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FOREWORD

The research report that follows is one of a series of historical surveys commissioned
by the Waitangi Tribunal as part of its Rangahaua Whanui programme. In its present
form, it has the status of a working paper: first release. It is published now so that
claimants and other interested parties may be aware of its contents and, should they
so wish, comment on them and add further information and insights. The
publication of the report is also an invitation to claimants and historians to enter into
dialogue with the author. The Tribunal knows from experience that such a dialogue
will enhance the value of the report when it is published in its final form. The views
contained in the report are those of the author and are not those of the Waitangi
Tribunal, which will receive the final version as evidence in its hearings of claims.

Other district reports have been, or will be, published in this series, which, when
complete, will provide a national theme of loss of land and other resources by Maori
since 1840. Each survey has been written in the light of the objectives of the
Rangahaua Whanui project, as set out in a practice note by the chairperson of the
Waitangi Tribunal, E T ] Durie, in September 1993 (included as an appendix to this
report).

I must emphasise that Rangahaua Whanui district surveys are intended to be one
contribution only to the local and national issues, which are invariably complex and
capable of being interpreted from more than one point of view. They have been
written largely from published and printed sources and from archival materials,
which were predominantly written in English by Pakeha. They make no claim to
reflect Maori interpretations: that is the prerogative of kaumatua and claimant histo-
rians. This survey is to be seen as a first attempt to provide a context within which
particular claims may be located and developed.

The Tribunal would welcome responses to this report, and comments should be
addressed to:

The Chief Historian

The Waitangi Tribunal

PO Box 5022

Wellington

Morris Te Whiti Love
Director
Waitangi Tribunal

il
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PREFACE

Tena koutou. My name is Anita Miles and I am a senior research officer at the
Waitangi Tribunal. I am a Pakeha of English, Irish, and Scots descent, and I live in
Wellington. I graduated from Victoria University of Wellington in 1990 with an
honour’s degree in anthropology, and have subsequently studied at Victoria for a
masters’ degree in social science research.

I have completed reports on Oriwa 183 (Wai 67); Kopukairoa Maunga (Wai 162);
Maraehako c3p (Wai 224); and the Te Horo development scheme (Wai 149). I have
also co-authored research for the Eastern Bay of Plenty inquiry (Wai 46). I began
research for this report in 1994, and have worked on this report intermittently since
that time. In the same period, I have also been responsible for the facilitation of claims
in the Urewera and Ika Whenua districts. I am still the facilitator for these regions,
and am involved in further research for the Urewera district inquiry.

I would like to acknowledge the assistance of several people who helped me during
the preparation of this report. First and foremost, I would like to thank Dr Grant
Phillipson for his patience and his careful reading of my drafts. Sidn Daly researched
and wrote a draft chapter for this report (now chapter 6: ‘The Utilisation of the
Urewera: A Question of Sovereignty’), and Nicola Bright, at the time a masters’
student at Massey and a research cadet at the Tribunal, helped with some research and
reference checking for chapters 1, 2, and 3. I would also like to thank Paul Hamer for
his editorial assistance and comments.






INTRODUCTION

INTRO.1 THE RANGAHAUA WHANUI PROJECT

This report is one of a series of reports written for the Waitangi Tribunal’s Rangahaua
Whanui project. In a practice note dated 23 September 1993, the Tribunal explained
that the purpose behind the Rangahaua Whanui research initiative was to provide a
historical overview of relevant Crown policy and actions that contributed to Maori
land loss and other Treaty grievances. The practice note stated that:

It is now clear that the complaints concerning specified lands in many small claims,
relate to Crown policy that affected numerous other lands as well, and that the Crown
actions complained of in certain tribal claims, likewise affected all or several tribes,
(although not necessarily to the same degree).

It further appears the claims as a whole require an historical review of relevant
Crown policy and action in which both single issue and major claims can be properly
contextualised.

The several, successive and seriatim hearing of claims has not facilitated the efficient
despatch of long outstanding grievances and is duplicating the research of common
issues. Findings in one case may also affect others still to be heard who may hold
competing views and for that and other reasons, the current process may unfairly
advantage those cases first dealt with in the long claimant queue.

To alleviate these problems and to further assist the prioritising, grouping,
marshalling, and hearing of claims, a national review of claims is now proposed.

This report, then, should be read as a broad overview of relevant Crown policy and
actions to assist parties in their evaluation of Treaty grievances in their proper
historical context.

INTRO.2 THE BOUNDARIES OF DISTRICT 4

For the purposes of the project, the country was divided up into 15 geographic
districts. The boundaries of the Rangahaua Whanui districts were based on local
catchment area and Government boundaries, but as the research methodology for
this project developed, it became clear, in some instances, that these boundaries
would have to be amended to take account of iwi movements and overlapping areas of
interest. The boundaries for Rangahaua Whanui district 4, the Urewera district, were
originally going to be based upon the boundaries of the Urewera District Native
Reserve, established in 1896, but were expanded as it became clear that the fate of
adjacent lands were critical to the Urewera claims.

This enlargement of scope beyond the strict 1896 reserve boundaries makes the
boundaries of district four less easy to determine with precision. Broadly, the district

xi



INTRO.2 INTRODUCTION

commences in the north at about present-day Taneatua, then continues west and
south to meet the Rangitaiki River at about Te Mahoe. The Rangitaiki River, and the
Wheao, more or less form the western boundary of the Urewera research district,
until the boundary then turns eastward, taking in Heruiwi and Whirinakilands, until
it reaches the Waiau River, then turns gently north and eastward to encompass the
Waikaremoana district. From this point, the boundary then follows the western
boundary of the old Urewera reserve in a northward direction, then turns northwest,
taking in the Waimana lands and meets the starting point at Taneatua. The
Rangahaua Whanui Urewera district is represented in figure 1. Roughly, this area
would comprise approximately 775,000 acres, though it must be stressed that this is a
very approximate estimate. The figure was arrived at by adding various areas of land
blocks that went before the Native Land Court, where known, to the area of the old
Urewera reserve. The boundaries of this area are flexible, and the report strays
beyond them where necessary, to maintain the integrity of the narrative.

