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Preface

Particular reports prepared for the claims of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki have not been
made available to the Ngariki Kaiputahi claimants, legal counsel or researchers,
despite memorandum-directions iésued by the Deputy Chairperson of the Waitangi
Tribuhal. These reports include:

~ ¢ Social Impact Report by Dr Brian Murton

¢ Te Ripoata o Mangatu: The Mangatu Report by Jacqueline Haapu

The Haapu report is of particular relevance to this report.

This report is filed on the understanding that a second part concentrating on
twentieth century issues for Ngariki Kaiputahi (such as management of the Mangatu
blocks since incorporation and the process by which the Crown acquired Mangatu

nos. 1, 3 and 4 for forestry) may be completed at a later date if required.
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Timatanga

Ko Rangitikei te awa

Ko Ngati Raukawa te iwi

Ko Ngati Pikiahu te hapu

Ko Poupatate te Marae Kainga

Tena Koutou

My name is Bernadette Arapere. | am a research officer at the Waitangi Tribunal. |
have an MA (Hons) in history from the University of Auckland. My MA thesis, Maku
ano hei hanga i toku nei whare: Hapu Dynamics in the Rangitikei Area, 1830-1872,
examined the relationships between hapu of Ngati Raukawa ki te tonga from the
heke (migrations) through to the major land purchases in the area in the late 1860s.

This report follows on from the Ngariki Kaiputahi Scoping Report that | completed in

August 2000.

Section 1: Introduction to the claims, claimants and overview

of historical issues

This research report addresses particular issues, such as the acts, omissions,
practices and policies of the Crown, that are claimed to have affected Ngariki
Kaiputahi from 1840 to the twentieth century. Due to the significant time constraints
of the research éommission this report examines the years 1875 — 1922 in particular,
during which Ngariki Kaiputahi were involved in the establishment of the Mangatu
No. 1 Incorporation and were heard by the Native Land Court and Maori Appellate
Court in hearings concerning blocks such as Mangatu.! However, the report also
introduces and to some extent addresses significant historical issues that Ngariki
Kaiputahi faced in the twentieth century. The report also makes suggestions for
supplementary research into the history of Ngariki Kaiputahi in the twentieth century.

Many of the preliminary ideas put forward in my scoping report have been revised
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due to further research. Therefore the scoping report should not stand alone but be

seen only as a forerunner to this report.

The research commission proposed that as far as possible this report should not
contain material that has been or will be included in other reports being prepared for
the Gisborne claims. A considerable number of reports have been prepared for the
Gisbbrne claims generally (including a Rangahaua Whanui report) and for the claims
of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki that address issues which are also applicable to Ngariki
Kaiputahi.? vaen the short time frame that | was given to complete the research
cdmmission | have read and in many instances referred to other research reports that
address iésues that are generic across claims in the Gisborne area. Also, where
necessary, | have deferred to the traditional history report being prepared for Ngariki
Kaiputahi by John Robson as it is assumed that it will address issues such as

customary interests, mana whenua and whakapapa.

My approach in this report is thematic in order to provide an overview of the main
historical issues that | have identified for Ngariki Kaiputahi from 1840 to the twentieth
century. Neither the scoping nor the research reports are substantive histories of
Ngariki Kaiputahi. Rather, both reports provide outlines of historical issues that have

been identified as significant to Ngariki Kaiputahi.

Because of the length of time allocated for the research commission | have only
made one research trip to Gisborne and have not consulted any archival sources in

Auckland. | would like to thank those who have guided and assisted me with this

! The research commission was signed on 5 July 2000 and ended on 30 September 2000.

% $ Daly, Rangahaua Whanui District 5B: Poverty Bay, Waitangi Tribunal Rangahaua Whanui Series, Wellington,
1897, O'Malley, V, ‘“An Entangled Web": Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Land and Politics, 1840-1873, and their Aftermath’,
Commissioned by Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Claims Committee, CFRT, 1998; Rose, K, ‘Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Land and
Autonomy, 1873-1880’, Prepared for the Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Claims Committee, CFRT, 1899; Rose, K, ‘Te
Aitanga-a-Mahaki Land: Alienation and Efforts at Development, 1880-1970’, Prepared for Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki
Claims Committee, CFRT, Draft June 2000.



research; Joy Hippolite (claims facilitator for the Gisborne District Inquiry), the
claimant community, legal counsel and traditional history researcher for Ngariki

Kaiputahi. However, any misinterpretations or oversights are mine alone.

1.1 The claimants and their claims

Wai 507 was lodged by O R Lloyd (Chairman of the Ngariki Kaiputahi trust) on 26
April 1995. The claim concerns Native Land Court judgements relating to the
detgrmination of title to lands in the Mangatu area and the awarding of shares in the
Manéatu block. The statement of claim also outlines Crown acts and omissions, the
principal of ‘wahangu® used by Ngariki Kaiputahi leaders, the imprisonment of
Ngariki Kaiputahi individuals on Wharekauri after the East Coast wars and the sale of

particular areas of Mangatu land.*

Wai 507 has been grouped for inquiry with Wai 274 and Wai 499. E J T Ruru lodged
Wai 274 on 24 February 1992 on behalf of himself and members of Te Aitanga-a-
Mahaki and the proprietors of the Mangatu block. The claim relates to the Crown
acquisition of Mangatu nos. 1, 3, and 4 blocks under the Forests Act 1949. Tanya
Parearau Rogers lodged Wai 499 on behalf of Ngariki Kaiputahi and her sisters, Julie
Celia O’Donnell and Maureen Collette Drummond, on 24 March 1995. The claim
concerns the particular claims of Ngariki Kaiputahi relating to the Crown acquisition

of Mangatu nos. 1, 3, and 4 under the Forest Act 1949.

In July 2000 the Deputy Chairperson requested clarification from counsel for the Wai
499 claimants as to whether Wai 499 is a cross-claim against Wai 507, or a co-claim

to Wai 507, to which mandate is not an issue.® Counsel for the Wai 499 claimants

¥ For further discussion of this concept see: Arapere, B, ‘Ngariki Kaiputahi Scoping Report', 11 August 2000, (Wai
814, A6).

4 Statement of Claim, Wai 507,

% Memorandums and Directions by Deputy Chairperson, 5 July 2000, (Wai 814, Doc 2.21).
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confirmed on 14 August 2000 that Wai 499 is a cross-claim against Wai 507 as
mandate issues have not yet been resolved. However, claimant counsel has
signalled an intention to address mandate and representation issues between Wai

499 and Wai 507.°

A new claim, Wai 874, was recently lodged with the Waitangi Tribunal by David
Brown of Ngariki Kaiputahi. The claim relates to mandate and re@resentaftion issues
within Ngariki Kaiputahi and the Crown acquisition of Mangatu nos. 1, 3 and 4 for
state forest. The claim documentation ‘includes the petitions of Edward Mokopuna

Brown as supporting documents.

1.2 Background to and Overview of Historical Issues

Ngariki Kaiputahi claim an extended whakapapa back to an ancient people pre-
dating the arrival of the Horouta waka. The claimants’ traditions connect them to the
middle and upper parts of the Mangatu River and Urukokomoko stream in the inland
Poverty Bay district and across the Mangatu, Poututu, Manukawhitikitiki, Whatatutu,

Mangaorongo, Puhatikotiko and Rangatira blocks.

‘Ngariki Kaiputahi argue that there is more than one Ngariki people. Written sources

confirm the existence of at least three Ngariki peoples in the Poverty Bay and eastern
Bay of Plenty districts: Ngariki Kaiputahi, Ngariki Po and Ngariki Rotoawe/Ratoawe.
Confusion over the existence of more than one Ngariki grouping was a particularly
important issue in Native Land Court hearings concerning the Manukawhitikitiki and
Mangatu blocks and in later attempts at recourse and reinvestigation of title by

individuals of Ngariki Kaiputahi. It is clear, however, that Ngariki Kaiputahi were

® Memorandum of Counsel for Tanya Rodgers on behalf of Ngariki Kaiputahi o Mangatu Wai 499, (Wai 814, Doc
2.55)



present in the Mangatu area prior to contact with Pakeha and they have maintained

an ongoing presence in the area since that time.”

The key historical issues that | have identified for Ngariki Kaiputahi in the period,

1840 to the twentieth century, are:

¢

Confusion regarding the various Ngariki groups and the Native Land Court’s

perceived inability to distinguish between them.

~The impact of being labelled as ‘rebels’ in the 1860s and subsequent Crown

actions relating to Ngariki Kaiputahi lands.

The process and outcome of the Native Land Court determination of title to the
Manukawhitikitiki, Waikohu-Matawai, Whatatutu, Waipaoa and Mangatu blocks.
The Native Land Court awarding ownership of the Mangatu blocks to individuals
rather than to hapu, and the impact this had on collective control and decision-
making over the land.

The management and development of the Mangatu blocks from 1881 to the
present time, as well as the standing and voting power of Ngariki Kaiputahi
within the Mangatu Incorporation.

The Crown acquisition of Mangatu no. 1, 3 and 4 blocks under the Forest Act

1949,

Ongoing attempts at reinvestigation into the ownership of Mangatu through

petitions and protest.

These issues should by no means be regarded as exhaustive. It is possible that new

issues will become evident if supplementary research into the history of Ngariki

Kaiputahi in the twentieth century is required and therefore commissioned.

" R Halbert, Horouta: The History of the Horouta Canoe, Gisbhorne and East Coast, Reed Books, Auckland, 1999, pp
120-124.
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Section 2: Historical Issues

2.1 Ngariki Kaiputahi: What’s in a name?

There are numerous accounts outlining the existence of three distinct but related
Ngariki peoples in the Poverty Bay and eastern Bay of Plenty areas. Confusion
occurred where the name ‘Ngariki’ was applied generally in written accounts and
Native Land Court evidence without delineating between Ngariki Kaiputahi and other
"Ngariki groups such as Ngariki Po and Ngariki Rotoawe/Ratoawe. Further to that
issue was the failure or inability of the Native Land Court to distinguish between the
Ngariki groups. Indeed, there was no genuine attempt by the Court to address fhis
issue which would, in essence, help to seal the fate of Ngariki Kaiputahi in the

investigation into the Mangatu blocks.

Written descriptions outline the existence of Ngariki Kaiputahi and the inter-marriage
and alliances Ngariki Kaiputahi were said to have formed with Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki.
W E Gudgeon, in his essays on the iwi of Poverty Bay in the Journal of the
Polynesian Society, noted the existence of a group of people called Ngariki who lived
at the Waipaoa Valley area at Mangatu.® Gudgeon observed Ngariki in the 1890s to
be a small group of 20, arguing that many of the original iwi had married in to Te
Aitanga-a-Mahaki.® Gudgeon and A C Lyall also noted that there were links between
Ngariki of Mangatu and another group of Ngariki (possibly Ngariki Rotoawe/Ratoawe)
who became part of iwi such as Te Whanau a Apanui, Ngai Tai and Whakatohea of

the eastern Bay of Plenty."°

8W E Gudgeon, ‘The Maori Tribes of the East Coast of New Zealand’, Joumal of the Polynesian Society (JPS), 1896,
vol 3, pp 213-215; vol 5, p 2.

° Rongowhakaata Halbert, Horouta: The History of the Horouta Canoe, Gisborne and the East Coast, Reed Books,
Auckland , 1999, pp 64-5.

1o Gudgeon, JPS, vol 3, p 216; A C Lyall, Whakatohea of Opotiki, Reed Ltd, Wellington, 1979, pp 13-18; A Ballara,
Iwi: The Dynamics of Maori Tribal Organisation from ¢.1769 to ¢.1945, Victoria University Press, Wellington, 1998, p
163. .



Rongowhakaata Halbert wrote extensively on the history of the East Coast area in
his monograph, Horouta: The History of the Horouta Canoe, Gisborne and East
Coast. The work includes reference to Ngariki Kaiputahi and other Ngariki groups.
Halbert argued that Ngariki Kaiputahi were the descendants of Ruatakitini and
Marukakoa who lived around the Mangatu stream and ‘became fully united with the
Ngapotiki descendants of Whakarau, youngest son of Mahaki.’"" Halbert also
recounts many pre-1840 traditions that | have assumed will be addressed in the
Mana Whenua/traditional history report being prepared for the Ngariki Kaiputahi

claim.

Other sources, including a waiata in Nga Moteatea (compiled by Sir Apirana Ngata
and translated by Pei Te Hurinui), Mangatu block order files at the Maori Land Court
and the oral traditions of the claimants themselves, also substantiate the existence of
Ngariki Kaiputahi at Mangatu and contain whakapapa outlining the descent from

Arikinui down to Rawiri Tamanui and beyond."

