133 The hearing is recorded in GMB2, pp. 39-56.

134 GMB2, p. 39.
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6.3

6.4

Wabhia is a descendant, through Ranginoanoa Ariki, of Mahaki, the progenitor of Te
Aitanga-a-Mahaki.'*® With respect to the No. 2 portion of the Block, Wi Pere then
named the current descendants of Wahia and included those of Pera Te Uatuku and his
brothers Rewi Tamanui and ‘Hemi Whaipu’.136 It is clear that Wi Pere had already
put in a list of names, and it would appear from the action of the Court on the fourth
day (see paragraph 6.5) that none of the Ngariki Kaiputahi names were on it
notwithstanding the fact that he had just identified them as descendants of Wahia.

On day two of the hearing, Pera appeared in opposition. He called upon his brother

Rewi to give a genealogy. The Court does not record this, but noted him as saying:
... the ancestor we claim from is Whata Tu [IJterangi.'®’
Pera is then recorded as testifying:

The list of names put in by the claimants I do not admit as owners of the
land. The only persons I know of are written down in the list put in by me.
This place is Ngariki’s only ... The cultivation on the block [is] Ngariki’s

only and not those of the persons who were announced in Court yesterday
138

The minute book does not record Pera’s list.

A matter which exercised Pera (and Wi Pere during his cross-examination of Pera)
were the so-called ‘Pikai fights’. Various versions of these fights, which are estimated

139 appear in various Native Land Court minute

to have occurred in the mid-1820s,
books. The stories involve the death of a young chieftain Pikai, the utu exacted by his
father Te Whiwhi, and Te Whiwhi’s subsequent defeat of the neighbouring Ngariki
Po-Ngariki Rotoawe people led by Hirokiroki. At this hearing, and again in the 1881
Mangatu title investigation hearing, Wi Pere seemed to be using these stories as proof
that Ngariki Kaiputahi had been conquered. As already mentioned in various parts of

this report, Ngariki Kaiputahi contend that another ‘Ngariki’ people was defeated in

135 Ngariki Kaiputahi assert that Wi Pere whakapapas to Whanau-a-Kai hapu of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki rather than

Whanau-a-Taupara.

136 GMB2, p. 40. Pera’s brother’s correct spelling is Whaiapu.
137 GMB2, p. 39.

138 GMB2, p. 44.

139 See Appendix 7, paragraph 3 and footnote 7.
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6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

these fights. Ngariki Kaiputahi’s traditions in relation to the Pikai fights are set out in
Appendix 7 of this report.

On day four of the hearing (March 6, 1875) the Court ruled that Pera, his brothers
Rewi Tamanui and Hemi Whaiapu, and five others, would be added to the memorial
of ownership for Manukawhitkitiki No 2. The Court gave no reasons, and (as with at
least some of the transactions in the 1881 hearings in relation to Mangatu - see
paragraphs 6.8 through 6.16) appears to have simply validated lists that were prepared
outside the hearing and then presented to the Court.

Parts of the adjoining Whatatutu Block’s title investigation hearing occurred on day
one of the Manukawhitikitiki hearing. A list of names (including Wi Pere’s) was
submitted as the descendants of Thu (the son of Mahaki). This hearing then proceeded
as Whatatutu No 1 and Whatatutu No 2. Just before the adjournment for the day, the

minute book states that:

The case of Pera Te Uatuku was announced to take precedence & would be
heard first.'*’

The entry is confusing but seems to indicate that Pera was also attempting to assert

himself with respect to Whatatutu.

Other Native Land Court proceedings in the 1870s involving Pera have been outlined

in paragraphs 4.18 through 4.20.

Of all the new Blocks that appeared across Ngariki Kaiputahi’s rohe, Mangatu has
assumed the greatest significance. It was on the Mangatu Block side of the
Urukokomuka Stream that Ngariki Kaiputahi were living by the late 1870s. By 1879,
Wi Pere wished to have Mangatu surveyed and title awarded. Accordingly, in June of
that year, he suggested to government land purchasing agent Thomas Porter that the
Crown could obtain a portion in return for meeting the costs of survey, and this
proposal was approved on 1 August 1879."*!  Five months later a survey was under

way. Thus the Crown underwrote a survey at the instigation of somebody who had yet

140 GMB2 p. 42 (but note a confusion of page numbering, the preceding two pages are numbered 42 and 43, the
succeeding two pages are both numbered 44).
141 NA, MA-MLP 1, 1896/120.
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6.9

6.10

to be registered as an owner, and who therefore was not in a position to commit lands
in such a fashion. This left the Native Land Court in a curious position; the whole
scheme of survey and reimbursement (if the Crown was to obtain its promised portion)
was dependent on Wi Pere becoming the dominant owner. Furthermore, the pre-
hearing transactions were being conducted by the man who had interviewed Pera in

1869 and caused him to be tried on a capital charge. On 18 March 1881, the Native

142
3

Land Court commenced title investigation hearings to the Mangatu Block, ™ and

Captain Porter opened proceedings by describing the prior survey arrangements.'*

The plan of the Block before the Court in 1881 is now held by Land Information New
Zealand (LINZ) in Gisborne as ML251. This appears to been traced off a map held by
LINZ in Gisborne as ML251A. Ngariki Kaiputahi’s traditions have it that Pera helped
guide surveyors through what was (for Pakeha) unexplored territory. A faint pencil
notation on the left of map ML251A states ‘and name of Guide Pera’. The claimants
contend that the surveyors needed the assistance of somebody who knew the area well,

and that this is a further indication of their connection to this land.

As in 1875, the 1881 proceedings were dominated by Wi Pere. Just as he had done in
1875, Wi Pere characterised himself as offering ‘help’ to Pera, although the minute
book reveals Pera to be part of another alliance of claimants, as the evidence of Pimia
Aata indicates.!** Before the Court Wi Pere, along with others of Te Aitanga-a-
Mahaki descent lines, acknowledged Pera’s people as the original inhabitants, but
testified firstly that he descended from Wahia, and secondly that:

The Ngariki are intermarried with Wahia. They are one people through

marriage. 145

Wi Pere then gave genealogies in support of this contention, but these were not
entered into the minute book. He also gave a whakapapa for Ngariki'*® which Ngariki
Kaiputahi substantially agree with,'*’ except that they contend that between the

ancestor Puhinga, and the ancient Ariki figures, a number of generations are omitted.