As a consequence of this, there will be some overlap of historical issues with other
Rangahaua Whanui district reports that examine land loss in areas adjacent to the
Urewera district. The reader is directed to consider the reports by Joy Hippolite,
Wairoa, and by Brian Bargh, The Volcanic Plateau. There is no similar district report
for the coastal Bay of Plenty, district 3, because this area was subject to research and
inquiry in the Eastern Bay of Penty hearings at the commencement of the Rangahaua
Whanui project (see the record of documents for the Wai 46 and other claims in-
quiry). Where this report traverses issues and land interests of relevance to district 3,
research reports on the Wai 46 record of inquiry have been noted.

At 1840, the entire Urewera district was owned, occupied, and utilised by Maori.
While it is in no way suggested that the district 4 boundary is an iwi boundary, it
largely comprises the lands once owned by one major iwi, the Tuhoe tribe. Where
appropriate to the narrative, the overlapping interests of other hapu and iwi, such as
Ngati Whare, Ngati Manawa, or Ngati Kahungunu, have been noted. None the less,
unlike other Rangahaua Whanui district reports that involve multiple iwi groups, the
district 4 report is largely ‘tribal’ in nature, in that it focuses on the Tuhoe experience
of colonisation and that tribe’s relationship with the Crown. The alienation of
Urewera lands occurs within the context of a coherent and distinctive story, which
underpins and connects this region’s single and multi-issue claims before the
Waitangi Tribunal. The theme of the Crown’s efforts to extend its authority, in a real
and not just a nominal sense, over the Urewera, and Tuhoe resistance to this pressure,
is writ large in the following research. It is, however, beyond the scope of this report to
be able to explore the issues involved in every claim or every block within district 4,
and the author acknowledges that this report would have been the richer for an
examination, say, of the alienation of land in the Heruiwi-Whirinaki areas in the west
of the district, and the Tahora and Oamaru blocks lying to the east of the old reserve
boundary. Time constraints, which limited the amount of primary research under-
taken for this study, in conjunction with a lack of secondary source material, meant
that an adequate examination of alienation in these areas was not conducted.

xii



INTRODUCTION INTRO.3

This Urewera district is largely mountainous in nature, and is dissected by the
Rangitaiki, Whirinaki, Whakatane, and Tauranga (or Waimana) Rivers. The
principal areas of Maori settlement were about Ruatoki-Waimana, the Whakatane
River valley, and the Ruatahuna, Te Whaiti, and Rangitaiki areas. To the south-east of
this district, Lake Waikaremoana supported a small population and provided food
resources. In keeping with nineteenth-century officials and commentators on the
Urewera region, this report sometimes employs the distinction between the ‘interior’
Urewera and its hapu, enclosed by the Ikawhenua, Huiarau, and Raukumara Ranges,
and the more accessible, flatter territories on the margins of the mountainous
heartland. Between the Rangitaiki River and the Ikawhenua Ranges is a relatively flat
area of land known as the Galatea Basin; a main centre of settlement here was at
Waiohau. Other flat lands were found in the Ruatoki, Waimana, and Opouriao
districts.

INTRO.3 THE STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

Chapter 1 of this report provides a brief description of the people of the Urewera
district and the relationships (both genealogical and political, where possible)
between them, and gives an insight into nineteenth-century occupation patterns in
the Urewera. This is necessary in order that the reader can appreciate various claims
of customary right and occupation in the district. Additionally, because this report is
designed to examine the means of land loss, which transpired in this area largely
through Crown confiscations and purchases, a traditional history should assist in
accurately identifying with whom these dealings occurred or should have occurred,
and who was affected by them. This report has relied mainly upon secondary sources
for this important information. Undoubtedly, claimants before the Waitangi Tribunal
would be able to correct and refine the summary given in this chapter, and the author
would welcome such comment. Chapter 1 also provides a brief survey of the
geography of the Urewera and its resources.

Chapter 2 describes the contact, or lack of it, between Urewera Maori and
Europeans in the early to mid-nineteenth century. The cultural and economic impact
of the small European settler populations of the Bay of Plenty and Wairoa districts on
the Urewera communities is examined, mainly in the context of trade and missionary
activities. The nature of the political relationship between the Crown and Urewera
Maori, prior to confiscation, is discussed, with a focus on an official report submitted
by the resident magistrate, C Hunter Brown. It describes his attempts to promote
Grey’s ‘runanga’ scheme among Tuhoe. The impressions that Tuhoe made upon
those early Europeans who encountered them is also canvassed, and it is suggested
that these perceptions coloured the official treatment of that iwi. Further, the idea that
Tuhoe were not as ‘untouched’ by European impact, or as culturally conservative as is
sometimes thought, is suggested. Some estimations of the Tuhoe population in the
nineteenth century are also discussed, but are qualified by an appreciation of the
difficulties involved in giving accurate historical figures in terms of Maori
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INTRO.3 INTRODUCTION

populations. The Urewera district has historically straddled the boundaries of
various counties and districts for which official figures have been provided, resulting
in confusion as to the hapu groups and areas referred to.

Chapter 3 examines Tuhoe involvement in the New Zealand wars from about 1864
to 1867, including the guerilla campaign conducted by some Tuhoe after the Crown
invasion of the Opotiki district in 1865. The serious consequences of Tuhoe support
of the Kingitanga and of Pai Marire are canvassed. On 17 January 1866, the Governor
proclaimed a vast area of the eastern Bay of Plenty confiscated pursuant to the New
Zealand Settlements Act 1863. Tuhoe historians assert that the extent of Tuhoe
interests in this confiscated district is not generally appreciated; this chapter, then,
surveys the extent of these alleged interests. Tuhoe leaders made several claims in the
Compensation Court for the return of these confiscated territories, and this chapter
examines the fate of these claims, and their resurrection in the twentieth century
before the Sim commission.