Ngariki Kaiputahi individuals such as Pera Te Uetuku often identified themselves
under the generic banner of ‘Ngariki’ in hearings before the Native Land Court in
1870s and 1880s." However, there were attempts in the contemporary records to
dis‘ﬁﬁguish between the various groups of Ngariki. For example, Wi Mahuika of Te
Aitanga-a-Mahaki, argued in the 1881 Mangatu hearings that ‘Po was a member of
14

Ngariki Rotoawu [sic]. The Ngariki to which Pera belongs is Ngariki Kaiputahi.

Wiremu Pere, however, argued that ‘Po was a section of Ngariki’."® Presumably the

" Halbert, p 65.

2 Ngata, A T, translated by Te Hurinui, P, Nga Moteatea: He Maramara Rere No Nga Waka Maha, Polynesian
Society Inc., Wellington, 1980, pp 76-81; Ngariki Whakapapa, Copy of Files Re. Investigation of Mangatu, Maori
Land Court, Gisborne. The whakapapa of Ngariki Kaiputahi is discussed in the Mana Whenua report prepared for the
Ngariki Kaiputahi claims.

' See for example: Gisborne Native Land Court minute book (GMB) 2, 13 March 1875, p 44, Maori Land Court,
Gisbormne. (Pera Te Uetuku was also known by his full name, Aperahama Te Uetuku. There are also variations in the
sPeIling of his surname, such as Te Uatuku.)

¥ GMB 7, 30 March 1881, p 154.

> GMB 7, 2 April 1881, p 174.




Ngariki he referred to was Ngariki Po, although all the accounts are confused. A
further witness before the Court argued that ‘the outside Tribe made war with

116

Whanawakai...They defeated Ngariki but not the Ngariki | am related to.

Problems of identification and the particular identity of Ngariki Kaiputahi as a group
plagued Ngariki Kaiputahi in the competitive arena of the Native Land Court. The
impact of the Native Land Court’s failure to understand and distinguish between the
Ngariki groups would have significant consequences for Ngariki Kaiputahi. The
claimants contend that because of the Court's misunderstanding, Ngariki Kaiputahi
were wrongly concluded to be a defeated and vanquished people. The basis for the
confusion between Ngariki Kaiputahi, Ngariki Po and Ngariki Rotoawe arose because
of the recounting of a series of battles known as the Pikai fights before the Native
Land Court. In these battles it was argued that Te Whanau a Kai (a section of Te

Aitanga-a-Mahaki) defeated a people called ‘Ngariki’.

The Pikai fights were put forward alongside other narratives of conquest and mana
before the Native Land Court in the Manukawhitikitiki and Mangatu title
investigations. The evidence put before these (and other) title investigations is
developed in section 2.3 of this report and in the Mana Whenual/traditional history
- report being prepared for Ngariki Kaiputahi. . However, at this point the issue at hand
is that because of the Native Land Court’s inability to adequately distinguish between
the Ngariki groups, Ngariki Kaiputahi were concluded to be a conquered people. The
interests in land that Ngariki Kaiputahi were granted as a result were minor and
would be the cause of ongoing appeals by Ngariki Kaiputahi for re-investigation of

title.

1 GMB 7, 28 March 1881, p 142.



2.2 Pai Marire and Exile

This section of the report explores briefly how and why particular members of Ngariki
Kaiputahi were imprisoned on Wharekauri in 1866, the treason trial of Pera Te

Uetuku in 1870 and the legislative environment of the 1860s and 1870s.

Daly, Rose and O'Malley’s reports provide useful general information on the arrival of
Pai Marire on the East Coast in 1865, the background and build up to the East Coast
wars, the dispatch of Pai Marire ‘rebels’ to Wharekauri and subsequent land
dealings."” These events are well documented. However, there is a lack of reference
to Ngariki Kaiputahi in particular, as opposed to larger groups such as Te Aitanga-a-
Mahaki. Because of time constraints and a desire not to duplicate issues already
addressed | will not outline these same issues again, except where there are
particular issues or seminal events for Ngariki Kaiputahi. However, | do recommend

that readers see the above reports to put the following comments in context.

It is certain that Ngariki Kaiputahi individuals including Pera Te Uetuku, his brothers,
Rewi Tamanui'® and Hemi Whaiapu, and his son, Te Hira Te Uetuku, were at
Wac?renga a Hika in 1865. What remains unclear is the role Ngariki Kaiputahi played
in the events that led to the imprisonment of the Pai Marire ‘rebels’ and the question
of whether or not Ngariki Kaiputahi had embraced Pai Marire after its arrival in the
area in 1865. Judith Binney has noted that ‘there was a wide divergence of attitude

among Maori of Turanga as to the message and intentions of the new faith.”"® It has

7' 8 Daly, Rangahaua Whanui District 5B: Poverty Bay, Waitangi Tribunal Rangahaua Whanui Series, Wellington,
1997; O’Malley, V, ‘ “An Entangled Web™: Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Land and Politics, 1840-1873, and their Aftermath’,
Commissioned by Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Claims Committee, CFRT, 1998; Rose, K, Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Land and
Autonomy, 1873-1890’, Prepared for the Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Claims Committee, CFRT, 1999; Rose, K, ‘Te
Aitanga-a-Mahaki Land: Alienation and Efforts at Development, 1890-1970’, Prepared for Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki
Claims Committee, CFRT, 2000.

'8 There is some confusion over the spelling of this name. In some sources it is spelt ‘Raiwi’ or ‘Rawi’.

' Judith Binney, Redemption Songs, A Life of Te Kooti Arikirangi Te Turuki, Auckland University Press with Bridget
Williams Books, Auckland, 1995, p 38.
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also been argued though, that by July 1865 most of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki and half of

the rest of the Maori population of Poverty Bay had converted to Pai Marire.?

The people apprehended by the government forces at Waerenga a Hika in
November 1865 were a fairly mixed group of individuals that included Ngati Maru and
Ngati Porou refugees and Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki people who were providing refuge.?'
Sanderson has argued that they did not regard themselves as ‘rebels’.?? According to
a contemporary account from Matenga Taihuka (in a publication collated by
Pehimana Taihuka) relating the events at Waerenga a Hika:

an assault was made on the Government troops by Rongowhakaata, Ngati-Maru

of Te Arai, Te Whanau Akai [sic] from Toroa, Ngati- Hineuru of Kahungunu,

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
[sic] pah.®®

Whatever their actual role in the events, Pera Te Uetuku, Te Hira Te Uetuku and
Rewi Tamanui were apprehended and shipped to Wharekauri arriving there on 15
March 1866.%* Later shipments of prisoners arrived in April (Hemi Whaiapu was
brought with this group) and June of 1866.* Archival sources include lists of
prisoners dispatched to Wharekauri. Almost all those apprehended at Waerenga a
Hika were considered to be Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki by the government and they were
labelled as such in the official records.? Those sent to Wharekauri were considered
to be the ‘worst' offenders who had refused to accede to the government until
captured.?” However, it could be argued that some Maori were captured and sent to

Wharekauri by virtue of the fact that they were present at Waerenga a Hika at the

% paly, p 55; K Sanderson, ‘Maori Christianity on the East Coast, 1840-1870’, New Zealand Journal of History
gNZJH). vol 17, no 2, October 1983, p 166.

! Binney, p 48.
# sanderson, p 179.
2 pghimana Taihuka, Poutokomanawa o Parihimanihi, publisher and date unknown. Source provided by Wai 507
claimants. Emphasis added.
2 W E Thomas to the Under Secretary, Native Department, ‘Papers Relative to Prisoners and Guard at Chatham
Lglﬁ)r}dds', 16 June 1866, AJHR, 1868, A-15E, p 10.

id.

2 Roll of prisoners sent to Chatham Islands, nd, AGG-HB 2/1, National Archives, Wellington (NA); Return of
Prisoners sent to Chatham Islands, 2 May 1866, AD 31/14, NA.
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time of the government assault not because of their participation or role in the events.
The prisoners were kept on Wharekauri without trial; a fact that was later recognised

to have been illegal on the part of the government.?®

Binney has written at length about the experiences of the prophet leader, Te Kooti
Arikirangi Te Turuki, during his period of exile on Wharekauri and the development of
the Ringatu faith in her biography, Redemption Songs: A Life of Te Kooti Arikirangi
Te Turuki. These accounts are useful for gaining an insight in to the experiences of
the ‘Ngariki Kaiputahi prisoners and the conditions that they were subjected to. The
‘whakarau’ or political prisoners were ill-equipped for the harsh conditions of the
prison camp on Wharekauri. They were without adequate clothing or housing and
were unused to the much colder climate.®® Some prisoners suffered from
consumption and tuberculosis, as well as illnesses related to the hard work of
growing their own food and building the compound that they were housed in. It was
intended that the prisoners be kept on Wharekauri for approximately one year.
However, as Captain Reginald Biggs wrote (in his frequently quoted correspondence)
to Donald McLean in June 1867, the return of the prisoners would be delayed until

the land confiscations at Turanganui had been carried out.*

The legislative environment of the East Coast in the 1860s was shaped by acts such
as the East Coast Land Titles Investigation Act 1866 and the East Coast Land Titles
Investigation Amendment Act 1867. Bryan Gilling has argued that the East Coast

Land Titles Investigation Act ‘potentially embodied another form of confiscation...one

7D McLeanto EW Stafford, ‘Papers Relative to Prisoners and Guard at the Chatham Islands’, 26 April 1866, AJHR,
1868, A-15E, p 6; J A Mackay, Historic Poverty Bay and the East Coast, N.I., N.Z.: A Centennial Memorial, J G
Mackay, Gisborne, 1949, third impression 1973, p 228.

* Binney, p 63.

2 Binney, p 63-66.

s Biggs to McLean, ‘Papers Relative to Prisoners and Guard at the Chatham Islands’, 13 June 1867, AJHR, 1868, A-
15 E, p 19; Daly, p 77; Binney, p 71.
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which did not first grasp the lands of friendly Maori.”®' The Act awarded certificates of
title to those with interests in land but only to those who were not engaged in
rebellion.*? Indeed, Native Minister J C Richmond argued that the Act was intended
specifically as a ‘means of punishing rebels and rewarding loyalists, especially those
who had fought for the Government.”® The legislation contained a fundamental flaw®*
and was simplistic in outlook assuming a clear-cut distinction between ‘loyal’ and
‘rebel’ Maori. The Act was amended in 1867 but it was still considered unworkable
. and the East Coast Act 1868 was promoted in its place. This Act was similar in
practical terms to the East Coast Land Titles Investigation Act but pronounced a
policy of voluntary cessions of land.* The Act still guaranteed the right of the Native
Land Court to award title only to those who had not been in rebellion.*® Gilling has
argued that while the East Coast land Titles Investigation Act was never fully put into
practice, it was:
used largely as a weapon over the next few years into the 1870s, government

officials threatening to invoke it in various areas unless the local Maori agreed to
what seems to have amounted to forced sales or cessions.”’

It is likely that Pera Te Uetuku and the other Ngariki Kaiputahi prisoners became
followers of Te Kooti and his new religion, Ringatu, during their period of confinement
and they were certainly aboard the schooner, the Rifleman, when it returned to the
East Coast in July 1868.% The seizure of fhis ship and: its return journey has been
well documented by Binney and others. Not surprising is the fact that Pera Te Uetuku
showed some ambivalence about his role in the escape when he testified in his

treason frial before the Supreme Court in Wellington in 1870. He argued that ‘Te

% B D Gilling, ‘The Policy and Practice of Raupatu in New Zealand, Part A, Wai 201 Record of Documents, Waitangi
Tribunal, 1997, p 41.

% O'Malley, p 57-58.

% Gilling, p 41.

A typographical error in s 2 of the Act directed the Native Land Court to ‘include’ rather than ‘exclude’ rebels.
Gilling, p 42.

% O'Malley, p 111.

* Gilling, p 41-2.

¥ Gilling, p 42.

% paly, p 77; Binney, p 95; The Wellington Independent (WI), 28 June 1870, Alexander Turnbull Library (ATL), p 3.
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Kooti told him to go on board or he would be killed by the [rebel] soldiers.® He was
at pains to point out that he was not involved in any violence and did not have a
firearm on the day of the escape, but was instead engaged in carrying flour and
provisions on to the Rifleman.*° Maata Te Owai, a former wife of Te Kooti, testified
that the prisoners on Wharekauri:

...believed in Te Kooti, who told them that if they did not listen to him God would

punish them. Te Kooti also told the people that if they did not obey him he would
sword them —i.e., punish them.*!

Whether there was ambivalence towards Te Kooti on the part of his fellow prisoners
or not, many, including Pera Te Uetuku and the others of Ngariki Kaiputahi, escaped

with him from Wharekauri and headed for the East Coast in early July of 1868.

