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Preface to 2012 Summary

The original report is made up of two separate sections, the first dealing with Ms.
Marr’s claims that a “Sacred Compact” was entered into between Rohe Potae Maori and the
Crown at a meeting on 16 March 1883 [{[1-56], and the second with her claim that at some
point after the end of the 1884 the Stout-Vogel Government adopted a new policy involving
extensive purchases of Maori land in the railway district which it concealed until August of

1885 []56-86].

In preparing this summary, several paragraphs in each section have been copied in
their entirety from the original report, and retain the original paragraph number. My
summaries of other portions of the report do not have paragraph numbers. Appendix A,
dealing with the 16 March 1883 letters, has been copied in full. Please note that page and

footnote numbers differ from the original report.

Wellington,
November 2012.
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The “Sacred Compact” of 16 March 1883

1. One of the main themes, if not the main theme of Ms. Cathy Marr’s report on
“Te Rohe Potae Political Engagement 1864 — 1886 (Wai 898 #A78) is that a “sacred
compact” (to use her preferred label') was made on 16 March 1883 between the Native
Minister of the day, John Bryce, and several Rohe Potae chiefs headed by Wahanui and
Rewi Maniapoto, at a meeting held at Whatiwhatihoe. In her conclusion she states, in

summary, that

The understanding made at this time was noted and the main points confirmed in
an exchange of letters dated 16 March 1883 , the same day as the meeting. ....
There is considerable evidence that the chiefs regarded the meeting as involving
solemn undertakings over agreed steps for the future recognition of their
territory and their authority in return for their cooperation over exploring a route
for the railway. This was the chiefly understanding from the time of the meeting
and it remained their understanding over negotiations that followed. The
undertakings were made as a solemn agreement based on the honour and the
good relations established between the parties. This was in the nature of a good
faith ‘compact’ as the term was used at the time. The chiefs understood that,
given that the important subject of this understanding was their external
boundary and remaining pledged lands, this compact also had an important
‘sacred’ aspect. These understandings of an important ‘compact’ were made
public within a few weeks of the meeting by a Tuhua chief. (p. 1287)

The two letters mentioned are located in a Maori Affairs file held by Archives New Zealand
(one of them was later submitted to the Royal Commission on the Tauponuiatia Block in
1889), and the report by “a Tuhua chief” was published in the 12 May 1883 issue of the
Wanganui Herald. The latter article — “Mr. Bryce in the King Country — Strange
Revelations, A Curious Compact” — purported to derive from a “communication ... from the

mouth of a Native Chief” by the name of Hataraka’. Marr notes that

Bryce never publicly admitted the [16 March 1883] letters were anything other
than a written permission for a railway exploration. He remained publicly silent
on other issues mentioned in the letters. He did not make them public and he did
not publicly admit to any kind of solemn understanding or compact. He claimed
a right to keep sensitive negotiations with Maori private. In the absence of any
public disclosure, it was widely accepted by Pakeha and eventually by
governments that the agreement was no more than written permission for the
railway exploration, as was officially portrayed. (p. 1288)

' See Cathy Marr, “Te Rohe Potae Political Engagement 1864-1886” (Nov. 2011) Wai 898 #A78 p.769, p. 780
% He was only identified as a “Tuhua chief” in a subsequent editorial in the Wanganui Herald 14 May 1883
“Opening the King Country”. See below.
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To put it another way, if Native Minister Bryce did in fact enter into a ‘solemn
understanding or compact’ with these people on 16 March 1883, or at any other date, he
never admitted having done so, and the Crown never accepted that any such ‘solemn

understanding or compact’ existed.

2. Allegations that the Crown made a “sacred pact” or “sacred compact” with
King Country Maori in the 1880s are nothing new. Until now, however, they have almost
always been made in the context of the prohibition of alcohol, it being claimed that the
Crown (in the person of Premier Robert Stout, in April of 1885), in exchange for Maori
permission to build the railway, undertook never, ever, to allow alcohol to be sold in the
King Country, regardless of the future wishes of the district’s inhabitants’. Marr, however,
is proposing here that a “sacred compact” relating to the ‘opening up’ of the King Country
to railways and settlement was made on 16 March 1883, and that these three documents
constitute conclusive proof of its existence. She herself is certainly convinced, and it is fair
to say that Marr’s interpretations of events after 16 March 1883 are largely founded on her

assumption that ‘a sacred compact’ was indeed made.

