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you need not worry about the rumours'. 99 

In May 1931 the Treasury chief clerk requested the immediate 

passing for payment for £3000 in favour of the Taranaki Trust 

Board being the balance of £5000 appropriated the previous year 

and allowing for the deduction of members' expenses. Confusion 

seems to have been caused because this was done in a later 

financial year. The next payment of £2000 was for the 'balance' 

for the year 1931-32. This meant that again there was £3000 short 

for the first year. 

Government officials continued to assume that payments had been 

made correctly in spite of the protests of Ngata and the Trust 

Board to the contrary. In reviewing the situation in 1938, 

officials acknowledged that if the payments were intended to be 

effective from the beginning of the 1930-31" year, then the Trust 

Board was short paid. However if the payments were to start from 

�~� 1 January 1931 as minuted by Ngata ' .•. first payment of £1,250 

on 1st January 1931 and thereafter quarterly ••. ' then payment had 

been made in full as only part of the financial year was 

involved.1°O Ngata seems to have delayed the beginning of 

payment until the following year and divided the payment up to 

help ease the financial burden on the government, but this did 

not affect his intention to make a full payment for the 1930-31 

( year. The matter was raised in parliament in 1936 and Ngata 

brought the matter up again in 1937 when the Trust Board was 

attempting to have the matter remedied.10
l. Officials also 

presumed that owing to' the financial position of the country 

during the depression the government may have �~�e�c�i�d�e�d� to pay only 

99 see notes on history of issue inT 52/587 in RDB v 137 pp 
52694-6. Also minutes of Taranaki Maori Trust Board 16 March 1931 
in MAl, 26/5/6 pt I, copy in document bank attached pp 155-156 

1°Dnotes for 1938 conference in MAl, 5/13 pt 2 in RDB v 56 
pp 21575-7 

101 NZPD 1936 v 246 P 641 (document bank attached p 513) and 
Ngata to parliament in NZPD 1937 v 249 pp 725-6 (document bank 
attached pp 515-516 
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) the £2000 in the first year. ~02 There may. have be Em some truth 

in this given that both the Trust Board and Ngata referred at the 
time to rumours along these lines. 

Officials and politicians also later assumed that the full £5000 

continued to be paid every year after this. In fact in common 
with other Trust Boards, the Taranaki Board voluntarily took a 

cut.in payments during the worst of the depression years. In the 

financial years 1932-33, 1933-34, and 1934-35 the cuts totalled 

£1000 for Taranaki. ~03 This gesture of goodwill was not widely 

recognised and quickly forgotten by officials. The distinction 

the Trust Board made between the voluntary cut which it never 
sought to recover and attempts to recover the involuntary 

reduction in the first payment also went unrecognised. 

The 1944 petition also asked for settlement of the Parihaka 
award. The Sim award for the wrong done by the Parihaka raid had 

not been part· of the 1930 agreement. Perhaps the award was· 

overlooked because it was a relatively small sum and it was 

recommended as a one ·off rather than a perpetual payment. As a 

result, the Taranaki Trust Board and claimants were forced to go 

through a long process of meetings and negotiations to get even 

the sum awarded by the Sim commission implemented. The Parihaka 

award was not considered by government until May 1937 when the 
Labour government's acting Native Minister Langstone asked his 

department for urgent information on the matter after meeting 
wi th Nohomairangi Te Whi ti. ~04 However Cabinet deferred the 

matter and it was not seriously considered until the series of 

~02 notes for 1938 conferences in MAl, 5/13 pt 2 in RDB v 56 
pp 21575-7 

103 memo dated 28 May 1937 from Under Secretary Native 
Department to acting Native Minister in MAl, 19/1/250 in RDB v 
68 P 26088 

~04 memo from Langstone to Native Department of 24 May 1937 
in MAl, 19/1/250 in RDB v 68 P 26091 
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conferences on outstanding claims were held iri February 1938.~oS 

At the February meeting claimants -made their position on the 

Parihaka award clear. They told officials that the money could 

not compensate for the injustice of the raid and the imprisonment 

and death of elders. It was not commensurate with either the 

wrong done or the damage suffered. Te whiti asked that the sum 

awarded be at least made a perpetual per annum amount. He stated 

that the people did not agree with the commission's award and 

asked the government to consider the matter so as to give the 

Maori who suffered 'real justice '. The officials told the 

') deputation that the sum of £300 as awarded by the Sim commission 

was the most the government could do. They also assured the 

deputation that a recommendation on Parihaka would be made 'as 

appears to be just and equitable wi thin the capacity of the 

Government to meet it' .~06 Later in 1938, even as the government 

was considering the possibility of land in compensation for some 

of the outstanding claims, the Secretary for Maori Affairs still 

recommended £300 cash for Parihaka as awarded by Sim .10'1 The 

£300 for the wrong done at Parihaka was finally implemented in 

the 1944 legislation. 

In December 1944 the Taranaki Maori Claims Settlement Act was 

passed. ~08 Ironically, as for the 1930 agreement, the Western 

) Maori electorate was once again without a member at the time. 

Haami Ratana had died in October 1944 and the by election was 

still pending. 

~OS correspondence between government and Te Whiti 193"/-8 in 
MAl, 19/1/250 in RDB v 68 

~06 Notes of conference held on 23 February 1938 in HAl, 
19/1/250 in RDB v 68 pp 26020-31. Copy also in RDB v 56 pp 21397-
21408 

~07 draft memo prepared by Shepherd following 1938 
conferences in MAl, 5/13 pt 3 in RDB v 57 P 21689 

~08 copy of Taranaki Maori Claims Settlement Act 1944 in MAl, 
19/1/250 pt 2 in RDB v 68 P 26210-11, copy in document bank 
attached pp 558-559. 
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The introduction to the Act referred to the Taranaki confiscation 

claims and the Parihaka damages claim and stated that in 

accordance with the recommendations of the sim report and with 

the agreement of the Maori claimants the following provisions of 

the Act were in 'full settlement and discharge' of the aforesaid 

claims. It is not clear how the conclusion was reached that there 

was Maori claimant agreement to the provisions of the Act as 

claimed. In debate on the Bill, the leader of the Legislative 

council,' McLagan, claimed that prior to the Bill being 

introduced, the Native Minister discussed the matter of making 

~he payment statutory with representative Maoris from Taranaki 

and this arrangement was unanimously agreed upon-. W9. However 

while there may have been agreement on making the payments 

statutory and on the need to implement the Parihaka award this 

is still a long way from agreeing that such awards were full and 

final settlement. 

The government had clear evidence before it of considerable 

claimant concern over the terms of the agreement including the 

amount of payment and claimants clearly wanted to be allowed to 

continue to negotiate on these issues. It is most unlikely 

therefore that claimants were agreeable to the concept of full 

and final settlement as introduced in the 1944 Act. In addition 

although the Act confirmed the implementation of the Parihaka 

( award and the major Taranaki award it is clear from the petitions 

• 

and conferences that the sums involved were not accepted as final 

by either the claimants or the Trust Board. Although the 1944 Act 

tidied up some problems for the Trust Board such as the uncertain 

nature of the payments, it provided for no more than the original 

sim recommendation in spite of the years of intervening petitions 

and negotiations and the fact that for some years previously the 

government had clearly been considering higher sums. 

When the Bill was debated in parliament Native Minister Mason 

explained the spirit of the settlement that was being enacted. 

109 McLagan in NZPD 1944 v 267 P 761, copy in document bank 
attached p 524 
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It was based strictly on the Sim commission and- could be traced 

back to 1925 when provision for that investigation was made. He 

descr,ibed the findings of the sim commission in some detail and 

confirmed again that the £5000 was for the wrong done by the 

confiscations. This was already being paid but the Bill made this 

statutory and added the £300 for Parihaka. He explained that it 

had been first thought that the annual payments might be made 

into a lump sum but now the Bill put the payments on a definite 

basis. Mason acknowledged that the £300 for Parihaka was a small, 

nominal sum but it too was being paid in acknowledgement of a 

wrong done. The reasoning behind the payments was explained by 

Mason as attempting to remove a barrier between the two races 

caused by the wrongs not being acknowledged. 

The member for Stratford, Polson, then spoke in support of the 

measure as it would 'fully satisfy' the Taranaki claims. He also 

brought up the perennial concern of Pakeha members whenever 

compensation was discussed. He was concerned about whether the 

Taranaki payment was being properly used. He explained that he 

had been told that it was being wasted on tangis or for meeting 

houses. He had found that on investigation it did appear that the 

payments had been used satisfactorily in the last few years, on 

lending to the government for patriotic loans, for the purposes 

of the Maori battalion and for Maori sanitation, housing and 

( . similar purposes. However he felt he represented concerned Maori 
! ) 

of the area in asking if the payments had been well spent. In 

reply Tirikatene gave more details of the Taranaki Trust Board 

spending, including educational scholarships, war stock 

investments, payments to Maori troops, contributions towards 

heal th care, the renovation, protection and care of meeting 

houses and marae and the promotion of health and sanitation. 

Corbett, the member for Egmont, and later to be Minister of Maori 

Affairs, declared that credit for the settlement of the Taranaki 

claims had to go to the late Sir Maui Pomare who spent so much 

effort in having the matter investigated and righted. He endorsed 

the view that the Taranaki Maoris were not being given something 

for nothing and reminded the House that the payment was not a 
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reward for injustice but a recognition by the white people of the 

wrong that had been done. He supported the notion of a perpetual 

grant as a permanent recognition of the wrong and believed this 

was also supported by the Maori people and in return they were 

willing to put the matter behind them. He also supported the 

member for Stratford in calling for the judicious use of the 

money. 

In response to these and other calls for the wise use of the 

payments and a stop to funding 'tangis and such-like'; Mason 

replied that while there would be general supervision of the 

spending of the funds, the payments were for the advantage of the 

Maori people I as visioned by them and not to be distributed 

merely as the pakeha thinks they ought to be distributed. The 

funds are not for our amusement, but for the Maoris' 

satisfaction.'U.o 

~~ The 1944 Act therefore confirmed the basic 1930 agreement. It. 

tidied up some anomalies with the 1930 agreement and added in the 

payment for Parihaka but it did no more than implement the Sim 

awards as recommended some seventeen years previously. Although 

there clearly had been some consideration during this time to 

raising the amounts slightly, in the end this was not done. In 

return for keeping the perpetual annual payment the government 

seems to have decided to make the settlement full and final. It 

claimed to have the support of claimants in this but there is no 

evidence for this. Rather there is clear evidence that there was 

considerable unhappiness with the sim commission's awards and 

with at least parts of the 1930 agreement, including from the 

Taranaki Maori Trust Board. The intent of the legislation was 

made clear to the 1944 parliament. Mason reiterated the intention 

of the Sim commission. The payments were for the wrong done, 

there was no attempt to compensate for actual loss. The reasoning 

behind the payment was to enable a barrier between the races to 

110 Debate on Taranaki Maori Claims Settlement Bill 1944 in 
NZPD 1944 v 267 pp 748-754 and pp 761-763 (pp 517-523 and 524-526 
in document bank attached) 
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:) be broken down, to allow the claimants to put the past-behind 

them and thereby to aid in the process of assimilation. Although 

there have been some minor modifications such as the increase in 

the payment in 1977-78 to take some account of inflation, the 

basic int~nt of the settlement as approved by government in this 

Act has remained to the present day. 

) 

• 
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:;) Chapter 5 

A brief history of the maintenance of confiscation claims of 

Taranaki iwi subsequent to the sim commission and the 

establishment of the Trust Board, including maunga negotiations. 

As seen in the previous chapter, by 1931 the Taranaki Maori Trust 

Board had been established and compensation payments had begun. 

However it is clear that even at that stage, many Taranaki Maori 

did not feel that the 1930 agreement had gone all the way to 

properly and fairly settling their claims.- The 1944 Act 

confirming the agreement solved some problems, by making payments 

statutory for example, but did not address other major concerns 

of claimants. By enacting government policy that the agreement 

was now considered full and final compensation for all 

confiscation claims, the 1944 Act also brought new difficulties 

for claimants. Nevertheless there is sUbstantial evidence that 

~. Taranaki iwi and the Trust Board have consistently maintained 

clqims associated with the confiscations from 1931 to the present 

hearings before the Waitangi Tribunal. 

The Taranaki confiscation claims have been maintained on two 

levels. At one level claimants have accepted the settlement with 

its limitations but without prejudice to attempts to renegotiate 

and improve the terms. This has been complicated in later years 

by attempts to even maintain the original value of the payments. 

This approach to the agreement has been consistently made clear 

to governments from 1929. At another level claimants have 

maintained that the sim commission did not adequately address all 

the issues associated with the confiscations. In some cases the 

commission was limited by the terms of reference, for example it 

could not investigate the legality of the confiscation 

legislation. In other respects claimants have rejected some 

commission findings as inadequate and requested reviews of the 

issues involved. These have included issues such as wahi tapu, 

the return of land, the failure to address economic losses 

through confiscation and issues resulting from confiscation such 
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as the West Coast Settlement Reserves. 

At the May 1929 hui, when other issues such as the return of the 

mountain were raised, Ngata asked the meeting to concentrate on 

the issue of the proposed compensation f0:t: the general injustice. 

He is reported as telling claimants that they could make separate 

written representations to him on the other issues. This seemed 

to leave the way open for continued claims associated with the 

confiscations and this understanding was followed up by 

claimants. When Cabinet agreed to begin paying the recommended 

compensation for the major Taranaki award in 1930, there was also 

an understanding on both sides that this was an interim agreement 

and there was still room for further negotiations. It is not 

surprising therefore that claimants felt they had the right to 

continue pressing the issues they felt pad still not been 

satisfactorily resolved • 

. ~ There is evidence that even at the ti~e of the 1930 agreement, 

many claimants felt there were outstanding issues not properly 

addressed by the commission. For example, the commission had made 

recommendations for the wrong done by the confiscations and the 

Parihaka raid but had not attempted to determine actual economic 

loss as it considered this too difficult. It is not clear how the 

commission determined even the nominal amount awarded but it was 

well short of any calculations submitted to it. The awards were 

therefore nominal sums intended to be gestures of atonement for 

the wrong done. This was widely recognised at the time and 

accepted again in debate on the 1944 Act. Many claimants wanted 

a new investigation of additional issues including compensation 

based on actual loss. They wanted land included as compensation 

in this and they wanted serious consideration of the return of 

wahi tapu and resources. Many Taranaki claimants therefore 

continued to submit petitions and request investigations on the 

.issues they felt had not been properly addressed by the 

commission. These efforts were additional to the attempts to have 

the terms of the 1930 settlement rectified. Many petitions that 

began again soon after the 1930 agreement were also on specific 
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areas and issues, for example particular bloCKS of confiscated 

land, specific promises of compensation not implemented and 

issues such as the treatment of prisoners, that had not been 

addressed in detail by the Sim commission. Many were also on 

behalf of or concerned with individual iwi. 

A significant number of claimants also continued to press for 

land instead of money. This had been a strong theme in all the 

confiscation districts even before the Sim inquiry but had been 

rejected by the commission for the major claims. Requests for 

land instead of money continued after the 1930 agreement. ~any 

claimants appear to have rejected the monetary awards and others 

appear to have felt that as the awards were interim there was 

still a possibility of having land considered in later 

negotiations. For example, in 1931 Ngata admitted to Buck that 

there was still a strong agitation in Taranaki for land instead 

of money and this was strengthened with the election of the 

kingite Taite Te Torno in Western Maori .l.l.l. In 1931 when the 

Maori Purposes Act confirming the provisions of 1928 provisions 

for 'confiscation claims was passed, Te Torno took the opportunity 

to ask why the land should not be returned to the rightful owners 

when the commission had found it had been unlawfully taken. He 

also reminded the House that the award for Parihaka had still not 

been paid.l.l.2 In May 1931 Ngata also received a telegram from 

Patea from Ngarangi Kati tia with the message 'we do not t..,rant 

money but land ••• ,1.l.3 In 1934 in response to a petition from 

Taranaki, Ngata confirmed again that it had not been possible to 

return land .1.l.4 Al though a later' Labour government became more 

recepti ve to the idea of providing land in compensation for other 

l.l.l. Ngata to Buck in letter of 15 May 1931 in Na ·To Hoa Aroha 
v2 p 142 

1.l.2 Te Torno to parliament in NZPO 1931 v 230 P 567 copy in 
document bank attached p 512 

1.l.3 telegram of 1 May 1931 in MAl, 19/1/250 in ROB v 68 P 
26113 

1.l.4 letter of 24 February 1934 Ngata to RM Rangitaawa and Co 
Ltd in MAl, 19/1/250 in ROB v 68 P 26109 
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claim settlements, by this time it had become'convinced that in 

Taranaki the settlement barred fUrther consideration of possible 

compensation. 

Within a few years of the sim commission therefore, petitions 

associated with the Taranaki confiscations were again being sent 

to parliament. The new petitions included one from the first 

chairman of the Taranaki Maori Trust Board, Rangihuna Pire, and 

others on behalf of Nga Ruahine.l.l.S From 1934 they petitioned 

for many years for compensation for land lost in the Waimate 

plains as a result of the Parihaka resistance. This land was in 

( fact, part of some confiscated land originally supposed to be 

returned. The Fox-Bell commission of 1880 confirmed this promise, 

but some 5000 acres were subsequently withheld by the government 

as punishment for the actions of Te Whi ti. The petitioners wanted 

the promise of the return of the entire reserve to be upheld, 

they asked for an investigation into the imprisonment of elders 

in 1879 and 18'80, and they wanted the return of specified canoe 

landing places. All these issues they felt had not been properly 

addressed by the Sim commission and they did not regard the major 

Sim award for all the Taranaki confiscations as adequate. After 

the Labour victory in 1935 they also called on Prime Minister 

Savage to honour his statement that. the letter and spirit of the 

Treaty of Waitangi would be given effect to when the petition was 

under considerationl.l.6
• The peti tion was referred to the 

government for consideration but was rejected on the grounds that 

the Sim commission had already covered the issue. The petitioners 

however continued to place the issue before the government. 