The escapees from Wharekauri landed at Whareongaonga on 9 July and after some
discussions began journeying inland, destined for the King Country.** Pera Te
Uetuku explained that it was then that a gun was given to him for the first time and
that he remained with Te Kooti because he had been brought back by him from
Wharekauri.*® Clearly, Pera had a sense of allegiance and loyalty to Te Kooti for
leading the escape from Wharekauri. Pursued by Biggs and the government forces,
discussions were held by the group over whether to keep on moving inland or to stop
and 'defend themselves. Binney notes that Pera Te Uetuku was in favour of war and
a number of significant ambushes and violent engagements followed, most notably,

the events at Matawhero.*

The exact participation of other Ngariki Kaiputahi individuals in these events remains
unknown. However, Pera Te Uetuku was certainly involved in a number of well-

documented encounters alongside Te Kooti and his followers against the government

* w1, 30 June 1870, ATL, p 4.
% ibid

“ w1, 28 June 1870, ATL, p 3.
“2 Binney, p 92.
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forces. Indeed, he was said to have ‘made himself most conspicuous’ at the incident

at Matawhero.*

Pera Te Uetuku and several other followers of Te Kooti were apprehended in the
upper Waioeka River area in March 1870 and charged with high treason at the
Supreme Court in Wellington in June of that year.*® The prisoners were charged in
groups of 5; Pera Te Uetuku being charged alongside Utiera Perenera, Hori Puru,
Hemi Tutapu or Makawai, and Karanama Ngeri.*” After initially pleading not guilty the
prisoners changed their plea on the second day of the trial on the advice of their legal
counsel.* Their lawyer, Mr Allen, argued that:
he had communicated with the prisoners and had pointed out to them that if it
could be shown that they had been in Te Kooti's company in those places
mentioned in the evidence, they must, in the eyes of the law, be considered guilty
of high treason. The prisoner_s had therefore decided upon pleading %uilty and
trusting to the expressed promise of clemency on the part of the Crown.
The presiding judge, His Honour Mr Justice Johnston, agreed that the prisoners
could be granted clemency by the Crown for pleading guilty, but significantly he
added that:
One point of considerable importance in weighing the evidence would be —
whether or not the prisoners were entitled to any land at Turanganui...”
Pera Te Uetuku'’s reticence in giving evidence before the Native Land Court in the
Manukawhitikitiki and Mangatu title vinvestigations should be understood within the
context of this comment and the legislative environment of the 1860s and 1870s.
Also critical in the trial was the fact that Wiremu Pere of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki gave

evidence for the Crown (alongside other Maori, settlers and military) against the

prisoners. Pere would later become a major political player on the East Coast and

“3 Wi, 30 June 1870, ATL, p 4.

* Binney, p 95.

5 Wi, 28 June 1870, ATL, p 3.

45 s N
ibid

7 ibid

8 ibid

2 Wi, 30 June 1870, ATL, p 4.
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would give evidence years later against Ngariki Kaiputahi, and therefore Pera Te
Uetuku, in title investigations for Manukawhitikitiki and Mangatu at the Native Land

Court in Gisborne.

Pere was the son of trader Thomas Halbert and Riria Mauaranui of Te Aitanga-a-
Mahaki and Rongowhakaata. His education had been a mix of Anglican mission
schooling and lessons in the Aitanga-a-Mahaki whare wananga.®' Pere initially
supported the Pai Marire followers sent to Wharekauri by the government but after
the ‘deaths of settlers and pro-government Maori by Te Kooti in 1868 Pere helped to
guide the government forces in pursuit of Te Kooti and his followers.®? In his
evidence at the treason trial, Pere clearly identified Pera Te Uetuku and outlined his

involvement with Te Kooti.

Pere was well known in government circles and familiar with the processes of
European forums such as the Native Land Court. In 1884 he took the Eastern Maori
seat in parliament and throughout the 1880s he was aligned with W L Rees and the
failed East Coast Native Land and Settlement Company. Alan Ward has argued that
as a result of Pere’s involvement with the repudiation movement in the 1860s and
oth.é.rA land dealings ‘Pere emerged as the most significant public Maori figure in the
dist;fct.’53 The differences between Pere and Te Uetuku must have had a bearing on

the evidence that the Court (and later Courts) chose to believe.

The vast majority of the prisoners tried were found guilty and sentenced to death (30
out of the 34 charged).> However, all of the prisoners were released by the

Governor's clemency in 1873. Pera Te Uetuku returned to the Mangatu lands, his

5 A Ward, ‘Wiremu Pere, 1837-1915, Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki and Rongowhakaata; Politician, Runholder’, in The
Turbulent Years 1870-1900: The Maori Biographies from The Dictionary of New Zealand Biography, Volume Two,
gﬁdget Williams Books, Wellington, 1994, pp 90-91.

ibid.
% ibid, p 91.
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kainga and cultivations on the banks of the Urukokomoko stream and to Waerenga-
a-Hika after his detainment.®® He had been absent from home for a number of years.
After his return Pera Te Uetuku exercised mana whenua by leasing lands at
Waipaoa, Matawai, Mangatu and Whatatutu to the Government Purchasing Agent.®

He would also represent Ngariki Kaiputahi interests in the Native Land Court when it

began its work in the Poverty Bay area.

2.3 Native Land Court Determination of Title: The

Manukawhitikitiki and Mangatu title investigations

The evidence on this claim isv exceedingly confused but the Court is
satisfied that the land originally belonged to Ngariki.”’

Binney and Chaplin have argued that from a Ngariki Kaiputahi perspective the history
of the Mangatu lands has been ‘a history of different alienations’.®® This perspective
is particularly apparent in the petitions and oral traditions of Ngariki Kaiputahi. Ngariki
Kaiputahi have argued that through the Native Land Court and the Mangatu

Incorporation, the Mangatu blocks were effectively alienated from them.

The claims of Ngariki Kaiputahi and other East Coast iwi began a ‘leisurely progress’
through the Native Land Court during title investigations for the Manukawhitikitiki,
Waikohu Matawai, Mangatu and other blocks in the 1870s.%® Pera Te Uetuku and his
son, Te Hira Te Uetuku, attended many of the heérings giving evidence relating to

the customary use and continued occupation of the lands by Ngariki/Ngariki

% Calendar of Prisoners Tried at Wellington and Wanganui Court Sittings, Volume I, p 22, AAOM w3265/2921, NA.
% GMB 7, 29 March 1881, p. 145.

% Rose, p 67; AJHR, 1875, G-6, p 21.

57 judgement of Mangatu Title Investigation, GMB 7, 11 April 1881, p 199.

%8 Judith Binney and Gillian Chaplin, Nga Morehu, The Survivors, Auckland University Press with Bridget Williams
Books, Auckland, 1996, p 36.

%W H Oliver and J M Thomson, Challenge and Response: A Study of the Development of the Gisborne East Coast
Region, East Coast Development Research Association, Gisborne, 1971, p 108.
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Kaiputahi but in most cases these interests were subsumed by the interests of the

larger group, Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki.*’

In February and March 1875 Ngariki and other hapu and iwi interests in the Waikohu-
Matawai, Rangatira and Whatatutu blocks were argued.®” The Court decided in
favour of Nga Potiki (a hapu of Te Aitanga a Mahaki) in the Waikohu-Matawai case
despite a strong argument being made by Ngariki. Yet the Judge conceded that:
The original objection of Wi Haronga [and] the claim of Pimia Aaté...has been
considered and the conclusion arrived at by the Court is that there may be a

possibility of them having a claim along the southern boundary that they had
failed to point out...*

Both Wi Haronga and Pimia Aata had argued in the name of Ngariki but neither had
argued strongly enough to win the Court’s favour. In the Rangatira hearing the only
identifiably Ngariki name added to the eventual list of owners was Te Hira Te
Uetuku.®® The Whatatutu title investigations, also in March 1875, had a similarly
disappointing result for Ngariki/Ngariki Kaiputahi. While individuals of Ngariki/Ngariki
Kaiputahi appear to have participated in the investigation they had little success in

having the collective interests of Ngariki recognised.®*

The Native Land Court considered title to the Manukawhitikitiki no 1 (approximately
94%§acres) and no 2 blocks (approximately 3187 acres) during a sitting at Gisborne in
Mar‘ch 1875 before Judge John Rogan.®® Wiremu Pere represented the interests of
Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki hapu, Ngati Wahia, on the first day of the hearing but his list of

owners included Ngariki individuals such as Pera Te Uetuku and his father Rawiri

% In some instances Pera Te Uetuku, Hira Te Uetuku and other witnesses referred to themselves as ‘Ngariki
Kaiputahi’ but in most instances they referred to themselves as ‘Ngariki' in the Native Land Court. For the sake of
clarity ‘Ngariki’ is used in this section unless the witness specifically referred to himself or herself as ‘Ngariki
Kaiputahi’.

8 GMB 1, 20 February 1875, pp 294-319; GMB 2, 4 March 1875, pp 13-22.

® GMB 1, 27 February 1875, pp 318-319.

% GMB 2, 4 March 1875, p 22.

% GMB 2, 8 March 1875, p 42. The minutes of the Whatatutu title investigation are scattered and difficult to foliow but
it appears that no Ngariki Kaiputahi names made it onto the owners list.

% GMB 2, 12 March 1875, pp 39 and 41.
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Tamanui. Pere subsequently added other Ngariki names to the list of Ngati Wahia

owners.

Pera Te Uetuku appeared before the Court on 13 March 1875 providing evidence for
the case of the counter claimants, Ngariki. He denied the list of owners put forward
by Pere, arguing that [T]his place is Ngariki's only — | have not seen any other
people on the land.”®® Pera Te Uetuku outlined the customary uses of the land by
Ngariki, their continued occupation of it and the complex ownership disputes between
Nga Potiki, Te Whanau a Taupara (hapu of Te'Aitanga-a~Mahaki) and Ngariki. He
outlined the important battles.of conquest and mana known as the Pikai fights
(estimated by the traditional history researcher for Ngariki Kaiputahi to have occurred
in the 1820s). According to Robson, the battles involved ‘the death of a young
chieftain Pikai, the ufu exacted by his father Te Whiwhi,}and Te Whiwhi’s subsequent

167

defeat of the neighbouring Ngariki Po/Ngariki Rotoawe people led by Hirokiroki.

There were numérous competing and conflicting accounts of the Pikai battles given
by Ngariki and Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki witnesses. The Ngariki Kaiputahi claimants
argue that the end result saw the Native Land Court failing to-grasp the details of
their traditions and theréfore incorrectly conc:ludihg that the Ngariki group that was
defeated was Ngariki Kaiputahi rather than Ngariki Po or Ngariki Rotoawe. Based on
the evidehce, the conclusion that the Court failed to grasp the difference between the
Ngariki groups is correct. However, there is no evidence to prove that the Court did
this intentionally or with malice. It could be argued that the Court was fixated with a
Simplistic understanding of who was conquered and that it was more a case of the

power imbalance between Ngariki, represented by Pera Te Uetuku (and others) and

% GMB 2, 13 March 1875, p 44.
& Robson, ‘Ngariki Kaiputahi Manawhenua Report', draft, November 2000, p 26.
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Ngati Wahia and Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki, represented by the politically sophisticated

Wiremu Pere.

Throughout the Manukawhitikitiki title investigation Pera Te Uetuku argued that
despite the many challenges by Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki hapu, Ngariki had:
occupied the land up to this day...houses and other evidence of

occupation are to be seen. My father is buried on [part] of the block.
We have a grave yard there.®

While Wiremu Pere challenged this evidence in his cross-examination, the last

witness for the counter claimants, Hoera Katipo, put forward more corroborative
evidence:
The surrounding tribes are all aware that this property is Ngarikis

[sic]...Pera’s statement is correct...Ngariki have had continuous
occupation up to the time of the fights against the Government.®

Wiremu Pere presented his evidence on 15 March. He argued that ‘Ngariki who are
also called Ngatipo’ were defeated and scattered to Opotiki only returning to the area
upon the invitation of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki.”® As stated already, it could be argued
that the Ngariki group Pere was referring to was Ngariki Po, who did leave the
Poverty Bay district for the eastern Bay of Plenty, rather than Ngariki Kaiputahi.

Whatever the case, Pere argued that ‘Ngariki’ lived under his shelter and protection.

The decision over title was given by Judge Rogan on 16 March. Ngariki/Ngariki
Kaiputahi names such as Pera Te Uetuku, Rewi Tamanui and Hemi Whaiapu were
added to the list of 31 owners with title to Manukawhitikitiki no 2 block.”" The Court
records are incomplete and difficult to read but presumably these names were added
in addition to the Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki list of owners provided by Wiremu Pere on the

first day of the title investigation. From the lack of detail in the minutes of both the

% GMB 2, 13 March 1875, p 47.

 GMB 2, 13 March 1875, p 48.

® GMB 2, 15 March 1875, pp 50 and 51.