In the report I discuss at some length the context in which the meeting of 16 March
1883 took place (3-25), paying particular attention to the meeting which took place
between the Native Minister and Wahanui in Alexandra on 7 March 1883 ({9-10). It would
appear that Bryce informed Wahanui about the Government’s plans to examine the possible
route for a railway to Taranaki. The chief told him in reply that this question had not yet
been discussed by Ngati Maniapoto, but did not request or demand that the survey be
stopped until this had taken place (9). I commented that “There seems to be no evidence to
suggest that prior to 13 March Bryce or Hursthouse (or Native Agent Wilkinson for that
matter) expected that Rohe Potae Maori would offer anything more than token opposition to
the passage of the railway-exploration and trig. survey parties through their territory —
something similar, perhaps, to the token opposition offered to the ‘opening’ of Kawhia three

months earlier” ({13).

I also consider the subjects discussed at the hui of chiefs held on 15 March (20-25).

? See my report for this inquiry entitled ““The Sacred Pact’ and the King Country: A Critique of and
Commentary on the Smith and McLintock Reports” (May 2012), which will be filed at the same time as this
one.
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It is apparent from the one account available (Te Reti’s report) that Wahanui supported the
idea of letting the Government proceed with its railway-exploration survey, and wanted to
follow that up with a petition to Parliament from the Rohe Potae tribes as a means of
gauging how the Government would respond to their requests for reforms. He also
discussed the need to get Crown approval of their external boundary. I note that although
Ms. Marr concludes that “At this time, according to the [Te Reti] notes, Ngati Maniapoto
made no final decision”, nonetheless Te Reti recorded no voices bring raised in opposition
to Wahanui’s proposals, and the program which he laid out was that implemented over the
following months: Bryce (and the surveyors) were permitted to pass; a petition was drawn
up and submitted to Parliament; and an ‘official’ survey of the external boundaries of the

Rohe Potae was made” (24).

The meeting between Native Minister Bryce and the chiefs held at Whatiwhatihoe on
16 March 1883 is considered at 26-45. Newspaper reports made at the time, and later
comments on the meeting are reviewed ({26-28), but particular attention is paid to the letter
of 16 March 1883 sent to Bryce by the chiefs, and the Native Minister’s reply of the same
date (see Appendix A, copied at the end of this Summary). Copies of both these letters were
located by Ms. Marr in MA 23/5 in Archives New Zealand. Their contents are discussed at
length (429-35). A report on the 16 March meeting published in the Wanganui Herald of 12
May 1883 is also examined ({[36-45). This was said to be based on a “communication ...
from the mouth of a Native Chief, at present in Wanganui” named Hataraka who had been
present at the “interview” between Bryce and Wahanui®. Ms. Marr places a good deal of
weight on Hataraka’s account of the 16 March meeting, as demonstrating that a “compact”
had been made at Whatiwhatihoe which went far beyond “a straight one-way agreement to
give permission for a trip” (p. 767). There are, however, very substantial discrepancies
between Hataraka’s account and what we know about the meeting from the other sources
available — including the letters written by the chiefs and Bryce at the time — and many of
the assertions made in it simply are not especially believable. I conclude ({45) that the most

reliable evidence available to us shows that, at Whatiwhatihoe on 16 March 1883

the chiefs considered his [Bryce’s] request for an exploratory survey, and
approved it on the condition that it be confined to exploration only (which was
all that was intended in any case), and asked in return that Bryce restrict surveys
until the tribes had decided what to do with their lands — coupled with a formal

* Wanganui Herald 12 May 1883 “Mr. Bryce in the King Country. Strange Revelations, A Curious Pact”.
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announcement that these decisions would be made soon, and the tribes’ desires
passed on to the Crown in the form of a petition.
and that “the decisions made on both sides at this meeting are consistent with what

happened before and afterwards” *45).

