
 

JMB-300475-4-634-V3 

1 

 

Questions from the Crown in respect of the brief of evidence of Thomas Roa (Wai 898, 
#I4)  
 
 
Questions for Thomas Roa (Wai 898, #I4) 
 
1. What do you understand were the Kī Tapu agreements to which the Crown 

agreed?  

Answer: 

My understanding is that Tawhiao, in meeting with the Governor and with the 
Crown, laid down a Pōtae and asserted that the land under that Pōtae was Māori 
land.  The Governor did not disagree to that, so there is an implicit agreement 
within that, therefore if that land was Māori land under Tawhiao’s direction with 
the assent of the rangatira, then any negotiations around those lands were to take 
place with Tawhiao and his rangatira.  This didn’t take place. 

2. If you consider the petition of June 1883 to be a Kī Tapu agreement to which the 
Crown was a party, would you please explain the basis for that? 

Answer: 

In considering the petition of June 1883, it is my understanding that no other 
person who was either the Governor General or of that status with the Crown, or a 
Minister, was given the right to present to Parliament. There was already an 
implicit decision that Wahanui was of that standing, and so his petition was 
accorded a status. 

3. How did the Rohe Pōtae leaders convey to the Crown that they regarded the 
agreements that are said to comprise the Kī Tapu agreements to be tapu, 
particularly as the term Kī Tapu, or related terms, were not used at the time to 
describe the agreements? 

Answer: 

I assert that the Crown regarded Wahanui as a spokesperson for the allied tribes in 
the Rohe Pōtae. Leadership gave Wahanui the mandate and it was clear that 
Wahanui’s mana was tapu. I refer to the hui at Mohoao-nui in 1903 where the 
Kawenata was prepared and sent widely amongst Maniapoto and Rohe Pōtae. I 
have no record of a copy being sent to or received by Crown agents. However, I 
assert that it is reasonable to expect that Crown agencies were aware of the hui 
and of its deliberations. 

4. Would you please clarify what you mean by the underlined words in the second 
sentence of paragraph 6: 

(a) To breach tapu would have severe consequences and because it was our 
leadership that secured the Kī Tapu, together with the leadership of the 
Crown, it would have been expected that the word of rangatira would have 
prevailed. 
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Answer: 

There is a whakatauki that states “Rangatira kī tahi” which basically means when 
the rangatira says something once, that is enough. 

In this dynamic time norms of Māori leadership were under threat from the Crown 
and colonization. In Hazel Petrie’s ‘Chiefs of Industry’ (2006, Auckland University 
Press), the context is a claim of wrongdoing in 1851, allegedly leading to the 
drowning of four members of Ngāti Kinohaku.  Tuhoro of Ngāti Pākau, Ngāti 
Uekaha, Ngāti Hinewai and other hapū were deemed responsible.  He led the 
establishment of the Mohoao-nui mill. 

“The circumstances surrounding the building of the Mohoao-nui mill are a vivid 
example of the transition from Māori to British systems.  ... they reveal another 
aspect of the social limen (sic) which would prove more damaging to the Māori 
economy in the longer term – chiefly responsibility continued even as the 
counterbalance of chiefly mana diminished” (Petrie, 2006 p. 159). 

The assertion here is that although chiefly mana was diminishing, chiefly 
responsibility was still strongly maintained. There is an expectation that a real 
man’s word was his bond. The word of rangatira would prevail both in mainstream 
Pākehā and Māori. In this case the word of the Crown was not kept.  

5. At para 10, should the beginning of the final sentence read, “Just as Ngāti 
Maniapoto leadership had to deal with the Crown's 'ture' …"? That is, should the 
words " ... Crown familiarising themselves with the ... " be omitted? If not,would 
you please clarify the meaning of the first half of the sentence? 