Following the rejection of Tuhoe claims in the Compensation Court, the tribe was
unable to agree on a single strategy or policy for dealing with Crown incursions into
Tuhoe territory. Chapter 4, then, examines the different tactics employed by Tuhoe
groups in their resistance to Government forces. The impact that Te Kooti made on
Tuhoe in this period, and the cost borne by the tribe for their support of Te Kooti, is
also examined. The Government invasion of the Urewera district, and the subsequent
terms of the peace made between the tribe and McLean, are explored. This
agreement, which apparently assured to Tuhoe recognition of their chiefly authority
over their lands and affairs, was a key point of reference for Tuhoe in their definition
of their relationship with the Crown for the next 25 years.

The major theme of chapter 5 is how Tuhoe defined their political position in
relation to the activities of the Native Land Court in the years following raupatu.
Tuhoe formed a tribal council known as Te Whitu Tekau, or the Seventy, in order to
protect the tribal estate, the boundaries of which had been explicitly defined in
correspondence to the Government. Te Whitu Tekau assumed the responsibility of
preventing application for survey of land, or investigation of title, or any other actions
which might have led to the alienation of land or resources within the newly defined
ring boundary:.

Chapter 5 describes how Tuhoe’s asserted boundaries and prohibitions came
under threat from the competing claims of other iwi, and from its own hapu, through
actions such as leasing, and taking land to court. This process of encroachment on
Tuhoe boundaries is examined by way of case study, as it was impossible to explore all
issues associated with every block that went before the Native Land Court, or every
hearing in which Tuhoe claimants or witnesses appeared. The case studies chosen for
the purposes of this chapter were the Waimana and Kuhawaea blocks, and four blocks
to the south of Lake Waikaremoana known as Taramarama, Waiau, Tukurangi, and
Ruakituri. It is hoped that the generalist nature of this chapter will be supported in
future by detailed case studies of other blocks that went before the Native Land Court
as the Urewera district research casebook is assembled.
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INTRODUCTION INTRO.3

Chapter 6 of this report is critical in many ways, because it describes the
background to the passing of the Urewera District Native Reserve Act 1896. Tuhoe
wanted official recognition of the ‘protectorate’ they believed they had been promised
by Donald McLean in 1871, while Premier Seddon wanted to be able to tell the nation
that he had finally brought the Urewera under the mantle of the law. Tuhoe were able
to extract major concessions from the Government in the passing of their own special
legislation, and the Act provided for the local government’ of the Urewera district by
representative Maori bodies. The establishment of both local block committees and
an overarching tribal general committee went some way to acknowledging the
relationship of hapu and tribe. Moreover, only the general committee could authorise
the alienation of Urewera land. By the terms of the Act, Tuhoe were empowered to
alienate land only to the Crown; it retained a right of monopoly purchase.
Nevertheless, a title system was established to exclude the Native Land Court and
provide Tuhoe with legally recognised institutions that would enable them to control
the vesting and alienation of land themselves. It had the potential to be a bold and far-
reaching experiment for both the Crown and Maori.

Chapter 7 broadly examines the investigation of title of the lands within the
Urewera reserve. This was undertaken by a five-man commission, three of whom
were to be Tuhoe, so that the tribe would retain a majority influence during the
investigation. The Urewera commission had to divide the Urewera into hapu blocks
and to list individual owners of these blocks as well their respective relative interests.
Title determination, by the terms of the Urewera District Native Reserve Act 1896, was
meant to proceed according to Maori custom, but many complaints from Tuhoe
owners suggest that relative interests were calculated on an apparently alien basis.
This process sparked numerous appeals, and these were heard by a second Urewera
commission, which had no Tuhoe representation, and, finally, by the Appellate Court.
Urewera titles were litigated from 1899 until 1912, aggravating hapu rivalries and
exhausting the patience of the Government, which was by this stage eager to open
Urewera land for colonisation.

Chapter 8 examines the establishment of Tuhoe’s general committee, which, ac-
cording to the Urewera District Native Reserve Act 1896, was meant to ‘deal with all
questions affecting the reserve as a whole’ and whose decisions were to be binding on
all Urewera owners. The committee was also the sole body that could endorse aliena-
tion of land to the Crown, but, because of the focus on determination of title, and a
political power play on Carroll’s part, the general committee was not formed until
1909. The functions and powers of the general committee were never clearly defined,
and it was vulnerable in the face of attack from local, regional block committees,
dissatisfied with attempts at centralised control over their lands. Within a year of its
formal inception, the Government was acquiring agreements for sale of Urewera land
without reference to the general committee. The cross-currents in the political de-
bates of the time - leasing versus sale of land; private alienation versus a State-
controlled distribution of land; and Pakeha settlement versus Maori desires for agri-
cultural development - form the thematic basis of this chapter.
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Chapter 9 describes the Crown purchase of shares within the Urewera reserve. The
Government’s acquisition of individual shares undercut the authority of the general
committee so that group control of the alienation process was no longer possible.
From June 1910 to July 1921, the Government succeeded in purchasing the equivalent
of just over half of the Urewera reserve. Initially, purchase was confined to those
blocks which had been nominated for sale by the general committee, but before very
long it was the Native Land Purchase Board that decided where and when the
Government would buy Tuhoe land. This chapter surveys the tactics employed by the
Government and its purchase agents in order to acquire as much Urewera land as
possible at the lowest prices.