™ Manukawhitikitiki 1 and 2 Block Order Files (BOF), Boxes 415B and 416, MLC, Gisborne.
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Manukawhitikitiki and Mangatu title investigations it can be assumed that there was
much discussion regarding ownership (and the preparation of ownership lists) that
occurred outside the Court between the key players in order for the Court to arrive at
the decisions that it did. Also of issue is the fact that title to the block was awarded to
a group of named individuals rather than to particular hapu. Ngariki Kaiputahi may
have fared better within a situation of collective control rather than being significantly
outnumbered in the eventual group of owners. As stated above, the power imbalance
and differences between Pera Te Uetuku, the ‘rebel’ leader of Ngariki Kaiputahi, and
:“Wiremu Pere, the staunch loyalist leader of Ngati Wahia (and Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki)

may also have influenced the eventual decision of the Court.

The most critical investigation for Ngariki Kaiputahi was the 1881 title investigation of
the Mangatu blocks.”” The blocks that the Native Land Court created through title
investigation and survey of cher blocké surrounding the Mangatu area were of great
significance to Ngariki Kaiputahi. Mangatu, especially the southern portion of the

blocks, was where Ngariki Kaiputahi had lived, fought and cultivated for all time.

In March and April of 1881 title to the Mangatu lands was investigated by the Native
Land Court at Gisborne under Judges Heale and O’Brien.” In her recent report,
Kathryn Rose has covered the Mangatu hearings from a Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki
perspective and outlined Wiremu Pere’s offer to sell part of Mangatu to the
government.” The hearings were lengthy and complex but | will provide some
discussion in this report in order to outline the issues that are particular to Ngariki

Kaiputahi.

"2 gee Figures 1 and 2, Mangatu Blocks and Gisborne District Inquiry, for location of lands discussed in this section.
™ GMB 7, 18 March 1881, p 96. :
™ Rose, ‘Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Land and Autonomy, 1873-1890", pp 268-269.
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Native Land Court consideration of the extensive Mangatu lands bégan on 18 March
1881. Captain Thomas Porter openéd the hearing by explaining the desire of Wiremu
Pere and Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki to alienate an area of the Mangatu Iand‘s to the
government in order to pay for a survey of the Mangatu lands in their entirety.”
Again, the role and influence of Wiremu Pere over the proceedings of the title

investigation and potentially the Court, is apparent.

The hearing began with Pere explaining the boundaries of the Mangatu lands to the
Céﬁrt. Pere admitted that ‘Ngatira belonged on the N [north] side, Ngariki on the S
[south] side’ of the Mangatu lands.”® He described the southern area of the block
agreeing that it belonged to Ngariki but adding that ‘the Ngariki are intermarried with
Wahia [a hapu of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki] they are one people through marriage.”’

Pera Te Uetuku was also involved in identifying the boundaries of Mangatu. A plan of

the Mangatu block, featuring a faint entry about or by ‘Guide Pera’, is located at the |

Land Information New Zealand office in Gisborne.” The Ngariki Kaiputahi claimants
argue that this notation refers to Pera Te Uetuku and the role he played in outlining
the boundaries of the block to the surveyors. Ned Brown of Ngariki Kaiputahi
reasoned in his 1975 parliamentary petition that Pera Tamanui (Te Uetuku) and his
brothers lead the surveyor, A T Teasdale, over the Mangatu lands marking out the
boundaries with him.”® This, he asserted, signified Pera’s knowledge of the block that

was before the Court and his ongoing presence on the land.

The Mangatu hearings continued on 28 March with the Judge supporting a plan to

subdivide the block and concluding that ‘it would be impossible to adjudicate in the

™ GMB 7, 18 March 1881, p 99.

™ Ibid.

7 GMB 7, 18 March 1881, p 102.

8 ML 251 and ML 251A, Land Information New Zealand (LINZ), Gisborne.

 petition of Edward Mokopuna Brown of Ngariki Kaiputahi, AGBX w 3706 Box 14 1975/30, NA.
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claim as a whole.”® Pere put a plan with the proposed subdivisions and boundaries
marked in pencil before the Court and numerous witnesses argued their cases over
the next few days.®' A number of objectors appeared and gave evidence at this early
point in the title investigation, many providing whakapapa to other Ngariki groups

such as Ngariki Po, that challenged evidence given earlier in the hearing.

Claims were put forward for ownership of the southern part or ‘toe’ of the Mangatu
blocks. Pimea Te Aata outlined Ngariki’s cultivations and settlements on the southern
lands and argued that ‘Rawiri Tamanui owned it, it descended to Pera Uhetuku
[sic].”®? Pimea Te Aata also tried to explain the confusion between the Ngariki groups;
‘The outside tribe made war with Whanawakai...They defeated Ngariki but not the
Ngariki that | am related to.”®® However, Wi Mahuika of Te Whanau a Taupara and
other hapu argued that ‘There are two divisions of Ngariki. Ngariki Kaiputahi were
beaten, the Ngariki Rotoawe retained their mana. The conquerors took the place of
Ngariki who were completely beaten.® These claims illustrate that there was
conflicting evidence put before the Court over the various Ngariki groupings.
Conquest narratives and traditions of mana whenua were common before the Native
Land Court but the Court’s lack of understanding about which Ngariki was which

would be critical to the outcome for Ngariki Kaiputahi.

Despite the confusion, many witnesses (including Pera Te Uetuku) argued the case
of Ngariki/Ngariki Kaiputahi by stating consistently that they had not been conquered
but had maintained a constant presence in the area and were now led by Pera Te

Uetuku.®® (Although after weeks of evidence, in an interesting and amusing turn of

8 GMB 7, 28 March 1881, p 138.

® Rose, p 272.

¥ GMB 7, 28 March 1881, p 141.

% GMB 7, 28 March 1881, p 142.

8 GMB 7, 31 March 1881, p 160.
 GMB 7, 30 March 1881, pp 152- 154,
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events, one particular individual called Hira Kirikahu claimed that ‘1 am the only

representative of Ngariki alive.”)

Further issues may well have complicated the investigation. The Court found
significance in a difference in evidence given by Pera Te Uetuku in the 1875
Manukawhitikitiki hearing and the 1881 Mangatu hearing.*” This, alongside Pera Te
Uetuku’s earlier association with Te Kooti and conviction for high treason, were
potential factors that may have influenced the Court in its decision. As in his treason
trial- and the Manukawhitikitiki title investigation, Pera Te Uetuku was cross-
examined, and essentially, pitted against, Wiremu Pere. There is a strong argument
to be made that again it was the contrast between ‘rebel’ Pera Te Uetuku and ‘loyal’
Wiremu Pere that may have influenced the Court's decision over ownership of

Mangatu.

Judgement on the Mangatu blocks was given on 11 April 1881. The Court found that
Ngariki were the original owners of the block but that ‘they were completely broken
as a tribe...and though they continued to dwell on the land they can only have done
so in subjection of the conquerors.”®® The Judge concluded that for that reason the
chief owners of the land were ‘Wi Pere and Wi Haronga and the descendants of
Wahla but that ‘the Ngariki who were brought back on to this land, have rights in

189

respect of their residence.”™ On 13 April the Court explained its judgement in more

detail and added the interests of another witness:

Wi Mahuika and his party have proved that the mana over the Ngariki and on this
land descended to them from Te Whiwhi and remained to them to the last to the

% GMB 7, 1 April 1881, p. 170.

% GMB 2, 13 March 1875, pp 44-47; GMB 7, 7 April 1881, pp 194-195. In 1875 Pera Te Uetuku had told the Court
that Ngariki Kaiputahi had continued in possession of their lands and had then lived at Waerenga a Hika. They were
invited back under the invitation of Te Waka. In 1881 Pera Te Uetuku again spoke of an invitation from Te Waka to
go back. However, the Court found some difference in the two accounts finding the 1881 evidence to be false. For
further discussion of the apparent contradictions see: Robson, ‘Ngariki Kaiputahi Manawhenua Report’, p 30.

8 GMB 7, 11 April 1881, p 200.

¥ GMB 7, 11 April 1881, p 201.
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time of Ruapekapeka and therefore that they are entitled to participate as
claimants. If the parties cannot agree upon-the names and the Court is obliged to
fix a proportion it would say that the claims of the three hapus represented by Wi
Mahuika as coupled with Ngatiwahia and Ngariki may be estimated at about 6
percent. Wi Pere agreed...*

The 6 per cent that Wi Mahuika, representing Te Whanau a Taupara, was given was

partitioned off as Mangatu no. 4.

After much discussion concerning the lists of owners for the various divisions of the
-Mangatu blocks, Wiremu Pere devised a scheme whereby Mangatu no. 1 block could
be managed by 12 trustees and ordered inalienable by the Native Land Court.*? The
‘majority of the Court-declared owners, including Pera Te Uetuku, Te Hira Te Uetuku
and Hemi Whaiapu (and potentially others) of Ngariki Kaiputahi, supported this
scheme.”® However, 25 owners (versus 95 owners who approved) rejected the
arrangement. While some objectors wanted the names of all the owners listed rather
than the 12 assigned owners, the Court argued 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. The Court fully explained that it could not create any Trust estate or
recognise the deed tendered except as a Voluntary arrangement by which the
great body of owners could consent that the land should be vested in the 12

persons named and that the land should be declared inalienable except by lease
for a term not exceeding 21 years.*

It is questionable whether 95 owners in favour of the arrahgement against 25
objectors constituted ‘the great body of owners’ as the Court had proposed for this
apparently ‘voluntary arrangement’. Nevertheless, an order in favour of 12 people,
including Pera Te Uetuku, was issued by the Native Land Court over the Mangatu no

1 block.*®

% GMB 7, 13 April 1881, pp 212-213.

® Maori Appellate Court, MB 20, Extract of decision of Supreme Court, 7 December 1921, p. 58.
2 GMB 7, 29 April 1881, pp 257-258.

% GMB 7, 30 April 1881, p 259.

8 GMB 7, 29 April 1881, pp 257-258.

% GMB 7, 30 April 1881, p 262.
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While this was a seemingly good result in that the land was inalienable and one
Ngariki Kaiputahi individual was named a trustee, as minority owners, Ngariki
Kaiputahi as a collective unit would be forever disadvantaged. Furthermore, a
significant issue is the fact that title to the block was awarded to a group of named
individuals rather than to particular hapu. Again, it could be argued that Ngariki
Kaiputahi may have fared better with a situation of collective control rather than being
significantly outnumbered in the large group of owners and in the smaller group of 12
trustees. | have not been able to resolve how ‘trusteeship’ was perceived by the
owr;:érs but it could perhaps have been viewed as a compromise between individual
owﬁership and collective ownership. However, trusteeship was certainly less than a
hapu being awarded ownership under its own leadership structures. As appeals to
the Native Land Court, the Maori Appellate Court and via parliamentary petitions
would prove, Ngariki Kaiputahi were not at all satisfied with the outcome of the

Mangatu decision.

2.4 Continuity and Change: The Mangatu Blocks

| have not had sufficient time to research and address in detail particular issues of
concern to Ngariki Kaiputahi, most notably the Crown acquisition of 3 of the Mangatu
blocks under the Forests Act and twentieth-century management of Mangatu nos. 1,
3 and 4 blocks. Therefore, the forestry research and a more thorough examination of
the Mangatu blocks after incorporation have been left for a specifically twentieth
century project as suggested in the Ngariki Kaiputahi Scoping Report. However,
many of the issues and events concerning the Mangatu blocks after Native Land
Court investigation have been researched and written about by others; namely,
Kathryn Rose in her two reports for Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki and Katherine Orr-Nimmo’s
report on the East Coast Maori Trust. ‘Te Ripoata o Mangatu: The Mangatu Report’

by Jacqueline Haapu for Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki may also be a useful resource but has

N
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not yet been made available to this author or to the Ngariki Kaiputahi claimants.
Because of time constraints and a desire not to duplicate what may already have
been covered by Haapu in her report on the Mangatu blocks, my comments on the
Crown acquisition of Mangatu 1, 3 and 4 blocks for forestry and twentieth century
management of the Mangatu Incorporation are preliminary. Once Haapu's report is
filed with the Waitangi Tribunal it may be considered necessary for further research

specifically on Ngariki Kaiputahi's interests in Mangatu to be commissioned.

The management and administration of the Mangatu blocks after Native Land Court
investigation is complex. The starting point was the creation of ‘inforrﬁal trusteeships’
over lands such as Mangatu no. 1.*® The development of these trusts is a long and
tortuous tale that ultimately worked to the disadvantage of the Maori parties. In the
1890s the owners of Mangatu decided to develop and farm the Mangatu lands by

incorporation, managed by a trust.

As Alan Ward has pointed out, the decision of the Native Land Court to vest
ownership of Mangatu no. 1 in 12 trustees was initially problematic.®” However, in
1893 after an investigation by the Rees-CarrolI Commission, the Mangatu No. 1
Empowering Act was passed. The legislation created a body corporate with an
elected management committee of seven owners.*® The Management Committee
had the power to lease areas of the Mangatu block (for a period not exceeding 30
years), create by-laws and regulations for the management of the lands, and to sell
areas only to the government. Section 9 of the Act allowed for the relative interests of
the owners to be determined by consent, or if there was a dispute, by the Native

Land Court. The schedules of the Act outlined the area of the block (110,000 acres)

% Oliver and Thomson, p 123.