The call to honour the Treaty was a common theme in many 

petitions although it was something the government had tried to 

l..l5 see 1934 petition of Rangihuna Pire and others in MAl, 
19/1/250 in RDB v 68. Also other petitions from Taranaki in 1930s 
and 1940s in RDB vols 4-6. 

l.l.6 Petition of Rangihuna Pire and others Pet 1934-35/340 and 
associated correspondence in MAl, 19/1/250 pt 1 in RDB v 68 pp 
26092-26106 
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avoid in 1925 and 1926 in promising and setting up the sim 

commission. Claimants also reminded later Labour governments in 

particular, of their policies of honouring the Treaty when 

considering claims. 

The Parihaka claims were among the first to be pursued partly 

because the Parihaka award was not implemented in the 1930 

agreement, but it also seems clear that claimants were not 

satisfied with the Sim findings and wanted all the issues 

associated with Parihaka addressed more thoroughly. A 193'3 letter 

to the government for example, asked for land taken at Parihaka 

in 1881 and not paid for.H7 A reply to this drafted for Native 

Minister Ngata stated that the £5000 awarded to Taranaki by the 

sim commission was 'in effect payment for the lands taken from 

these Taranaki tribes ... ' HS This quickly became the general 

official understanding of the awards and soon developed into the 

mistaken conviction that the payment was based on the value of 

the land. This was of cou~se disputed by claimants. The reply 

also described the payment as for only four Taranaki tribes; 

Taranaki" Te Atiawa, Ngarauru and Ngati Ruanui. In fact at the 

1929 hui where membership was discussed although there were four 

me,mbers suggested as well as Sir Maui Pomare, between them they 

were representative of at least seven tribes. 

In 1937 when the government realised that the Sim award for 

Parihaka had not been implemented and invited representatives of 

the Parihaka claimants to a conference to discuss the issue, it 

seemed at first that there may have been some willingness to 

consider the wider issues involved and officials made efforts to 

find out about the canoe landing places and other issues 

'117 for example 1933 letter from R M Rangitaawa & Co., Ltd. 
, to the Governor general re Parihaka lands taken in 1881, in MAl, 
19/1/250 pt 1 in RDB v 68 P 26111 

118 correspondence of 12 December 1933 and 24 February 1934 
between Native Minister and R M Rangitaawa & Co., Ltd. in MAl, 
19/1/250 pt 1 in RDB V'68 P 26107-11 
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mentioned in the petition .U9 When the conference on Parihaka 

was held in February 1938 however, the officials representing the 

Crown refused to consider anything other than the £300 

recommended by the sim commission and made it clear that this was 

regarded as the uppermost limit the government would consider. 

This was in spite of claimant representatives stating they did 

not agree with the Sim award. ~20 

The government's decision to implement the Sim award for Parihaka 

in 1944 may have been due to a desire to prevent the claim being 

further opened up as claimants obviously wanted. Until 1944 

officials advised the government that the Sim commission had 

effectively limited compensation to all claims concerned with 

Parihaka to the amount awarded. However petitions on Parihaka 

were still referred to the government for consideration by the 

Native affairs committee while the 1930 agreement was considered 

interim and negotiable.~21. Petitioners did not accept that the 

major Taranaki payment was adequate or that they were getting 

sufficient from it and one complained that the annual payment of 

£5000 was reasonable for the Waimate plains alone. 1.2.1 The 

petitioners also continued to press earlier claims including the 

Waimate plains reserve and the treatment of prisoners. When the 

1944 legislation was introduced, the Sim award of one payment of 

£300 for the wrong at Parihaka was described by the Minister as 

l· nominal. It had also previously been recognised by officials at 

the 1938 conference as no more than a 'gesture'. However from 

1944 the award was determined to be a full and final settlement 

11.9 documents in MAl, 19/1/250 pt 1 in RDB v 68 pp 26062-
26091 

~20 see notes of conference of 23 February 1938 in MAl, 
19/1/250 pt 1 in RDB v 68 pp 26020-31 

~21. see for example petition 28/1938 of Wiremu Te Uira and 
others re Parihaka, Waimate reserve, and imprisonment of elders 
in MAl, 19/1/250 pt 1 in RDB v 68 pp 26048-61 and R Pire and 
others petitions 1941/36 and 1944/48 in same volume pp 26044-47, 
25991-3 and 26205-8 

1.22 petition 1944/48 from R Pire and others in MAl, 19/1/250 
pts 1-2 in RDB v 68 pp 25991-3 and 26205-8 
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,:) and this was used to bar any further consideration of the issues 

in subsequent petitioning. 1.:23 

" ' } 

) 

During the 1930s and early 1940s Taranaki claimants also turned 

to the possibility of having their claims put before a promised 

new commission to investigate all outstanding grievances. A new 

commission had been promised by governments since the mid 1930s 

and when the first Labour government gained power in 1935 it had 

a stated policy of settling outstanding claims and honouring the 

Treaty of Waitangi. Many of the statements of new Prime Minister 

Savage were understood by cl.aimants to promise more thorough 

investigations that would also take the Treaty into account. In 

1936 for example, Savage stated that a new commission might be 

necessary to look into all the claims and promised that 'The 

present Government could do at least as well as the most renowned 

of their predecessors, and probably could do better.' 1.24 This 

was widely taken as a promise to take a more generous attitude 

to the ~ettlenients and was later cited as a reason why waikato 

supported the government in the second world war .125 

Taranaki claimants had reason to believe that what they regarded 

as outstanding claims would also be considered by the new 

commission. For example, in 1939 the Native Minister wrote to a 

peti tioner on Taranaki conf iscated lands that the government 

intended to have a new commission into confiscated lands and 

other claims. He promised _ that the petition would go on the 

123 comment on petition of Tonga Awhikau and others 1946/65, 
all claims arising from Taranaki confiscations are barred from 
consideration by the 1944 Taranaki Maori Claims settlement Act, 
in MAl, 19/1/250 pt 2 in RDB v 68 p 26202; and in 1950 Rangihuna 
Pire wanted to revive his earlier petitions and waS told in a 
meeting with Native Minister Corbett that they were barred from 
consideration by the Sim award and the 1944 legislation, ibid p 
26200 

124 Savage to parliament in NZPD 1936 v 246 P 641, copy in 
document bank attached p 513 

1.2~:pei . Te Hurinui Jones in Schwimmer (ed) The Maori People 
in the-1960s p 157 
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schedule when the new commission was established~ 126 

In 1940 when Peter Fraser took over handling the outstanding 

claims he also publicly promised a new inquiry and this was 

confirmed by Cabinet. This promise had-to be postponed because 

of the war. However when the possibility of a commission was 

discussed again in 1945, Native Minister Mason and government 

officials began a determined and ultimately successful campaign 

to have the promised commission severely limited in what it would 

cover. A limited commission eventually became government policy 

in spite of Fraser's earlier promise of an all embracing inquiry 

and efforts by the Maori members of parliament to have the 

, ) commission cover all outstanding claims petitions. As a result, 

the Taranaki claims were confirmed as having already been fully 

dealt with and the new commission eventually became an 

investigation into surplus lands only. Therefore in 1947 when the 

Surplus Land commission began its investigations it did not 

include any of the Taranaki claims as these were held to be 

barred from further consideration by the 1944 Act .127 

The limitation of the promised' inquiry was greeted with 

widespread disappointment among claimants. 128 There was 

increased pressure,at the last minute to open up the commission's 

area of investigation, especially because in late 1946 a general 

election was due and sitting Maori members were under pressure 

from their electorates. This pressure included requests 

concerning the Taranaki claims. In 1946, Corbett, later to be 

Minister of Maori Affairs, admitted in the debate on the Waikato­

Maniapoto claims settlement bill that the Taranaki payments were 

'no adequate compensation f'or the loss of land, but ... some 

compensation for the loss of mana, or the loss of prestige'. He 

U6 letter of 11 April 1939 from Native Minister to George 
Marriner in MAl, 5/13/102, copy in document bank attached p 29. 

127 memo for Native Minister from Maori Affairs 20 June 1946 
in MA 5/13' pt 3 copy in'document bank attached p 20 

i28, see for example representations to Native Minister at, 
Maungamuka MA 5/13 pt 3 copy in document bank attached pp 13-14, 
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agreed that the reason the Taranaki people accepted the sums in 

perpetuity and not as a lump sum was for the gesture of 

acknowledgement of the injustice done .1.29 In 1947 Mawhete 

continued to pressure the government to look into all outstanding 

petitions not just those the government wanted to have 

investigated.1.30 

Eventually the matter was dealt with by tacking on some small 

investigations after the major commission had finished sitting. 

These new often one person inquiries were however very limited 

and they did not extend to areas where Native Minister Mason and 

off icials insisted final settlements had already been made. 1.31. 

However a small inquiry concerning the west Coast Settlement 

Reserves was one of the additional inquiries. It was investigated 

by the chairman of the Surplus Lands commission, Sir Michael 

Myers. The reserves were associated with the confiscations in 

that they concerned confiscated land that had been 'returned' by 

placing it under the management of. the Maori Trustee. The 

management of these reserves was considered to be a separate 

enough issue not to be barred by the 1944 Act. However even so, 

this investigation was deliberately limited by Prime Minister 

Fraser to the issue of the reduction of rentals during the 

depression. Fraser asked Myers to keep it limited as he felt the 

publici ty resulting from the examination of other West Coast 

;' Settlement Reserve matters might have undesirable results for the 
'. 

economy at the time. 1.32 

1.29 Corbett to parliament in NZPD 1946 v 275 P 192 copy in 
document bank attached p 528 

1.30 for example see notes of meeting between Prime Minister 
and' officials and Maori MPs of 29 January 1947 in MAl, 5/13 pt 
3 copy in document bank attached p 17 

1.31. see for example memo from Mason to Native Minister 14 
April 1947 - Taranaki petition barred by settlement already made, 
in MAl, 5/13 pt 3, copy in document bank attached pp 15-16. 

1.32 letter from Fraser to Myers 12 August 1947 in MAl, 5/13 
pt 3 copy in document bank attached p 12 
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As well as petitions fr~m individuals on their own and on behalf 

of iwi, the Trust Board also began to take a role in pressing 

wider claim issues than the implementation of the terms of the 

settlement under which it was created. The Board was quite 

diffident about this at first as it was wary of seeming to usurp 

a direct relationship between iwi and government. However it 

later grew more confident about this expanded role and in some 

ways was faced with little alternative as it became clear that 

governments were more willing to deal with and listen to 

representations from the Board or having the support of the 

Board, than in dealing directly with individuals or iwi. This'in 

turn helped to fuel concerns over iwi representation on the Board 

) and th~ role of the Board relati ve to the direct Treaty 

partnership between the Crown and Taranaki iwi. 

The Board was asked to take on a wider role soon after it was 

created. In 1932 at a hui to present its report to the people, 

the Board was unanimously asked to take up the matter of the west 

Coast Settlement Reserves. The issue had been brought to a head 

again at· the time by the non payment of rents during the 

depression. This caused severe financial hardship to the owners 

who were concerned at the refusal of the Native Trustee to act 

to have the rents paid. In July 1932, co~nsel for the Trust Board 

(Horner and North) wrote to the Native Trustee on the matter. 

Counsel explained that they had been asked by the Trust Board to 

investigate the position regarding the Reserves as Maori felt the 

government was not protecting their interests. This perception 

was strengthened by the situation over the non payment of rent. 

At the time the Board was unsure of its responsibility in taking 

up this kind of matter but had gone ahead on the request of the 

people .1.33 At the time the Native Trustee refused to recognise 

the Taranaki Maori Trust Board in the matter as he considered the 

1.33 letter from Horner and North to Native Trustee 12 July 
1932 in MA 8/0 (AAMK 869/212b) copy in document bank attached pp 
31-32 
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. ) Board's only function was to administer· the confiscation 

fund. 134 However this was the beginning of a long and continuing 

history of the Trust Board involvement in wider issues associated 

with the confiscations and in general matters of concern to 

Taranaki Maori. In fact while the normal course of petitioning 

was increasingly fruitless, especially after 1944, the process 

of Trust Board representations and negotiations with government 

became one of the few avenues open to Taranaki Maori. For 

example, the Trust Board took an increasing role in commenting 

on proposed legislation on behalf of Taranaki Maori. The Board 

hired lawyers to report on the 1967 Maori Affairs Amendment Bill 

for example. This was done on behalf of all the Taranaki tribes 

) on issues that were likely to be of most concern to Taranaki 

Maori. In 1967 a main area of concern was the proposal to make 

sales of the reserves leases easier .135 

As the Trust Board became important as a means to reach 

government and as the distributor of the only compensation 

available problems with iwi representation on the Board became 

more app~rent. For many years the issue of representation on the 

Board became a major issue for iwi. 

After the failure to have the Taranaki claims reopened in the new 

commission of the late 1940s there seemed little opportunity to 

press the claim at a national level as all attempts were bound 

to be rejected by the use of the 1944 Act~ More evidence is 

required from claimants on activities in this regard during the 

1950s and 1960s. Official documents reflect the government and 

official view that the case was closed by the 1944 Act and the 

major issues documented for Taranaki during this time concern iwi 

representation on the Board. It seems clear however that although 

there were difficulties in pursuing the claims, they were still 

pressed as opportunities arose. 

134 extract from Hawera star 14 September 1932 in MA 8/0 
(AAMK 869/212b) copy in document bank attached p 30 

135 see extracts from MAl, 1/16/3 pts 2 and 3 in document 
bank attached pp 1-11 
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At a local level the confiscation grievances had always been kept 

alive as Taranaki people were constantly reminded of unresolved 

losses. These losses were seen as-continuing, especially with 

lost opportunities not only through lost control of land but in 

subsequent years through exclusion from development and access 

to resources such as fishing, timber and petroleum industries. 

Iwi were also excluded from areas of resource management such as 

pollution control and river and beach management. The maintenance 

o"f claims at a local level was often less organised and can be 

seen for example in court actions for trespass when people tried 

to maintain access to fishing resources. Many issues were also 

fought at a local level, for example pollution and damage of 

fishing areas, gravel taking and further loss of land for 

education and public works purposes. It is assumed claimants will 

be making their own submissions to the Tribunal on these issues. 

Claimants also appear to have made more organised efforts to keep 

the claims alive and before government. For example, in evidence 

before the High Court in 1988, M R R Love gave evidence of the 

formation of a group called Nga Muru Raupatu .1.36 This group was 

formed soon after the 1930 settlement to press the government for 

a reinvestigation of the muru raupatu claim and has been 

continued ever since by succeeding generations. According to 

e~idence in the affidavit and in official documents this group 

was also later active in trying to negotiate the return of the 

mountain and an improved settlement in the 1970s and 1980s. 

Claimants also made the best use they could of all forms of 

official contact. Ministers were regularly invited to Taranaki 

marae and although official notes of these visits were not kept, 

it seems clear that take were also put to them there although the 

government still used the 1944 Act to refuse significant action. 

Some scattered evidence is also available of claimants raising 

issues as opportunities arose. In December 1951 for example, the 

Minister of Maori Affairs agreed to see a representation from 

1.36 evidence of M R R Love in High Court affidavit CP 135/88 
in Wai 143 A8 



.. :\ .... 

'j) 

77 

claimants on the issue of membership of the·Trust Board. Notes 

of the meeting reveal that the issues of the West Coast 

Settlement Reserves and the amount of compensation were also 

apparently raised. The Minister however refused to discuss issues 

other than representation on the Board .. 137 

This policy of using the 1944 legislation to effectively bar 

substantial consideration of confiscation related grievances 

remained in force for many years. It was not until the 1970s that 

the government agreed to the possibility of reconsidering some 

aspects of the claims. After many years of effort a new 

investigation into reserved land was held in the mid 1970s 

) including the West Coast Settlement reserves .138 This only 

appears to have succeeded however because it was considered 

separate from the main conf iscation claims.· The 

also limi ted to the management of reserves 

fundamental nature of the reserve system. 

investigation was 

rather than the 

This commission 

reported to the government in 1975 and while the resulting. 

Parininihi Ki waitotara (PKW) incorporation solved some problems, 

the inquiry did not tackle the fundamental issues concerning the 

reserves, including that only those declared loyal had originally 

been included as beneficiaries. 

By the 1970s. there were increasing concerns among all Trust 

Boards about the effects of inflation on the value of their 

grants. There is also evidence that the Taranaki Trust Board was 

pressing again for an improvement in its overall payment. The 

government however continued to reject this. In 1970 for example 

the Maori Affairs Minister responded to a request for an increase 

in the Taranaki grant that there was 'no prospect at all of the 

137 notes of representation made to Minister of Maori Affairs 
on 12 December 1951 in MA 26/5 pt 4 in document bank attached pp 
65-70 

138 Report of Commission of Inquiry into Maori Reserved Land 
1975, Wai 143 A21 
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Government agreeing to this suggestion.' H9 with" the change to 

decimal currency the Taranaki Trust Board grant had changed from 

£5000 to $10,000. This was however not an increase in value but 

the equivalent in dollars to the old grant. Eventually by the mid 

1970s a new Labour government was in power and was again 

committed to the fair resolution of claims. 