The interests left to Tuhoe owners, or non-sellers, were scattered over 44 blocks
and commingled with those purchased by the Crown. Chapter 10 examines the
establishment and implementation of the Urewera consolidation scheme, designed to
group and define the respective interests of Tuhoe and the Crown on the ground. The
chapter examines the special legislation passed to give effect to the consolidation
scheme, which was, in most part, worked out in a three-week hui held at Ruatoki. It
became increasingly clear from the nature of subsequent Tuhoe complaints about
consolidation that the scheme had not been fully understood by many owners and
that the interests and priorities of the Crown were addressed at the expense of Tuhoe
owners. This chapter examines Tuhoe understandings of consolidation, protests
undertaken by various Tuhoe groups against consolidation, and the expenses borne
in the scheme by remaining owners. The Urewera consolidation commissioners’
orders form the basis of Urewera titles today.

Chapter 11 is the conclusion; it draws together some of the major themes and issues
developed in the previous chapters, makes some general findings, and identifies
issues for further research. It is hoped that this will be a useful reference point for
claimants, the Crown, and others to discuss. Claimants are invited to make
submissions to the Tribunal after their consideration of this research, which would go
a long way in adding depth and accuracy to the narrative in its final form.

Chronologically, this report ends somewhat abruptly in the late 1920s. By this
period, the great majority of Urewera lands had been alienated from Maori
ownership, and the balance of power in the control and administration of these lands
had clearly swung to favour the Crown. Because these themes were the focus of the
Rangahaua Whanui project, the writer elected to concentrate on the period from 1896
to the 1920s, when Tuhoe lost most of their land within the reserve. Important issues
subsequent to the Urewera consolidation scheme have been explored by Leah
Campbell, employed by the Crown Forestry Rental Trust, in a research report entitled
‘The Urewera National Park, 1952-1975.

1.  Thisreporthasbeen completed in draft form but not yet released for comment nor entered into the records
of documents for this region’s claims.
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INTRO.4 A NOTE ON SOURCES

The Rangahaua Whanui district reports were to be written, as far as possible, from
secondary sources, claims research, and published primary sources. While some
chapters of this report reflect this directive, there was little substantive secondary
source material that got to grips with the details of title investigation or land
alienation in the Urewera district.

A certain amount of detail was, however, necessary in order to provide an adequate
historical context for the evaluation and interpretation of Crown actions towards
Maori in any particular claim. For this reason, chapters 7 through to 10 required
primary research to provide the necessary information for the report. Some key
primary sources consulted were two files in Maori Affairs series 13, located at National
Archives. This so-called ‘special files’ series contained two files — ma13/90: Urewera-
Te Whaiti and mA13/91: Urewera - that are an invaluable collation of official records
and correspondence relating to the period under discussion in this report, and have
been used extensively. It should be noted that a further file in this series - ma13/92:
Urewera (Shepperd-Galvin report) — deals with a report undertaken in the 1930s that
canvassed official meetings held with Tuhoe as to the preservation of the Urewera
bush and other land utilisation matters. Because this period fell outside the scope of
this report, this important file is not referenced in this study but has provided other
researchers with valuable information.> Other important files accessed at National
Archives in the Maori Affairs series were those concerned with the Urewera
consolidation scheme (MA1 29/4/7, pts 1-3, Urewera Consolidation; MA1 29/4/7A,
Balneavis file). Information on Crown purchasing in the Urewera native reserve was
located in the Maori Affairs’ Maori land purchase series (notably, Mma-mMLP1 1910, 10/
28/1, pts 1-3, Urewera purchase; MA-MLP1 1910, 10/28/1, Ruatoki 1, 2, and 3 purchase;
MA-MLP1 1910/28/11, Urewera purchase: Ruatahuna). Other material consulted at
National Archives included miscellaneous files from the Maori Affairs, Justice, Agent
of the General Government, and Lands and Survey series. Manuscript sources were
also consulted at the Alexander Turnbull Library, notably Percy Smith’s
correspondence in papers of the Polynesian Society (ms1187; folder 297; ms1187;
folder 292).

There is a vast amount of primary material relating to the Urewera in this period
and this author does not pretend to have incorporated, or even accessed, most of it.
Notably in this regard, there are sources such as the Urewera minute books, written in
Maori and recording the title investigation of the Urewera, which could make an
invaluable contribution to providing depth to the broad and exploratory nature of
some of this research.?

2. See Leah Campbell, ‘Urewera Overview Report: Land Alienation, Consolidation and Development in the
Urewera, 1912-1950’, report commissioned by the Crown Forestry Rental Trust, July 1997 (Wai 36 RoD, doc
A9)

3. The Urewera minute books provide English translation summaries of evidence, and minute book 4 is a
collation in English of some major evidence heard by the Urewera commission. However, it is my
understanding that the summaries lack substantive detail and that much of the Maori text is yet
untranslated. These minute books can be viewed at the Maori Land Court in Rotorua and are also at
National Archives, Wellington, in microfiche form.
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This primary research has been supplemented where possible by a major published
source of official documents, the Appendices to the Journals of the House of
Representatives. The New Zealand Gazette, the statute books, and the New Zealand
Parliamentary Debates also provided useful information and commentary.
Biographies of Tuhoe leaders in the Dictionary of New Zealand Biography were helpful
in providing details on some central individuals mentioned in the narrative.