This section of my report ends with an examination of one other matter relating to
the letter which Wahanui and eight other chiefs wrote to the Native Minister on 16 March
1883. Ms. Marr claims that it was used by the Rohe Potae chiefs in 1889 ““as evidence of the
compact as they understood it” (pp. 772-773)°. I examine both the letter which Wahanui
and eight other chiefs wrote to the Native Minister on behalf of “all the chiefs of N’
Maniapoto” on 6 May 1889 ({47-49), and the evidence which the evidence which Ngati
Maniapoto placed before the subsequent 1889 Royal Commission on the Tauponuiatia
Block later in the same year (50-54). I note that the 6 May 1889 letter made no mention of
or allusion to any kind of compact, sacred or otherwise, made with the Crown in March of
1883, but rather speaks of an agreement with “weight and authority” made with the Crown
in December of 1883, and no other. Similarly, the evidence given to the Royal Commission
by Pepene Eketone and John Ormsby and Taonui shows that they believed that a binding
agreement with the Crown about the Rohe Potae boundary (which allegedly was breached in
1886) had been made in December of 1883, and not at any earlier date. Contrary to Marr’s
claim, none of the witnesses placed any emphasis on the events of 16 March 1883 (with the
possible exception of John Ormsby) or referred to the chiefs’ letter of that date in the course

of their evidence.

55. In my opinion there is little or no reliable evidence available to us which
suggests that the agreement reached at the 16 March 1883 meeting between John Bryce and
six chiefs involved anything more that the newspaper accounts of the day reported it to be,
and which the two letters written on 16 March 1883 show it to be. That is, Native Minister
asked that a Government surveyor be allowed to examine the area between Te Awamutu and
Mokau in order to evaluate its potential as a railway route, and the chiefs agreed to this,
provided that Hursthouse confined himself to that task alone. Bryce accepted this condition.
They also asked that no other surveying be undertaken for the time being, and repeated this
request a month later. Bryce had already imposed restrictions on surveying for Land Court

purposes within the aukati, and later decided to temporarily suspend the trig. survey. The

> See also pp. 779-780, p. 960, p. 964 and pp. 1261-1263.
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chiefs also told the Native Minister that a petition was to be submitted to Parliament, and the
Native Minister promised to “carefully consider” any alterations in the law which were
proposed. That was all. And the “compact” made — the word Wahanui was said to have
used to describe it two years later® — was fulfilled by both parties: “a search for the railway”
was to be made, and when a suitable line was found Bryce’s successor returned to discuss
with the chiefs what would come next (even though no written record of such a promise

could be found at that time).

® AJTHR 1885 G.-1 p. 13.
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Crown Purchasing Policy in the 1884 Railway District

56. In Section 13.4 of her report, entitled “New Government Land Purchase
Policies in the Railway Area”, Marr alleges that at some point after the end of the 1884 the
Stout-Vogel Government adopted a new policy involving extensive purchases of Maori land
in the railway area — “There is some evidence”, she states, “that this may have been as early
as even before the Kihikihi hui in February 1885, where Ballance had made the assurances
the chiefs found so compelling, including ‘I am not anxious that the Government should
purchase land’>’. This change, she claims, was concealed until August of 1885, when that
Government “publicly acknowledged that it now intended purchasing Maori land

extensively in the railway area”®

. A few weeks after this, she notes, “the proposed
legislation for the new system of land management” (referring to the Native Land
Disposition Bill of 1885) was allowed to lapse for the session, which meant that the Crown
pre-emption over the railway district provided for in “The Native Land Alienation
Restriction Act” of 1884 would continue in force for another year9. This Act she declares,
“was now to provide an important basis for an extensive and rapid programme of extensive
Crown purchasing free of any private competition” (p. 1182) — clearly implying that the
Government allowed the Bill to lapse for this specific purpose. Marr p. 1189 concludes that
“The government policy as now admitted and without any consultation with Maori was a
major change from the assurances Ballance had been making just a few months previously”,
and quotes in support of this notion a comment by Prof. Alan Ward in his 1992 “Whanganui

ki Maniapoto” report that Ballance’s statements in August evidently showed that the Native

Minister “had been ‘less than frank’ with Maori” at Kihikihi in Februarylo. In my opinion,

7 Marr p. 1181, citing AJHR 1885 G-1 p 18. There is actually no substantial evidence demonstrating that
Ballance’s ‘assurances’ about future Crown land purchasing had any direct bearing on the chiefs’ decision to
give their approval for the construction of the railway. Just as the Crown had placed no conditions upon the
Four Tribes with reference to the future provision of lands for settlement along the railway, the Four Tribes
placed no conditions upon the Crown in relation to future Crown acquisitions of such lands. The evidence
available concerning the discussions which led to the Tribe’s agreement late in February 1885 to allow
construction seems to indicate that most of that which concerned land alienation related only to the small
amount of land within the proposed Railway Corridor.