In 1973 the Ngai Tahu claimants were successful in having their 

1944 grant changed to a perpetual payment, largely on the basis 

of arguments about losses in value due to inflation. The 1973 

Maori Purposes Act provided for the continuation in perpetuity 

of the payment. Taranaki claimants apparently saw this as an 

opportunity to have the 1944 Taranaki Settlement Act reviewed as 

well, although as always a long term aim was to improve the 

overall amount of compensation. Initially claimants seem to have 

been concerned to at least try and recover the value of their 

grant. In June 1973 during a visit to Manukorihi marae the 

Minister of Maori Affairs was asked for an increase in the annual 

grant for Taranaki from $10,000 to $40,000.uo This was 

apparently based on statistics department figures taken from the 

Ngai Tahu case that showed goods costing $1.00 in 1926 cost $4.00 

in 1973.~n Maori Affairs Minister Rata responded by asking that 

the matter be held over to a proposed conference of Trust Boards 

in 1974 where the matter could be discussed and a general policy 

by Trust Boards formulated for his consideration. ~42 

In 1974 a petition was sent to parliament from P Tamati, M R 

Love, H Raumati, M Pomare and over 600 others, for an increase 

~39 letter from McIntyre to Latham 1 July 1970 in MA 26/5 pt 
7 copy in document bank attached p 309 

~40 note of visit of 30 June 1973 in MA 26/5 pt 7 in document 
bank attached p 308 

~4J. see petition 1974/19 in MA 26/5 pt 7 copy in document 
bank attached pp 299-300 

~42 letter Rata to Trust Board 15 October 1973, MA 26/5 pt 
7 copy in document bank attached p 306 
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,;) in the Taranaki grant. H3 The petition was, based' on the argument 

that the value of the grant had fallen by one quarter due to 

inflation and it was referred to the government for favourable 

consideration. 

petition to 

Parliamentary 

Maori Affairs Minister 

the Cabinet commi ttee 

Questions. H4 He advised 

Rata reported on the 

on Legislation and 

that the Taranaki 

claimants were using figures supplied 

statistician when the Ngai Tahu case was 

1973. He felt that there was a good case to 

of the Trust Boards had been eroded by 

by the Government 

being considered in 

show that the grants 

inflation and the 

government needed to develop policy on the matter. possible 

alternatives, for government consideration were to adopt 

mathematical calculations to tie the grant to inflation, or to 

have periodic reviews, or simply to increase the grants by an 

arbitrary amount as the settlements were originally made on a 

'more or less arbitrary basis.' Rata suggested a possible 'round 

figure' of say $12,500 or $15,000 although he also felt that 

advice from Treasury or statistics on this might be helpful. It 

is not clear from this how Rata came to the round figure 

suggested, although it was clearly arbitrary. Perhaps he felt it 

was the most the government was likely to accept. It represented 

a 50% increase which may have sounded generous but in reality was 

by no means a true compensation for losses in the value of the 

grants. 

An indication of the true loss through inflation to the Taranaki 

Board has recently been made by economist Dr J L Robinson. ~45 

His research paper was commissioned by the Treaty of Waitangi 

Policy unit in 1990 and updated in 1992 to g,ive an indication of 

1.43 petition 1974/19 in MA 26/5 pt 7, copy in document bank 
attached pp 299-300 

1.44 report on petition 1974/19 by Rata to Cabinet commi ttee 
on Legislation and parliamentary questions in MA 26/5 pt 7 copy 
in document bank attached pp 293-295 

1.45 extract from Dr J L Robinson, paper on Indexation of 
Payments to Maori Trust Boards provisionally updated to 1992, 
Treaty of Waitangi Policy Unit, copy in document bank attached 
pp 633-635 
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losses through payments not being indexed to inflation. This 

indexation is based on the Consumers Price Index. Using the same 

method of calculation, the 1931 payment should have been 

increased to an annual payment of $56,858.33 in 1975 just to 

allow for inflation. (In 1977 when the amount was increased by 

50% to $15,000, the equivalent to allow for inflation would have 

been $76,032). 

A later memo from Rata to Cabinet in 1975 simply recommended an 

increase to $15,000 a year for Taranaki and no recurring reviews. 

The increased payments were to begin in the 1976-77 financial 

year .146 These recommendation were then sent to Treasury for a 

report. Treasury responded by agreeing to the Minister's 

proposals for Taranaki and approving a similar 50 % increase to 

the other Trust Boards as· well. Treasury felt that it was 

I inappropriate I to tie the compensation to changes in money 

value. However there was I some justification I for an increase and 

50% seemed reasonable. Treasury agreed that there should be no 

recurring reviews. 147 

These recommendations were then put on hold as a result of 

representations made from a Taranaki deputation. This deputation 

including the chairman of the Taranaki Maori Trust Board, met 

with Prime Minister Rowling and several of his colleagues in 

september 1975. 148 The deputation asked for a small negotiating 

committee to be established made up of government and claimant 

representatives to discuss several issues related to the Taranaki 

confiscation claim. These included an increase in the grant, and 

proposals concerning the mountain and the Mt Egmont national 

146 memo from Rata to Cabinet committee in MA 26/5 pt 7, copy 
in document bank attached p 289 

147 Treasury report on proposals to increase Trust Board 
grant 12 September 1975 in MA 26/5 pt 7, copy in document bank 

:~llt attached pp 286-7 

148 copy of letter from Prime Minister to chairman of 
Taranaki Maori Trust Board 11 September 1975 re meeting with 
deputation on 9 September and issues raised, in MA 26/5 pt 7. 
Copy in document bank attached pp 281-2 
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park. The deputation proposed that the park including Mt Egmont 

be vested in the Trust Board on behalf of the people of Taranaki 

from whom it was confiscated and that the name of the mountain 

revert to Taranaki. In return the Taranaki people through the 

Trust Board would gift the park including the mountain back to 

the Crown for the people of New Zealand. Representatives of the 

Taranaki people were also to be appointed to the Park Board. 

It is not clear why this process was to take place through the 

Trust Board rather than direct with iwi. However it may have been 

felt that the government would be more comfortable dealing with 

an organisation such as the Board. It may have seemed less of a 

) legal problem for example, to have land vested in and then given 

back by a Board. At this stage both officials and the Board were 

confident the Board represented Taranaki iwi on the matter. 

The government agreed to the establishment of the proposed 

committee and recommendations on the proposed increase in grants 

were delayed until it had held meetings on the issues. The 

claimant side of the committee officially called itself the Nga 

Muru Raupatu panel. The government also appears to have been 

quite sympathetic to the proposals over the mountain and 

suggested this issue could be dealt with separately very simply 

and quickly.149 A series of meetings with officials concerned 

with the park was set up but only the first meeting appears to 

have been held. This was because there was agreement with the 

panel on almost every point and it was decided further 

discussions were not needed. 150 It seems clear that from the 

government side the proposals redressed a very important issue 

for Taranaki without any cost. Lands and Survey also saw the 

149 see correspondence concerning proposals of September 1975 
in MA 26/5 pt 7, see document bank attached pp 270-2, 274-5, 278-
80 

150 notes of meeting of 25 september 1975 between 
representatives of the Trust Board and officers of Department of 
Lands and Survey and advice on the meeting from the Department 
to the Minister of Lands 26 September 1975 in MA 26/5 pt 7, copy 
in document bank attached pp 266-69 
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proposal as an opportunity to sol ve some outstanding issues 

related to the park. Officials wanted to change what had become 

an unwieldy structure for the park board anyway and the process 

of revesting and returning the mountain to the Crown allowed the 

tidying up of some issues such as the prevention of future mining 

in the park. Officials also appeared very comfortable with the 

name change. 

The issue of increased compensation was therefore made separate 

although claimants still regarded the claim as combined. At a 

meeting of the negotiating committee of 23 September 1975 the 

matter of increased compensation was discussed further. It became 

clear that by now claimants wanted annual grants of a more 

realistic purchasing power of about $50,000 a year. There was now 

also a stated preference for a lump sum that could be invested 

to provide the annual income. The lump sum proposed was about $10 

million and the reasoning behind this was apparently enclosed in 

a submission that has not been kept in the official records. 

However later documents dating from when the issue was reopened 

indicate that this sum was derived from estimates of the value 

of the actual land confiscated. A 1979 memo from officials to the 

Minister of Lands shows the sum of $10,085,550 made up of 462,000 

acres finally confiscated at $2.00 per acre, a total of $924,000; 

plus 557,000 acres forced sales underpaid by $1.75 per acre, a 

total of $974,750; plus a refund of $118,360 charged for the 

256,000 acres returned to Maori ownership. The sum of these 

totals is $2,017,110. Converted to 1975 values this equalled 

$10,085,550. 151 This is clearly a move away from compensation 

simply for the wrong, something claimants had pressed for since 

the time of the Sim commission. 

A general election was held at the end of 1975 and negotiations 

ceased during this time. The proposal to change the name of the 

mountain became an election issue and stirred up a strong 

backlash among many Pakeha. Even the Labour Party's own New 

151 memo for Minister of Lands of 5 June 1979 in MA 26/5 pt 
8, copy in document bank attached pp 375-378 



83 

Plymouth electoral committee expressed strong a"fitipathy to a name 

change. 152 'A new National government was returned in late 1975 

and the negotiating panel had to persuade a new government to 

enter negotiations. 

The claimant negotiating panel, Nga Muru Raupatu, was led by 

Ngatata Love. On behalf of the panel he made strenuous attempts 

to reopen negotiations with representatives of the new 

government. This included a deputation to see the Minister in 

June 1976. 153 Al though new Maori Affairs Minister McIntyre 

continued to assure the panel that the claim was being considered 

the panel became increasingly frustrated by apparent government 

inaction. there was concern also at government statements made 

in the meantime. . For example, the new Minister of Lands Venn 

Young publicly announced in March 1976 that the government had 

no intention. of renaming the mountain and it was· now a dead 

issue. The panel was concerned that this preempted discussions 

and no advice had been given to claimants before the announcement 
was made. 154 

The Minister did receive a number of reports from Maori Affairs 

at this time on the background to the recent Taranaki 

negotiations. These were l~rgely hostile to the claimant 

proposals and favoured a 50% increase in the grant as originally 

proposed. For example, a report from Maori Affairs of June 1976 

recommended a 50% increase. This was described as 'of course, a 

more or less arbitrary figure, but that is the usual rule in 

Maori claims settlements. ,1.55 A later report of July 1976 on the 

other hand criticised the proposed $10 million put forward by 

152 letter from New Plymouth LEe to Maori Affairs 28 October 
1975 in MA 26/5 pt 7 copy in document bank attached p 248 

153 notes for meeting of 9 June 1976 dated 8 June 1976 inMA 
26/5 pt 8 see document bank pp 458-9 

154 for example see letter from Love to Minister 12 December 
1977 in MA 26/5 pt 8 see document bank pp 438-440 

15S report from Maori Affairs to Minister 24 June 1976 in MA 
26/5 pt 8 see document bank pp 454-456 
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claimants as not able to be 'supported--by any logical 

mathematics.' This report also alleged that the claimants now 

'repudiated' the 1944 agreement. The implication was that this 

was a new 'move although claimants had always made it clear that 

the agreement had been accepted without prejudice to efforts to 
( 

improve the compensation. The report admitted that the previous 

government had accepted to some degree this rejection of the 

previous settlement and had substantially agreed to the park 

proposals since they offered' a chance of administrative tidying 

up of certain aspects of the National Park situation.' ~56 

The Minister of Maori Affairs reported to a Cabinet meeting of 

) 12 July 1976 that he had decided to take no action on the 

Taranaki petition. ~57 He did however recommend to the Cabinet 

Committee on Expenditure that the grants of certain Trust Boards 

be increased by 50% ~58 He described the increase as ' ... more or 

less arbitrary ••• to give' some comJ?ensation for inflation.' The 

increased payments were recommended to begin in the 1977/78 year. 

,At the same time as these developments were taking place the 

Minister continued to assure Ngatata Love and his panel that 

negotiations on the confiscation issues were being kept open.~59 

Under s 8 of the Maori Purposes Act 1977 the annual grant to the 

Taranaki Maori Trust Board was increased'to $15,000 as from 1 

April 1977 .~60 In May 1977 the Taranaki Maori Trust Board 

" accepted the increased payment with thanks but advised the 

Minister that it was accepted without prejudice to further 

156 report for Minister of 7 July 1976 in MA 26/5 pt 8, see 
" document bank pp 4~9-452 

157 report in Cabinet minute CM 76/28/65 copy in MA 26/5 pt 
, 8," see document bank p 447 

.~. -' . 

, 159 for example see telegram from Minister to Love of 
',November 1976 in MA 26/5 pt 8, see document bank p 442 

160 Maori purposes,Act 1977 see document bank pp 594-595 
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<) efforts in the same way as the original "grant had been 

accepted. 161 In continued correspondence with the Minister, the 

Nga Muru Raupatu panel also mentioned the 'token' increase while 

reminding the government of the two main issues still 

~ ~ ~~ 

). 

outstanding, the return of Mount Taranaki and fair 

compensation. 162 In spite of periodic meetings and continued. 

correspondence the negotiating panel was clearly becoming 

frustrated by the lack of real progress. By late 1977 Love was 

asking the Minister whether constitutional action was achieving 

very much and warned that the people would resort to more 

militant means if the government failed to take the matter 

seriously.163 

In early september 1977 the Minister of Lands introduced the 

National Parks Amendment Bil1. 164 He explained that the prime 

purpose of the Bill was to reconstitute the Egmont National Park 

Board on the expiry of its term of appointment on 31 March 1978. 

The previous system of administration of the Board was no longer 

appropriate and required improvement. The proposals for the new 

Board were to have a membership consisting of the Commissioner 

of Crown Lands for Taranaki, two persons appointed by the 

M:lnister on the recommendation of the Taranaki Local Bodies 

Association, one person on the joint recommendation of the 

Federated Mountain Clubs and the Ski Association and five members 

on the recommendation of the National Parks Authority. The 

proposals were strongly criticised by the Labour opposition, 

particularly the Maori members. Mr Rata criticised government 

arrogance in failing to have Taranaki Maori representatives on 

the Board as of right. He also criticised the government for 

161 letter from Trust Board to Minister 6 May 1977 in MA 26/5 
pt 8, see document bank pp 422-423 

162 see letters of 21 April and 18 May 1977 in MA 26/5 pt 8 
(document bank pp 428-9 and 426) 

163 letter from Love to Minister 8 August 1977 in MA 26/5 pt 
8, document bank pp 419-420 

164 NZPD 1977 v 413 pp 2672-2684, see attached document bank 
pp 531-543 
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failing to take the opportunity to change· th.e name of the 

mountain to Taranaki and for failing to consult with Taranaki 

Maori and their Trust Board before the Bill was introduced. Mr 

Reweti and Mrs Tirikatene-Sullivan also pointed out that the 

skiers and trampers had special recognition in the proposed Bill 

but not' the original Maori owners who had a special relationship 

with the area. They also strongly supported a name change. other 

opposition members also strongly criticised the proposals and 

accused the government of racism on the issue. There were also 

calls to have the matter put before a select committee. 

In late September 1977 the Nga Muru Raupatu panel presented 

another submission to the Minister at a meeting with the Trust 

Board. The Minister responded that the matter of the mountain's 

name had become a major political issue in 1975 and as a result 

Pakeha attitudes had hardened against Maori claims. He had been 

able to get increases in the payments to certain Trust Boards but 

could not convince caucus that the Taranaki Trust Board should 

be represented on the Egmont National Park Board. He suggested 

that the Trust Board appear before the select committee set up 

to consider the Bill to request representation. He also warned 

that they should keep the matter low key and any demands for 

compensation or name changes would jeopardise their whole 

case.~65 In October 1977 the Trust Board did make submissions to 

the select committee on the National Parks Amendment Bill asking 

that the 1975 agreements with Lands and Survey be given effect 

to. ~66 This earlier agreement had of course included the name 

change as well as representation. The National Parks Amendment 

Act 1977 came into force on 11 October 1978 and under s 17 (d) 

one of the appointees was to be appointed by the Minister on the 

~65 Maori Affairs notes of meeting of 29 September 1977 in 
MA 26/5 pt 8, see attached document bank p 413 

~66 submission to select committee on National Parks 
Amendment Bill, MA 26/5 pt 8, see attached document bank pp 406-
409 
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recommendation of the Taranaki Maori TrustBoard~i67 

The thinking of government members and officials at this time is 

summarised in some background notes to the Taranaki claim. These 

notes again allege that it was not untiL 1975 that a delegation 

'totally repudiated' the earlier settlement. The notes claim that 

the main basis for the recent increase in payments was 'to allow 

for inflation over the years' and it was felt that a reversion 

to the name Taranaki was still not politically possible. However 

local bodies had expressed rna jori ty support for the propos a 1 

regarding the vesting and gifting of the mountain and this could 

be proceeded with as a 'relatively costless but intensely 

significant exercise'. On the question of the $10 million there 

would be no compromise. The acceptance of the earlier settlement 

must be regarded as 'confirming and acquiescing in that 

agreement' and although the payment had lost value through 

inflation the 50% increase met this point .168 

These notes pointed the way for what was to come later. They 

reveal widely different interpretations between the claimants and 

government. The government appears to have dismissed claimant 

contention that payments were accepted without prejudice, 

including the most recent letter from the Trust Board to this 

effect. Acceptance of the payments was regarded as evidence of 

agreement to a full and final settlement whatever the claimants 

had said. What had'originally been quite clearly an arbitrary 50% 

increase was now coming to be regarded as real compensation for 

loss through inflation and it was intended to only honour part 

of the deal concerning the mountain. Al though the mountain 

proposal was originally a package that included the revesting of 

the mountain and its gifting back in return for a name change and 

representatives on the park board, only those parts of the deal 

167 National Parks Amendment Act 1977 copy in attached 
document bank pp 586-593 

168 background notes to Taranaki claim undated and unsour'ced, 
from Maori Affairs? in MA 26/5 pt 8 I copy in document bank 
attached pp 410-411 
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that required no political or economic loss to the government 

were to be enacted. 

Soon afterwards the Minister of Maori Affairs recommended that 

Cabinet approve the proposal to symbolically return Taranaki (Mt 

Egmont) to the Taranaki Maoris. The mountain was to be returned 

to the Taranaki Maori Trust Board on behalf of all the people of 

Taranaki and immediately returned as a gift to the Crown as a 

National Park for the people of New Zealand. In traversing the 

history of the claim the Minister repeated the same version of 

events as in the earlier notes. He alleged that the 1928 award 

had been repudiated in 1975 when a request was made for $10 

million cash, the return of Mt Egmont on the terms now proposed 

and the reversion of the name to Taranaki. The annual grant had 

been increased by 50% from the beginning of the 1977/78 financial 

year ' ••• mainly on the basis of allowing for inflation over the 

~~ years.' While various local bodies agreed to the proposed name 

.. change it was not politically possible at present. The $10 

million requested might not have the universal support of the 

Taranaki people and the request was anyway undercut by the 

acceptance of the annual payments including the recent increase. 

The Minister recommended the symbolic return of the Mountain to 

the Trust Board on behalf of the Maori tribes concerned, followed 

./ 
by its immediate gifting back to the nation and the preparation 

of special legislation to enable this to proceed. 1.69 The Cabinet 

approved the proposal on 22 May 1978.1.70 The Mount Egmont 

vesting Bill was then introduced into parliament on 23 June 1978. 