Throughout this report, acknowledgements have been made for the narrative’s
heavy reliance upon certain secondary sources. It is perhaps appropriate that this
introduction identifies these authors and their reports, and their important
contribution in the construction of this overview, though it should also be noted that
the responsibility for the interpretation of their work is my own. In this regard, I
would mention the thesis of Robert Wiri, “Te Wai-Kaukau o nga Matua Tipuna:
Myths, Realities, and the Determination of Mana Whenua in the Waikaremoana
District’, and the research of Vincent O’ Malley, ‘The Crown’s Acquisition of the
Waikaremoana Block, 1921-25" and “The East Coast Confiscation Legislation and Its
Implementation’, all of which were extremely helpful in writing about events in
connection with the Waikaremoana district. I also found J Sissons’ book Te Waimana
- The Spring of Mana: Tuhoe History and the Colonial Encounter to be most
informative on the history and people in relation to the Waimana district. Judith
Binney’s biography of Te Kooti, Redemption Songs: A Life of Te Kooti Arikirangi Te
Turuki, was invaluable in the production of the narrative of chapter 4 and for other
information on the inter-hapu dynamics of the 1880s and 1890s. Stokes, Milroy, and
Melbourne’s book Te Urewera nga Iwi te Whenua te Ngahere: People, Land and Forests
of Te Urewera is a really useful general introduction to the Urewera region. The thesis
of Hirini Melbourne, “Te Manemanerau a te Kawanatanga: A History of the
Confiscation of Tuhoe Lands in the Bay of Plenty’, and the research of Bryan Gilling,
“Te Raupatu o te Whakatohea: The Confiscation of Whakatohea Land, 1865-1866,
were both relied upon heavily in my discussion of the confiscation of Tuhoe land in
the Bay of Plenty in chapter 3. To all these authors, I owe thanks. Perhaps inevitably,
however, there are ubiquitous references to Elsdon Best’s work Tuhoe: Children of the
Mist throughout the body of this report. Such is my, and others’, reliance upon Best
that a discussion of this important source is undertaken at the beginning of the first
chapter of this report.
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CHAPTER 1

THE EARLY HISTORY OF THE
IWI AND HAPU OF TE UREWERA

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The following account provides a summary description of Urewera traditional
history and the relationships between the peoples of this district. The ideas advanced
herein are both brief and tentative; brief because the aim of the chapter is simply to
identify the main hapu and iwi groups as participants of the later chapters of this
report, and tentative because the writer asserts no expertise in the field of Maori, or
Tuhoe, tribal history or genealogy. It is important to note, therefore, that the
subsequent narrative is largely a synthesis of published secondary sources.

The traditions of the Urewera and Bay of Plenty tribes as interpreted by Elsdon Best
form a major source through which to explore the history of the Urewera people. Best
was an ethnographer who compiled a history of Tuhoe and Te Urewera over the
period 1895 to 1906, relying heavily on Tuhoe oral history as given by respected
rangatira such as Tutakangahau, Paitini Wi Tapeka, and Erueti Tamaikoha. Tuhoe:
Children of the Mist, his most well-known book, was first published by the Polynesian
Society in 1925. It consists of two volumes, the first being a general history of the
Urewera tribes, the second a compilation of genealogical tables. He also published a
number of other books and articles, many of which concerned aspects of Tuhoe
culture and traditions.

Given this report’s reliance upon Best as a source, however, it must be noted that
Best has many modern critics who take him to task for both his colonial attitudes and
his treatment of Tuhoe as museum pieces, as well as for his historical method.
E Stokes, ] Milroy, and H Melbourne comment that:

Best was a firm believer in human evolution and the superior advancement of
European civilisation. He also believed Tuhoe had retained more of traditions and
customs than other tribes who had more European contact. The process of ‘civilisation’
was inevitable, [and Best believed] that study of the Tuhoe would be rewarding as a
study of the last vestiges of ‘primitive’ life.'

J Sissons has noted that, despite the lack of sense it would have made to his Tuhoe
informants, Best struggled to create a unilinear, integrated history of the Urewera

1. E Stokes, ] Wharehuia Milroy, and H Melbourne, Te Urewera nga Iwi te Whenua te Ngahere: People, Land
and Forests of Te Urewera, Hamilton, University of Waikato, 1986, p 32

1



11 Te UREWERA

district. Best himself acknowledged some of the discrepancies and weak points in his
narrative but felt justified in his attempt to unravel ‘the tangled skein of the historical
traditions’.> Instead of following the genealogical order of Tuhoe history, Best dis-
criminated between substantiated tribal history, less historical migration traditions,
and mythology and folklore, presenting them in an order which he felt reflected their
relative historical validity.® The disjunction between the genealogical sequence and
Best’s order of presentation is shown in the following table compiled by Sissons (the
first column is the genealogical order, the second, Best’s order).*

1 5  ‘Mythical’ ancestors of
Potiki, Tamatea, Hape,
Toi, and Wairaka

2 4  Migration traditions No migration ~ Tamateaon  Hapeon No Urewera  Wairaka on
traditions Nukutere Rangimatoru tradition Mataatua
canoe canoe canoe
3 1 Tribal ancestors Potiki Haeora Hape Toi Turanga-  Tuhoe-Potiki
pikitoi
Number of generations 23 15 21 26 13
before 1900 19
(approximate)
Tribes and sub-tribes  Nga Potiki Te Whakatane Te Te Tini-o-Toi, Tuhoe
mentioned in Sissons’  Tamakaimoana Hapeoneone Ngai Turanga
review Ngai Tama

4 2 Intertribal warfare,
1800-60

5 3 ‘The Coming of the
White Man’

Sissons comments that, at the time that Best was writing, the tribes and hapu of Te
Urewera had formed a council of leaders to protect their sovereign independence and
prevent further land alienation. He notes that the land of this confederation later
composed the Urewera District Native Reserve. Best, he asserts, was seeking to give
an integrated history of this political confederation, but Sissons says that ‘the tribes
and hapu of the Urewera district each defined historically their separate identities and
mana by relating a story or set of stories concerning their founding ancestors’. The
stories relating to the ‘early tribes belonged together, not as a sequence, but as
political statements’.’

While Best’s writings have been contested - and there is some doubt as to the
correctness of his work concerning whakapapa especially - they are none the less an
invaluable source.