12 The hearing is recorded in GMB7, pp. 99-265.

14> GMB7, p. 99.

14 GMB 7, p. 143. See also Pera’s evidence at GMB7, pp. 193-194.
5 GMB7, p. 102.

146 GMB7, p. 174.

147 parliamentary petition of Edward Mokopuna Brown, 1975.
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6.11

Later in the hearing, Wi Pere (having previously announced himself to be a
descendant of Wahia) also gave a whakapapa showing himself to be a descendant of
Kai.'"® Ngariki Kaiputahi (who do not dispute these descent lines) believe that Wi
Pere was referring to the fact that both of these two important descendants of Mahaki,
Wahia and Kai, married female descendants of Te Rangianiwaniwa, the brother of
their ancestor Puatahi. More to the point in the eyes of the Court, once again the Pikai
fights were mentioned by Wi Pere as well as by other witnesses - with various

versions - in reference to the alleged defeat of people called ‘Ngariki’.

Witnesses also alluded however, to the fact that there was more than one ‘Ngariki’
people. As with the Pikai and other conquest stories, the evidence is confusing and
conflicting. A number of witnesses made claims under Po as the progenitor of Ngariki
Po, which Ngariki Kaiputahi contend was the grouping defeated in the Pikai fights, or
under the name of his descendant Anarehi. On other occasions the Po referred to is
clearly the individual (not his tribal descendants), who would have been living at least
150 years before the Pikai fights.'*® These references to Po the individual are usually
made in connection with Thu, who is dealt with in paragraph 6.12. Pimia Te Aata of
Rongowhakaata lineage claimed a Ngariki connection, and in relation to the Pikai
fights gave a different order of events than that understood by Ngariki Kaiputahi (see
Appendix 7), stating:

The outside Tribe made war with Whanawakai ... They defeated Ngariki

but not the Ngariki I am related to.'*

Wi Mahuika of the Whanau-a-Taupara hapu of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki had a further

version:

There are two divisions of Ngariki. Ngariki Kaiputahi were beaten, the

Ngariki Rotoawe retained their mana. 151

Wi Pere also had various things to say about different Ngariki groupings, such as: ‘Po

was a section of Ngariki’.'*

148 GMB?7, pp. 184-185. Kai is a contraction of Kaikoreaunei.

149 See various whakapapas in Halbert. Po is a contraction of Porangahau.
15 GMB7, p. 142.

51 GMB7, p. 160. See also Wi Mahuika’s evidence at pp. 154, 162.

152 GMB7, p. 174.
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6.12

6.13

The Court also heard numerous references to a chieftain named Ihu who had fought
with Ngariki and defeated them. These stories (which had not told to the 1875
Manukawhitikitiki title investigation hearing) refer to Ranginuiaihu, the son of Mahaki
(the progenitor of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki). By one estimate, this person lived in the
first third of the 17th century.'>® Ngariki Kaiputahi deny that they were beaten by Ihu.
Their traditions have it that Thu killed Parua, who had married into the descent line of
Waimamaku (the brother of Puatahi, who was given lands by his father Marutaiaroa
outside of Mangatu), and that in any event Ihu was subsequently killed by his wife’s
‘Ngariki’ family as utu for the death of Parua. A note on the Ihu fights is attached to
this report as Appendix 9.

The Court also deemed as significant an apparent contradiction between evidence
given by Pera under cross examination on April 7 1881 in relation to his (or his

154 and evidence he had given under cross-

tribe’s) return to the Mangatu lands,
examination on 13 March 1875 in the Manukawhitikitiki title investigation hearing.'>
In the latter hearing he had told the Court that after the Pikai fights his people
continued in possession of the district, and had then referred to living at Waerenga-a-

Hika and to an invitation from Te Waka to his father to go on to their place:

This was the second and third time the land was given back to us.'*®

In 1881, Pera again mentioned Waka and an invitation to go back on the land."*’ The
minute book is difficult to follow because both in 1875 and 1881 Pera was under
cross-examination, and minute books do not contain verbatim transcripts of what was

said, but the Court evidently saw some distinction between the 1875 and 1881

evidence:

Court read the evidence in Manukawhitikitiki in which he said that Waka
having sent him back that that was the second or third time our land was

given back etc showing that his present evidence is totally false.'>®

133 Halbert, pp. 305, 306-307.
1% GMB?7, pp. 199-201.

155 GMB2, pp. 44-47.

15 GMB2, p. 47.

157 GMB7, pp. 194-195.

15 GMB7, p. 196.
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6.14 The Court eventually ruled that Pera's people were the original owners, but that:

6.15

... they were completely broken as a tribe in the time of Thu and his sons and
again by Te Whiwhi grandfather of Waaka Mahuika and that since then,
though they continued to dwell on the land they can only have done so in
subjection of the conquerors ... and the Ngariki who were brought back on

to this land, have rights in respect of their residence.'>

In the course of the 1881 title investigation the original Mangatu block (160,000 acres)
became subdivided into several portions, including the largest, Mangatu No.l, at |
100,000 acres. The memorial of ownership on the Mangatu No. 1 Block Deed would
eventually contain 12 names, one of whose is Pera Te Uatuku’s. Notwithstanding the
provisions of section 25 of the Native Land Court Act of 1880,"%° which required that
the names of all persons determined to be owners were to be placed on the Certificate
of Title, and notwithstanding the fact that large numbers of owners’ names were added
to smaller subdivisions of the Mangatu Block, with respect to Mangatu No. -1 the

Court felt that:

... the introduction of all the vast number of names in the title was
destroying the value of the lands of all this District and the evil is
becoming so great that if the Native Land Court cannot lessen the evil the

Legislature will have to apply a remedy.'®!