® The Native Land Court initially took the issue of 12 owners literally causing problems with succession. Alan Ward,
‘The East Coast Maori Trust', MA Thesis, Victoria University, 1958, p 202.

% Mangatu No. 1 Empowering Act 1893, New Zealand Statutes, 57 Vict., p 535.
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and listed all of the 179 owners.*® Ngariki Kaiputahi had one representative on the
Management Committee. Yet the issue for the Ngariki Kaiputahi owners, however,
would be that while particular individuals were included in the ownership list their
influence over decision-making and management would be negligible within the
larger group of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki owners. The influence of the Pere whanau over
the administration of the Mangatu lands was also an area of concern to some of the

block owners.'®

The Management Committee held regular meetings throughout the 1890s. In the late
1890s the Management Committee consisted of Pera Te Uetuku (of Ngariki
Kaiputahi), Hori Puru, Rutene Ahuroa, Matenga Taihuka, Peka Kerekere, and the
chairman, Hetekia Te Kani Pere.'" The main issue that consumed the Management
Committee was how to acquire finance to clear debt and develop the Mangatu lands.
In 1898 the Management Committee vested Mangatu no. 1 in the Commissioner of
Crown Lands for the Hawke’s Bay district. Trustees were appointed to manage the
land alongside the Management Committee. The frustees were Wiremu Pere, H
Trent (the Commissioner of Crown Lands for the Hawkes Bay District) and H C

Jackson, assisted by W L Rees as solicitor.'®

Wh:i:i‘éjp'roblems in acceséing finance and an increasing debt continued to occupy the
minds of the Management Committee, the state of Wiremu Pere’s finances also
consumed the Committee’s meeting time. At a meeting on 10 July 1899 Rees
suggested to the Management Committee that they pass a resolution to mortgage
Mangatu no. 1 in order to pay off Wiremu Pere’s debt of £18,000 to the Bank.'® It

was also proposed that the Management Committee take over security of Pere’s

% The Mangatu No. 1 Empowering Act, p 537.

% Ward, p 209.

" Minutes of Mangatu No. 1 Committee, 10 July 1899, Mangatu Hearing 1952-54 miscellaneous papers, MLC,
Gisborne.

12 Ward, p 211.
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other propsrties.“’"' After much discussion it was proposed that the caveat be
removed from the title of Mangatu no. 1 so that the block could be mortgaged. This
resolution ‘was passed unanimously by the Management Committee.‘°5 The
Management Commitiee also discussed the idea of setiling 20,000 acres from
Mangatu no. 1 with Pere for his own use to clear debts he had incurred.'®
Accordingly, an area of 20,000 acres known as Mangatu no. 1A, was cut off and
incorporated with the Wiremu Pere Estate as security for loans from the Bank of New

Zealand." (The land was purchased back from the Wiremu Pere Estate in 1928)

Rees also proposed in July 1899 that the Management Committee advance £2500 to
again help Pere in his precarious financial situation, but after some deliberation ‘the
Committee decided not to give any further assistance to Wi Pere.”'® In December
1899 the Management Committee reconvened to discuss the terms of another
mortgage.'® This time it was proposed that the Committee borrow £5000 from
Williams and Kettle Limited against subdivisions 3 and 4 of Mangatu no. 1. The
resolution was carried unanimously at the meeting.""° Finance to clear debt and
develop the Mangatu lands through farming initiatives were ongoing areas of concern

for the Management Committee.

Members of the Management Committee received per diem payments for their
attendance at the regular Management Committee meetings. The Committee also
made contributions towards important events of the owners. For example, in April

and May of 1903 funds were contributed to the funeral of Hori Puru, a former

:i Minutes of Mangatu No. 1 Committee, 10 July 1899, unpaginated.
Ibid.
% pinutes of Mangatu No. 1 Committee, 11 July 1899, unpaginated.
1% 1hid; Application of Himiona Katipa for definition of relative interests in Mangatu No. 1, 23 April 1917, GMB 43, p
138.
197 Native Land and Native land Tenure: Interim Report of Native Land Commission, on Native Land in the Counties
of Cook, Waiapu, Wairoa, and Opotiki, AJHR, 1908, G-iii, p 3.
198 Minutes of Mangatu No. 1 Commiittee, 11 July 1899, unpaginated.
:‘1’2 Minutes of Mangatu No. 1 Committee, 13 December 1899, unpaginated.
Ibid.
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committee member, and to Pera Te Uetuku for the funeral of Rangikohera.""
However, Alan Ward has argued thét trusteé H C Jackson paid out dividends that

were not justified given the mortgage obligations that the owners were under.?

Mangatu nos. 3 and 4 were added to Mangatu no. 1 in 1899. Management
committees were established for both and in October 1900 both blocks were vested
in trust to the same trustees (Pere, Jackson and the Commissioner of Crown Lands
for the Hawkes Bay District) who administered Mangatu no. 1. The three blocks were

esséntially managed as one entity from this time onwards.

In 1908 the Native Land Commission of Robert Stout and Apirana Ngata reported to
the government on Maori land in the Cook, Waiapu, Wairoa and Opotiki counties.™
The report included investigation into lands such as the 79,296 acres subject to the
Mangatu No. 1 Empowering Act and 38,168 acres that formed part of the Wiremu
Pere Estate.'™* The Commission reported that some 47,000 acres of Mangatu No. 1
had been leased, providing an annual rental of £2,377. On the remaining 32,000
acres the mortgage of £18,000 was being used to pay off existing liabilities and to
improve portions of the land."™ However, the Commission noted that ‘[als to
accounts, the Maoris [sic] complain that no accounts have been rendered to them —
that they do not know the present financial position of their estatc—z.’“6 The
Commission concluded its report by commenting that the position of the estate
required further inquiry and that accounts should be properly audited and reviewed

lest ‘any further complications arise.""’

™ Schedule of Monies paid and authorisation to be confirmed by the Committee, Mangatu hearings 1952-1954
miscellaneous papers, MLC, Gisborne.
"2 Ward, p 211.
3 Native Land and Native land Tenure: Interim Report of Native Land Commission, on Native Land in the Counties
of Cook, Waiapu, Wairoa, and Opotiki, AJHR, 1908, Giii, pp 1-13.
" Interim Report of Native Land Commission, AJHR, 1908, p 1.
::z :gggﬁm Report of Native Land Commission, AJHR, 1908, p 3.
id.
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Financial difficulties and problems with the administration of Mangatu No. 1 escalated
as predicted by the Native Land Commission. In 1916 at a series of meetings of the
Management Committee at Waihirere questions arose over who the land really
belonged to and how the relative interests in the land should be divided.""® On the
first day of the owners’ meeting discussion centred on establishing lists of the
owners. The lists were made up of Ngati Wahia owners, Ngariki owners, owners
descended from Ngati Wahia and Ngariki and a short list of those included because
of their ‘aroha’ connections to the other owners."® The Ngariki list consisted of 64
owners who identified as Ngariki only. This is a clear indication of the fact that at
1916 Ngariki (Kaiputahi) were still a functioning and independent unit, large enough
to rival the Ngati Wahia section of owners.”® However, as the subsequent
determination of relative interests would show, Ngariki would not receive shares

requisite to their demographic or customary interests.

»On the second day of the meeting much discussion centred on the customary rights
and interests of all the hapu who had lived on the Mangatu lands. Peneha, a trustee,
noted that: |

We have heard the genealogies of the people for two days past, and about the

occupation. | now think the soldiers of our chiefs should receive their shares, as
well as the Generals.'**

Himiona Katipa suggested to the meeting that the trustees set out the shares of the
owners and then submit them to the meeting. However, Te Kani Pere sought the
view of Ngariki Kaiputahi, noting that ‘some of Ngariki who lived on the land...they

have not spoken at this meeting, they should do so0.”"? In the afternoon, Te Hira Te

147 as

ibid.
18 Minutes of Mangatu No. 1 Committee, 30 August 1916, Mangatu hearing 1952-54 miscellaneous papers, MLC,
Gisborne, p 2.
19 Minutes of Mangatu No. 1 Committee, 29 August 1916. List No. 1, Owners who descend from Wahia has 51
people listed; List No. 2, Owners who descend from Wabhia and Ngariki has 69 people listed; List No. 3, Owners who
descend from Ngariki has 58 people listed, plus a second list of 6 people; List No. 4, Owners who are included for
aroha has 9 people listed.
20 1hid.
! Minutes of Mangatu No. 1 Committee, 30 August 1916, p 3.
22 Minutes of Mangatu No. 1 Committee, 30 August 1916, p 2.
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Uetuku outlined his thoughts, presumably confident that Ngariki Kaiputahi were
strong in their position which would be reflected in their relative interests. He
contended that:

| am pleased with what | have heard we should now act as the Committee have

told us namely, let the Committee fix the shares. | and my people have always
lived on the land.®

After further discussion the meeting concluded with Te Kani Pere remarking that
because the people had been ‘easy’ on the Management Committee they would not

be hard on the people in allotting the shares to each person.

The meeting reconvened on 1 September. However, the Management Committee of
Te Kani Pere, Himiona Katipa, Pera Haronga, Te Hira Te Uetuku (of Ngariki
Kaiputahi), Wi Kohikohi and Rangi Puru, first met with one of the trustees, H C
Jackson, at the home of Matenga Taihuka.'® The Committee caucus discussed the
best approach for informing the owners about their relative interests in the shares.
Himiona Katipa argued that the allocation of shares should be delayed until
immediately prior to the Native Land Court arriving in Gisborne because ‘the
Committee could give its finding and the people would not disturb the Committee’s
finding.”®® Arguably the trustees and Management Committee were quite aware of
the lfact that the announcement regarding the division of relative interests would

cause some discord among the owners.

Many members of the Management Committee agreed with the idea of delaying the
announcement on the relative interests and Te Kani Pere justified the decision by

reasoning that they had ’behaved properly’ and had ‘not treated any person

23 Minutes of Mangatu No. 1 Committee, 30 August 1916, p 3.
:2: Minutes of Mangatu No. 1 Committee, 1 September 1916, p 1.
Ibid.
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harshly.”®® The caucus adjourned and returned to the Whare Runanga at Waihirere,
where Himiona Katipa informed the owners that:
The Committee have given every consideration and have decided to with hold

[sic] their judgement until just before the N L Court opens & they will allot the
shares for each person.'

The gathering of owners was by no means happy about this decision. One owner,
Manu Tawhiorangi, argued that:
Darkness has come upon me because the work is not now to be finished, such

work as this should be done before all the people, this work should not be left
-until the Court sits.'?®

The Native Land Court sat in Gisborne in 1916 and 1917 to determine the relative
interests of all the owners of Mangatu No. 1. Poneke Huihui addressed the Court in
the 1917 hearing, arguing the case of Rawiri Tamanui's whanau:
Nearly all the witnesses so far...admit that Rawiri Tamanui was a leading Ngariki
who lived, died and is buried in the block. His son Pera also lived on the block
and died and is buried there. Rewi and Hemi occupied and are buried on the
land. Hira Te Uetuku is still living on the block....So for generations they have
been on the block and are there to this day.'®
The Court, in line with the list presented to it by the Management Committee, ordered
that the Wiremu Pere whanau should get 15,000 shares, the Wi Haronga whanau
11,000 shares, Ngariki Kaiputahi (in total) 6000 shares and 2000 shares to those with
‘Aroha’ connections to the block and owners.'® However, this would not be the end
of the matter and would in fact lead to further litigation in both the Native Land Court
and the Maori Appellate Court over who the rightful owners of Mangatu were and

how the shares should be divided. Litigation would continue in both Courts for a

number of years.

128 Minutes of Mangatu No. 1 Committee, 1 September 1916, p 2.

::; Minutes of Mangatu No. 1 Committee, 1 September 1916, p 3.
Ibid.

29 40 May 1917, GMB 43, p 186.

% Judgement 10 and 11 May 1917, GMB 43, pp 199-211.
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Clearly, the Mangatu Incorporation was troubled in its early years by financial
difficulties, lax administration and a form of nepotism in financially assisting the Wi
Pere Estate at the risk of the ownership of Mangatu No. 1. In 1916 the financial
management and administration of Mangatu no. 1 were considered by a Commission
of Inquiry. As a result of this investigation management of Mangatu No. 1 was

transferred to the East Coast Commissioner in 1917.'%

Control over the Mangatu lands was returned to the owners from the East Coast
Trust in the 1940s and they have managed Mangatu Incorporation since that time."
However, there have been ongoing issues relating to mandate, representation and
relative interests. Between 1916 and 1923 the Native Land Court was called upon a
number of times to determine the relative interests of the owners of Mangatu No. 1
but this was not the end of the matter by any means." In the 1950s the Maori Land
Court was again required to deliberate over the relative interests of the shares in the
Mangatu lands and the election of the Management Committee.'® | have not had
time to review the files and minute books on this hearing in detail but there is an
embarrassment of riches, in terms of the files relating to Mangatu, that are located at
the»_ofﬁces of the Maori Land Court in Gisborne. Therefore, the ongoing and
confésted issues relating to ownership and shares in Mangatu could be addressed as
parf40f a twentieth cenfury issues report (if they have not alréady been discussed by

Haapu in her report on Mangatu).