The proposed Mt Egmont Vesting Bill was still far from 

satisfactory as far as claimants were concerned. Only those 

matters from the original proposal that involved no cost, 

inconvenience or political fallout were supported by the 

government. When the Mt Egmont Vesting Bill was introduced to the 

1.69 undated memo for Cabinet from Minister of Maori Affairs 
in MA 26/5 pt 8, copy in document bank attached pp 401-402 

1.70 copy of cabinet minute CM 78/19/7 on MA 26/5 pt 8, copy 
in document bank attached p 400 
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j) House, the Minister of Lands described the purpose was to 

symbolically transfer the park land to the Taranaki Maori Trust 

Board representing the Maori Tribes of Taranaki who then wish to 

gift the mountain to the people of New Zealand. 1.71. Mr Wetere 

welcomed the Bill but asked what consultations had been held with 

Taranaki Maori on it and asked about the name change for the 

mountain. Mr Rata welcomed and supported the Bill as far as it 

went, but Mrs Tirikatene-Sullivan was more cautious. She pointed 

out the recent events at Bastion Point and asked whether the 

timing of the Bill was not more to placate Taranaki Maori in the 

light of this. The Minister seemed to have had a great change of 

heart from when the National Parks Amendment Bill was introduced 

and provision made for Maori representation only after strong 

criticism from Members. She also pointed out that there was a 

certain indecent haste in the manner in which the mountain was 

vested in the Board and then in the next clause immediately 

withdrawn and made a National Park. She asked whether it would 

not have been better to have left it to the dignity and authority 

of the Maori Elders to hand back. 1.72 

The Nga Muru Raupatu panel made a final effort to rectify matters 

in SUbmissions on the Bill to little avail. Ngatata Love of the 

panel made a submission on behalf of the Trust Board in 1978.:l73 

While he accepted that the Bill went some way towards achieving 

.. justice he was concerned with the use of the term 'symbolic' 

return and he still wanted a name change to Taranaki. The Bill 

became law as the Mt Egmont Vesting Act 1978 still without the 

name change. 

It soon became clear that the negotiations over the return and 

subsequent gifting of the mountain had caused deep concern among 

171 NZPD 1.978 v· 418 pp 1219-1223, copy in document bank 
. attached pp 544-548 

1.72 NZPD 1978 v 418 P 1221, copy in document bank p 546 

173 submission to the Lands and Agriculture Select Committee 
regarding the Mount Egmont Vesting Bill by the Taranaki Trust 

. Board in MA 26/5 pt 8, copy in document bank pp 393-5 
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sections of Taranaki Maori. In June 1979 .at a"ceremony to mark 

the handover of the mountain, the Taranaki Herald reported strong 
expressions of concern and criticism of the Act and the way the 
whole process had been conducted. ~74 There was strong criticism 

of the Trust Board and its role in the deal and also criticism 

of the government for passing the legisiation without directly 
consulting Taranaki iwi. The government's readiness to use the 

Trust Board in place of direct consultation was once again raised 

as an issue. 

The Nga Muru Raupatu panel continued with efforts to complete the 

rest 'of the claim mainly the amount of compensation paid for the 

confiscation. The panel asked the new Minister Couch to 

reestablish a negotiating committee to allow the matter to 
progress. The claim. was for a capital sum of $10,085,550 and was 

based on the average value of the land confiscated. The claim was 

reported on by officials from the departments of Lands and Survey 

and Maori Affairs. The report advised the government how the sum 

was reached including sums in compensation for forced sales and 

suggested alternative strategies for negotiation.~75 In response 

however the Cabinet meeting of 18 June 1979 agreed that the 

Taranaki Claims Settlement Act 1944 was in 'full and final 
settlement of the Taranaki Maoris' claim to compensation in 

respect of the confiscation and purchase of their land by the 

( ) Crown and that there is no obligation on the Government to 

recognise a further claim.,n6 The Sim commission of course had 

not even considered wrongful purchase. 

In late 1979 parliament also received a petition from TitiTihu 

and others on behalf of the eight tribes of Taranaki, complaining 

~74 copy of extract from Taranaki Herald 25 June 1979 in MA 
26/5 pt 8, copy in document bank attached p 369 

~75 memo for Minister of Lands 5 June 1979 from Maori Affairs 
and Lands and Survey in MA 26/5 pt 8, copy in document bank pp 
375-378 

~76 copy of C~binet minute CM 79/22/11 on MA 26/5 pt 8, copy 
in document bank p 373 
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,D that the Mt Egmont Vesting Act had been·· made· without the 

agreement of the tribes who made up the original owners but had 

been made instead with the Taranaki Maori Trust Board. They 

wanted the mountain vested in the tribes not in the Trust Board 

and wanted it made a reserve with representatives from each tribe 

on a board of Trustees. 3..77 Al though the select committee 

considering the petition showed some concern over whether there 

had been adequate consultation concerning the vesting of the 

mountain, it appeared to be reluctant to recommend favourable 

consideration.p&rticularly as the vesting had been so recent.1.78 

) 
At the same time government members were apparently becoming 

concerned about the growing level of discontent in Taranaki with 

the Cabinet· decision that the 1944 Act should stand as full and 

final settlement. In 1979 the Minister of Maori Affairs warned 

his colleague the Minister of Lands that there was likely to be 

. increasing signs of displeasure from Taranaki Maori. As evidence 

he pointed to recent opposition from respected Maori in the 

district to the sale of some Crown land that had been originally 

confiscated and could be used for future compensation. 1.79 In 

October 1979, possibly as a result of this concern, the 

government agreed to reestablish a negotiating committee for the 

claim. In November 1979 the new Mlnister Couch also suggested 

that someone be appointed to look closely into details of the 

. ( ) claim in close conjunction with the panel. This seems to have 

been the beginning of moves resulting in the Bentinck Stokes 

'. 

report.3..80 

1.77 copy of petition from Titi Tihu on MA 26/5 pt 8, copy in 
document bank p 356 

1.78 Maori Affairs notes of hearing of select committee into 
petition of Titi Tihu held on 18 June 1980 in MA 26/5 pt 8, copy 
in document bank p 355 

. 3..79 letter from Minister of Maori Affairs to Minister of 
.. Lands 21 September 1979 in MA 26/5 pt 8, copy in document bank 

p 367 

1.80 see letter of 14 November 1979 from Couch to Love and 
annotations re Bentinck stokes in MA 26/5 pt 8, copy in document 
bank p354. Bentinck stokes report in Wai 143 A26. 
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The Maori Affairs office solicitor commented on the Bentinck 

Stokes report that if, as the report maintained, the New Zealand 

Settlements Act 1863 was unlawful, then a new inquiry would be 

required as .the 1928 commission had been restricted from 

investigating this issue. ~8~ However little seemed to happen as 

a result of this. 

The government also refused to move on the issue of a definite 

name change for the mountain. As it had promised the Taranaki 

people, the Trust Board continued to take the issue before the 

government. For example, in June 1983 it again approached the 

Minister of Lands for a name change. u2 Minister Elworthy told 

the Board he was personally in favour of a change but deflected 

the issue again by asking if the Board had c9nsulted local bodies 

on the issue. The Minister also consulted the Minister of Maori 

Affairs, the New Zealand Maori Council and the Geographic Board 

;?~ on the proposal. Later in 1983 in response to accusations that 

it had originally agreed to the name change as part of the deal, 

the Government denied this but accepted that Taranaki Maori 

reserved the right to go on pressing for a change. Apparently the 

matter has rested with a Geographic Board recommendation that 

either Egmont or Taranaki be regarded as the official name of the 

mountain. 

The Taranaki claimants continued to press for a name change for 

the mountain and for fair compensation. other issues such as 

pollution of food resources and exploitation of petroleum Nere 

also becoming major areas of concern by this time as developments 

occurred in these areas. The Waitangi Tribunal was established 

by Minister Rata in 1975 but at first was limited to examining 

cases after 1975. Nevertheless Taranaki claimants did manage to 

bring claims for present day breaches of the Treaty, for example 

. ..1.81 report of Maori Affairs office solicitor on the Bentinck 
Stokes report, undated, 'in MA 26/5 pt 8, copy in document bank 
pp 339-343 

',:~::i82 letter from Trust Board to Minister of Limds 2 June 1983 
{n.MA 26/5 .pt 8, copy in document bank p 346 ., '. 
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) the Motonui claim was reported on in 1983(Wai-6)~ In 1985 the 

Tribunal was empowered to investigate claims dating back to 1840 

and this brought the opportunity of a reinvestigation of the 

whole Taranaki muru raupatu claim. Claims from the Trust Board 

and Taranaki iwi were received by the Tribunal from 1987 and the 

first hearing on the claims began in 1990. 
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,) Chapter 6 

A brief history of the establishment of the Taranaki Maori Trust 

Board, and the legislation and regulations it operates under. 

Many of the details of the establishment of the Taranaki Maori 

Trust Board have been covered in previous chapters. In brief, the 

proposal for a Taranaki Maori Trust Board began with the Sim 

report. The report recommended that the payments awarded for the 

wrongs be , .... applied by a Board for the benefit of the Natives 

, of the tr ibes whose 1 ands were conf i sca ted' U3 • The 

recommendation was very general. The report did not specify who 

these tribes were, how the money was to be administered or how 

the benefit of the Natives might be achieved. Nor was there any 

direction on the structure of the Board. These matters were 

presumably left for agreement between iwi and the Crown. As 

already noted, the commission did however favour a system similar 

~ to th~ Arawa and Tuwharetoa Trust Boards and their legislative 

provisions were followed to some extent in the provisions 

concerning confiscation settlements in the 1928 Act. 

Th~ Arawa Trust Board for example, was established under the 1922 

Native Land Amendment and Native Land Claims Adjustment Act.1.84 

section 27 ( 4 ) of this act enabled the Governor General to 

'{ appoint members and to make regulations concerning membership, 

the administration of funds and the internal administration of 

the Board. Subject to the regulations, the Board could determine 

what would be the proper object of its funding and with the 

consent of the Native Minister could take out loans and mortgages 

and own land and buildings. 

The government was encouraged to legislate for this type of 

approach with the confiscation settlements, for example by the 

1.83 Sim commission report in RDB v 48 P 18534 

1.84 1922 Native Land Amendment and Native Land Claims 
Adjustment Act, copy in document bank attached pp 549-50 
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~) Maori Members in 1928. They described the Ar.awa· funds as being 

, .•• in fact special contributions from the Consolidated Fund 

towards education, health, farming and other public purposes, 

and... not for the benefit of individual members ... ,~BS The 

Members wanted similar Boards created to administer compensation 

funds for upcoming settlements. Claimants also-found this type 

of administration preferable in that it allowed some measure of 

self management in the way the funds were administered. There was 

also the possibility of utilising funding for development in 

areas such as farming and acquiring land and this was strongly 

supported by-Ngata as fitting into the land development schemes 

he was introducing in the early 1930s. 

The confiscation claim provisions of the 1928 legislation were 

developed under Ngata's guidance. They allowed for the creation 

of similar Trust Boards to Te Arawa and Tuwharetoa once agreement 

had been· reach.ed on the level of compensation. When Cabinet 

~. agreed to implement the major Taranaki award in 1930 it was on 

the basis of the Sim recommendations including the creation of 

a Trust Board to administer the payments. ~B6 Al though it was 

assumed that new legislation might be _:t:'~qllired for such 

settlements, in the case of Taranaki the new Trust Board was 

originally established under the provisions of the 1928 Act. 

As previously described, once the 1928 legislation was passed, 

Ngata and Pomare took the proposal for compensation to the 

Taranaki people at a hui in May 1929. This was where claimant 

agreement to the proposals was obtained and claimant conditions 

and understandings of the terms to be agreed were discussed. 

According to newspaper reports, a proposed working plan for a 

Trust Board was accepted by the majority of this meeting. 

us memo of 10 September 1928 from Maori MPs to Prime 
Minister in T 52/587 in ROB v 137 pp 52869-70 

~86 The Cabinet agreement was based on a memo submitted by 
Ngata of 16 August 1930 which included the recommendation for a 
Trust Board in T52/587 in ROB v 137 pp 52801-2 
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Cabinet approved the interim implementation of the major Taranaki 

award of £5000 a year in perpetuity only under strong political 

and personal pressure from Ngata. The Taranaki Maori Trust Board 

was eventually constituted on 22 September 1930 by order in 

council under the 1928 Native Land Amendment and Native Land 

Claims Adjustment Act. ~87 The order in council also stipulated 

that the Board would consist of 5 members. This was in accord 

with the agreement at the 1929 waitara hui. The members were the 

four proposed at the hui and Hapi Love in place of the late Sir 

Maui Pomare. 

) The Taranaki Maori Trust Board was therefore originally 

established under the 1928 Act and at first had only five 

members. Since then the membership has increased to eight and 

there have been a number of legislative and regulatory changes 

to the powers and operations of the Board. The major legislation 

governing the operation of the Board has been the 1931 Maori 

Purposes Act, the 1944 Taranaki Maori Claims Settlement Act and 

the 1955 Maori Trust Boards Act and their amendments. The 

Taranaki Maori Trust Board was also subject to the 1931 Taranaki 

Maori Trust Board regulations and amendments and the 1955, 1960 

and 1985 Maori Trust Board regulations and amendments. In 

addi tion to this, governments have used various legislation, 

particularly the ~aori Purposes Acts to make numerous amendments 

( to the powers and operations of the Taranaki and other Maori 

Trust Boards. Many of these have concerned relatively minor 

housekeeping matters such as changes in the levels of fees, 

improvements in accounting procedures, or the removal of 

anomalies. others appear to have had more signif icance in 

affecting the powers and operations of the Board and are covered 

briefly in this report. copies of the major legislation and 

regulations are attached to this report. 

As already noted, the 1928 provisions regarding the 

~87 Order in council dated 22 September 1930 in New Zealand 
Gazette of 25 September 1930, P 2833, copy in document bank 
attached p 476. 
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administration of confiscation compensation '-were similar in 

intent to those governing the earlier Te Arawa and Tuwharetoa 

bOqrds .1.88 section 20 (3) of the ~928 Act enabled the Governor 

General to constitute boards of management to administer agreed 

awards for the settlement of confiscation claims. The Boards ,-,ere 

bodies corporate with perpetual succession and a common seal and 

in general they could do all the things a body corporate could 

do. The Governor General was to appoint members and make 

regulations concerning membership, the term of office, the 

administration of funds of the Board and the internal 

"administration of the Boards. The Boards were to administer funds 

for general purposes as set out in the order in council 

establishing them or any subsequent amendments to it and subject 

to such general purposes the Boards could finally determine what 

would be a proper object for payment out'of their funds. The 

Boards could 'also borrow money under certain conditions. 

The ~928 legislation also spelled out the scope of possible 

activities of Boards in more detail than had been done 

previously. Under section 20(3)a the Boards could buy and sell 

property, erect maintain and improve buildings, farm or otherwise 

administer land owned, lend money to Natives and others, invest 

, money under certain conditions and act as a guarantor for Natives 

or their descendants. Expenses of the Boards and their members 

were to be paid out of the money payable to them. Although the 

emphasis was again on welfare activities the act still alloNed 

some possibility of the Board initiating development in farning, 

the acquisition of land and investment. The Trust Board was also 

free to determine the use of payments made to it with i n the 

general guidelines laid down by the government. 

Ngata convened the first meeting of the Taranaki Maori Trust 

Board. It was held in his office at parliament buildings in 

1.88 1928 Native Land Amendment and Native Land Claims 
Adjustment Act, section 20. Copy in document bank attached pp 
'551-:-554. 
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: V Wellington on 20-21 November 1930. U9 Rangihuna- Pire was elected 

as the Board's first chairman. The main purpose of the meeting 

was to draft regulations for the Board. These regulations were 

later gazetted by order in council dated 11 May 1931. 190 

( ) 

The regulations dealt with membership, meetings, the Board's 

seal, officers, accounts, the administration of funds and general 

matters. The Governor General appointed members for terms of 

three years and could remove them if they did not perform 

satisfactorily. Membership of the Board was increased to six, 

belonging to one or more of the four tribes of Ngati Ngarauru, 

Ngati Ruanui, Taranaki and Te Atiawa. The regulations did not 

specify how these members were to be selected. Under general 

matters (clauses 30-32 of the regulations) the Board was required 

to inform the Under secretary of Maori Affairs of the particulars 

concerned with any borrowing, it was to administer all funds for 

the benefit of the four tribes mentioned and within the limits 

of the regulations the Board could finally determine what to 
• ">, 

spend funds on. If any question arose about the expend1ture of 

funds, any aggrieved person could take the matter to the Native 

Minister who would decide the issue. 

The regulations imposed strict controls on the administration and 

accounting of funds. Clauses 21-29 for example, included 

provisions stipulating the bank, branch and account name into, 

which all monies had to be paid. All money paid out of the 

account was to be by cheque signed by two members of the Board 

and countersigned by a public servant appointed by the Minister. 

Specific fees were set for attendance and travel to Board 

meetings and strict provisions were made for the keeping and 

.189 Minutes of first meeting of Taranaki Maori Trust Board 
held at parliament buildings wellington, 20-21 November 1930. 
MAl, 26/5/6 pt 1, copy in document bank attached pp 158-169. 

;f!lffillt. II. 1.90 Regulations of the Taranaki Maori Trust Board published 
by order in council dated'11 May 1931 in the NZ Gazette of 21 May 
1931 pp 1543-4, copy in document bank attached pp 477-8. The 
draft regulations are included in the minutes of the first 
meeting. 



) 
99 

auditing of accounts. Although the procedures- were strict, the 

Trust Board was still relatively free to decide what funds would 

be spent on. For example, the first countersigning officer was 

directed to ensure procedures were properly followed but told he 

did not have to enquire too closely as to the nature of the 

payments. ~9~ Al though Ngata expressed himself personally in 

favour of the self management features of the Board, the 

regulations also gave the Native Minister considerable powers in 

the Board's affairs. 