It is difficult to comprehend - on the surface - why, if the Court was so worried about
the ‘evil’ created by ‘the vast number of names’, it made the arrangements it did in
relation to the No. 1 Block but also allowed large lists of names to be entered as
owners of the much smaller subdivisions that had been created in the course of these
title investigation hearings. It is clear, however, that although the Court intended to
enter only 12 names as ‘owners’, it also intended that the fact that the names of all

other interested parties should remain in the Court record was to be regarded as

15 GMB7, pp. 200-201.

160 44 Vict. No. 38. In Ward, A D, ‘The History of the East Coast Maori Trust’, MA Thesis, Victoria University
of Wellington, 1958, p. 200, Ward appears to regard the Judges as operating in breach of section 47 of the Native
Land Act of 1873 (37 Vict. No 56), which was not repealed until 1886, but the passage of the 1880 legislation
rendered most of the 1873 Act repugnant to the later statute. The matter is academic, because both statutes
represented a move away from the ‘10 owner rule’ under the Native Lands Act of 1865 (29 Vict. No. 71) and
required all owners to be registered.

16! GMB?7, p. 258.
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6.16

6.17

significant. The Court stated that its unusual orders were being made on the basis that
the arrangements were ‘voluntary’ and that the 12 were going to issue a deed declaring
they would be holding the land as trustees for the whole of the names in the Court
record.'®? The minute book makes clear, however, that the Court was not accurate in
its assessment of the ‘voluntary’ nature of the arrangement; while 95 persons were
listed as being amenable, 25 were not.'®® In any event, the Court was wrong at law,

and the arrangements were to prove to be troublesome.

As a consequence of the decisions of the Native Land Court in relation to Mangatu
No. 1, and its other decisions in relation to Mangatu No. 2,164 Mangatu No. 3,
Mangatu No. 4, Mangatu No. 5, and Mangatu No. 6, Wi Pere, his immediate
relatives, and many others from hapu of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki, became registered as
owners in various of the Blocks formed from the original Mangatu Block; whilst Pera
Te Uatuku became registered as one of the names in the unusual arrangements made
in relation to Mangatu No. 1, but was not successful in respect of any of the other

Blocks.

Ngariki Kaiputahi contend that the Native Land Court was wrong in accepting the
evidence of Wi Pere and others in relation to the ‘defeat’ of ‘Ngariki’. They note that:

(a) Through his mother Riria Mauaranui, Wi Pere (and another Te Aitanga-a-
Mahaki witness Wi Haronga) could whakapapa back to Whareana, a female
descendant of Marutaiaroa (see Appendix 3), but Whareana was a descendant
of Marutaiaroa’s son Te Rangianiwaniwa, to whom Marutaiaroa gave lands in
the Wharekopae district. He was therefore not a descendant of Marutaiaroa’s
other son Puatahi, from whence Ngariki Kaiputahi, but it was Puatahi who
received land in the Mangatu area from his father. Wi Pere’s Ngariki
connections therefore do not enable him to whakapapa onto the Mangatu

Block.

(b) Hirokiroki and his followers who were defeated- by Te Whiwhi were not

Ngariki Kaiputahi but Ngariki Po/Ngariki Rotoawe descendants who currently

1©2 GMB7, p. 258.
16 GMB7, p. 260.
164 GMB7, pp. 202-203.
165 GMB7, pp. 213-217.
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acknowledge themselves as Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki. As already mentioned,
Pera’s whakapapa, through his father Rawiri, goes back to Puatahi and his
father Marutaiaroa, who descends directly from the ancient Ariki figures and
who gave Puatahi his lands on the Mangatu river. Other tribal groupings using
the name ‘Ngariki’ had already branched off the descent line by this time
(notably Ngariki Rotoawe and Ngariki Po) and these people had no connection
to Marutaiaroa and his subsequent disposal of lands on the Mangatu River to

Puatahi and his descendants.

(©) Furthermore, Ngariki Kaiputahi contend that Te Whiwhi’s primary
identification was with the Whanau-a-Taupara section of Te Aitanga-a-
Mabhaki, and his son Pikai became embroiled (and killed) in a dispute amongst
the Whanau-a-Kai hapu of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki.'®®  The series of
engagements that culminated at Te Apiti (‘the Pikai fights”) can therefore be
characterised as internal feuding within the wider Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki iwi
which did not involve Ngariki Kaiputahi. The 1881 minute book contains a
number of references to ‘different Ngarikis’,'"’ but the Court did not

comprehend the significance of this evidence.

(d) In any event, whoever it was that Te Whiwhi defeated, he did not commence
any occupation of the Mangatu area. He withdrew to his Pa Papahikurangi, 40
km to the south of the Mangatu Block, where he was besieged by a faction of
the Whanau-a-Kai hapu of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki and slain, giving further
credence to the view that the battles referred to by Wi Pere and others were
internal feuding within Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki and that Te Apiti was an utu
(revenge) battle rather than a raupatu (conquest) battle. Therefore, with respect
to what became codified as the principles of Ahi Kaa, there were no ‘warm

hearths for three generations’.

(¢) . The earlier defeat of ‘Ngariki’ by Ihu has been explained in this report.'®® Ihu
did not defeat any direct descendant of Puatahi (whose rohe is in the Mangatu),

but a chieftain who had married into the line descending from Puatahi’s

1 See Appendix 7.
17 See paragraph 6.11.
18 See paragraph 6.12 and Appendix 9.
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(h)

brother Waimamaku (whose rohe is not in the Mangatu), and in any event, this

family promptly slew Ihu in revenge.

The ‘return’ of Rawiri Tamanui and his son Pera to Mangatu had nothing to do
with Ngariki Kaiputahi being in ‘subjection of the conquerors’.!® Rawiri’s
mana was strong, and there were other places where he was entitled to live.
Pera’s early return(s) to the block occurred in the context of his father’s
movements (see paragraphs 2.10 and 2.11), and his subsequent return was in
the aftermath of the return from Wharekauri with Te Kooti, the Matawhero
incident, subsequent battles with government and kupapa troops, his capture in
the Waioeka Valley, and his subsequent trial and imprisonment.'”® The
legislation guiding the Court (see paragraphs 5.1 through 5.3) directed that
‘rebels’ could not be entered as owners. Pera’s reticence as to when he was or

was not on the block must therefore be seen in this light.