¥ Citing NZPD 1885, vol 53, p 354.

? Citing JHR 1885 Schedule of Public Bills, and 9 Sept. 1885.

' Prof. A. Ward, “Whanganui ki Maniapoto: Preliminary Historical Report, WAI-48 and Related Claims™
(March 1992) WAI-48 #A20. p 62. What Professor Ward said was that “This [Ballance’s statement on 28
August 1885] amounts to an admission by Ballance that he was being less than frank with the Rohe Potae
chiefs”, and that the apparent lack of full disclosure to them of government intentions with respect to land
purchasing “amounts to deliberate deception” (p. 62). I commented in my 2006 report (#A41 p. 170 note
#448) that “I do not agree with this interpretation. The context of Ballance’s remarks was proposals which had
been made previously by certain MHRSs that the Crown virtually requisition Maori land in the King Country
for settlement purposes, and pay compensation later — a measure which he thought “would in all probability
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Marr’s allegations have no substance. They are based on a misreading of the evidence

available, where the relevant evidence is considered at all.

I note to begin with that the “railway district” created by “The Native Land
Alienation Restriction Act 1884 encompassed an area almost twice as large as the Rohe
Potae alone, including a very large area to the south, that the titles to some of the lands
within this portion outside of the Rohe Potae had already been ascertained by the Native
Land Court, and that approximately one million acres of it had already been alienated in
various ways, or had been proclaimed under “The Government Native Land Purchases Act,
1877” as being “under negotiation” for Crown purchase''. All alienations of Maori land
within the railway district were prohibited, save those which might be made to the Crown.
This restriction was meant to be a temporary measure protecting the lands in the railway
district until new legislation to govern alienations throughout the country could be

considered by Parliament ({57-58).

I then examine what Ballance said about Crown purchasing to the Whanganui tribes
at Ranana in January of 1885 and to the Rohe Potae tribes at Kihikihi in February ({59-60).
The Native Minister did not urge the Whanganui tribes to sell land to the Crown, but neither
did he state that the Crown would not buy lands for settlement purposes within southern
portion of the railway district. At Kihikihi Ballance did not promise that the Crown would
not buy land in the Rohe Potae in future, but rather indicated that it would be up to Maori
owners alone “to say what they will do with their own land” once titles had been ascertained
(which, for reasons discussed in {61-64, was not likely to happen soon). At both meetings
he spent a good deal of times explaining his plans for a new land administration system for
Maori lands, most of which would be embodied in the Native Land Disposition Bill which
was presented to Parliament later in the year. Before these two meetings were held he said
exactly the same things, in a widely-reported speech, to at least one European audience
(67). Ipoint out that in August of 1884 the new Stout-Vogel Government had made it clear
by way of the Governor’s Speech that it intended to purchase some Maori land within the

1884 railway district, and that the only questions which remained unresolved at the end of

bring about disaster”. What was needed before anything else, he argued, was to gain the confidence of Maori ,
for “unless that confidence is established it may be years before there will be any possibility of acquiring any
quantity of land for settlement along the course of that line of railway”. Once a land board system had been
put in place, Ballance thought, Maori would be willing to sell the Crown as much land as it cared to buy, if it
was considered necessary to do so”.

' See NZPD 1884 Vol. 50 p. 316 and the aforementioned map.
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1884 were, how much and where? ({65-66). I also note that in February 1885, when

agreement was reached with Rohe Potae Maori concerning the construction of the NIMTR,
the Crown did not insist upon the sale of any lands to the Crown as part of the arrangement.
The Government in general, and Ballance in particular, were repeatedly attacked for failing

to extract such concessions from Rohe Potae Maori (‘][6912).