The 1931 Native Purposes Act replaced the 1928 Act.~92 The 

provisions concerning the confiscation settlements however, now 

under section 49, were essentially the same as in the 1928 Act. 

·The only addition was section 49 (5) where the Taranaki Maori 

Trust Board was deemed a Board of Management constituted under 

and subject to the provisions of section 49. 

In the next few years there were some relatively minor 

legislative changes to the powers of the Board in subsequent 

Maori Purposes Acts and in four regulatory amendments in 1931, 

1934 and 1937 .~93 The regulatory amendments were also relatively 

minor. They were concerned with fees for members and the 

countersigning officer and changes to procedures for preparing 

and submitting balance sheets. 

The next major legislative development was the 1944 Taranaki 

Maori Claims settlement Act. ~94 This act replaced the relevant 

~9~ Instructions to countersigning off icer 21 May 1931 
reported in memo of 1 September 1948 in MA 26/5/3, copy in 
document bank attached p 152-3. 

~92 Native Purposes Act 1931, copy in document bank attached 
pp 555-557. 

~93 Amendments to the 1931 Maori Trust Board regulations; 
1931/2 (pp 479-80) 1934/76 (p 482) 1934/85 (p 483) and 1937/179 
(p 600 of document bank attached) 

~94 1944 Taranaki Maori Claims Settlement Act, copy in 
document bank attached pp 558-559. 
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provisions of the 1928 and 1931 legislation.-The 1944 Act was 

very short and in summary it regularised and made statutory the 

awards recommended in the Sim report for Taranaki. It confirmed 

the annual payment of £5000 and added the one off payment of £300 

for Parihaka, to be administered by the Taranaki Maori Trust 

Board. Apart from the implementation of the Parihaka payment, the 

essential difference was that it declared the provisions of the 

Act to be in full settlement of all claims and demands arising 

from the conf iscation of lands in Taranaki and the loss and 

destruction of goods and chattels owned by the Maori of Parihaka. 

The introduction to the Act also declared that it was to effect 

a final settlement of these claims. This confirmed an official 

policy of rejecting further consideration of the claims on the 

grounds that all claims arising out of the Taranaki confiscations 

had now been fully and finally settled. 

The issue of iwi representation on the Trust Board became a cause 

of major contention from the late 1930s. In the 1940s the 

northern tribes petitioned for an extra member. In the early 

1950s th~ Minister of Maori Affairs, Corbett, attended a series 

of meetings and representations on the issue. The northern tribes 

tended to support an extra member while the southern tribes were 

opposed. For a while Corbett seems to have considered a 

membership of nine with Taranaki and Ngati Ruanui having an extra 

member each.l.9S However he eventually decided that the 

membership of the Board-should be increased to seven. In 1952 the 

Taranaki Maori Trust Board regulations were amended in accordance 

wi th this. l.96 The amended. regulation was worded to allow three 

members for the Atiawa, Ngati Tama, Ngati Mutunga and Ngati Haru 

tribes; two for Ngati Ruanui and Ngaruahine, and one each for 

l.9S see extract from letter 21 August 1950 Corbett to Raumati 
in MA 26/5 pt 5. (copy in document bank attached p 186) suggested 
a member each-for Ngati Ruanui, Ngarauru, Taranaki, Te Atiawa, 
Ngati Tama, Ngati Maru and Ngati Mutunga. Ngati Ruanui and 
Taranaki to have an _ extra member each in view of the more 
valuable land they lost. 

l.96 S.R. 1952/132 amendment no 5 to 1931 Taranaki Maori Trust 
Board regulations, copy in document bank attached p 601. 
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Taranaki and Ngar"auru. There was a continuing dispute over this 

and other legal difficulties became clear with the wording of the 

regulation. It was found that the .three representatives for Te 

Atiawa, Ngati Tama, Ngati Maru and Ngati Mutunga had to be 

elected by the whole of the combined electors of the four tribes. 

As the largest tribe, Te Atiawa could have in theory selected all 

three representatives to the exclusion of the others. A similar 

problem existed for Ngati Ruanui and Ngaruahine. Instead there 

was a clear wish for representatives to be elected 

separately. 197 The regulations were amended again in 1960 to 

correct this .198 The new regulations provided for one member 

each to represent Taranaki, Ngarauru, Ngati Ruanui, Ngaruahine, 

Atiawa and Mutunga; as well as one member for both Ngati Tama and 

Ngati Maru. 

In 1955 the Maori Trust Boards Act was passed. 199 The preamble 

describes it as an Act to make better provision for the 

administration of certain Maori Trust Boards. section nine of the 

Act referred to the Taranaki Maori Trust Board. Section 9(1) 

provided that the Taranaki Maori Trust Board constituted under 

s 49 of Maori Purposes Act 1931 was to continue to exist under 

that name and to be a Maori Trust Board for the purposes of the 

Act. section 9 (2) confirmed the statutory payment of £5000 per 

year and 9 (3) declared the beneficiaries of the Board to be 

members of the eight tribes of Atiawa, Ngati Tama, Ngati Mutunga, 

Ngati Maru, Ngati Ruanui, Ngaruahine, Taranaki and Ngarauru 

tribes and their descendants. 

Part 2 of the 1955 Act contained general provisions relating to 

Maori Trust Boards. The Boards were confirmed as bodies corporate 

with all the rights and obligations of corporate bodies. The 

197 letter from Trust Board to Minister Nash 12 February 1959 
in MA 26/5'pt 6, copy in document bank attached pp 239-240 

;;11 198 S.R. 1960/82 amendment no 6 to Taranaki Maori Trust Board 
regulations 1931, copy in document bank attached pp 602-3. 

199 Maori Trust Boards Act 1955, copy in document bank 
attached pp 560-585. 
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provisions regarding membership included the term of office of 

members, qualifications for membership, appointment by the 

Governor General and the number of members as prescr ibed by 

regulations. The Act also introduced provisions for the election 

of members by beneficiaries. There wer~ also sections on the 

internal administration of the Boards including their officers 

and committees, the holding of meetings and the appointment of 

chairmen and their deputies. 

Part 2 also included provisions on the functions and powers of 

the Boards. Under section 24 the Boards' functions were to 

administer their assets in accordance with the provisions of the 

Act for the general benefit of their beneficiaries and they could 

at their discretion provide for the advancement in life of any 

specific beneficiary or class or classes of beneficiaries. 

The general purposes for which the funds could be applied were 

~ (a) the promotion of health, (b) the promotion of social and 

economic welfare (c) the promotion of education and vocational 

training and (d) such other purposes as the Boards might 

determine. Under the first three headings the ways the Boards 

could become involved were specified in sOme detail. For example 

under health, the Boards. could assist with or provide water 

supplies , sanitation works and drainage in Maori settlements, and 

provide or assist with housing schemes· and with medical and 

dental services. 

The Boards were not prevented from applying money for the general 

.benefit of a group or class of persons even if that group 

included persons other than beneficiaries as long as no grant or 

loan was made to the exclusive benefit of an individual ~ho was 

not a beneficiary. 

There were also provisions for loans by Boards (s25), power to 

d~1 acquire lands and to farm (s26), and to borrow money and 

guarantee loans with the prior consent of the Minister (s 27). The 

provisions for accounts imposed strict limitations on the Boards. 
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For example, under section 32, each Board-had· to submit a 

proposed statement of estimated receipts and proposed payments 

for the following year for the Minister's approval. No Board 

could pay in excess of £100 for any purpose without the approval 

of the Minister unless it had already been approved in the 

statement submitted and no Board could without prior approval 

make aggregate payments exceeding by more than 10% the aggregate 

of payments provided for in the statement and approved. 

Under miscellaneous provisions, the Minister could for example 

direct an investigation of the Board's affairs (S33). In this the 

Minister had the power to have any members of the Board removed, 

to end the employment of any of its officers and to require the 

Board to exercise any power or undertake any action within its 

legal powers. Other miscellaneous sections included provisions 

regarding the Boards' seals, contracts I interests in assets, 

liabili ty of members, mortgages and fees and expenses. The 

payments to the Boards were also declared not to be considered 

income for tax purposes. 

Part 3 ~f the 19~5 Act contained detailed provisions for the 

elections of members by beneficiaries and part 4 contained 

provisions regarding regulations under the Act. 

) The main features of the 1955 Act were the formalisation of many 

of the processes and structures of the Boards including the 

introduction of formal elections of members. There was a much 

more detailed description of the Boards' functions and powers, 

increased control of Board accounts and use of funds and an 

increase in the powers of the Minister in the affairs of the 

. Boards. 

The 1955 Act has continued to be the basic legislation under 

which the Maori Trust Boards operate and in the case of Taranaki 

it confirms the terms of the 1944 Settlement Act. Since 1955 

there have been a number of legislative and regulatory changes 

to the powers of the Boards but nothing fundamental to the Act 
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although there has been increasing control overBoard acti vi ties. 

Subsequent changes have been made through a variety of 

legislation but the most common method has been through 

amendments to the 1955 Act and amendments and the various Maori 

Purposes Acts. Many of the changes have been of a relatively 

minor nature. For example the Maori Purposes Act 1957 increased 

£25'fees to £100, the Maori Purposes Act 1968 inserted a section 

on the payment of gratuities to Board employees on retirement or 

death and made amendments concerning the financial year of the 

Boards. The Maori Purposes Act 1978 also made amendments 

regarding the countersigning officers used by the Boards and a 

1983 amendment concerned the qualifications for nomination to the 

Boards. other legislation also at times affected the Boards. For 

example, the 1964 Decimal Currency Act converted pounds to dollar 

values, whereby £100 was converted to $200. 

~ In addition ,to these more routine matters, some legislative and 

regulatory changes appear to have been more significant in their 

impact on the Board. Most of the legislative changes are 

described' in the 1955 reprinted Act. 200 A brief summary is 

outlined below and some of what appear to be the major 

implications 'are discussed more fully in the following chapter. 

The Boards spent some time trying to ensure that their income 

would not be taxed. They argued that this had not been 

anticipated in negotiations and was against the spirit of the 

settlements. The 1955 Act provided that the Boards did not pay 

tax on funds paid to them by the government put was not so clear 

on other sources of funds and a number of legislative changes 

were made concerning this. The 1957 Maori Purposes Act confirmed 

that payments by the Crown to Maori Trust Boards were not to 

constitute income for tax purposes. The 1962 Maori Trust Boards 

Amendment Act had provision under section 3 to enable Boards to 

200 Maori Trust Boards Act 1955, reprint with amendments up 
to 1991, vol 8 of reprints, copy in document bank attached pp 
560-585. 
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execute trusts for charitable purposes. The income of such trusts 

established with the approval of Inland Revenue was not taxed. 

Provisions of a similar effect were maintained in the Income Tax 

Act 1976. Under the 1971 Maori purposes Act further provisions 

were made allowing Boards to accept Trusts for beneficiaries and 

such trusts were not considered to be part of the assets of the 

Board for tax. 

other changes concerned areas considered sui table for Boards 

funding. The 1961 Maori Purposes Act for example allowed the 

Boards to make grants to the Maori Education Foundation. The 

Boards were also allowed to make grants to a certain level in any 

year for purposes not otherwise specified in the Act whether or 

not these were of benefit to the beneficiaries, and to make 

trustee investments. 

Several legislative changes were made concerning the activities 

of Boards. The 1961 Native Purposes Act made further provision 

for the Board's administration of land including the use of the 

. Marginal ,Lands Board as an agent. Uneconomic land could be vested 

in a Trust Board under the 1962 Act for educational purposes and 

the 1971 Maori Purposes Act allowed the Boards to hold and deal 

in shares of any body corporate that had one of its main 

objectives the economic or social advancement of Maori or 

;) development of land. A 1988 amendment provided more details on 

possible Board involvement in government schemes concerning for 

example, education, housing, health and economic development. 

When further disputes arose over elections of members several 

changes were made to the election procedures. The 1962 Maori 

Trust Boards Amendment Act for example, included further 

procedures concerning the election of members. 

The 1977 Maori Purposes Act increased the annual payments to the 

Taranaki Trust Board from $10,000 to $15,000. 20
], The 1977 

20], Maori purposes Act 1977, copy in document bank attached 
pp 594-595. 
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National Parks Amendment Act s2.17(d) allowed_for one person to 

be appointed to the Egmont Park Board by the Minister on the 

advice of the Taranaki Maori Trust Board. 202 The 197.8 Mt Egmont 

vesting Act enabled the mountain and confiscated part of the park 

to be vested in the Trust Board on behalf of the Taranaki tribes 

and the immediate return to the Crown as a gift to the 

nation. m3 In 1988 an amendment also provided for a council of 

elders and a council of young people to advise the Boards. 

The Minister also retained and increased power with respect to 

the Boards. A 1989 amendment enabled the Minister on 

investigation of Board activities, to give notice to a Board'of 

the suspension of payments of public money to it for a specified 

period. While under such notice no public money is to be paid to 

the Board. Most of the operations that were declared suitable for 

Boards also contained the proviso of Ministerial consent. 

~ The first regulations made under the 1955 Act were the Maori 

Trust Board Regulations 1960 and amendments. 204 As the 1955 Act 

covered all the Boards, many of the subsequent amendments and 

regulations made under it have been specific to Boards other than 

Taranaki or have been of a housekeeping nature tidying up general 

provisions and making them consistent for all the Boards, for 

example those concerning election procedures. Therefore all the 

amendments have not been covered here. However the major 

amendment to the 1960 regulations of concern to Taranaki was the 

increase to eight members of the Board in 1969. 205 This gave 

Ngati Tama and Ngati Maru one member each. 

202 National Parks Amendment Act 1977 copy in document bank 
pp 586-593 

203 Mt Egmont vesting Act 1978, copy in document bank 
attached pp 596-599 • 

. fl ( 
:i: 204 S.R. 1960/103 Maori Trust Board Regulations 1960, copy 

in document bank attached pp 604-616. 

205 S.R. 1969/102 Maori Trust Board regulation 1960 amendment 
no 3, copy in document bank attached pp 617-619. 
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L) In 1985 the Maori Trust Board Regulations 1985 were published, 

again under the 1955 Act. 206 In addition two Taranaki Maori 

Trust Board orders have been published in 1987 and 1990 

concerning the remedying of problems wi th the elections of 

members. 207 The membership of the Taranaki Maori Trust Board was 

confirmed at eight in 1985 and since then no major changes have 

been made concerning the Taranaki Board. 

206 S .R. 1985/258 Maori Trust Board regulations 1985, copy 
in document bank attached pp 620-627. 

207 Taranaki Maori Trust Board Orders 1987/360 and 1990/316, 
copies in ,document bank attached pp 628-9 and 630-1. 
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Chapter 7 

The impact of the legislation and regulations governing the 

Taranaki Maori Trust Board on the spirit and terms of the 
settlement with the Crown. 

As noted in previous chapters, the settlement between Taranaki 

iwi and the Crown was agreed in 1929-30 and again the subject of 

legislation in 1944. Since 1929-30 there have been a number of 

regulatory and legislative developments concerned with the 

settlement and in particular the body created to administer it, 

the Taranaki Maori Trust Board. There has been broad agreement 

between Crown and iwi on some aspects of what the settlement 

involved but in other important areas there has been a history 
of widely divergent views. 

Some aspects of the settlement have never been disputed. It has 

been generally recognised by all par~ies that the essential 
feature of the settlement was the Crown agreement to pay annual 

compensation of £5000 to the Taranaki Maori Trust Board in a 
spirit of atonement and reconciliation for the wrong done by the 

confiscations and in 1944 an additional £300 for the wrong of the 
damage done in the raid on Parihaka. The amount of compensation 

reflected the Sim commission recommendations for the wrong done. 
() This was made clear in parliament in 1928 and reaffirmed in 1944. 

It was not intended to be full compensation for losses suffered 
or even a means of achieving significant economic reconstruction 

of iwi damaged by the confiscations. It was not based on the 

value of land lost and it did not address the issues of lost 

resources, loss of wahi tapu or the loss of economic development 
opportunities. The sum was always acknowledged as nominal. It was 

also to be perpetual in perpetual acknowledgement of the wrong. 

The settlement was also made in a spirit of consultation and 
partnership· between Crown and Iwi even if· it did have some 

limitations. The proposed settlement was taken direct to iwi for 
their agreement at the 1929 hui. The original 1928 legislation 
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ii::) under which the Trust Board was created·· provided for some 

consultation between the Crown and Taranaki iwi in deciding on 

the proposals for implementing the compensation awards. section 

20 of the Act allowed for the implementation of the awards as 

recommended by Sim, or any modification of them. It was assumed 

that the Native Minister would at first obtain claimant agreement 

and a certificate was required to this effect. This procedure 

made iwi agreement to the proposal crucial and allowed for some 

modification by either party of the Sim awards. The 1929 meeting 

where Ngata and Pomare took the proposed awards to the people, 

also allowed direct iwi participation in the process. The 1930 

Cabinet decision to implement the major award was based on 

Ngata's assurances that the majority of Taranaki claimants had 

accepted the proposals in 1929. 

~ .. 

The compensation was also to be administered by a Trust Board 

controlled by iwi. within certain legislative and regulatory 

guidelines iwi were free to determine how the compensation would 

be administered. It was hoped this would follow the pattern of 

the Arawa settlement which gave more autonomy and status to iwi 

than had been the case in more tradi tional types of claim 

settlement. This whole process at the time seemed to be a step 

forward in terms of consultation and partnership between Crown 

and iwi. However it was of course constrained by the attitudes 

of the time. It was not directly based on Treaty principles, it 

suffered from being effected in a hurried manner under 

considerable political pressure. In spite of Ngata' s hopes it was 

also soon more geared to welfare and aid type activities than 

economic development. Nevertheless the spirit of the 'settlement 

was recognisably in the direction of partnership. 

There were also seriously divergent views of the terms of the 

settlement. Crown and iwi perceptions differed most in the areas 

of whether the agreement covered all the confiscation issues and 

whether it had been agreed that the payments were full and final 

or negotiable. The Crown view has been that the awards were for 

the wrong done, and although clearly nominal, were sufficient to 
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cover all claims arising out of the confiscations. The Crown kept 

closely to the Sim awards and although iwi agreement to the 

proposed compensation was necessary, it was apparently regarded 

as a formality. There were apparently no official notes even 

taken of the 1929 hui, newspaper reports are all that survive. 