The 1832 battle of Otuhawaiki against Whakatohea at Hereheuma (Areoma),
together with the subsequent skirmish at Te Muhunga and the siege of
Kekeparaoa in 1834, post-dated the Pikai fights.!”!  Ngariki Kaiputahi’s
traditions have it that in the 1832 battle Rawiri Tamanui was a hero, and by the
1834 events was Ringa Kaha. Ngariki Kaiputahi were therefore successful in
what were raupatu battles, and this is scarcely the behaviour of an enslaved

people - nor is Rawiri’s participation at Ruapekapeka in 1846.

The ‘conquest’ evidence is generally confused, and Ngariki Kaiputahi believe
that the Court should not have accepted it. Soon after, another tribe was to
successfully argue for ownership of the Huiarua Block, 45 km north-west of
Whatatutu, on the basis that they (Ngatira - a hapu of Ngati Porou) were the
conquerors of Ngariki and the slayers of Hirokiroki!'”® Thus in the space of
two months the Native Land Court awarded ownership of two different Blocks
to two different tribes on the basis that each had vanquished Hirokiroki.

1% GMB7, p. 201.

170 See evidence of Pimia Aata to the Native Land Court, 29 March 1881, GMB7, p. 145. ‘Pera went back to his
land on coming from jail and lived on it’.

'"! See paragraphs 4.2 and 4.3.

' Huiarua Title Investigation June 1881, WMBS, pp. 199 ff, evidence of Henare Potai at p. 297, judgment at p.
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6.18 Ngariki Kaiputahi contend that the Native Land Court was wrong in attaching
significance to apparent contradictions between Pera’s testimony in 1875 and 1881 for

the following reasons:

(a It is not clear that there is a contradiction. In 1881 Pera did not specify how
many returns he or his people made to the land. This failure of quantification
is not a contradiction. Moreover, the Court did not attach any significance to
differences between Wi Pere’s testimony at the two hearings. In 1875, he
claimed conquest rights on the grounds of the ‘Pikai fights’ and the victory of
Te Whiwhi, whereas in 1881 he added the additional story of another defeat
inflicted on ‘Ngariki’ by an ancestor of his (Thu) who lived in the early 17th
century.

(b) None of the minute book material (at least in the case of the 1875 and 1881
minute books) amounts to a transcript. In both cases, Pera gave his evidence in
Maori and it was then translated into English, and not necessarily written down
word for word. The cross-examination passages from the minute books are

particularly problematical.'”

6.19 By 1881 therefore, as a consequence of survey lines that fracture their rohe, and as the
further consequence of Native Land Court proceedings in 1875 and 1881, Ngariki
Kaiputahi had become marginalised, minority owners of land that had once been

theirs.

I3 A Maori deponent would have to be asked a question in Maori, but this question would not be recorded in the
minute books; all we have is the English translation of the reply.
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7.1

7.2

7.3

Chapter 7
I Muri

Even with respect to the portion that their ancestor did succeed in registering as one of
the owners (Mangatu No. 1) the subsequent experiences of Ngariki Kaiputahi have not
been happy. While this later history is complex, at no stage did any of the events
repair the fundamental injustices that had been inflicted upon them.

Subsequent hearings of both the Native Land Court and the Appellate Court expressed
sympathy with the Ngariki Kaiputahi position, and judicial remarks about the 1881
hearing were made along such lines. In 1916 for instance, at a relative interest

hearing, the Native Land Court referred to the 1881 decision:

The Court carefully perused the evidence given at the original hearing and
having done so can well understand the difficulty the natives have in

construing the judgment because it contains some apparent inconsistencies
174

In 1918 the Native Land Court stated:

... the fighting which occurred at the time of Te Whi Whi and at a later
period had no relation to this [Mangatu] block WP

Shortly after the 1881 hearings, the Mangatu Blocks become involved in the fortunes
of Wi Pere and W L Rees and their New Zealand Native Land Settlement Company.
With ownership interests in all the subdivisions, and in view of the mana he possessed,
Wi Pere was able to direct the affairs of the Blocks virtually as he wished, and by
1883 the 164,000 acres of Mangatu were leased to the Land Settlement Company.176
As this company’s affairs declined, one aspect of the ruling of the Court in relation to
Mangatu No. 1 produced beneficial consequences. Because the land was inalienable

except by lease, it simply reverted to the owners when the Company ceased paying

1" Judge Robert Noble Jones, 29 November 1916, GMB42, p. 153.
I3 Relative interest judgement, 28 October 1918, GMB46, p. 103.
176 Ward, p. 202.
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7.4

7.5

7.6

rent, rather than becoming part of the rescue arrangements of the East Coast Maori
Trust (also known as the Carroll-Wi Pere Trust).'”” However the land had, for a

decade, been locked up and unimproved.'”®

The decision of the Court to restrict the ownership list on the Mangatu No. 1 title to
only 12 names also brought about negative consequences. The Court started adopting
a literal approach on the matter of ownership (i.e. ‘12 names means 12 owners’), and
in subsequent succession hearings only one descendant of the 12 (Wi Pere’s son Te
Kani) succeeded. Not only were those on lists of names not entered as owners in 1881

excluded, but so were the descendants of 11 of the 12 names.!”

The Rees-Carroll Commission investigated the situation and in 1891 reported to
Parliament.'®® The Mangatu No. 1 Empowering Act of 1893 followed, repairing the
situation confronting the 179 excluded owners; it incorporated all owners into a body
corporate, with an elected management committee of seven persons. Such a
management committee was promptly elected, and in 1895, after some delays,
regulations for the governance of the incorporation were approved by the New
Zealand Executive Council. The interests of Ngariki Kaiputahi were not served well
in this arrangement, because their influence was diluted within the wider ownership.
Of the 100,000 shares issued (based on the 100,000 acres of the No. 1 Block) on a
hapu basis, Ngariki Kaiputahi received 8,000 whilst the two Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki
hapu received the rest - Wahia with 65,333 shares and Whanau-a-Taupara with
26,667."