2. Elsdon Best, Tuhoe: The Children of the Mist, 2nd ed, 2 vols, Wellington, AH and AW Reed Ltd, 1972, vol 1,
p 668

3. ] Sissons, Te Waimana: The Spring of Mana - Tuhoe History and the Colonial Encounter, Te Whenua Series 6,
Dunedin, University of Otago Press, 1991, p 6

4. Ibid,p7

5. Ibid,p8
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In this chapter, Best’s writings have been supplemented, where possible, by
contributions from Tuhoe historians and researchers, and from other iwi
biographers. None the less, errors or omissions may have resulted, owing to the
paucity of primary and oral evidence available to the author. The limitations of using
secondary, and largely Pakeha, sources are acknowledged and will undoubtedly be
highlighted by the later evidence of tangata whenua themselves in support of their
claims. The author expects that claimants will give oral evidence to the Tribunal on
these matters during the hearing of their claims.

Unlike most other districts of the Rangahaua Whanui research survey, the
boundaries of district 4, the Urewera district, are largely coterminous with the rohe
boundaries of just one major iwi, namely Tuhoe. This chapter, then, will largely focus
on the traditions associated with Tuhoe people and those groups closely related to
them.

To the nineteenth-century officials and ethnographers of this region, the terms
‘Ureweras’ and “Tuhoe’ were interchangeable; it was common in the 1880s to refer to
the ‘Urewera tribe’” and the “Tuhoi [sic] hapu’.® However, as this chapter, and possibly
this report, will illustrate, it is not necessarily the iwi that has been the principal unit
of Tuhoe social structure and identity. Increasingly, it is the hapu that is seen by
modern historians and by Maori as having been the dominant organising feature of
Maori social life. In both its genealogical and its geographic expressions, the hapu has
something of a fluid nature and boundaries. Numerous lines of common ancestry
form bilineal descent systems. Overlapping and interlocking interests and obligations
resulted from extensive intermarriage, migration for political and economic reasons,
and changes wrought by warfare. These factors were all contributors to the growth,
cohesion, and sometimes disintegration of hapu. This is not to say, of course, that
broader iwi and waka associations were unimportant, or Pakeha inventions, but that
these allegiances were possibly brought into play less often and for specific purposes.”

It is a common enough observation that the Pakeha settlers and administrators of
the last century generally failed to appreciate the primacy of the hapu and, more
generally, the nature of Maori social structure. This must have been the case with
Tuhoe, who lived in their ‘mountain fastnesses’ and had little contact with Pakeha for
most of the nineteenth century. This tendency often resulted in the monolithic and
static description of tangata whenua groups and the simple misidentification of the
hapu or iwi at issue. Further to this, many Pakeha were unaware of the complexity of
tribal whakapapa, which incorporated descent lines from ‘aboriginal’ groups as well
as later waka traditions. What was termed the Tuhoe tribe, then, might be seen as
incorporating a number of hapu groups or ‘tribes’.

Angela Ballara has recently discussed the evolution of the Tuhoe iwi in a case study
in her book Iwi.® She canvasses the growth of tribal solidarity and institutions of

6. Tom Bennion and Anita Miles, ‘Ngati Awa and Other Claims’, report commissioned by the Waitangi
Tribunal, September 1995 (Wai 46 rROD, doc 11), p 60

7. ] Belich, Making Peoples, Auckland, Penguin Books, 1996, pp 83-84

8. A Ballara, Iwi: The Dynamics of Maori Tribal Organisation from c1769 to c1945, Wellington, Victoria
University Press, 1998



1.2 Te UREWERA

authority within Tuhoe, which is particularly pertinent to historical considerations of
what it means to discuss a ‘tribe’ and ‘tribal’ boundaries, and the relationship
between hapu and iwi. Some thoughts on these points are offered in the conclusion of
this report at section 11.1.

This chapter acknowledges, then, that as they exist today the iwi and hapu of the
Urewera region are far removed from their beginnings amidst legend and ancient
‘tribal’ tradition, having undergone numerous changes through relocation, absorp-
tions, and the creation of new hapu. Yet Tuhoe still refer to these ancient identities,
and the importance of these connections has seemingly not diminished over time.

This chapter begins with a description of the Urewera region and the resources
utilised by the resident hapu, followed by a brief discussion about the earliest
occupants of Te Urewera. It is recognised that the limited sources available for this
aspect of Te Urewera history allow only speculation as to the identities and traditions
of these early groups, and that these important and contentious issues are better
determined by Tuhoe themselves; hence, only a bare outline is attempted. The
migration of the people of the Mataatua waka, which heralded the beginnings of
major change to the genealogical traditions and tribal groupings of the area, is
discussed as a focal point in the Urewera people’s history. A brief summary of the
main iwi and hapu of Te Urewera, as well as the nearby groups they interacted with, is
given and their evolution and movement through migration, war, conquest, and
intermarriage is discussed. A summary of the identity and location of major Urewera
hapu, as at the turn of the century, is reproduced at section 1.8.4. Tuhoe rangatira gave
this information to a commission investigating land title in Te Urewera from 1899 to

1907.

1.2 THE GEOGRAPHY AND CLIMATE OF TE UREWERA

The lands of the Tuhoe tribe lie on the east coast of the North Island between Hawke’s
Bay and the Bay of Plenty. More specifically, Best says that the old boundaries of the
lands of the iwi originally known as Nga Potiki and later as Tuhoe encompassed the
area from:

Maungapohatu to Nga Mahanga on the Whakatane River, and then westward to the
watershed between the Whakatane and Rangitaiki rivers, whence it followed Te Ika-
Whenua-a-Tamatea range to a point about a mile to the west of the Tarapounamu peak.
From there the line ran to Maungataniwha, crossed the Waiau River, and followed the
Huiarau Range to Whakataka, and thence to close the circuit at Maungapohatu.’