As recently as the 1970s the issue of relative interests and share holdings occupied
the minds of Ngariki Kaiputahi leaders. Ned Brown of Ngariki Kaiputahi petitioned the

government over the decision in the 1881 Mangatu title investigation and the position

3 peter John Te Otene Gordon, ‘Highlights of the Mangatu Centenary to 1959", in The Proprietors of Mangatu
géocks: Te Rau Tau o te Whenua o Mangatu 1893-1993', unpublished booklet, 1993, p 6.

Ibid.
133 Extract of Decision of Supreme Court re. Mangatu Nos. 1 and 4, 7 December 1921, Maori Appellate Court GMB
20, p 58.
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Ngariki Kaiputahi had been left in ever since; as minority owners in land they
considered to be theirs.' However, having achieved little progress with the
government, Ned Brown came up with another plan in the 1970s to improve the
position of Ngariki Kaiputahi within the Mangatu Incorporation. Between 1977 and
1981 Ned Brown arranged for a number of Ngariki Kaiputahi individuals to transfer
their shares to him to hold in trust in order for their shares to be amalgamated into a
stronger shareholding.'® Maori Land Court judge, Wilson Isaac, commented in 1997
that:

the Ngariki-Kaiputahi iwi believed that if the number of shares held by them in

Mangatu were pooled into one shareholding, that would give them greater

strength and sway in dealing with the [Mangatu] Incorporation and would also
provide a source of funds to acquire an increased shareholding.'®’

However, this too resulted in litigation before the Maori Land Court, particularly after
Ned Brown died. Today, Ngariki Kaiputahi remain minority shareholders within the

Mangatu Incorporation.

The Crown acquisition of Mangatu nos. 1, 3, and 4 blocks under the Forest Act has
been identified as a significant issue by the Ngariki Kaiputahi claimants. Again, my
comments here are preliminary because this area requires further time, attention and
research that could be completed as part of a twentieth century project on historical
issues for Ngariki Kaiputahi (if these issues have not been addressed in the Haapu

report).

The Mangatu area, particularly around the Waipaoa River, was regularly prone to
flooding and erosion after the native bush was cleared for farming from the late

nineteenth century. Indeed, flooding caused much of the fertile flood plains to be lost

%4 Mangatu hearing 1952-54 miscellaneous papers, MLC, Gisborne. ~

55 Ned Brown's petitions to the government on behalf of Ngariki Kaiputahi are addressed in section 2.5 of this report.
138 Extract of GMB 142, 30 July 1997, p 6, PF 13293, vol 1, Ngariki Kaiputahi Whanau Trust file, MLC, Gisborne.

37 extract of GMB 142, 30 July 1997, p 1, PF 13293, vol 1, Ngariki Kaiputahi Whanau Trust file, MLC, Gisborne.
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through erosion, and Te Ngawari, the Ngariki Kaiputahi and Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki

marae, was moved a number of times to protect it from the flooding. '*

A number of disastrous floods every few years during the first half of the twentieth
century galvanised the Poverty Bay Catchment Board to appoint a panel of experts to
assess the flooding situation in the area in 1955."* The panel came up with a
number of recommendations including the planting of trees for productive woodlots
and land stabilisation, and complete afforestation of the areas that were the main

sou‘fce of erosion debris. The proposed area to be afforested included 8893 acres

belonging to the Mangatu Incorporation.'® The state of the Mangatu and Waipaoa
lands were a concern to the Poverty Bay Catchment Board but the downstream
affects of flooding and erosion were perhaps of greater concern as the rivers ran

directly into the valuable Gisborne harbour.

Several government representatives including Cabinet Ministers and the Prime
Minister Walter Nash visited the area after the report was completed and the
government agreed to the afforestation scheme. In August 1959 Cabinet approved
the panel's recommendations and negotiations to acquire the necessary lands,
including lands owned and managed by the Mangatu Incorporation, began in
earnest.' Sir Henare Ngata, who was on the Mangatu Management Committee
from the 1950s to the 1980s, commented that during the negotiations the
general tenor of the committee and general meetings | attended seemed to
acknowledge that a serious erosion problem existed, that a sale was opposed
unless it was on a “land-for-land” basis, and that a lease in perpetuity was not
acceptable....The Crown said it had no suitable land holdings to conclude the

deal on a “land-for-land” basis....That there was considerable pressure on the
Mangatu owners and the Mangatu Committee to sell is undeniable. '*

138 Ngariki Kaiputahi Research Unit, ‘Te Ngawari: A Ngariki Kaiputahi Perspective’, August 2000, source supplied by

the Wai 507 claimants, unpaginated. The background and building of Te Ngawari is developed in section 2.5.

:js F Allsop, The Story of Mangatu, The Forest which Healed the Land, Government Printer, Wellington, 1973, p 26.
Allsop, p 27.

1 Allsop, p 28.
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According to Allsop in the history of the Mangatu forest produced by the NZ Forest

Service, ‘[n]egotiations for buying the land were protracted, with the result that its

purchase and formal gazetting as State Forest land took place in instalments.”*®

In 1962, 8626 acres of Mangatu lands were acquired from the Mangatu

Incorporation. In return the Incorporation received £82,137.'4

‘Rose has commented

that:

-Central to the agreement was the Crown’s assurance that the Incorporation could
use the proceeds of the sale to acquire land to replace that sold. This was a
compromise on the Incorporation’s original position — that the :Crown should
provide land in exchange. In the event, the Incorporation would have been
considerably better off if [it] had stuck to its-original demand. Between 1973 and
1980 Mangatu had only acquired 4855 acres of replacement land, of varying

quality. Inflation meant that this replacement land had cost over twelve times the
sum they had received from the Crown in 1962.4

The acquisition of the land for forestry has had social and economic implications,
alongside the environmental impact. According to Allsop:
Misgivings were expressed by the local farming and business communities when
it was first proposed to replace farms in the locality by forests. Fears that the
general prospenty ‘of the district might be adversely affected have been revealed
as groundless.™
While the afforestation project provided some employment for the close by and
predominantly Maori communities of Whatatutu and Te Karaka in the early years, it is
unclear how much the forestry project now relies on the:local-community for its labour
force. | intend to examine these issues alongside the ‘protracted negotiations’ for the
acquisition of the Mangatu blocks in a twentieth century report, if this has not already

been addressed by Haapu.

"2 1{ Ngata, ‘Mangatu Centenary 1959-1987", in The Proprietors of Mangatu Blocks: Te Rau Tau o te Whenua o
Mangatu 1893-1993', unpublished booklet, 1993 p 39. Emphasis added.
“3 ibid.
"4 Rose, p 517.
"5 ibid,
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2.5 Petitions and Protest

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

| see your land drifting, drifting to the sea. And you will not be able to
retain it."’

Ngariki Kaiputahi have created ongoing traditions and narratives of resistance as
they have attempted in many ways and in many forums to achieve justice over the
ownership of the Mangatu lands. Part of this tradition of resistance has been built
upon their association with Te Kooti and adoption of the Ringatu faith. This section of
the report addresses attempts by Ngariki Kaiputahi to have their case re-investigated
before the Maori Land Court, Maori Appellate Court and through parliamentary
petitions.® The role and influence of Ringatu on the Ngariki Kaiputahi community is

also considered.

Ngariki Kaiputahi was not the only group concerned about the 1881 Mangatu
decision. Other hapu also appealed to the government over the Mangatu decision
and the outcome of their appeals more often than not had negative impacts for
Nggriki Kaiputahi. In 1916 a petition from individuals of Te Whanau a Taupara, a
hap_g of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki, concerning the Mangatu title investigation resulted in
another Native Land Court investigation into the title of the block."® The petition
argued that Te Whanau a Taupara interests had been overlooked by the decision of
the 1881 Native Land Court and they now sought their inclusion on the list of owners.
The interests of particular individuals of Te Whanau a Taupara had been recognised
in 1881 but again it can be argued that the problem was that title had been awarded

to individuals and not to hapu, so only particular people had been included as

8 Alisop, p 39.

47 Te Kooti Arikirangi Te Turuki, oral tradition recounted by Ned Brown, Binney and Chaplin, p. 36.

8 Yet again there is an embarrassment of riches as there are many files and minute books located at the Maori Land
Court in Gishorne relating to these hearings. Unfortunately | did not have time to consult all the files and records but
again suggest that a proper investigation takes place if a twentieth century issues report is commissioned.

N
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owners. This lack of equity caused the continuous re-hearings and petitions from

Ngariki Kaiputahi and others over the 1881 Mangatu decision.

Section 6 of the Native Land Amendment and Native Claims Adjustment Act 1917
allowed the Native Land Court to investigate Te Whanau a Taupara interests.
However, litigation before the Native Land Court and Native Appellate Court over this
issue would continue for several years." In November 1916 the Native land Court
gave it's judgement regarding the complicated question of ownership of Mangatu and
the division of relative interests. Judge Robert Noble Jones conceded that:

The Court has carefully perused the evidence given at the original hearing and

having done so can well understand the differences the natives [have]...with the
judgement since it contains some apparent inconsistencies..."

However, he added that Ngariki had lived alongside their ‘conquerors’ and so their
shares should not be increased and although the descendants of Taupara were ‘men

of note’ they did not have any substantive rights of conquest recognised.®?

The Supreme Court in Wellington made another decision over ownership of Mangatu
Nos. 1 and 4 in December 1921. The outcome of the hearing was that a number of
Te Whanau a Taupara individuals were included as Mangatu owners. The N’ative
Land Court then determined the total number of shares that the o‘rigiynal owners and
the Taupara owners should be entitled to respectively. lndiividua.l.s shares were
allotted to each owner and_the subsequent redistribution of shares caused further

fragmentation of ownership for Ngariki Kaiputahi.

As mentioned in the previous section, Ngariki Kaiputahi applied a number of times to

the Native Land Court and the Maori Appellate Court for determination of relative

9 GMB 42 and 43, 1917.

'S0 Maori Appellate Court MB 20, p 58.

5 judgement re. division of shares to Ngariki, 29 November 1916, GMB 42, p 153.
152 1bid, pp 155-156.
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“interests in Mangatu No. 1 block under section 9 of the Mangatu No. 1 Empowering
Act 1893. Section 9 provided that where relative interests could not be determined by
the consent of all the owners, the owners could apply to the Native Land Court to
determine the relative interests for them.™ Himiona Katipa applied to the Native
Land Court in 1916 for definition of relative interests and between 1916 and the early

1920s decisions regarding relative interests were ordered by the Native Land Court.

In June 1922 Tuteari ‘Kingi and Te Hira Te Uetuku appealed the 8000 shares
awarded to Ngariki Kaiputahi in the Maori Appellate Court.”* The Court ordered that
‘the’ appellants have not satisfied us that they have been unfairly treated by the
award of 8000 shares.”*® However, significantly the Court also found that ‘it seems to
us very doubtful whether the attack on Ngariki by Te Whiwhi had any material effect
on the ownership- of the land.”"®® In concurring with the decision of the lower Court,
the Appellate Court posed the question of whether or not the award of shares had
been correct. However, the Appellate Court concluded that:
To attempt any detailed analysis of the mass of evidence given in the several
hearings of this particular block...would make this judgement of quite inordinate
length....The definition of relative interests must always be to some extent a
matter of guesswork depending largely on individual opinion. After weighting to
the best of our ability the whole of the facts and circumstances we conclude that
after deducting 8000 shares for Ngariki a reasonable division of the remainder
would be 1/3 for Captain Pitt's [Taupara] list and 2/3 for the Wahia list....[this]
makes the total of 106000 shares in the block as fixed by the Native Land
Court."’
Therefore, only 7.6% of the shares in Mangatu No. 1 (8000 shares out of 106,000)

were allocated to Ngariki Kaiputahi individuals.

Ngariki Kaiputahi petitioned the government frequently throughout the twentieth

century. In 1921 Ngariki Kaiputahi individuals, Maraea Kiwi Omana, Rina Te Wai,

53 Section 9, Mangatu No. 1 Empowering Act 1893, 57 Vict., p 536.

::‘; Mangatu 1 and 4 Decision, 29 June 1822, Maori Appeliate Court MB 20, p 51.
Ibid.