The Mangatu Committee encountered problems raising money for development
because the 1893 legislation made the land inalienable by mortgage, and land could
only be sold to the Crown,'®* while the Committee also suffered internal dissensions

because of the disparity of influence between the Wi Pere family and other hapu

17 The affairs of this trust are not directly relevant to this report. For a useful discussion of this, see Daly, pp.

220-230.

I8 Ward, p. 202.

' Ward, p. 202.

180 4JHR 1891, G-1.

181 NZPD, 3 September 1959, p. 1645.

182 The legislation does not expressly say that the Committee could not raise mortgages or sell to other than the
Crown, but section 5 gave it the express power (and no others) to make 30 year leases and section 7 gave it the
express power to sell to the Crown (but to no other entity) accordingly, expressum facit cesare tacitum, its
powers were limited.
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interests.®® In 1898, taking advantage of recent law changes enabling Maori to gain
access to finance by allowing them to convey land by way of trust to the Surveyor

18 the Mangatu Committee vested their

General or the Commissioner of Crown Lands,
land in the Commissioner of Crown Lands of the Hawke’s Bay District. Mangatu No.
1 was vested on 12 July 1899 after a memorandum was signed by Pera Te Uatuku and
five other Committee members on 6 June 1899. The by-now separate subdivision at
the bottom of Mangatu No. 1, known as Mangatu No. 1A, had been vested previously
by separate memorandum on 11 February 1899.'%° The trustees (both portions of land
being part of a single trust) were the Commissioner, Wi Pere and H C Jackson, and
they were to work consultatively with the Committee.'*® The solicitor to the trust was

the ubiquitous W L Rees.

7.7  As part of the agreement setting up the Trust, Wi Pere received the 20,000 acres of
Mangatu No. 1A for his own use until debts he had incurred were cleared,'®’ land
eventually purchased back from the Wi Pere estate in 1928 for 60,420 pounds.'®® The
agreement had contemplated that in return for this exclusive use, the descendants of
Wi Pere and his wife were to be taken off the owners’ register for No. 1 Block, and
this was given effect to in 1928 by a ruling of the Native Land Court which deleted 10
names from the list of beneficial owners of Mangatu No. 1 (including the No. 1A
subdivision).'®® However a 1948 amalgamation of Mangatu No. 1 with other Mangatu
Blocks in which the Wi Pere whanau had substantial interests meant that this whanau

maintained influence over Mangatu No. 1.

7.8  Finance available through the Public Trustee had led to surveys, roading, leasing, and

direct farming by the trustees, but the Block had quickly run into increasing

18 Ward, p. 209. ,

8 The Native Land Laws Amendment Act of 1897 and The Native Land Laws Amendment Act of 1898.

18 pera and five other Committee members signed the Mangatu No. 1A memorandum on 7 November 1898.
Memorandum of Transfer No. 10752, RB Vol. 36, folio 281, and Memorandum of Transfer 10863, RB vol. 36,
folio 281. LINZ, Gisborne. The solicitors were W L Rees & Son.

18 Approved by Order-in-Council 18 May 1899, New Zealand Gazette 1899, No. 272.

187 Evidence of H C Jackson, to Native Land Court 23 April 1917, GMB43, p. 134. Evidence of Te Kani Pere to
the Native Land Court 30 April 1917, GMBA43, p. 43. See also AJHR 1918, G 2, p. 6.

18 Ward, p. 211, cites a figure of 54,000 but the relevant Court order (see below) uses the figure quoted in
paragraph 7.7.

18 Ruling of Judge Harold Carr, Native Land Court, Tairawhiti District, 30 May 1928. In 1918, the Rawson-
Clarke Inquiry report recommended that either the 20,000 acres be returned to the trust estate free of mortgage
(the Wi Pere whanau had raised £61,000 against it) or that the Native Land Court effect a relative interest
adjustment so that the Wi Pere whanau would have their Mangatu No. 1 ownership entitlements located only
inside the 20,000 acres of No. 1A. AJHR 1918, G-2, p. 4.
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difficulties. The Commissioner, based in Napier, had taken little interest, and
concerns amongst owners had mounted. In 1908, 21 owners petitioned the Native
Affairs Commission, protesting about lax administration and heavy mortgages.'®
Matters deteriorated further with the death of Wi Pere in 1915, and in 1916 21 owners

I This spurred

petitioned Parliament in a further prdtest about administration.'
Parliament to pass the Native Land Amendment and Native Claims Adjustment Act of
19172 which suspended the powers of the remaining Trustees (the late Wi Pere had
not been replaced), transferred them to the East Coast Commissioner,'*® and

established a Commission of Inquiry.'*

7.9  The resultant Rawson-Clarke Inquiry reported many alarming matters. No books of
account had been kept between 1899 and 1908 when, presumably, the first of the
protest petitions had spurred the trustees into action. Trustee H C Jackson (also trust
secretary) told the Inquiry that he had kept no books at the request of Wi Pere, and that
their legal adviser W L Rees (also legal adviser to the Wi Pere whanau trust) had
approved this.'” There were high mortgage charges against the land,'®® the station
operated by the trustees had virtually no book keeping and had suffered fraud,'’
monies were advanced to (unspecified) beneficiaries that the trust’s earnings could not
support,'®® and large mysterious payments had been made to W L Rees.'”® The
trustees had also advanced large sums towards litigation connected with neighbouring
Blocks.?®  Nevertheless, the Inquiry did not find that the trust had behaved
dishonestly. It found that the Commissioner of Crown Lands’ isolation in Napier
meant that he had not been in a position to exercise control (this was a particularly
sensitive matter for the Government given that he was of course an officer of the

Crown), and that H C Jackson was honest but frail and under the dominating

10 petition of Himiona Katipa and 20 others, ECC, misc. papers, cited by Ward, p. 213.