Any qualifications iwi may have made to their agreement have 

therefore been treated as having no importance. Iwi on the other 

hand have placed high regard on the 1929 meeting. They have 

consistently regarded their agreement and associated 

qualifications at that meeting as the basis of the agreement. 
-2l 

There is evidence to show that iwi did in fact have reservations 

about the proposal and their qualifications were to some extent 

accepted. For example Ngata is reported as advising them that the 

matter concerned only the wrong and to take other issues up with 

him. There has been a consistent view that the £5000 was accepted 

without prejudice and there is good evidence from the time and 

since to support this. Iwi agreement was required for settlement 

and in terms of a spirit of partnership they appear to have 

grounds for the Crown at least accepting that their 

interpretation was at least as legitimate. 

The subsequent legislation and regulations governing the Trust 

Board reveal the extent to which the government was willing to 

honour the original agreement and to continue to confirm the 

spirit of partnership and consultation begun with the original 

agreement. 

Initially the Crown acknowledged the interim nature of the 1930 

agreement and consistently admitted that the payments were no 

more than a nominal amount. However by 1944 it had become 

government policy to make the payments statutory and to view the 

payments although still admittedly nominal as sufficient to allow 

claimants to put the past behind them. The Crown stuck to this 

,!l)iTI' policy and entrenched it in the 1944 legislation in spite of 

~, repeated statements from claimants that this was not acceptable 

and was a breach of the terms and spirit of the original 

agreement. This had been made very clear by claimants and the 
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Trust Board in petitions and meetings prior to 1944 • Nevertheless 

the 1944 Act declared the settlement full and final and claimed 

this was agreed to by claimants. In the period from 1930-44 the 

government also failed to rectify the uncertain nature of the 

annual payments .to the Taranaki Board although there was 

legislative opportunity to do so. After this government used the 

1944 Act to reject all claims associated with the Taranaki 

confiscations. This was in spite of the fact that claimants had 

rejected many of the findings of the commission for example 

regarding wahi tapu. Successive governments also ignored the fact 

that the commission had been limited in its terms of reference 

from investigating some issues of concern to claimants for 

example the legality of the confiscation acts. 

The original enactments implementing the award and creating the 

Trust Board entrenched some problems for Taranaki iwi from the 

beginning. As a result subsequent legislation and regulations 

reflect many of the efforts of Taranaki iwi to shape the Board 

in accordance with their needs, to retain their independence and 

mana and, given the limited avenues the government left open to 

them, to pursue their understanding of their Treaty rights. The 

history of some of the legislation and regulations has also shown 

a trend by the Crown for much of the time to act in a 

paternalistic rather than consultative way towards iwi. This has 

been apparent in Crown attitudes to the role and operations of 

the Trust Board and in a willingness by the Crown to impose its 

own view of the settlement regardless of the stated wishes of 

iwi. In some cases the Crown's failure to act has also threatened 

the terms and spirit of the settlement. For example the Crown 

initially failed to provide legislative certainty for the 

payments and later allowed their original value to erode 

significantly. 

The Trust Board has always had an essential role in implementing 

the settlement although there have been differing and sometimes 

ambivalent perceptions of what this role should be. Throughout 

its existence it has been seen as a permanent reminder of the 
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wrongful confiscation of Taranaki lands and damage caused by the 

raid on Parihaka and as evidence of perpetual Crown 

acknowledgement of this wrong doing. It was created to administer 

compensation for this wrong, but from the beginning it has 

assumed a wider role than this might suggest. Ngata envisaged a 

more proactive development role than simply administering funds 

and early legislative provision was made to allow the Board to 

invest in land for example. This development role never 

functioned as well as Ngata hoped as successi ve governments 

preferred to foster more welfare type activities. with relatively 

small payments that soon lost value and in the beginning were 

uncertain, the Board soon became immersed in its welfare role. 

For many years most funding went to educational benefits and 

assistance with the maintenance of marae and community 

facilities. 208 As the payment for the wrong came to be regarded 

as payment in full for the confiscations, the Trust Board was 

placed in an increasingly difficult position trying to meet the 

demands placed on it. 

The Trust Board has also assumed a wider role in representing 

Taranaki iwi to government. This was forced on it in the 

beginning by faulty legislative provision as it'struggled to have 

the original agreement properly implemented. Governments have 

also encouraged this role for their own purposes as they have 

found one body they can easily regulate easier to deal with than 

many diverse iwi. The Board has, also had the apparent advantage 

of being an elected body that could be regarded as being clearly 

representative of Taranaki Maori. Government preference for 
, , 

dealing with the Board inevitably resulted in it assuming a role 

of taking issues to government on behalf of iwi. In many cases 

this was also encouraged by government policy as the relationship 

, between government and the Board was one of the few avenues open 

" to iwi' to press their case. However in some cases there has been 

'concern that too much has been placed on the Board in this regard 

, and the direct Treaty relationship between Crown and iwi has been 

208 see for example, summary of Trust Board grants to 1951 
in MA26/5, v 4, copy in document bank attached pp 102-109 
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::) obscured. The importance of representation. on the Board in being 

recognised by government has also helped to fuel years of 

disputes over the recognition of individual iwi. 

The Sim awards for Taranaki were based on a Te Arawa type 

settlement and may have been expected to yield simi lar advantages 

in terms of the sense of partnership and increased autonomy for 

iwi inherent in the agreement. However difficulties arose because 

in many respects the Taranaki situation was quite different. Most 

,obviously the A~awa lakes agreement was basically about the 

management . of one resource, the lakes, and even then certain 

important use and access rights for iwi members were retained. 

The Crown agreement was also with one major iwi which had close 

common links and interests amongst its various hapu. In contrast, 

through confiscation, Taranaki iwi had entirely lost ownership 

or management of large areas of their land, as well as resources 

and wahi tapu which had formed a vital part of their existence. 

~ The associated wars had also caused considerable dislocation for 

iwi making recovery even more difficult. There were also several 

quite separate iwi in Taranaki, who although willing to unite to 

pursue the claim, were in reality quite separate in history and 

outlook and who had in many cases suffered unevenly under the 

confiscations. This meant that the creation of one -Trust Board 

for all of them was bound to cause problems eventually. 

These problems were entrenched through legislation and 

regulations implementing the awards and resulted in numerous 

subsequent amendments in an effort to improve the situation. 

Taranaki iwi found themselves having to fight for official 

recognition through membership on the Board and the Board's funds 

were even more inadequate when spread over all iwi. This was 

accentuated when it became clear that the payments to the Trust 

Board were all the compensation the government intended to pay 

for all Taranaki claims concerned with confiscation. This and an 

111[1) increasing tendency for governments to prefer to deal with the 

Trust Board rather than directly with iwi made the Board an even 

more important focus for iwi. 
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·:;V As already explained in chapter 2, the Simcommission had not 

felt the need to closely determine who were Taranaki iwi. It had 

received a variety of evidence on the iwi and hapu of Taranaki. 

This included a map of seven tribes based on the work of Percy 

smith and various often contradictory submissions from counsel. 

The commission never asked claimants to come to a def ini te 

consensus on this or attempted to make its own determination, 

probably as it was not felt necessary given that a general award 

was to be made. It is also likely to have been a very difficult 

if not fruitless exercise given the changing strengths and 

fortunes of iwi and hapu. The Sim recommendations would however 

have been closer to the Arawa model if they had been made to each 

of the major Taranaki iwi or groups of iwi related by waka as was 

later suggested, rather than attempting to cover them all. The 

'wrong' of the confiscations was also made to cover a multitude 

of issues and areas of loss rather than a single issue such as 

the management of Te Arawa lakes. These facts caused inherent 

~~ tens.ions with the implementation of the award but do not. seem to 

have been fully appreciated by the Sim commission, or the 

governments and officials involved in the subsequent 

implementation of the settlement. 

To some extent the existence of separate iwi was ignored with 

genuinely good intentions as it was part of the thinking of the 

( ) time that the best way for Maori to progress was to abandon the 

old tribal structures. Both Ngata and Pomare also seemed to 

accept this, possibly because it was felt that many tribes were 

gradually dying out., They may also have been convinced that it 

was the only way to achieve any kind of settlement with the 

government over the confiscations. The result however was that 

Taranaki iwi were faced with major problems in dealing with the 

various legislation and regulations in maintaining their autonomy 

as guaranteed by the Treaty and this has been an issue of 

'continuing concern through much of the Board's history. 
'" ;;.; :,-,.:-
•• , j 

Wheri the proposed Trust Board was first discussed, suggestions 
'.-, .,' .," 

.' re<J:arding its structure and membership were apparently originally 

'., 
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accepted as being suitable proposals for the - time being. The 

newspaper report of the 1929 hui for example used the term 

'working plan' when describing the proposals put to the 

meeting. 209 At the time it was also understood that the Trust 

Board was not likely to be the only possible source of 

compensation funds. Claimants still believed they could pursue 

associated claims. A major concern of the 1929 meeting appeared 

to be to limit the number of members in order to reduce expenses. 

The logic behind the proposed membership originally seemed to be 

to choose members who would between them represent all i wi, 

rather than having strictly separate representatives for each 

one. On account of his considerable mana, Sir Maui Pomare was 

accepted as representative of the four northern tribes and in 

this a long standing tradition was established of having one 

member represent more than one tribe. This continued for many 

years although alterations were made from time to time as to 

which tribes were represented in this way. The legislation and 

regulations initially reflected this general approach to Board 

membership. 

Over the years however, membership on the Board began to be seen 

as· synonymous with official recognition of iwi. If there '",ere 

seven members for example, then it was commonly assumed 

especially by politicians and government officials that there 

must be seven iwi. As a result, differences of opinion arose 

among claimants between those who wanted to follow as closely as 

possible the precedent set at the 1929 hui and those who wanted 

to change the structure to having separate members for each iwi. 

This became especially important when government began using the 

Board membership as a guide to the existence of iwi and resulted 

in pressure over the years for several legislative and regulatory 

changes on this issue. 

The membership of the Taranaki Maori Trust Board when it was 

established in 1930 closely followed the proposals accepted by 

209 Taranaki Daily News report of 20 May 1929, copy in 
document bank attached p 632. 
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;V 'the 1929 meeting. The schedule to the 1930 --order in council 

consti tuting the Board named 5 members. These were the four 

members proposed at the hui and Hapi wi Tako Love who had been 

agreed in place of the late Sir Maui Pomare. 2~O The schedule did 

not specify who the members were to represent but presumably the 

order in council intended to follow the wishes of the 1929 hui 

where the five members were accepted as representing all the 

major iwi of Taranaki between them. As such, wi Kupe Raungaiti 

had been proposed for Taranaki, Rangihuna Pire and Tupito Maruera 

for 'northern and southern' Ngati Ruanui, and Rima Wakaruafor 

Ngarauru. Hapi Love would represent the same people as Sir Maui 

Pomare, that is Te Atiawa, Ngati Mutunga, Ngati Tama and Ngati 

Maru. The 1930 order in council did not specify any general 

purposes for the Board's funds as allowed for in the 1928 

legislation. 

At ~his time membership and separate iwi representation did not 

seem to be quite such an issue. The first meeting of the Trust 

Board drafted the 1931 regulations. Clauf?e 2 of these regulations 

named only four iwi. These were Ngarauru, Ngati Ruanui, Taranaki 

and Te Atiawa. It does not seem to have been the Board's intent 

to exclude iwi or hapu. In fact in 1938 the Board's returning 

officer confirmed with the Under Secretary of the Native 

Department that it was Board policy that its personnel should 

form a full representation of the tribes and hapus of the 

district. 2~l. However it was apparently considered possible at 

this time to have everyone included in these four iwi and the 

Board seemed keen to follow the structure established by Pomare 

out of respect for him. Presumably Ngati Tama, Ngati Maru and 

Ngati Mutunga for example were considered part of Te Atiawa for 

this purpose as they shared the one representative and were 

2l.0 letter signed by 73 members of Ngati Tama, Ngati Mutunga, 
Ngati Maru and Te Atiawa to Minister of Maori Affairs asking for 

:f!!lii!' 'Hapi Love to replace Pomare in MA 26/5/2 pt 1 (AAMK 869/789b) 
~. . copy' in document bank attached p 148. 

,-',' 213. letter of 4 March 1938 returning officer to Under 
secretary of Native Department in MA 26/5/2 pt 1 (AAMK 869/789b) 
copy(in document bank attached pp 135-140. 
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regarded as being closely aligned . 

... The regulations as drafted at the first meeting did however 

provide for an increase from five to six members in order to 

better represent the iwi. The original minutes do not explain 

this but in the same letter of 1938 the returning officer 

explained that the extra seat was to ' ... represent three of the 

associated hapus of Te Atiawa - Ngatimaru I Ngatimutunga and 

Ngatitama , to assist Mr Love whose district it was thought too 

big for him to cover' 212. This explanation was later confirmed 

,by Rima Wakarua who had been present at the first meeting. 2u 

The first term of office for members of the Taranaki Maori Trust 

Board expired in 1933. When asked to consider fresh appointments I 

the sitting members replied that they would all offer themselves 

again for appointment and they were concerned not to fill the 

sixth position in order to save extra expense. 214 This may well 
'-','":'" ,;'; .•• , '.1 , '.' '. . c ," • ., • . '.' " 

have been a reflection of the severe financial problems of the 

early 1930s. In the end the appointments were not made until 1934 

and an extra member was appointed. The ,appointments were the five 

si tting members plus Tukotahi Tokotaua of Ngati Maru. 2~!:> The 

. appointment of a sixth member meant that representation of the 

northern tribes could be shared between Tokotaua and Love; 

Tokotaua to represent Ngati Maru, Ngati Tama and Ngati Mutunga 

) , 'and Love-to represent Te Atiawa. This was the arrangement 

accepted by the Board although the regulations still mentioned 

only four tribes. The discrepancy did not seem to have been 

considered a major problem at the time. 

, .212 ibid 

'213 letter of 14 November 1941 from Rima Wakarua to the Under 
Secretary of Maori Affairs in MA 26/5/2 pt 1 (MMK 869/789b) copy 
in document bank attached pp 120-122. 

,,'., 214 letter 6 November 1933 concerning appointments in MA 
····26/5/2 pt 1 (MMK/789b) copy in document bank a~tached p 146 . 

. . ': .. 
21S notice appointing members dated 20 March 1934 in New, .. , 

.••. Zealand Gazette 1934, copy in document bank attached p 481. 
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::iillIWThe second three year term of office expiredin"'r~r:3"7 and although 

Taranaki iwi began considering possible members in 1937 the new 

appointments were not made until 1938. By the late 1930s however 

there appears to have been considerable concern in Taranaki about 

representation on the Trust Board. In 1937 a hui at Parihaka on 

25 October described as a 'fully representative' meeting by the 

Board returning officer, agreed that each tribal district, 

'namely Ngarauru, Ngatiruanui, Ngaruahine, Taranaki, Te Atiawa 

and Ngatimaru' would choose its own member. Nga Ruahine was 

presumably the northern Ngati Ruanui described in the 1929 

newspaper report. These six tribes were those represented by the 

si tting' ~embers at the time. At this stage Te Atiawa Ylas 

considered as representing Kaitangata as well and Ngati Maru as 

also representing Ngati Tama and Ngati Mutunga. Five of the six 

new members were elected without incident and their names were 

submitted for appointment but there was a dispute among the 

);()riorthern.tribesof. Ngat.iMaru, ~gati Mutunga .. and Ngati Tama over 
nHl\r . ':::·"'\~~~~dtlid';;~~re~c=~t theI11.'·~h~ ~~turning Offi~el:" ~~ked ~h~"~~~er' 

) 

secretary' of Maori Affairs to decide. In the end the sitting 

. member supported by Ngati Maru was appointed. 21.6 

"Later~ in 1941 Ngati Tama and Ngati Mutunga asked for their own 

·····'repre·sentati ves on the Trust Board. They petitioned acting Maori 

Affairs Minister Mason complaining they were not recognised by 

the:'B6a~'d~:and that the regulations were prejudicial as they still 

only recognised four tribes of Taranaki. They also raised the 
. .' 

<issue:of funds being distributed according to the relative losses 

. J·:'of . each tribe. 21.7 At this time the Trust Board opposed the 
',:", 

"'.t.": . .'. ~equest. 

\940 Ngati Ruanui and Ngaruahine had also written to the 
.' ,', ":;~ .. ·.:t::,, ~,:f. " 

.. ; ' . 

. ":' :-. .. ~,: .,. . ' .: .;.):.l.~.·.: 'l~'~::""::"'·';;':'~"'·';'·':':··;·";' .•.. ~:. : .... .',' ,:",: .;'>.:~ . ::!.,:,:. ; ::",.i,:_' :~':.:.~ . 

~~-------------------:.. .(t:~~/~~,::··.\·:"\:·("·if?·i;\t;~:.r,:·:·.~:: ,". .' • '. • 
>::;~;j(:::;~;::i:';yii'~f:/;\::;'~,~~:·;: letter from returnJ.ng off J.cer to NatJ. ve Department, 4 

;!lla:·;/t:>"March~i:'i938 in MA 26/5/2 pt 1 (AAMK 869/789b) copy in document 
" .1>At;S\;i1ii;;,bal}J{"F,~~ttached pp135-140. 1937. appointment of Board members in 

:):itii.:;NZ,:-:,Ga~e.tte .1938, P 1469, copy J.n document bank attached p 484 . 

. ,·.(\j:;;,~~~~~~~1:J~t:t:;I~jJ~i.~g:~~~ltio~recei~ed23 september 1941 in MA 26/5/2 (AAMK 
. "<;fF:.!;l~:869/78~b).\·copyJ.n document bank attached pp 124-128 . 

.... • :i,~i~:t1!t;;~I;;t;!' ..... • ... 

',.;: .. " 
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Minister of Maori Affairs asking for -extra members to be 

appointed to the Board and asking that monies be paid out in 

proportion to land confiscated from each tribe. 21.8 Although 

under clause 32 of the regulations any aggrieyed person could 

apply directly to the Minister, Mason replied in this case that 

the matter would first have to be considered by all the tribes 

of Taranaki. It does not appear that the issue of distributing 

funds according to loss was considered seriously. From the 

correspondence it appears that the Minister regarded all tribes 

of the district as Taranaki and he referred to individual iwi as 

sub tribes. 