158 Mangatu 1 and 4 Decision, p 53.
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Hirini Kereru, Neri Wharekete and Epeniha Whareketi petitioned the government
regarding their inclusion among the owners of Mangatu no. 1 block.'®® Their inclusion
on the list of owners was granted by the Maori Land Court at Gisborne on 26 May

1922.1%

The individualisation of title and allotment of shares to individual owners may also
have contributed to internal discord within Ngariki Kaiputahi. Individuals of Ngariki
Kaiputahi appealed to the Maori Appellate Court in October 1923 over the award of
shares fo particular Ngariki Kaiputahi people." Te Hira Te Uetuku and Neri
Wharekete both argued that the award of 3800 shares to Te Hira and his whanau
was not adequate. The Court agreed that ‘[there can be no doubt that this party has
had by far the best occupation of the Ngariki sections and no one disputes that they
are entitled to the largest award among the Ngariki parties.”r61 The shares awarded to
Te Hira Te Uetuku were ihcreased slightly to 4000, however, those of another Ngariki

Kaiputahi individual, Maata Te Hawa, were reduced to make up for the increase.

In the 1950s new leaders emerged to represent the interests of Ngariki Kaiputahi.
Edward Mokopuna (Ned) Brown was the grandson of Te Hira Te Uetuku and great
grandson of Pera Te Uetuku.'®® He petitioned the government over Ngariki Kaiputahi
andthe Mangatu lands during the 1950s and 1970s and was a leader of the Ringatu
faith. Edward Hooper, also of Ngaﬁki Kaiputahi, was a strong opponent of the
Management Committee of Mangatu Nos. 1, 3 and 4 Incorporation.'® Hooper

appealed to the Maori Land Court in the 1950s over processes 'within the

ST Mangatu 1 and 4 Decision, pp 54 and 55.

58 R N Jones to Native Minister, 20 July 1922, AJHR, 1922, G-B¢, unpaginated.

' judge J W Browne to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 26 May 1922, AJHR, 1922, G-6c, unpaginated.

1% Mangatu No. 1 and 4 Decision, 12 October 1923, Maori Appellate Court MB 21, p 129.

181 Mangatu No. 1 and 4 Decision, p 130.

'8 Binney and Chaplin, p 32.

1% Gillanders Scott & Wilson Barristers and Solicitors to The Secretary, Maori Affairs Committee, 5 August 1958, LE
11959/12, NA.
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Incorporation, such as the election of the Management Committee, as well as the

relative interests of Ngariki Kaiputahi.'®*

In 1958 Ned Brown and 60 others of Ngariki Kaiputahi petitioned the government
‘seeking relief in respect of the ownership of Mangatu.”'®® The petition outlined the
concerns of Ngariki Kaiputahi arguing that they were the original owners of Mangatu
and therefore through the petition they reclaimed the 111, 000 acre original Mangatu

block. ¢

The petition also argued that Wiremu Pere had deceived Pera Te Uetuku in
188”‘.1", pressuring him to say incorrect things, and pointed out that both Wiremu Pere
and Wi Haronga had been buried at Waerenga a Hika and not at Mangatu as Pera
Te Uetuku had been."® The petitioners argued that:
Through intermarriage at the time Wiremu Pere conducted the Mangatu
case...the original owners known as Ngarikis [sic] was deprived of
.ownership...prominent leaders of the past had the initiative over others in the way
of Land Courts etc; and used their own discretion to feather their own

nest....Ngariki have been dominated throughout the years in the way of
Committeeship.'®®

Indeed, the petitioners noted that ‘there are more crooks in the Mangatu than

anywhere in America.’*®

Necixi.__.Brown and Jack Robin appeared for the petitioners before the Maori Affairs
Commlttee on 26 August 1959. The petition, a report from the Maori Affairs
Department, and letters from the Management Committee of the Mangaﬂj Nos. 1, 3
and 4 Incorporation were read to the Maori Affairs Committee by the Clerk." The
report from the Secretary of Maori Affairs contained nothing new in the way of
substance. However, the letters of the Management Committee of Mangatu did their

best to dismiss the petitioners and outlined the Committee’s ‘dispassionate attitude’

% Mangatu hearing 1952-54 miscellaneous papers, MLC, Gisbomne.

165 Report of the Native Affairs Committee, AJHR, 1959, 1.3, p 4.

1% petition of Edward Mokopuna Brown, Petition no 6/1958, LE 1 1959/12, NA,
%7 petition of Edward Mokopuna Brown, p 3.

188 petition of Edward Mokopuna Brown, p 4.

16 petition of Edward Mokopuna Brown, p 5.
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in the circumstances.'”’ The Management Committee dismissed any investigation of
title because all those involved in the proceedings in 1881 were deceased. On the
issue of the division of shares the Management Committee argued that the allocation
of shares was only an issue between the people of Ngariki, and theréfore, was a
domestic concern only.'? The Maori Affairs Committee determined on 26 August
1959 that it had no recommendation to make regarding the petition but resolved that

the finding should be reported in the House of Representatives anyway.'™

The Hon. Mr Paikea, the Member for Northern Maori, presented the report of the
Native Affairs Committee to Parliament on 3 September 1959 and outlined a brief
history of the Mangatu blocks, including an account of the division of the shares in
the land." It was argued that the petition should ‘lie upon the table’ of the House
because of Ned Brown's argument that Ngariki Kaiputahi did not get a fair share of

the lands."”® However, there was no further outcome for Ngariki Kaiputahi.

In 1975 Ned Brown petitioned the government again, this time requesting that
‘necessary action be taken to determine the ancestral rights of the descendants of
Rawiri Tamanui to the land of Mangatu.”” The petition argued that:

Although the Maori Land Court at Gisborne in 1881 was satisfied that the land
originally belonged to Ngariki, the Court in its Judgement went on to state that the
Ngariki were completely broken as a fribe...and that since then, though they
continued to dwell on the land, they could only have done so in subjection of the
conquerors. This conclusion it is respectfully submitted was incorrect although
perhaps understandable in view of the evidence presented which the Court
described at the time as “exceedingly confused”. At the heart of this confusion
was the Court's apparent inability to distinguish clearly between the different
branches of Ngariki. "7

70 Maori Affairs Committee Minutes of Meeting, 26 August 1959, LE 1 1959/12, NA. ,
™ E Ruru, Chairman of Management Committee, Mangatu Nos. 1, 3 and 4 Blocks (Incorporated) to The Clerk, Maori
ﬁgfairs Committee, 21 August 1958, LE 1 1959/12, NA.
Ibid.
73 Maori Affairs Committee Minutes of Meeting, 26 August 1958, LE 1 1959/12, NA.
:;; Paikea, New Zealand Parliamentary Debates (NZPD), 3 September 1959, p 1645.
Ibid.
178 Report of the Maori Affairs Committee, AJHR, 1975, 1.3, p 6.
77 petition of Edward Mokopuna Brown, ABGX w3706 1975/30, NA.,
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The petition argued that because the only tekoteko in the Mangatu meeting house Te
Ngawari (used by Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki and Ngariki Kaiputahi) represented Rawiri
Tamanui, there was no way that Rawiri or his descendants lived in subjection to
anyone at Mangatu. The petitioners argued that when Rueben Brown, Ned Brown’s
father, arrived in the Mangatu area in 1894 the land belonged to Rawiri Tamanui.
Moreover, his son Pera Te Uetuku had led the government surveyor over the
boundaries of the Mangatu lands; ‘he would not have assisted with the survey had he

not been occupying the land.”'”®

On 29 September E W Williams, Deputy Secretary of the Department of Maori
Affairs, reported to the Maori Affairs Committee. The report provided further
information on the background to the petition. Williams noted that the evidence
produced over the years for the investigation into ownership of the Mangatu blocks
was voluminous. However, he also allowed that:
Much of the evidence given to the Court would have been oral and may not have
been recorded in the minute books, and it may be that some of that evidence
persuaded the Court that the Ngariki were not entitled to the extent that other
groups were entitled....The crux of the matter is that any increase in the shares of

the descendants of Rauwiri [sic] Tamanui can only be made by a corresponding
reduction in the shares of the other owners."®

Hoﬁ’)éver, on 10 October 1975 the Maori Affairs Committee reported that the

government had considered the petition but had no recommendation to make.'®

Another significant aspect in the history of Ngariki Kaiputahi is their support of Te
Kooti and adoption of the Ringatu faith. Particular individuals of Ngariki Kaiputahi
such as Pera Te Uetuku held important positions within the Ringatu church and
ensured that Mangatu became one of the strongholds of the faith.'®' | have assumed

that issues relating to the adoption of the Ringatu faith by Ngariki Kaiputahi will be

178 1pid.

79 Further Information on Petition 75/30 of Edward Mokopuna Brown, E W Williams, Deputy Secretary of Department
of Maori Affairs to The Clerk, Maori Affairs Committee, 29 September 1975, pp 2-3, AGBX w3706 1975/30, NA,

'8 Report of the Maori Affairs Committee, AJHR, 1975, 1.3, p 6.

N
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addressed in the traditional history report for Ngariki Kaiputahi. However, given that
the tenets of Ringatu were intrinsically linked to notions of land retention and

resistance it is likely that the faith has informed the thinking of many Ngariki Kaiputahi

people.

Twentieth century Ngariki Kaiputahi leaders such as Ned Brown were committed
Ringatu followers. Ned is said to have believed that many of the obstacles that
confronted Ngariki Kaiputahi, such as the frequent flooding of the Mangatu lands and
land loss via the Native Land Court, had been predicted by Te Kooti. According to
Binney and Chaplin:
Ned, who was a Ringatu tohunga, believed these problems had all been
foreseen by Te Kooti: they arose because the land had been alienated from

Ned’s people, Ngariki Kaiputahi, the original owners, and taken over by the
‘conquering’ Te Aitanga a Mahaki.'®?

There are a number of useful and fascinating oral histories and traditions relating to
the history of Ngariki Kaiputahi, the Mangatu lands and Ringatu in Binney and
Chaplin’s monograph, Nga Mqrehu, The Survivors: The Life Histories of Eight Maori
Women and other works.'® Further investigation of these oral and written sources
would be useful as part of an oral history project as suggested in the Ngariki
Kaiputahi Scoping Report. | also suggest that further research into the concept of

‘wahangu’ could be explored within an oral history project.

'8! Binney, p 216.

"2 Binney and Chaplin, p 36. ‘

% Binney, J, ‘Myth and Explanation in the Ringatu Tradition: Some Aspects of the Leadership of Te Kooti Arikirangi
Te Turuki and Rua Kenana Hepetipa', JPS, vol 93, no 4, pp 345-398; Binney, J, Redemption Songs: A Life of Te
Kooti Arikirangi Te Turuki, Auckland University Press with Bridget Williams Books, Auckland, 1995.
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Section 3: Whakamutunga

This report has addressed particular issues, such as policies and practices of the
Crown, that are claimed to have affected Ngariki Kaiputahi from 1840 to the twentieth
century. Because of time constraints the report has taken a thematic approach to
addressing historical issues and has concentrated in large part on the period
between 1875 and 1922, during which Ngariki Kaiputahi people were involved in
numerous hearings to determine title to the Mangatu and other blocks. The report
has:-also introduced, and to some extent discussed, other issues such as
administration of the Mangatu blocks through incorporation and attempts at

reinvestigation in to ownership of Mangatu via parliamentary petitions.

The research has found that:

¢ There is evidence that proves there were 3 Ngariki groups in the Poverty Bay and
eastern Bay of Plenty; Ngariki Kaiputahi, Ngariki Po and Ngariki Rotoawe.

¢ In the Mangatu title investigation the Native Land Court did not distinguish
beMeen the various Ngariki groups and concluded that Ngariki Kaiputahi (rather
than Ngariki Rotoawe/Ngariki Po) was a conquered people. It could be argued
.that the Court was fixated with a simplistic understanding of who was conquered
-and that it was more a case of the power imbalance between Ngariki,
represented by Pera Te Uetﬁku (and others) versus Ngati Wahia and Te Aitanga-
a-Mahaki, represented by the more politically sophisticated Wiremu Pere.

¢ Ngariki Kaiputahi leaders were illegally detained without trial on Wharekauri for
alleged association with Pai Marire ‘rebels’ at Waerenga a Hika in 1865.

¢ Pera Te Uetuku was charged with high treason in 1870 for supporting Te Kobti,
who had led and arranged the escape from Wharekauri. Wiremu Pere of Te
Aitanga-a-Mahaki gave evidence for the Crown against Pera Te Uetuku (and

others) at the treason trial.
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Wiremu Pere gave evidence against the interests of Ngariki Kaiputahi before the
Native Land Court in the Manukawhitikitiki (1875) and Mangatu (1881) title
investigations only a few years after giving evidence against Pera Te Uetuku for
treason.

Ngariki Kaiputahi leaders such as Pera Te Uetuku were not politically savvy and
known in government circles like Wiremu Pere. Pera Te Uetuku was a recognised
‘rebel’ who had been charged with treason and his people were followers of Te
Kooti and Ringatu. Wiremu Pere was known in government circles and familiar
with the processes of European forums such as the Native Land Court. The
differences between Pere and Te Uetuku may have had a ‘bearing on the
evidence that the Court chose to believe.