The statements made by the Native Minister on 28 August 1885 in the House of
Representatives in the course of a “Want of Confidence” debate, which Ms. Marr considers
to be a public revelation that the Stout-Vogel Government “now intended purchasing Maori
land extensively in the railway area”, were made in response to one of a series of attacks
made on the Government with respect to the King Country arrangements during this session.
I discuss at {[71-72 the exchanges between the Opposition and the Government which
preceded Ballance’s speech, and examine the speech itself in detail at {73-78. He did make
reference to Crown purchasing, but I observe that he said nothing which suggests that a
‘new policy’ about Crown land purchases in the railway district had been adopted late in
1884, or at any time between the Stout-Vogel Government’s appearance and this debate.
One paragraph in his final remarks appears to be the sole source for Prof. Ward’s 1992
accusation in 1992 of bad faith and Ms. Marr’s more-extravagant claims. The Native

Minister declared in closing that

I told the House last session, and I do so again, that there is only one safe way of
getting land from the Natives along the line, and that is by purchase. The idea
that has been started of taking the land and then awarding compensation is an
insane idea, and, if carried out, would in all probability bring about disaster. At
any rate, I feel confident that if anything in the shape of force were used the cost
to the colony would be infinitely greater than even purchasing the land at a high
price.
I comment ({77) that “This very clearly is a reference to the proposal being put forward by
Ormond (according to Stout) and others that the Government should take whatever Maori
land it wanted for settlement purposes in the railway district, and reimburse the owners later.
Ballance was not advocating here that the Crown buy more land than it already planned to,

let alone announcing that this was now his Government’s policy”.

Ballance continued:

"2 See Loveridge Wai 898 #A68 21-25.



LOVERIDGE, SUMMARY OF “COMMENTS ON THE MARR REPORT” WAI 898 #A90. 11

But I am perfectly certain that the Natives are disposed to part with the land at a
reasonable rate. [ know that from conversation with them. I know that a large
number of Natives are prepared to sell sufficient land to the colony for the
purposes of settlement, and that we can get as much as we want. The honourable
member for Egmont, in his resolutions, says that 500,000 acres should be
obtained for settlement before any further operations are carried on. I think that
is a very modest amount. My idea is this: that, before the railway is completed,
in successive stages from time to time we ought to have acquired along that line
of railway nearly two million acres for the purpose of settlement; and I believe
that can easily be done. [emphasis added]
I comment (§78) that “Here, at the end of Ballance’s land-related comments in the Want of
Confidence debate, we have a single sentence which in any way resembles a proposal that
the Crown buy a very large amount of land in the railway district before the line itself was
completed (expected at this time to require about four years). He described it as his own
‘idea’, and it was based on the premise that Maori were prepared to sell large quantities of
their land to the Crown in the near future” — but I note that “the last thing Ballance had to
say was a warning that if Maori became suspicious of the Government’s intentions ‘they

will refuse to sell any land at all’”.

There is no evidence that Ballance had given any thought to finding the money
which would have been needed for large-scale purchasing of this kind, and I note that
neither the colonial newspapers (which watched this debate very closely, since it looked for
a time as if the Government might be defeated) nor the Government’s opponents thought
then or later that the Native Minister had announced (or revealed) a new Crown policy to
buy more land in the railway district ({79-80). I also note that, contrary to Ms. Marr’s
claims, the Native Land Disposition Bill was not abandoned in 1885 to facilitate the
purchasing under pre-emption of lands within the railway district. She does not mention the
fierce opposition which this revolutionary measure encountered in the House, and the fact
that after taking extensive evidence the Native Affairs Committee recommended the Bill
“should not be further proceeded with this session” ({{81-82). Crown purchasing within the
railway district during 1886-90 amounted to some 555,976 acres, which was in line with the
Governor’s forecast in 1884 that “extensive blocks of [Maori] land along the line of the
railway” would be purchased ({83). A portion of this (some 103,141 acres) lay within the
original Rohe Potae — all of it in the portion which Ngati Tuwharetoa placed before the
Native Land Court for title ascertainment in 1885 ({84).
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86. It is in my opinion quite clear that the remarks made by Native Minister John
Ballance in August of 1885 about Crown purchasing did not ‘reveal’ that the Crown had
previously adopted a new policy with respect to Crown purchasing in the railway district.
The Stout-Vogel Government in August of 1885 was still pursuing the same basic policy
which it had adopted after assuming office in 1884. Nor did his remarks demonstrate that
Ballance had been “less than frank™ in the statements which he made to the Rohe Potae
chiefs in February of 1885 or that his remarks at that time amounted to deception of any

kind, deliberate or otherwise.
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Appendix A — The Letters of 16 March 1883

Archives New Zealand, Wellington: MA 23/5 Te Mahuki, File N.O.
83/1097" [Transcribed by D.M. Loveridge, April 2012]

L Cover Sheet for Native Office File 83/1097:

Date of Paper: 16/3/1882 [sic]

Date when Registered: 28/4/1883

From: Wahanui & Ors., Whatiwhatihoe

Subject: Stating that they have agreed to allow Mr. Hursthouse to go

through the country & that applications for surveys be not granted at present, they intend
forwarding a petition praying that a law be passed for the lands of Ngatimaniapoto.