As the hapu of Nga Potiki and those of the adjacent lands evolved, they spread out and
encompassed what later became known as the Urewera region, which included the
Waikaremoana, Papuni, Waimana, Ruatoki, and Te Whaiti districts." This expansion

9. Urewera National Park Board, Handbook to the Urewera National Park, 2nd ed, Hamilton, Urewera
National Park Board, 1968, p 11; Best, p 17
10. Best,p10
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is described elsewhere in this chapter, but the point to note here is that the Ruatoki
and Waimana lands, in particular, were flatter and more agriculturally productive
than the interior lands originally occupied by Nga Potiki. Best described the interior
terrain as follows:

the whole of it is extremely rough, broken, mountainous forest country. At Nga-
Mahanga are a few alluvial flats of very small area, but in any other part of the district it
is rarely that a flat piece of land an acre in extent is seen. The district possessed no sea-
board, nor did its boundaries approach in any way near the coast, until the time that the
Waimana and Opouri-ao district were obtained by conquest.”

P Webster provides a more detailed geological and climatic description of the

region:

The forested ranges of Te Urewera rise to 1402m and form part of the watershed
between the Bay of Plenty to the north and Hawkes Bay to the south . . . The trend of the
main ranges is NNE-ssw along the line of a great series of faults which run right across
the Urewera. Major rivers follow the major fault lines into deeply incised gorges . . . The
country is deeply dissected, with numerous streams and waterfalls which make any
kind of cross country journey difficult. The sacred mountain - Maunga Pohatu - is a
great tiled block of raised tertiary sandstone and siltstone, with lenses of algal limestone
rising to almost 1372m at its north end.

Broadly speaking, the climate of Te Urewera can be described as cool and moist
throughout the year, without any great extremes of temperature. In winter snow falls
occasionally to about 609m, and regularly on the highest summits, although it never
remains so for long.”

Webster also notes that there are considerable variations in climatic conditions,

even in the hours of sunshine from one side of a valley to the next:

Great differences between prevailing wind strength, and frequency and degree of
frost are found within a very short distance. One may be enjoying warm sunshine and
freedom from wind in one place, while less than a kilometre away areas of forest may be
deep in cloud and blasted by a freezing gale.”

The rugged nature and harsh climate of Te Urewera, and the difficulties of access to

it, no doubt contributed to the inhospitable reputation the area acquired with Pakeha
and ensured it remained isolated from European contact for so long. These deterrents
meant that European settlement was limited to the perimeter of what Tuhoe

11.
12.

13.

Best,p 8

P Webster, Rua and the Maori Millennium, Wellington, Price Milburn for Victoria University Press, 1979,
PP 74, 76; see also M P Burton, ‘Geology of the Ureweras’, Handbook to the Urewera National Park, 1st ed,
Hamilton, Urewera National Park Board, 1966 (cited in Webster), and Department of Lands and Survey,
Land of The Mist: The Story of the Urewera National Park, Gisborne, Department of Lands and Survey, 1983,
p 50

Webster, p 76
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considered their rohe, and Pakeha did not push for a foothold in the interior Tuhoe
lands until the late nineteenth century.

An examination of archaeological data compiled by the Historic Places Trust, in
concert with Tuhoe oral accounts, indicates that the main areas of Tuhoe settlement
in Te Urewera were in relatively sheltered valleys wherever a more gentle gradient of
land could be taken advantage of."* Webster notes that, in spite of this tendency, there
were many Tuhoe kainga sited on ridges above 610 metres that were surrounded by
steep, bush-clad slopes.” Stokes, Milroy, and Melbourne also note that there were
quite a few kainga and cultivations around the perimeter of Lake Waikaremoana and
that the many pa, urupa, and wahi tapu here indicate a long history of habitation in
the Waikaremoana area.’® Tuhoe kainga, then, were widely distributed, and some of
the small ones were quite isolated. Best noted that, prior to the introduction of the
potato, most of the Tuhoe kainga comprised only a few whare situated in small forest
clearings often of no more than a quarter of an acre in area.”

Webster, amongst others, has speculated on the reasons why Tuhoe settled in this
largely inhospitable country, and he guessed that the Urewera functioned as a refuge
for Tuhoe, driven from the warmer, more fertile coast by hostile and larger tribes.” He
is careful to point out, however, that Tuhoe were none the less ‘intensely proud of their
rugged landscape, [and] the chiefs were identified and linked mythologically with the
summits of local mountains’. Remote and forbidding to outsiders, Te Urewera
remained the kainga tuturu of Tuhoe.

1.3 TE NGAHERE: RESOURCES

Te ngahere, or the forest, was an essential part of Tuhoe existence, providing resources
for food, medicine, clothing, and shelter. Surrounded by maunga, the hapu of Te
Urewera was largely cut off from the sea and marine resources. However, Tuhoe
expansion and close whakapapa links with more coastal hapu - Upokorehe, for
example — would have provided some Tuhoe hapu with a means of access to the
bounty of Ohiwa Harbour. Aside from trade and gifting with coastal hapu and iwi,
Tuhoe relied heavily on the bounty of the forest, as did their tipuna Toikairakau, ‘the
wood-eater’.”