The Native Land Court conceded that the evidence put before it in the Mangatu
hearings was ‘exceedingly confused’ yet only awarded Ngariki Kaiputahi rights to
Mangatu in respect of their residence. The major ownership rights were awarded
to individuals of Ngati Wahia who had been represented by Wiremu Pere (and
later to Te Whanau a Taupara) and others of Te Aitanga a Mahaki.

Title to the Manukawhitikitiki and Mangatu blocks was awarded to individuals
rather than to hapu.

The award of title and allotment-of shares to individuals lead to:constant appeals
over relative interests and contributed' to-competition: and disharmony not only
between individual owners of different hapu but also between the individual
owners of Ngariki Kaiputahi.

According to the claimants, their traditions of wahangu meant that in many cases
Ngariki Kaiputahi leaders may have been reticent and not spoken up in public
forums for fear of losing their land.

Incorporation of the Mangatu blocks under the Mangatu No. 1 Empowering Act

1893, meant that Ngariki Kaiputahi became minority owners.
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¢ Ngariki Kaiputahi individuals were only allocated 7.6% of shares in Mangatu No.
1 (8000 shares out of 106,000) and have only ever had one representative (at a
time) on the Management Committee.

¢ Ngariki Kaiputahi have made numerous appeals to the Native Land Court, Maori
Appellate Court, and via parliamentary petitions, to have their case for exclusive
ownership of Mangatu reinvestigated and for their relative interests to be
increased. This has in most cases been denied and while Courts and
governments have agreed that the evidence before the 1881 Native Land Court
was confused and full of conflicting accounts and inconsistencies, theré has been
no thorough re-investigation of title.

¢ In 1962, after years of protracted negotiations, the Crown acquired 8626 acres
from the Mangatu Incorporation under the Forests Act. In return, the Mangatu
Incorporation received £82,137. However, during the 1970s and 1980s the
Mangatu Incorporation had only managed to acquire 4855 acres of replacement
land, of varying quality. Inflation meant that this replacement land cost
approximately twelve times the sum the Incorporation had received from the

Crown in 1962.

This report has attempted to cover a large period of Ngariki Kaiputahi history within
the short time permitted by the research commission. Therefore, the issues outlined
above can by no means be regarded as exhaustive. Indeed, issues such as the
Crown acquisition of Mangatu Nos. 1, 3 and 4 under the Forest Act (1949) in 1962
and management of the Mangatu blocks since incorporation may still require further

research. | would like to reiterate my earlier comments that an oral history project,
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and possibly a social and economic report that emphasises Ngariki Kaiputahi's

current situation, may also be useful.'®

Bernadette Arapere
December 2000

1% Arapere, B, ‘Ngariki Kaiputahi Scoping Report, 11 August 2000, (Wai 814, AB), pp 1213 .



49
Bibliography
PRIMARY SOURCES
Unpublished
Official

Maori Land Court, Gisborne
Gisborne Minute books nos. 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 14, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 42, 43, 46, 142

Waiapu Minute book no 5

Gisborne Appellate Court Minute books nos. 20, 21
Mangatu block order files, boxes 120, 374, 375, 376
Copy of Investigation Re. Mangatu file

Mangatu Hearings 1952-54, miscellaneous papers including minutes of Mangatu

Incorporation 1890s file

Manukawhitikitiki block order files, boxes 415B, 416
Ng;iki Kaiputahi Whanau Trust file, PF 13293, vol. 1
Poututu block order file, box 809

Whatatutu block order file, box 433

National Archives, Wellington ‘
Agent General Government — Hawkes Bay (AGG-HB)

Army Department (AD)

Legislative Department (LE)




50
Maori Affairs (MA)

Maori Affairs — Maori Land Purchases (MA —MLP)

Published

Official
Appendices to the Journals of the House of Representatives

British Parliamentary Papers |

New Zealand Gazeltes

New Zealand Parliamentary Debates
New Zealand Statutes

Raupatu Document Bank

Turton, H H, Maori Deeds of Land Purchases in the North Island of New Zealand,
vols 1 and 2

Williams, Reverend W, The Turanga-Journals 1840-1850: Letters and Journals of
William and Jane Williams, Missionaries to Poverty Bay, Porter, F (ed), Victoria
University Press, Wellington, 1974.

Unofficial

Unpublished
Ferguson, P, Notes of Waipaoa Catchment Area, VF 993, Box 15, Whatatutu files,

Gisborne Museum.

Published
The Wellington Independent



51

SECONDARY SOURCES

Theses
Davies, B L, ‘The Incorporation of the East Coast: One Solution to the Problem of
Maori Lands’, MA Thesis, University of Canterbury, 1964.

Murton, B, ‘Settlement in Poverty Bay 1868-1889: A Study in Historical Geography’,
MA Thesis, University of Canterbury, 1962.

Nei!__, K, ‘Maori Participation in the East Coast Wars 1865-1872: Local Politics and
Greater Committments [sic]’, MA Thesis, University of Auckland, 1976.

Sorrenson, M P K, ‘The Purchase of Maori Lands, 1865-1892’, MA Thesis, University
of Auckland, 1955.

Ward, A, ‘The East Coast Maori Trust’, MA Thesis, Victoria University, 1958.

Other Sources
Gordon, P J T O, Ngata, H, and Ruru, J, The Proprietors of Mangatu Blocks: Te Rau
Tau o te Whenua o Mangatu 1893-1993', unpublished booklet, 1993.

Ngariki Kaiputahi Research Unit, ‘Te Ngawari: Mangatu. Another Perspective from
Ngariki-Kaiputahi Research Unit’, August 2000, source provided by Wai 507
claimants. ' ‘

Taihuka, M, ‘Te Poutokomanawa o Parihimanihi’, date and location of publisher
unknown, source provided by Wai 507 claimants.

Published

Books
Allsop, F, The Story of Mangatu: The Forest Which Healed the Land, Government
Printer, Wellington, 1973.

Ballara, A, Iwi: The Dynamics of Maori Tribal Organisation from ¢.1769 to c.1945,
Victoria University Press, Wellington, 1998.




52

Belich, J, Making Peoples: A History of the New Zealanders from Polynesian
Settlement to the End of the Nineteenth Century, Penguin Books, Auckland, 1996.

Binney, J, Redemption Songs, A Life of Te Kooti Arikirangi Te Turuki, Auckland
University Press with Bridget Williams Books, Auckland, 1995.

Binney, J and Chaplin, G, Nga Morehu, The Survivors, Auckland University Press
with Bridget Williams Books, Auckland, 1996.

Halbert, R Horouta: The History of the Horouta Canoe, Gisborne and the East
Coast, Reed Books, Auckland, 1999. N

Lyall, A C, Whakatohea of Opotiki, Reed Ltd, Wellington, 1979.

Mackay, J A, Historic Poverty Bay and the East Coast, N.I., N.Z.: A Centennial
Memorial, J G Mackay, Gisborne, 1949, third impression 1973.

Ngata, A T, and Te Hurinui, P, Nga Moteatea: He Maramara Rere No Nga Waka
Maha, Polynesian Society Inc., Wellington, 1980.

Oliver, W H, and Thomson, J M, Challenge and Response: A Study of the
Development of the Gisborne East Coast Region, East Coast Development
Research Association, Gisborne, 1971.

Articles

- Binney, J, ‘Myth and Explanation in the Ringatu Tradition: Some Aspects of the
Leadership of Te Kooti Arikirangi Te Turuki and Rua Kenana Hepetipa’, JPS, vol 93,
no 4, pp 345-398.

Gudgeon, W E, ‘The Maori Tribes of the East Coast of New Zealand’, JPS, 1896, vol
3, pp 213-215.

Gudgeon, W E, ‘The Maori Tribes of the East Coast of New Zealand’, JPS, 1896, vol
5, pp. 2-12.



53

Sanderson, K, ‘Maori Christianity on the East Coast, 1840-1870’', NZJH, vol 17, no 2,
October 1983.

Ward, A, ‘Wiremu Pere, 1837-1915, Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki and Rongowhakaata;
Politician, Runholder’, in The Turbulent Years 1870-1900: The Maori Biographies
from The Dictionary of New Zealand Biography, Volume Two, Bridget Williams
Books, Wellington, 1994, pp 90-95.

Waitangi Tribunal and associated reports
Dalifi‘f-s, Rangahaua Whanui District 5B: Poverty Bay, Waitangi Tribunal Rangahaua
Whgnui Series, Wellington, 1997.

Gilling, B, ‘The Policy and Practice of Raupatu in New Zealand, Part A’, Wai 201
Record of Documents, Waitangi Tribunal, Wellington, 1997.

O’'Malley, V, ‘“An Entangled Web": Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Land and Politics, 1840-
1873, and their Aftermath’, Commissioned by Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Claims
Committee, CFRT, 1998.

Orr-Nimmo, KW, ‘Report for the Crown Forestry Rental Trust on the East Coast
Maori Trust’, Wai 283 Record of Documents, Waitangi Tribunal, Wellington, 1997.

Robson, J, ‘Ngariki Kaiputahi Mana Whenua Report’, Commissioned by the Crown
Foré:stry Rental Trust for the Wai 507 Ngariki Kaiputahi claimants, 2000.

Rose, K, ‘Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Land and Autonomy, 1873-1890’, Prepared for the Te
Aitanga-a-Mahaki Claims Committee, CFRT, 1999.

Rose, K, ‘Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Land: Alienation and Efforts at Development, 1890-
1970, Prepared for the Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki Claims Committee, CFRT, 2000.




Graphical Representation Only
ecoasl/ba/mangatu - sht1of2
n.hanis: 0ct2000

=
10 2 » 40 50km )

30miles

Edgecumbe

Tauranga River

Waloska_River

‘aikaremosns,

N
North
{7
e
Fraseriown
‘ Nuhaka
Ji. WARQAN
N\ - Q
Hawke Bay PN\
\ Mahia
Peninsula -
S
4 4
KEY:

District inquiry \§
boundary Crown forests \
—{2—  Mainroads

aaa Topography (in metres)

a

FIGURE 1: LOCALITY MAP SHOWING DISTRICT INQUIRY BOUNDARY



Pilenty

- -
-
1
o 4
”
> A
' ng' Mangatu
’ blocks
Iy ! Q\Q
1 N
4
'
/
- L d
- -
-
- -
- P
A Y
\ ~
\ A —-— -
> ~
~
1
\
\
A Y
AN
A Y
Gisborne N
district / L
hearing v
7’
boundary R
= ~
~
~
-~
N
’
- -
\
1
{
)
~
~
<
. ’l
/
4
I
~
~
N -
~
~
~
~ ~J ]
0 10 20 30 40 50km
o § 10 20 Jomiles

Waipaoa River

Graphical Reprasentation Ong
scoast/ba/mangalu - shiZo
n.hanis: oct2000

~
]
\
N
~ -~
~
~
A “~
i
1
7
‘ q
. N
\
2 \
GISBORNE »*

N

\

Poverly Bay
\ A\

FIGURE 2 : MANGATU BLOCKS




ii.

iii.

3

WAI 814, WAI 507

WAITANGI TRIBUNAL

CONCERNING ‘the Treaty of
Waitangi Act 1975

AND CONCERNING the Mangatu Block
in the Gisborne
claims

DIRECTION COMMISSIONING RESEARCH

Pursuant to clause 5A(1) of the second schedule of the Treaty of Waitangi Act
1975, the Tribunal commissions Bernadette Arapere, a member of staff, of
Wellington, to comy tElete a research report concerning Ngariki Kaiputahi issues,
from 1840 to the 20™ century. This report should cover the following matters:

a) The legislative measures, and the acts, omissions, practices and policies of the
Crown that are claimed to have prejud1c1ally affected Ngariki Kaiputahi, and
in particular

b) The operation of the Native Land Court in determining title to Ngariki
Kaiputahi’s ancestral land, and subsequent decisions of the Court, and of the
Maori Appellate Court, that have affected the interests of Ngariki Kaiputahi.

As far as possible, this report should not contain material that that has been, or
will be, included in other reports being prepared for the Gisborne claims. It is to
focus solely on issues affecting Ngariki Kaiputahi and their reaction to them. For
this purpose, the researcher will file an initial scoping report by 28 July 2000. This
report will

Identify the issues particular to Ngariki Kaiputahi in relation to the area they
claim as their rohe (notably Mangatu, Poututu, Manukawhitikitiki, Whatatutu,
Mangaorongo, Puhatikotiko and Rangatira blocks);

Identify the amount of research which has already been done; and

Identify what further research may need to be done.

The researcher should liaise closely with counsel for Ngariki Kaiputahi, the
Ngariki Kaiputahi claimants and their traditional history researcher.
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Wai 507, Wai 814, Arapere. <

4 The commission ends on 30 September.

5 ‘The report may be received as evidence and the author may be cross-examined on
it.

/‘
Dated at Wellington this S day of July 2000

’———T/k \/é\_——-————\ ~
ief Judge J V Williams

Deputy Chairperson &
WAITANGI TRIBUNAL
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