The government acted on this issue at the request of various 

groups wi thin Taranaki and legislation and regulations on the 

matter followed some time after the issues themselves were 

raised. However iwi were still forced into the position of having 

.. '. to go ,to government to havet:.heir., existence legally recognised 
.... ' .. " ',," . '," .... '::.; .. ~.~: ... .: ... " ..... , ,:':, ,: ........ ".' .... ::, ..... ,'·1.:·.···.'(>·;··.:,···::··:'<,,·, .... : ... ; .. ~~: 

for the purpose of membership of the Trust Board. A series qf 

meetings and representations to government revealed strong 

. divisions on the issues. At a hui at Taiporohenui Pa in 1950, the 

Minister of Maori Affairs, Corbett, expressed support for an 

increase in membership. He told the hui that it was not land 

values that should be considered but human suffering, and the 

northern tribes had suffered the most. He is reported as 

appealing to Maori custom and of stating that each tribe should 

have its name lifted up and continued in the life of the 

community I •• • and that this could be done only by separate 

representation on the Board I .21.9 It is hardly surprising that 

given this official attitude representation became such an issue. 

Later in 1950 the Minister suggested that seven tribes, 'Ngati 

, Ruanui, Ngarauru, Taranaki, Te Atiawa, Ngati Tama, Ngati Maru and 

Ngati Mutunga should each have a member on the Board and in view 

of the more valuable land taken from Taranaki and Ngati 'Ru~nui 

21.8 1940 petition to Minister of Maori Affairs_in MA 26/5/2 
(AAMK 869/789b) copy in document bank attached p 133 

,";': 

,~ ,21.9 extract from Taranaki Daily News 29 May 1950 in MA, 26/5 
pt 5, copy in document bank attached p 186 ., ,',.,; : .... 

. :.' ..... :. ,", 
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lum]) they should have an extra member each. This' would have brought 

the total membership to nine. 220 

On 22 April 1951 the Minister met representatives of Taranaki iwi 

at Puniho marae to discuss the question of representation on the 

Trust Board. n1 More meetings and repre~entations were made in 

the following months. Various suggestions were again made 

including having nine members including an extra one for Taranaki 

to represent the Ti tahi people. 222 It was also suggested that 

representation reflect the three canoes, Tokomaru, Kurahaupo and 
-', 

Aotea. 223 In the end Corbett made the decision to recognise 

seven' members of the Board; one member each for Ruanui, Ngarauru, 

Ngaruahine, Taranaki, Te Atiawa and Ngati Maru and one member for 

both Tama and Mutunga. 224 Although he had listened to 

representations on the issue, Corbett finally made the decision 

for reasons of his own. He told members of a representation made 

'. .to him in December 1951 that in th~ event of the Taranaki people 

'b~i~g unabl'~;t'o :~g~~e on tribal representation o'n the Boarci', he' 

" .. 'had decided there was no option but to step in and decide the 

.. ',. matter himself. 225 He gave the main reason for his decision as 

'. • .•. being to m~ke the membership an odd number because he knew sides 

·220 extract from letter Corbett to Raumati 21 August 1950 in 
, MA 26/5pt 5, copy in document bank attached p 186. 

221 notes of meeting to discuss representation on the 
Taranaki Maori Trust Board held at Puniho marae 22 April 1951, 
in MAl, 26/5 v 4, copy in document bank attached pp 98-99 

. '<222 Letter to Minister of Maori Affairs of 2 December 1951 
. '. i, fr~inTaikomako Te Rangitaawa and others in MA 26/5 v 4, copy in 
:~'i:"idoc;:ument bank attached pp 75-76 . 
• ,. : ':'~';;"':I'·" . -'" :/~;. -

··· .. :\,},.?'-·~23 newspaper report on membership debate in Taranaki Daily 
"':';:,':News21 April 1951 in MA 26/5 v 4, copy in document bank attached 

.- ;: '~':':,<,:, p ; 93;: , 
. ~i· .. ;;: \ 'I " ." ". ~ ,~ .' ,." 

·.'D:i}~B,~;:J;i::i::,(W::·~;~'1:(:;~{~~~ memo from ,Minister of Maori Affairs' to Under secretary 
.,,!!i!,.;"i"':: 25 ":October 1951." in MA 26/5 v 4, copy in document bank attached 
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+m~ were taken on issues along tribal 'lines "and'-as-lo~~ as there was 

an even number of members there would be trduble. He had also 

long been of the personal opinion that there were seven tribes 

of Taranaki and the membership should reflect this. He claimed 

that Peter Fraser had been of the same opinion and had previously 

intended to act on it. Nevertheless his decision still left one 

member to represent both Ngati Tama and Ngati Mutunga. Members 

of the representation clearly did not all agree with him on this. 

There was apparently also mention made of concerns with the 

amount of compensation and the West Coast settlement rese:r:ves but 

the Minister refused to discuss them at the time. There was also 

some opposition to the Minister being the one to have the final 

say and it was claimed that the people had never been happy with 

this power right from the beginning. 226 

The regulations that followed in 1952 provided for seven members, 

.'three' to represent .Atiawa, Ngati,Tama, "Ngati,.Mutungaand Ngati 
, :;:' ':.:, ;':~" •• ,'0: .. ',;.:'''"' •. .": "".', ,.:" " '."1 ,"-' :: ..... ; •..•. ::- ~. ,;., ••.. !, ', ... ;':- '''(~~:"\~;':,;i'',;','<';;~~:,-, -, :~',Lr:, :, .... :'~: .. '., . ..;; ' .. " 

Maru~ two 'to represent Ngati Ruanui and Ngaruahine and one each 

iorTaran~ki and Ngarauru. 227 This was later amended .in 1960 to 
"~ '. 

allow more ,separate tribal representation. The Board was to have 

seven members; one each to represent Taranaki, Ngarauru, Ngati 

Ruanui, Ngaruahine, Atiawa, and Ngati Mutunga and one for both 

Ngati Tama and Ngati Maru. 228 In 1969 the . regulations were 

amended again to recognise eight members on the Board by giving 

) Ngatl 'Tams. and Ngati Maru one member each. 229 

As having members on the Trust Board has' continued to be 

. p'erceived as official recognition of iwi however ,there have been 

'coi}t::inued disputes over the years regarding iwi membership of the 

Board. Throughout the 1940s and 19505 for· example th~'Minister 
, :,:~ 

'.; '-. 

'. 226 notes of representation made to Minister of Maori Affairs 
>:on ,~2 December 1951 in MA, 26/5 v' 4, ,copy in document bank, 

•

. " ,.attached pp 65-:70. " "" 
il!:" 
\'"" " ' 

'\);~?,S,~R.195?/132, copy in document bank attached p 601. 

,;;/:,.'< :~U,srIfi~~::\:~;.R~ 1960/10?, copy in document ba~~, a:t~~~~d~\~y~04-616.," 
"'. '229 's'~'R:19'69/102 copy in doc~m~n1: bank at-tabhed pI?/.6~ 7:-619. 

-T' .,'., 
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wll~ received petitions and representations ... both-----supporting and 

opposing the increase in membership. 230 The rights to iwi status 

of various Taranaki tribes have also become embroiled in this 

process. For example in the 1950s the Titahi and Kaitangata 

tribes were recommended for some recognition and more recently 

there have been efforts by Pakakohe and Tangahoe to gain 

recognition as iwi. Of course the policy of using Trust Board 

representation to recognise iwi was no more than a rough attempt 

to reflect the political reality of iwi in the district at the 

time and did not necessarily definitively define Taranaki iwi. 

( ) The process· of selecting Board members also became an issue in 

later years . Initially members were selected by general consensus 

and this was followed later by beneficiaries and the Board 

developing their own voting and selection process. In 1942 after 

a disputed nomination,_ it was pointed out that the regulations 

.:.forth.~:Taranaki. ~aori Trust Board did not lay down a procedure 
"'~6;~i::~;~~!'~~mi'nation-of ~emb~~s.· An official des~~ib~d the Informal' 

. election. system as having apparently been adopted in the area 

from motives of policy and convenience. 23
1. The 1955 Act and 

" .. (;issociated regulations later imposed an officially sanctioned 

process of nominations and election procedures for all the Maori 

.- Trust '. Boards. This was met by a mixed reaction from those who 

. supported a more regularised system and those who wanted to keep 

. >'the system developed by iwi. 232 The 1962 Maori Purposes Act 

-.. allowed for the setting aside of uneconomic interests in the West 

'" ". 

'C6as~ Settlement Reserves for educational purposes. The funds 

'were to be administered by the Trust Board. At this time the' 

':-:"<iovernment became concerned at an apparently long standing po 1 icy 
~'" -. .': ::':\ ;", .!. 

----------------------'/:'.:, 
.... ' ",::>, 230 see for example, correspondence and representations 
,.::. 1940s-50s in MA 26/5 v 4 & 5 and MA 26/5/2 pt 1. Copies in 
-/,_,:.,document bank attached pp 60-113, 174-209 and 117-148. 
, "·~:,'>;.l:'.'·""::;·;:'·-':':·" -' :' ,. 

."":" .. -

-,,:-::,;-i,.i·,;./;-.~31.letter 5 June 1942 from Maori Affairs to Native Affairs 
:>/;Fj~omm1ttee in MA 26/5/2 pt, 1 (AAMK 869/789b) copy in document bank 
,}f:;!Yi<!;~~~_~:c~ed p 117. . ' 

,.;\,;:;I:;iLX\:(~Q,:\'1,:<~32,see for example, representations and correspondence re 
',::'i'/1\::~:g:>/1955'::Billin MA26/1 pt 1 (AAMK 869/764b), copy in document bank 

· .• ·)·;·'1(:.~;~~i1'r3 -59 

:.' ,:':.:,\ .' ': . 
" .. ~: ..;' ,:,; 'r. ,.":: .'.~ ;' .. ;;. " ",': 

.. :', .'·>.J/,!,:·;;,'!::'::),i' l.,.,j~ .. ;: 
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;:iiJliii by the Board to exclude tribal members'-'livihg outside the 

() 

, ' 

. district from educational grants and from voting. This was felt 

,to be contrary to the 1955 Act where membership of a Taranaki 

, tribe was the sole test of the right to be a beneficiary. By 1963 

however the Trust Board informed the government that all 

residence restrictions had been removed. n3 

Membership of the Board has remained a continuing issue in 

Taranaki. In 1975 for example, a remit from the Taranaki iwi was 

supported by a general meeting of beneficiaries and a majority 

of the Trust Board in favour of increasing the membership of the 

Board to nine by allowing the Taranaki iwi an additional member. 

In this case the main reasons given were to have an uneven number 

of members on the Board to guard against deadlocks and to get 

around the problem of the chairman's casting vote effectively 

giving two votes to the iwi to which he happened to belong. At 

Th,espirit of the settlement also originally included a 

significant element of partnership with iwi self management of 

" the Board and consultation between .iwi and the Crown although iwi 

-,-were still not given' full recognition as Treaty partners. For 

,"',,:exa~ple the sim commission itself had been set up by government 

'without consulting iwi and the terms of reference excluded 
.. , 

'consideration of Treaty principles regarded as essential by 

"claimants. Iwi were also faced with making the best of what was 

'»off~red by government in terms of the Sim awards. NeVertheless 

""the element of iwi participation and self management in the 

,,':':,:i.i'pr6posed Trust Board was important in their support of the 

",,';/,.:'/Cigreement. This element was developed under Ngata's influence and 
, '.~~':;.~~,:~ .. ", '.<:.;.... . 

;; ,\::~·:alth6ugh Pakeha politicians and officials may have regarded the 

::':I'"T'B'~~;d more as a convenient method of distributing funds, the 
-' '~,. '. ;', :" ';!.:::'-:_:;.I;: .. >,' ,'. ,: .• '" 'I:;·". ~.~., • 

, t;;:::;;~;T/;:'crown was still aware of its' importance to iwi. This was made 

;,li~!(1;i;~;:;;::;:: m' . . " .. . •...•. . ..' . . • 
::{:r(;':::-;:!":,:;:";;/",'i:",:correspondence 1962-63 re res~dent~al requirements in MA 
r:,")j.~';,;:26/5~ pt,:6;copies in document bank pp 211~2, 214-218. 

::,:;;;<i:;';i;{,;!\;i,i,!,::::,:;\::;,!< ' ;}j:,., ' '",'"'"\i:,,,: , ' 

<:fr,1L~,:~!i~:'::(:':(i'1~.!,.?,,~3~::correspondence between, Minist~r and Trust Board 1976 in 
,,;)i;;{{;:~f:~~:ri.{MA, 26/5/2 AAVN' accn3599." Copy in document, bank pp 149-151.' 
'"/~d~''' ::', "'" " " 

:.' 0,:, . ,-' ~ 
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!::Ult~ clear at the time the Sim report was discussed-.--Inthe debat,e on 

the introduction of the 1928 legislation for example; Mr Uru the 

member for Southern Maori told parliament that Maori supported 

the concept of self help and self government in the creation of 

the Boards; 'I notice that the measure authorises these Boards 

to be self governing; and I agree with that because the Maoris 

,know exactly what they want ... '235 

The spirit of partnership and consultation in the agreement 

between Crown and iwi has remained very important to' Taranaki 

Maori throughout the subsequent history of legislative and 

regulatory changes affecting the settlement. The Crown has 

recognised the importance of this to Maori but has been less 

consistent in protecting this feature of the settlement in 

changes it has made. In particular there has been a tendency for 

governments to assume a paternalistic rather than partnership 

role in making legislation and regulations and iwi have had to 
. ~ . - . " . ." ... 

'make strenuous efforts to protect their indepe'ndenceand ma'na in 

the face of this. There has also been a marked tendency for 

officials to come up with their own versions of the history of 

previous negotiations and understandings that often differ 

, markedly from the ascertainable facts. These have however tended 

to be relied on when making policy concerning legislation and 

"regulations while claimant versions have tended to be ignored or 

) , 'dismissed. 

,The sense of consultation was initially continued when the first 

Trust Board was encouraged to draft its own regulations under the 

,;guidance of Ngata. These regulations were later published as the 

.':;,:::1931 Maori Trust Board regulations. The process' of direct 

, " ,'-',cC':,nsul tation was undermined in later legislative and regulatory, 

changes however. The. 1931 ,regulations were apparently the last 

'" ,to be drafted by the Trust Board and although the government 

" ,r 
heard representations on various issues from various Taranaki 

Maori, 'iwi and the Trust Board, the later regulatory process was 

; ..... ' 
" c,' 235 Uru to parliament in NZPD 1928 v 219 P 947, ,copy in 

document bank p 498 
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much less directly consultative. 

Consu1t~tion on the settlement itself also became more 

restricted. The original 1929 type meeting where the Crown took 

proposals to iwi was later replaced by a process of governments 

inviting small numbers of claimant representatives to parliament 

to talk on 'strictly limited issues. This can be seen in the 

series of conferences held in 1935 and 1938 leading up to the 

legislative settlements of the 1940s. At. these only certain 

selected representatives were invited to parliament and 

discussions were within strict boundaries decided by government. 

The government's final policy on any legislative change was then 

made with the advice of officials. In the case of Taranaki, 

,representatiyes were only invited to the later 1938 conference 

and then the. issue was very limited. Discussion was only allowed . .. . .' . . 

on the parihaka 'award and the Sum recommended by Sim was regarded 

';, .~' .:.ii~.an: .. ;u~p~rj,.timit.:Althoughthiswas.regarded by officials.as. 

'.·~~~~e~fi~'i~~t i~:~.i~~ er~ded~he cons~ltati~n process with iwi. 

The?§'3~;':r~C~ confirmed the 1928 provisions but by 1944 the 

government-felt able to impose its view of the terms of the 

settlement Although it felt obliged to agree to the perpetual 

n~ture'ofthe paymeAt it was now to be considered full and final 

'~ettlement of all the claims. The government claimed it had 

Tara~~ki:C:agreement.to this but it appears the only area of 

,claimant agreement ~as in making the sum statutory. It is clear 

that claimants were not happy with the amount paid and were still 

'.' ~ttempting to pursue: other claims. The policy of full and final 

··~:·:<'~·ettl~inent' asena:ct~d in 1944 was' regarded as a major betrayal 

;;~;:\X';:\6'f:~h~~>g~iginal:~ettlement and Ngata., s promises that other issues 
<\{: :·;i~. /.>:.:}·~:~~i ;.:;!~.:'{;:;: .. :(. ~ ;~",~/ .: . ::.,' " ' .. ' " \. ,:. '.' .'.;;:,' : . , 

.,.:.; .. ;',could,.be pursued. ','It'also left the Trust Board as the only source 

i.:!liii;~j~t~I~~~i.c:;n T=~~=kt~~ spreading the nominal payments over 
:::.;:)t:iG~T;;~!\'4:S~~~~)~?i;:(:\\~c::t, '·:'~,~~lle,ug~:> described as simply bringing some 

',;' _.- ,.,\ ... ::,:u:r;ti~q~~#Y;,:~o .. the,operation of the various boards, also confirmed 
.. ;.~ .!-,'~' ':~rf!;~ ~~t!!':{":i{~:!1 I~' ", ,+;', '!'~ " " 

::Z\.;~;i:fc'::.\Y,~h, :esse~~ng· .... ·~o1J1llli tment'·. of the Crown to· consul tatJ.on , and a 
\ . i·! .. /;·t~mi,·.;'·:'}J.f:\:;·') ." ··::·i;(:i'<\'.";:~i:::VU: .':~::.:. 