1 No 231 (1916) Petition of Karaitiana Ruru and 20 others praying that an inquiry be authorised with regard to
administration by trustees of Mangatu Nos. 1, 3 and 4 Blocks. Referred to the Government for inquiry 12
September 1917. AJHR 1917,1-3, p. 5.

1928 Geo. 5.

138 Geo. 5, section 7(2).

1948 Geo. 5, section 7(4). See footnote 185.

19 AJHR 1918, G-2, p. 8.

1% 4JHR 1918, G-2, pp. 6, 7.

197 AJHR 1918, G-2, pp. 9-11.

1% 4JHR 1918, G-2, pp. 11, 12.

19 4JHR 1918, G-2, pp. 13, 14. These appear to have been made in relation to fees and expenses Rees claimed
to be owed, although no invoices were available to the Inquiry.

20 4JHR 1918, G-2, pp. 14, 15.
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7.10

7.11

7.12

7.13

influences of Wi Pere and W L Rees, both now deceased.?®! The interests of Ngariki
Kaiputahi were not materially advanced by this feport; many of its recommendations
were not followed,”*? and the 1917 legislation required the costs of the Inquiry and the
administration expenses of the East Coast Commissioner to become a further charge

on the land.?%

A 1917 petition had also sought redress on behalf of elements of the Whanau-a-
Taupara hapu, who believed that they should have been declared to be owners in the
Mangatu Nos. 1, 3 and 4 Blocks (some Whanau-a-Taupara had been declared to be
owners in the Mangatu No. 2 and Mangatu No. 4 Blocks in 1881, but others had
not).?™ As a result of this petition, the Native Land Amendment and Native Claims
Adjustment Act of 1917** empowered the Native Land Court to inquire into and
determine this matter. This proceeding extended from 1918 to 1922 before both the
Native Land Court and the Appellate Court, and eventually involved a redistribution
of shares to reflect the expanded number of owners. This had the effect of further
diluting Ngariki Kaiputahi’s position.

Ngariki Kaiputahi have made a number of attempts to resolve their grievances, as
described above, by way of petitions to Parliament. Since 1921, there have been five

such petitions.**

In 1921 a Parliamentary Petition of five Ngariki Kaiputahi individuals sought

k.7 The Government made provision

inclusion as owners of the Mangatu No. 1 Bloc
for the petitioners to take their case to the Native Land Court and they succeeded

before that body on 26 May 1922.2%

In 1958, a Parliamentary Petition was made by Edward Mokopuna (‘Uncle Ned’)

Brown and 60 others, ‘seeking relief in respect of the ownership of Mangatu’.*® But

201 4JHR 1918, G-2,p. 17.

202 \Ward, pp. 217, 218.

203 8 Geo. 5, section 7(6).

24 No 231 (1917) Petition of Patoromu Ruru and 16 others praying for inquiry into ownership of Mangatu No. 1
Block. Referred to Government for inquiry 12 September 1917. 4JHR 1917,1-3, p. 11.

205 8 Geo. 5, section 6.

206 1 etter, dated 29 Sep 1975, to the Maori Affairs Select Committee from E W Williams, Deputy Secretary of
Maori Affairs, in relation to the petition of Edward Mokopuna Brown on behalf of Ngariki Kaiputahi. NA,
Wellington, AGBX w3706 1975/30.

207 R N Jones to Native Minister, 20 July 1922, AJHR 1922, G-6c.

2% fudge J W Browne to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 26 May 1922, AJHR 1922, G-6c.

2% AJHR 1959,1-3,P. 4.
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7.14

7.15

7.16

7.17

the Hon T Paikea (MP for Northern Maori) reported to the House that the Maori

Affairs Committee had no recommendation to make.?'°

In 1975, Brown made a further Parliamentary Petition, praying ‘that your Honourable
House will recognise and determine the ancestral right of the descendants of Rawiri
Tamanui to a greater extent in the lands of Mangatw’.!' The Maori Affairs

Committee had no recommendation to make on this occasion either.?'?

Further details relating to petitions and the 20th century history of Mangatu are
contained in the report prepared at the direction of the Waitangi Tribunal by Ms

Bernadette Arapere.”'?

Ngariki Kaiputahi have long asserted that they lost ownership and control of their
lands in the 19th century. As has been shown in this chapter, having some small
measure of representation in the structures of governance of that portion of their lands
that they were registered as owners of, has not given them any such control.
Accordingly, they have, for example, stood helplessly by and watched Te Kooti’s
prediction of seeing the ‘land drifting’ and not being ‘able to retain it’*** come true,
with inappropriate land use for example causing disastrous erosion. The subsequent
afforestation of some of the damaged land has improved the situation, but the forestry

projects, like the farming operations, have not directly benefited the claimants.

Ngariki Kaiputahi have not lost their autonomy. Since the 1870s they have asserted

their mana. They now seek justice.

E, koro, Te Turuki tirohia mai au, he morehu tngata no runga®

210 N7ZPD, 3 September 1959, 1. 1645.

I Quote from copy of the petition amongst the papers of Uncle Ned Brown, who was the sole petitioner on this
occasion.

212 4JHR 1975,1-3,p 6.

2B Direction Commissioning Research, 5 July 2000, Doc. 2.21, Wai 814, Waitangi Tribunal, Wellington.

24 See quotation appearing as preface to chapter 6.
215 <Oh sir, Te Turuki, look at me, a survivor of the people from the hills’, quoted by Binney, Redemption Songs,

title page.
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Appendix 1

Location Map
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Appendix 2

Whakapapa
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Ngariki Kaputahi Whakapapa

FOUR ATUA FIGURES
(The Ariki)

[Back To Hawaiki_|

Second Generation

First Generation

| uri TAMIWHA ]

I Many Generations I

l Many Generations I
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Rakaia ——Jl?k_- I

| Kapawa I

{ Ihingaro !!—‘ﬁ Whakatungou;l

Rawiri TAMANUI
& Pokena UATUKU

l Pera Te Uatuku TAMANUI I

All whakapapa trees have been drawn using information
known by 14 December 2000. Only that information needed

to illustrate points made in the text of the report has been used
in the construction of the charts.