[Annotation] Vide action within.
File
T.W. Lewis 30/4/83

II.  Chiefs’ Letter to the Native Minister of 16 March 1883"

[DML.: This English text appears to be a ‘clean’ copy of a translation made of the
original letter. The Maori text which follows in the file (Marr SP Wai 898 #A78a Vol. 2 p.
543) is not the original letter, but a copy of it was apparently made and retained by the
Native Office when the original was returned]

[Annotations] “Mr. Butler Davies[?]. Please write letter forwarding to
Wahanui copy in Maori of the letter from himself & others to Mr. Bryce. T.W.
Lewis 26/4/83.

Letter forwarded W.J.L__t [?] 26/4/83.
Whatiwhatihoe
March 16th, 1883.
Friend John Bryce

We have agreed to allow your man to go, but let not the hands of your
man be spread out. Let him proceed on the duty that you have sent him upon.

We request also that you will not grant applications for surveys within
our district, defer them until the question has been discussed by the whole tribe
of Ngatimaniapoto.

" Copied in Marr Supporting Papers Wai 898 #A78a SP Vol. 2 pp. 541-547.
" Transcript by the author from the letter in Marr Supporting Papers Wai 898 #A78a SP Vol. 2 pp. 542.
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Secondly, when the talk of the Ngatimaniapoto is over, a petition will be
addressed to you praying you and your Parliament to pass a satisfactory law for
the lands of the Ngatimaniapoto. From

Wahanui and others.

The Maori text (Marr SP Wai 898 #A78a Vol. 2 p. 543) gives “Na Wahanui, Na Manga, Na
Ngatapa, Na Hari, Na Tupotahi, Na Te Oro” for the signatories'.

III.  Bryce’s Letter to the Chiefs of 16 March 1883"°

[DML: This text is taken from a version of the letter which was written on the back
of the sheet in the N.O. 83/1097 file bearing the translation of the Wahanui letter transcribed
above, on a folded-over corner. In all probability this is a copy of Bryce’s own English
draft, perhaps made by the translator. The following two sheets in the file (Marr SP Vol. 2
pp. 545-546) bear a corrected translation into Maori of the Bryce letter. The Maori text of
the Bryce letter of 16 March 1883 submitted to the Royal Commission on the Tauponuiatia
Block in 1889 may well be the original Maori copy which was sent to the chiefs in 1883,
since the text appears to be the same as that in this corrected translation, and it appears to
bear John Bryce’s original signature.'’]

To Wahanui Manga and others,

Friends your words are good both on account of the work to be done and
because they show the friendly relations now established between your Tribe
and me. Listen my man is only going on one duty namely the exploration of
railway routes. Enough of that. As to surveys it will be well for the principal
men and the Ngatimaniapoto generally to apply to the Court for surveys and
determination of title to land; this is the only way to avoid confusion. In the
hope that this will be done shortly, I will keep back minor surveys for a time.
This does not refer to Trig surveys and stations which have nothing to do with
title.

I shall look forward with interest to your petition. Let it state clearly the
alteration you want in the law'®. If it is an improvement in the law I will

carefully consider it in your interests.

[signed]
John Bryce
16/3/83

' (Marr Supporting Papers Wai 898 #A78a SP Vol. 2 p. 543). It actually reads “Nate Or0” for the last name.
' Transcript by the author from Marr Supporting Papers Wai 898 #A78a SP Vol. 2 p. 543.

'7 ANZ MA 71/3 Tauponuiatia Commission Papers, Boundary Case Exhibit #F4. Copied in Marr Supporting
Papers Wai 898 #A78a SP Vol. 1 pp. 387-388. (There is a clearer copy in B. Stirling, Supporting Documents
for “Taupo-Kaingaroa 19" Century Overview Project Vol. 8 pp. 3755-3756).

'8 “in the law” has been left out of the Marr transcript at Marr p. 775.