~"i:yl;~.< " ~. 
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strengthened desire to more closely' control .. the-oper~tions of the 

Board. When the Bill was debated Maori members 9f parliament 

reported concern within their electorates on the Bill. Thls 

included the lack of opportunity to present submissions. Mrs 

Ratana for example felt unable to comment a great deal on the 

Bill becausJ she had not been able to fully canvass her 

electorate on it. Mr McKay a member of the Maori Affairs 

committee replied to this concern by declaring that the Bill had 

been carefully considered by the committee. He thought that 

'most' of the Maori Trust Boards had been sent a copy. 236 

There was some Maori support for some of the 1955 amendments such 

as the improvements in voting procedures. For example, Mrs Ra tana 

supported the provisions that allowed each adult beneficiary who 

had a land interest within the Boards' boundaries to have a vote 

~i[) whether or not they Ii vedwi thin the boundary. However most 

concern seems to have, been with: the ,increased power 
MI~i~ter in the affairs6i' Tr~'~t'iB()ard~>37':"<" 

various legislative and regulatory changes aiso show the / 

increasing trend for government to want to more closely supervise 

. the Board, and influence the direction of its spending. In some 

ways it was' apparent from the beginning that governments would 

be concerned about the operations of the Board. The attitude to 

iwi was still generally very paternalistic and the concept of the 

Trust Board was still ~ very tentative move towards recognition 

of the status of iwi. In fact Ngata and others used the potential 

of some government influence on Board spending to promote the 

creation of th;e Board in the first place.' In the del?ate 'on the 

pr~s'~ntation of the Sim report, Ngata used' the example of. the 

, Arawa'trust fund as a sui table precedent for the Sim awards .• ' The 

annual fund was for the purpose of performing a public utility 

totl'l~:~~ibe concerned. The Te Arawa f~~d' had in fact been <~~~'d 
:' <t. • ,"; ," , :~ ": 

NZPD 1955 v 
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, ••• to concentrate on those very things wi).ich--the"pakehas want 

the Maoris to concentrate on - education, health, and assistance 

to utilize their lands'. 238 

However it was acknowledged as part of the settlement that the 

Soard offered some independerice and self management in 

administering the funds. For example as noted in chapter 6, the 

first countersigning officer of the Board was instructed to limit 

supervision to procedures and not to the way the funds were 

spent. The process of eroding this concept of independence varied 

with different governments. On one hand as late as 1944 Maori 

Affairs ,Minister Mason replied to the inevitable concern of 

Pakeha politicians that the Board might not be using the payments 

in the best way, by stating that while there would be general 

supervision of the spending of the funds, the intent of the 

Hill) agreement was for the funds to be used ' ••• for the advantage of 

,the Maori people as visioned by them and not to be distributed 

":\:Erit~¥~i~'as'the ':pak~ha thinks they ought to "be 'distributed ~ The 

are not for our amusement, but for the Maoris' 

,satisfaction. ,239 

However there had already been controls placed on the Board and 

attempts to ,influence the areas it funded. For example section 

48 of the 1931 Act provided for the continuation of the Maori 

Arts 'and Crafts Board and under 48(6) enabled the Taranaki Maori 

':;<: Trust Board and other Boards to pay such monies as they felt 

" " expedient out of their accounts to the accounts of the Maor i Arts 

" . , .. \ 

"and: Crafts Board. 240 There were also stricter controls 

introduced ,on the administration of funds. For example the 1935 

Native Purposes Act, section 17, enabled Maori Trust Boards to 

'be::ii~~al authorities for the purposes of the Local Government 

i~j~~tlt,I~~~~rt::::: ::4::::::::: :: :::: :::: : ::: : :::: :::: :: 
:: ,,:':;';:,',:document bank p 523. 

r!~f~~~~\rf~;~~~~~":~::Native purposes Act 1931, copy in document bank pp 
- ".~. :.: - ~.: .. ; ":' ..':' ',. n···· , .... :. ": ", .. ;:,; .. :" 

:', ":''t.~~'~.', ;::1.< .:':.~. : .. ~" <: :.;.; 

,<:.~ .. ·~,~?:,~</.,~~::,::'·~,~·/:,<'·~::j/;~~X.~f;·g~:,::~: >,".:. .. '. , 
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:Loans Board. This had the ef'fect of treating.,theBoa'rds as public 
. . . 

bodies for loan purposes and placed the borrowing powers of 

. Boards under the control of the Government Loans Board. The 

intention was to make the powers to borrow as restricted as 

possible to encourage Boards to live within their income. 2
<U The 

section also prevented any Board from borrowing in anticipation 

of its revenue without the prior consent of the Minister of 

Nati ve Affairs. 242 

The 1955 Act provided for much more detailed' control of the 

Board's spend:i,ng. . For example the Board had to provide a 

statement of proposed expenditure each year and this had to be 

approved by the Minister. The government also continued to try 

and influence the areas of funding by the Boards. For example in 

1961 the Maori Purposes bill also included provisions allowing 

!is) Maori Trust Boards to make grants to the proposed Maori Education 

Foundation. In a letter to the chairman of the Trust Board of 14 
J~r;':~~~;;i':;~6~"Mini~ter of'~~~~i'Aff:~i:';;'a~k~d for'C~~t'ributions ' .. ' . 

t~ .thepr6posed fund given that the Hunn' report had shown . 

. ' disturbing'features relating to Mao:ri education. He suggested 

that it 'would be a good idea' if the Maori. Trust Boards would 

devote 'say, half their expenditure to it for a few years ... ' as 

an example to the rest of the community. 243 .' . 

~~.' .' 

( It·· was also clear that for most of its history the government 

viewed the Board as distributing compensation as aid rather than 

:Lniti'ating development. There had always had been possibility of 

. ·'development initiatives' in farming and acquiring land and this 

.• asp~'ct was supported by Ngata and Pomare. However. governments 

.i;::':)~~ letter from Under secre~a~y Native Department to Minister' 
/6f;Maori<"'Affairs 26 July ·,.1935·., anq. '. explanatory memo in MAl, 
:. 19/1/177 cOPY' in document bank. attached pp 42-45. 

:>;~~~:)';i; "',f';;;!}:':":"':::""': . ,..... .•... .;'; .......... '" ., ."" . '.' .:..... . 
1 •• ,;>:~:y:.~42/Native' purpo~ie'sAct>1935' copy of'section 17 from MAl, 

",,19/1/177, 'copy in docuinent bank attached p 44 •. 
. "., :, .. <.'J::':"-"/.'\~'" '",), .. ~' I • • .' • • 

,~,,' .... '-.1.::.;, ~':~:'~'ilett~r of 14 July:'1961 from Minister,of Maori Affairs to 
,:·'-.:.}the':: . .'bhaiiinan of: the Trust Board, in MA 26/5 pt 6, copy in 
'(.';·.:.'do.'f?ment~,'bank ·PP. 221-222 •. ' ", ':.:. ,.; ....., .. ;. 

'. ····(' ..• ',:;rf0!:d·f~f~¥·; i'. 
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·were more concerned with encouraging welfare '-type funding. The 

> Trust Board also found itself unable to do more than provide 

"'grants for various purposes due to the nominal value of the 

compensation. This was made worse by short and irregular payments 

caused by faulty legislation before 1944 and the erosion in the 

value of the amount after the depression resulting in great 

difficulties for the Board in meeting the demands placed on it. 

Accounts and minutes show that for many years the Board did meet 

the immediate demands placed on it in areas approved by 

governments, for example in' restoration of marae buildings, 

educational grants and medical and welfare payments. Even then 

there was continuing pressure for government to take a more 

acti ve role in deciding the areas Boards would spend funds. 

Members of parliament complained for example of funds wasted on 

tangis and such like. There is an issue of whether much of the 

funding wasn't in areas that Pakeha would have been entitled to 

, expect assistance from government anyway. For example in roading, 

~~rittatioil, maintenance of community halls and medical assistance' . 

• '. e~pecially after 1935. Compensation might have been expected to 

•..•.. have beeri additional to this. Nevertheless iwi still seemed to 

value having some control of spending even in those areas. 

"'For many years the Board had great difficulty in initiating any 

development programmes and the possibility of using the 

"compensation to buy up land for example as held out byPomare 

. seemed remote. Eventually by the mid 1950s the Board was in a 

'. ·.po~ition to be able to seriously try and buy land. 244 The Board 

wanted to buy a farm and hoped income from this would be able to 

'. supplement the compensation payments. In 19~7 the Board began 

. making attempts to try and buy a farm and eventually in 1959 was 

abl~ to purchase a farm near Otorohanga. 245 The process of 

buyin9 the farm required Ministerial consent and in effect the 

.... ·i:·:>·jY:;.';·(.~:: '244. for example see letter re proposed purchase from Maori 
": .. \" Affairs to Minister 5 April 1957 in MA 26/5 pt 5, copy in 
. ". ' document bank pp 182 -18 3 . ' 

.~ ,. 

245 letter from Minis:ter of Maori Affairs to Board . lawyers 
July;i959 in MA 26/5 pt 6, copy in document bank p 233' 

, ... ',"".".,:,. 

. . . . 
.. ' . '~. 
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close interest of officials in advising the,JHnister'~ The process 

,revealed the strong paternalistic official attitude of the time 

which allowed the Board little room, to make its 'own decisions. 

Officials at times insisted on a lower price causing the Board 

to lose some properties to other purchasers. H6 They also felt 

obliged to advise against purchase where they felt for example 

the type of farm was wrong. In 1958 for example they felt it was 

the wrong time to get into dairying .247 Eventually the Board 

purchased a farm outside the Taranaki district and later in the 

1970s spent some time trying to move out of this and invest in 

Taranaki instead. 248 The Board also had to obtain Ministerial 

consent when it wanted to take out a loan to stock the farm, if 

it wanted to sell or if it wanted,to capitalise its funding to 

'enable it to invest in other property. Al though ,the Board was 

, obliged to have official reports on proposed properties it was 

:liik- ,'also 'government policy to charge fees for the service. 249 The 

, ,'inflexibili tythe Board faced ',' in trying ,to obtain conse~t 

,:):;~~~ttL~i~~l:)f'~~"'iri~e~"f~~rits:'as";~eii '~s:more pressing' welfare type 

\ :.< 
, ~em~~ds.Place~ on it 'possiblY' contributed to limiting the Boards 

:acti v:i. ties ill this area. It has only been in more recent years 
, '~', ' 

:that'provisi~ns have been made for Boards to become more active 

'in'Emt~rprisedevelopments for example, but they still face major 

:' ,prC?blems caused by government failure to protect the value of the 

nominal 'sums paid., 

cases Crown actions that are liable to criticism from 

"'tOd~y'S' perspective were nevertheless clearly undertaken 'tJith 

gemriinely good if paternalistic intentions. However i. other 
. : ,', :~~.'~ :<, .'. , '" 

see correspondence re purchases 1957 on MA 26/5 pt 5, 
in document bank pp 175-6, 181-4. 

,'(,;':,,',:J'(',,';",\ : .• ',:.~~e for example memo from Maori Affairs to Minister 21 
'5ff: in MA 26/5 pt 6, copy in document bank p 243 
'.: ". ,':!, ' '. "t' , ~ . '" .• ' , ', • , ' 

,~~~";f6f~xampi~'6orrespondence of 6 and 20 December 1973 
'"'""1-T.'·""",, ...... ,f.linister and Trust Board in MA 26/5 pt 7( document bank 

,12 May 1982 in MA 26/5 pt 8, (document bank p 347) 

;';',:"'",,1',:""",·:<, :,g)~I:':f:\):\;f;:(;~!~!ll"'m; ""n;"'::>~~:~'~~~o :from Maori Affairs off ice 

,8::on:,MA':26/5ipt 6, document bank p 242 
: : '! ": ;:,:" " .• ,:":~'~I,)\ ':: ." "::.,:,:" ,I"."" 

'. ! 

solicitor 



131 

areas government actions appear to have '-been~bk~n with more 

concern for motives such 'as 'political survival and fiscal 

requirements than with genuine attempts,to honour the agreement 

and deal fairly on the claims. The lack of Crown action in' 

protecting the value of the admittedly nominal annual sum in 

spite of continued requests from claimants appears to have been 

a conscious breach of the terms of the settlement. In this case 

the use of the 1944 Act to refuse any review allowed the value 

of the payment to erode significantly. The award of £5000 per 

year was an essential feature of the settlement.' Its adequacy was 

disputed from the beginning by claimants and it has always been 

( admitted to be nominal by the Crown. 

In fact the Crown failed to clearly protect the payments in a 

number of ways. The first payment to the Trust Board was short 

paid and the Board suffered through uncertain and irregular 

payments. ·before .1944. as '. has .already"been.,'l?qt:ed",JI1.,preyiou~" .',.": .:, . 
ch~pters~ Claimants' a'iso only~anaged"t~:':g~t;ij':;p~~~~'6~i~~'>"f;~'~: , . , 

. . ;, 

taxation for the payments after considerable effort. 2so,The 

matter was only clearly settled with the provis.ions of the 1955 
.. . .. 

Act and later amendments. Later and much more seriously the Crown 

. failed to protect the value of payments from erosi,on through 
. ',:" .' 

inflation. The lack of government action to protect the value of 

the annual sum became an issue in later years and appears to be 

a serious attack on the spirit and terms o~ the settlement. As 

an admitted minimum for the wrong done, ,allowing it to erode 

significantly without creating structures such ..... as periodic 

reviews or automatic adjustments for inflation appears to be a 

major breach of the agreement. The 50% increase a~lowed for in 

'the 1977 Maori Purposes Act was a far from realistic adjustment 

that' appears to have b~en made more o~t of e~pediency' than a 

commitment to fair dealing. The Robinson',' r~~ea:rch pi:tper 

previously referred to shows that the. only'ti~e'the'~laimahts' 
beriefitted from the effects of' inflati~n ~as:durrng~,the:wor~t" 

" '1.. ,.", .. ' '. ' .• ' 

'". ", 

;, .';';"'~~';'s;:~~ for example discussions . retax~tion in 
: '(AAMK,'S69/764b)' copy in document bank,pp46-52~:::',":';:' 

.:~ , '. .; -: . :-.. ~.,' ' .. :;. . 
. ~' .. ' " 

:.;., 

'.( 
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years of the depression. 25~ This is approximatelY the time the 

Taranaki Board took voluntary cuts in payments to help the 

government in the financial crisis. After this the government has 

gained as the real value of the payments have been severely 

eroded. The government has never reciprocated the Trust Board's 

gesture and has failed to make any adequate legislative provision 

to really correct the loss in value of the compensation payments. 

The paper shows that the total loss in value of the payments 

alone (disregarding lost opportunities) to the Taranaki Maori 

Trust Board from 1931-92 has been $10,972,298. 

A final issue to be cpnsidered is the level of goodwill shown by 

the Crown in negotiations leading up to legislative measures. The 

1930 agreement itself was only made after strong political 

pressure. The 1944 Act entrenched a policy of full and final 

settJenu:mt in spite of claimant wishes to continue negotiations 

.,on-:th:esettlement. This process appears to have continued into 
··';;"'::;.',i;.' .. :-'· ;'\'~':~;l::;~~·~i'~:·~f.;i~;:E~·:r:~~:\';~:;:·'". "'. ': " " : '.\. ,.>" :. ,..~:. ',; ~:~.. -..... ,.: ':: .,~ :.' '" . "~ ". :. :...',. ~:;. (';.';" 
.... -.the .. 1970s w~th the Mount Egmont Vest~ng Act~ The deta~ls have 

.' '. . .'~ ::.~.:. '.~' . "',' ':::' . 
been covered in chapter 5, but in brief the government appears 

to:h~ve taken only those parts of a proposed package that 

happened to suit it at the time. The mountain was symbolically 

··.·r'~t1i~ned and immediately gifted back, but other parts of the 

.... p~~~age ~uch as the name change that were politically difficult 
; "':.'~>::-. 

at .the time, were excluded. The Crown's failure to directly 

..... i~v()iveiwi in consultations over the mountain also caused some 

concern in Taranaki. This has raised issues of the level of Crown 

to its Treaty partners in the development of 

on Indexation of Payments to Maori Trust Boards 
.updated to 1992, submitted to Treaty of waitangi 

copy of extract in document bank pp 633-635. 
" . ~ " 
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'Possible Issues 

--~--~. ----
possible limitations of the Sim inquiry;- its restricted 
terms of reference, eg it was not able to investigate the 
legality of confiscation legislation; its relection of 
Pakeha attitudes of the time, eg its disregard for the 
importance of wahi tapu; and its limited scope of inquiry 
eg its refusal to inv~stigate details of previous awards 
and promises made by the Crown concerning confiscations. 

possible limitations of the Sim recommendations, eg the 
compensation was for wrong doing only, it was not 
sufficient compensation for economic loss or many other 
issues involved in the full Taranaki muru raupatu claim 

possible problems with the system established to.administer 
compensation awards, eg one Trust Board to cover all the 
iwi of Taranaki and one award to cover all the loss 
regardless of the extent of loss suffered by various iwi 

Apparent Crown refusal to seriously consider 1W1 
understandings of.1930 agreement, eg lack of consideration 

.!Jf. iwi ...• qualificCitions in'accepting '., payments, unilateral 
'decision to'make"settlement full and final in 1944/ refusal' 
to . seriously consider. the many subsequent petitions and 
representations 

Apparent Crown interference in' running of Trust Board and 
. direction of spending eg treatment of compensation money as 
public money ~ Encouraging payments . for welfare acti vi ty 
such as drainage, health, etc that may have been expected 
to have been provided for general community anyway, 
especially after 1936 

Apparent Crown willingness to use relationship with Trust 
Board to replace direct consultation with Taranaki iwi as 

.Treaty partners and to use representation on Board, 

.. decided finally by Ministerial decision,. as offical 
recognition of existence of Taranaki iwi 

, '-, ·:·i ,'::~': 

/ .. YApparent Crown neglect to provide·' certainty for annual 
,~,payments before 1944 and to protect their real value 

/;;,;!I~'~~i~ent. Crown. use •... of '. 1944/ Act,.>.to '. refuse .... serious 
'·:';:'!:.:)\;;\iJ~(),nsideration ,of, adequacy., of·> Sim ,',' awards, ' with, Treaty 

,:; ;:;:;';:iCW::i:};>~;"!=~~l:"s~c:,uritil: establishment.of w,ai t~ng~; Tri~unal., . and 
.,.:,!!;};,/:,::~~;,~appar~p.t'lack ofg60dwill' in somenegot1at10ns w1th 1W1 eg 

" 

., . "." 
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