Appendix 3

Other Ngariki Descent Lines
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Recent Descent Lines
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Lines

Summarised Recent Descent

| Structure of the Trust: see para 3 .
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All whakapapa trees have been drawn using information
known by 14 December 2000. Only that information needed
to illustrate points made in the text of the report has been used
in the construction of the charts.
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Appendix 7
The ‘Pikai’ (and Aftermath) Fights.

The Whanau-a-Kai hapu of Te-Aitanga-a-Mahaki had an internal feud. One faction
was accused of burning the clothes of Te Hau, great grandfather of Thoterangi, leader
of another faction. Thoterangi then drove the accused off their land, and they in turn

blocked Ihoterangi’s eel weir. 23

Ihoterangi called a hui with a view to assembling a war party. It was held at Popoia
(2.5 km due S. of present day Waipaoa township in the Waituhi district).

Te Whiwhi, Ringa Kaha or district fighting chieftain of the Whanau-a-Taupara hapu
of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki, attended the hui with his son Pikai. Te Whiwhi declined
involvement in a feud within a fellow Te Aitanga-a-mahaki hapu.*'* The tribes
dispersed from the hui at Te Whiwhi’s request. Thoterangi stated that he would fight
in any case, so the feud within Whanau-a-Kai continued. Pikai went hunting for birds

u*'> and encountered a party of the other Whanau-a-Kai

to sacrifice to the war god T
faction on their way to garrison Mapouriki (a pa 1.5 km due NW from the present day
Waipaoa township). When Pikai challenged Tukaki, leader of the party, Tukaki killed
him. The site of Pikai’s killing is Te Muhunga on the Waipaoa River between Popoia

and Mapouriki.

Te Whiwhi offered to make peace with Te Hiki*'® (leader of the Mapouriki garrison)
but Te Hiki declined the offer and insulted him. Te Whiwhi appealed for help to
Rongowhakaata, Nga Puhi and the Ngariki Po-Ngariki Rotoawe people led by
Hirokiroki. Only Rongowhakaata answered the call?'’” Te Whiwhi then besieged
Mapouriki, and Te Hiki was killed. The defenders were finally chased away to
Wahanui (1 km due SSW from Waipaoa township), where a further skirnﬁsh took

place, and then on to Otai (some distance further to the west in the Wharekopae

213 The clothes burning was alleged to have been done by Whakaheri, his brother, and Auru, according to the
evidence of Wi Pere to the Native Land Court, 2 April 1881, GMB7, p. 175.

214 GMB7, p. 176.

213 Bvidence of Himiona Katipa to the Native Land Court, 22 November 1921, GMB45, p. 177.

216 Te Hiki was of the Wahia line of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki (and Whanau-a-Kai through a female ancestor).

27 Evidence of Wi Mahuika to the Native Land Court, 30 March 1881, GMB7, p. 155.
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district) where they found refuge with the Ngati Maru section of Rongowhakaata.?'®

These events are thought to have happened about 1826-18282'°.

5 Te Whiwhi then attacked Hirokiroki and his Ngariki Po-Ngariki Rotoawe people for
failing to assist him at Mapouriki.m The first fight was at Pikauroa (on the Mangatu
block, 4 km due NW from Whatatutu township - near the junction of the Mangamaia
stream and the Mangatu River), where Hirokiroki had withdrawn to a defensive
position used by other tribes. Then came a fateful battle further inland at Te Apiti (30

- km due NW from Whatatutu township) where Hirokiroki was killed and Ngariki Po-
Ngariki Rotoawe were either enslaved or dispersed. There are other traditions as to

:221

who slew Hirokiroki“" and there may have been more than two fights. Witnesses at

the 1881 Mangatu hearing seemed to be talking about intermediate skirmishes at the

222 thoughf to be nearby. Ngariki Kaiputahi'may

Wheao Stream and then at Huruhuru,
have been involved, but assisting Te Whiwhi.?? They have a tradition that there were
only two fights, both to the north of Whatatutu; firstly Pikauroa, and then Te Apiti
(even further inland than Pikauroa), and that zig-zagging south after Pikauroa for two

intermediate skirmishes at Wheao and Huruhuru does not make sense.

7 Surviving Ngariki Po-Ngariki Rotoawe were scattered to Torere in the Opotoki

224 where the Ngaitai hapu of Whakatohea allowed them to stay until they

district,
disgraced themselves by killing some Ngaitai children. Ngaitai then attacked them

and scattered them in the direction of Whakatane.??

& In the meantime, Te Whiwhi had withdrawn to his pa at Papahikurangi, 40 km to the
south of the Mangatu Block,??® where he was besieged by the faction of Whanau-a-
Kai who had sheltered with Ngati Maru and, assisted by their hosts and Ngai Tamatea,

218 Evidence of Wi Mahuika to the Native Land Court, 30 March 1881, GMB7, p. 155. Also Wi Pere’s evidence
to the Native Land Court, 2 April 1881, GMB7, p. 176.

219 Calculation of Hallet Biddle (Ngariki Kaiputahi Whanau Trust’s claims committee) from related battle
information and generation tables.

20 Evidence of Wi Mahuika to the Native Land Court, 30 March 1881, GMB7, p. 155.

2! Evidence of Henare Potai before the Native Land Court at Waiapu, 15 June 1881, was that Ngati Ra slew
Hirokiroki and were the conquerors of ‘Ngariki’, Huiarua Title Investigation, WMBS5, p. 297.

222 gee for instance, the evidence of Panapa Waihopi to the Native Land Court, 31 March 1881, GMB7, p. 162.
223 Evidence of Hamiona Katipa to the Native Land Court, 22 November 1921, GMB45, p. 177.