Answer: 

This is a typographical error and should read, “Just as Ngāti Maniapoto leadership 
had to deal with the Crown, Maniapoto were familiarising themselves with the 
Crown’s ‘ture’…” 

6. Parliament's invitation to Wahanui to address both the House of Representatives 
and the Legislative Council in 1884 shows that Parliament recognised Wahanui as 
a significant leader, but how does it show that the Crown had a deep 
understanding of tikanga Māori? 

Answer: 

I did not say the Crown had a deep understanding of tikanga Māori, but rather that 
the Crown had familiarised itself with tikanga Māori. 

7. At paragraph 11, you say that “[i]t was clear to our people that the Crown ... would 
use force if they had to". 

(a) What period of time are you referring to here? For example, are you 
referring to the period in the 1880s? 

(b) If so, on what basis do you say that the Crown would use force if they had 
to given that the Crown's policy for the past 15 years had been once of 
peaceful diplomacy and reconciliation and that it was well aware that the 
use of force carried unacceptable risks? 
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Answer: 

In 1863 Crown forces crossed the Mangatawhiri invading Waikato and bringing the 
raupatu. It is clear that when the Crown wanted to use force they did. Wahanui 
was wounded at Hairini and he was aware then that the Crown was not opposed 
to using force despite Crown policy in 1840 to maintain peace and good order. 

8. Do you think Rohe Pōtae Māori sought an autonomous state within a state, or the 
preservation of the Rohe Pōtae land base and management of it within the laws of 
the New Zealand Parliament? 

Answer: 

No. Rohe Pōtae Māori did not seek an autonomous state within a state. Rohe 
Pōtae Māori were an autonomous state and they were not seeking continuing 
laws under New Zealand Parliament. They had their own laws and Parliament. 

 
9. Do you accept that: 

(a) the 1884 liquor petition sought specifically a ban, under section 25 of the 
Licensing Act 1881, on the issuing of publicans' licences in their district; and 

(b) the Crown responded in December' 1884 by issuing a proclamation that 
put in place such a ban? 

Answer: 

I have no knowledge of this and it was not mentioned in my evidence. 

10. Have you read the evidence of Dr Loveridge (Wai 898, A89) and Dr Christoffel (Wai 
898, A71, ch 8) relating to claims that the Crown entered into a sacred compact 
with Rohe Pōtae Māori to prohibit liquor licences in the district? If so, what 
comment do you have in respect of their conclusions that no such pact exists and 
that, for example, it is "more likely that the idea of a sacred compact' emerged 
from the strongly religious basis of the prohibition movement…? 

Answer: 

I disagree and my evidence supports why I disagree. 

 
11. Do you regard the prohibition on liquor licensing in the Rohe Pōtae as being 

something that Rohe Pōtae Māori intended would last forever? If so, on what basis 
do you reach that view? 

Answer: 

I do not have this view. They were not in control of this. The key point is “Mana 
Māori Motuhake” was to be maintained. Hence the support for the Kingitanga. 
Our tupuna reserved and preserved their autonomy. 
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12. Do you accept that over time there has always been a variety of views amongst 
Rohe Pōtae Māori as to the best way to control the consumption and sale of 
alcohol in the district? 

Answer: 

Yes, whether liquor or any other issue Rohe Pōtae Māori consistently maintained 
our autonomy, asserting our right to control ourselves and our destinies. Debate 
amongst Rohe Pōtae Māori was amongst ourselves. The Crown wanted to come in 
and be the moderator. The invitation to be and do that was never extended to the 
Crown. 

 
13. On what basis do you say, at paragraph 28 of your brief of evidence, that “The 

Crown never intended to respect the relationship" between the Crown and Ngāti 
Manlapoto? 

Answer: 

They did not and have not done it for any tribe before or after. Only today are we 
afforded a very real opportunity to address and seek redress for these issues. The 
Treaty is the starting point, it wasn’t respected. Respect for Te Rohe Pōtae Māori 
and our positions has never been real on the Crown’s side. 

 

 

  