224 “Npariki-Toroawe (sic) came to this area via the coast from Turanga, having been driven out by war. The
were a section of Ngariki Po, another section being Ngariki-ki-kai-putahi who are still living at Turanga ..
Attributed to Hoera Katipo of Ngai-Tai in the Opotiki Land Court (1898-1903 no other citation), Lyall, p. 13.

225 Attributed to Wetini Taku of Ngai-Tai, Lyall, pp- 16-17.

226 See also Halbert, Map 16, ref. Bl.
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were seeking utu for their defeat at Te Apiti (Ngai Tamatea were, additionally, seeking
utu for Te Whiwhi’s defeat of them at Ti Toto). Te Whiwhi was killed.
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Appendix 8

Block Map

LEGEND
1 Mangatu 6 Pakeka-O-Whirlkoko 12 Mangapapa
2 Arowhana 7 Waitangi 13 Panlkau
3 Walpaoa 8 Walngaromia 14 Te Pohue
4 Mangataikapua 9 Arakihl 15 Rangikohua
5 Mangaorongo 10 Walhora No2 16 Pakarae
11 Waimata North 17 Whangara

18 Pouawa

19 Waimata South
20 Waimata East
21 Matawhero
22 Walmata Wast
23 Papakorokoro
24 Ahlrau

25 Mangaonse
26 Hauomatuku
27 Walhora

28 Rangitira

29 Whatatrtu

61

30 Manukawhitikitiki

31 Puhatikotiko

32 Poututu

33 Motu

34 Waikohu Matawai

35 Wharekopae

36 Hihiroa

37 Walkohu

38 Tangihanga

39 Pukepapa

40 Te Karaka

41 Ruangarshu

42 Ngakaroa

43 Kopuaatuaki

44 Whataupoko

45 Kaiti

46 Makauri

47 Walhirare

48 Muhunga

49 Tawhiti, Waltuhl,
Tore O Haua

2

62

\
\.
(o} km 30
[ ] A ]
L T 1
0 miles 20

S0
S1
s2
53
54
S5
56
57
s8
59
60
61
62
64
63
65
66
67
68

Repongaere
Okahuatiu
Hangaroa Matawai-
Tuahu
Tauwhareto
Waihau
Whakaongaonga
Patutahi

Arai Matawai
Tarewauru
Maraetaha
Mangapoike
Nuhaka
Whareongaonga
Paritu

Gisbome
Walkanaa
Awapuni
Watohiharore

Source: B.J. Murton, Settlement In Poverty Bay 1868 to 1889: A Study in Historical
Geography, MA Geography Thesis, University of Canterbury, 1962
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Appendix 9
The Thu (Or ‘Twins’) Fights.

1 Kahungunu (the progenitor of Ngati Kahungunu) has, through his marriage to
‘Rongomaiwahine, the sons Kahukuranui and Tamateakota and the daughter
Tauheikuri. One of Kahukuranui’s sons is Raikaihikuroa who in turn has the son
Tupurupuru. One of Tamateakota’s sons is Kahutapere who in turn has the twins
Tarakiuta and Tarakitai. Another of Tamateakota’s sons is Hakeke who in turn has the
son Parua. The daughter Tauhekuri has the son Mahaki (the progenitor of Te Aitanga-
a-Mahaki) who in turn has the son Thu. The following summarised whakapapa

illustrates these matters:>%’

Kahungunu T Rongomaiwahine

)
Kahukuranui Tamateakota Tauhe;ikuri
| LI | ] 1
Rakaihikuroa Rakaipaaka  Kahutapere Hakeke Malhaki
Tupurupuru Tarakiuta  Tarakitai Parua Thu
2 Rakaihikuroa becomes jealous of the tribute being given to his cousin Kahutapere’s

children, the twins Tarakiuta and Tarakitai (rather than to his own son Tupurupuru), so
he killed them.

3 On behalf of Kahutapere, Thu then kills Rakaihikuroa’s son Tupurupuru at
8

Repongaere.22
4 Thu and Hakeke’s son Parua form a strategic alliance to kill Tamaterangi in Wairoa,

but after this success Thu discovers that Parua is plotting to kill him.

5 With the help of Whanau-a-Apanui, to whom he gives a greenstone mere in

appreciation, Thu moves first and Parua is killed.*?

27 This whakapapa is in Fowler, p. 18. This whakapapa did not include the descent line from Kahungunu’s
daughter Tauheikuri, which was obtained from Halbert, p. 291.

228 Evidence of Pimia Aata to Native Land Court, 29 March 1881, GMB7, p. 145.

229 Evidence of Wi Pere to the Native Land Court, 2 April 1881, GMB7, p. 174.
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6 Parua is married to a female descendant of Waimamaku, the brother of Puatahi the
progenitor of Ngariki Kaiputahi. Waimamaku’s father Marutaiaroa had given him

lands near Wharekopai, and had given the Mangatu lands to Puatahi.?*

7 After the death of Parua, Thu takes Parua’s widow’s sister as a wife and then visits her
people at Houpapa in the hope of achieving peace. However both he and his principal

wife Te Noinoi are killed there by Arikitutu as utu for the death of his son-in-law.?!

8 Ngariki Kaiputahi therefore contend that these events cannot be used to claim that they

were ‘beaten’ by one of the progenitors of Te Aitangi-a-Mahaki. In summary:

(a) Parua was killed by Thu, but this was not a defeat of Ngariki people. Parua was
connected to a Ngariki line (who use the name Ngati Maru - descendants of

Marutaiaroa) but only by marriage.

(b) The Ngariki line Parua was married into was from Waimamaku, not his brother
Puatahi, therefore this connection does not whakapapa back to land at Mangatu

which had been given to Puatahi.

(c) In any event, the Ngariki/Ngati Maru descendants of Waimamaku finally killed
Thu (scarcely grounds for arguing that Thu had defeated ‘Ngariki’).

(d)  None of the fights involved Ngariki Kaiputahi, and none of the fights occurred

near Mangatu.

20 Halbert, p. 61.
3! Evidence of Wi Pere to the Native Land Court, 2 April 1881, GMB7, p. 174.
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