Tuhoe evolved a distinctive economy adapted to their forest environment. Best’s
explanation for this almost sole reliance on the forest was:

On account of the altitude of the tribal lands and the character of its climate, it
followed that the Nga Potiki people were almost a non-agricultural community,
inasmuch as the kumara (sweet potato), taro and hue (gourd plant) would not grow,

14. For example, see the map in Stokes, Milroy, and Melbourne, p 331.
15.  Webster, p 87

16.  Stokes, Milroy, and Melbourne, p 211

17.  Bestin Webster, p 88

18. Ibid, p 88

19. Toikairakau is mentioned later in this chapter.
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save in a few localities, as Karioi, Nga Mahanga etc ... [Nga Potiki, later known as
Tuhoe or Te Urewera] were compelled to subsist almost entirely upon the products of
forest and stream.®

He also notes two sayings that were applied to Ruatahuna: ‘Rua-tahuna paku kore’
and ‘Rua-tahuna kakahu mauku’, the first meaning ‘poverty-stricken Ruatahuna’,
the second ‘mauku-clothed Ruatahuna’, neither of which expresses a sterility of the
land per se, but refers to the lack of cultivatable foods. Kumara could not be grown
because of the altitude, and the only flax that grew there was a variety that contained
a very poor fibre, which was why rough temporary mats or clothing were sometimes
made from the fronds of the mauku fern. This meant that items made from flax, such
as mats and clothing, were prestigious articles in the interior communities.

As the hapu situated in the interior moved outwards, through alliance and warfare,
its resources also expanded. However, as Best has noted, before its conquest of the
Ruatoki and Waimana districts, it initially possessed little land appropriate for
cultivation, the country consisting of ‘remarkably rugged and high-lying ranges’.

Tuhoe, then, unlike many other pre-contact Maori groups, probably did not burn
off a significant quantity of bush, precisely because the underlying terrain was unsuit-
able for cultivation.” Instead, Tuhoe became masters at exploiting forest resources.
Webster has written that Tuhoe hapu ‘lived a primitive marginal existence, utterly
dependent upon the fluctuating annual supply of berries and the varying density of
the bird population’.”® To some extent, this is true, but it underplays the amount of
hands-on management of forest resources and bird life necessary to sustain a human
population in the bush. James Belich notes that:

The picture of gathering as an ad hoc, hand-to-mouth activity is false, for New
Zealand at least. One could rarely pluck and eat in the New Zealand bush; exploiting
‘nature’s bounty’ was a matter of foreknowledge, planning and complex processing.
Few groups ever survived on gathering alone - even Best’s Tuhoe had garden lands
until the nineteenth century.*

It may be more accurate then, to describe the pre-contact Tuhoe economy in terms
of the vast amount of human effort, knowledge, and organisation invested and
developed over a long period of time, rather than in simple hunter-gatherer
terminology. Belich points out that Maori generally applied certain techniques in
order to increase production from the forest (which must have been especially
familiar to Tuhoe):

20. Best, Tuhoe,p 8

21.  E Best, ‘Food Products of Tuhoeland: Being Notes on the Food-supplies of a Non-agricultural Tribe of the
Natives of New Zealand; Together with Some Account of Various Customs, Superstitions, etc, Pertaining to
Foods’, Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute, vol 35,1902, p 45

22.  Which is not to say that the forest may not have been burnt for another reason; Best gives the example of
Hapurona Kohi of Te Whaiti, who burnt the forest of the Huiarau Range in 1849 to assert his rights to those
lands: Best, Tuhoe, p 478.

23.  Webster, p 88

24. Belich, p 69
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Forest birds were taken when fat and flightless, when their favourite berries were in
fullest flower and when numbed with cold on frosty nights. Rats, creatures of habit,
were trapped at night on their customary trails. Toxic and almost inedible plant foods
were made to yield something: poisonous tutu berries were washed and rewashed, then
carefully strained through special finely woven bags; fernroot was dried for two weeks,
then baked and pounded; mamaku pith, cabbage tree roots and karaka kernels had to
be cooked continuously for a day or two. Fowling often required quite specialised and
sophisticated equipment, as indicated in the saying ‘You cannot make yourself a bird
spear as you go’.”

1.3

During his studies in Te Urewera, Best compiled a list of the trees and plants of the
region that included 293 species.”® Tuhoe utilised these plants in a variety of ways.
According to Firth, the forest environment provided (amongst other things):

Bark for roofing and for household vessels, raupo leaves for thatching and hut walls,
kakaho flower culms of the toetoe for lining, aka creepers for eel pots and lashings,
fibrous leaf-blades of toi, kiekie, and the indispensable harakeke or native flax for
clothing [which did not grow in the interior Urewera], cordage, and nets were all
obtained from the forest or the swamp. Dyes were also prepared from bark, black from
the hinau, yellow from the karamu, and brown from the tanekaha.”

Milroy and Melbourne have commented on the traditional uses of forest resources
by Tuhoe:

Among the traditional uses of the forest is the collection of plant material, such as
pikopiko, watercress, puha and other ‘greens’ for food, various medicinal plants and
herbal remedies, fibres such as kiekie, harakeke (flax) [only in some parts of Tuhoe’s
rohe], tii, and nikau palms, and houhi (lacebark), for kits, mats, tukutuku panels and
other crafts.”®

Besides the plant life, the ngahere contained various species of birds and fish,
which were hunted along with kiore (Polynesian rat) and occasionally kuri (dog).
According to a publication of the Department of Lands and Survey, in early times the
forests, lakes, rivers, and swamps of Te Urewera probably supported about 50 species
of birds, ranging from the moa to the rifleman.”
Birds were an important seasonal food source; at certain times of the year huge
numbers were caught and stored in their own fat. Certain areas of Te Urewera were
famed for their birding (usually having the best fruit trees to attract the birds). The
pepeha “Te Weraiti umu tahu noa’, for example, refers to the abundance of birds at Te

25.
26.

27.
28.

29.

Ibid, p 69

E Best, ‘Maori Forest Lore’, Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute, vol 40, 1907, p 207.
The list is incomplete because in some cases either the Maori names or the botanical names of many plants
were not obtained. Many other plants were also not included in Best’s list because he intended it to be for a
paper on ‘Maori lore’ and not that of a scientific botanist.

R Firth, Economics Of The New Zealand Maori, Wellington, Government Printer, 1972, p 65

Te Wharehuia Milroy and H Melbourne, “Te Roi o te Whenua’, 1995 (Wai 36 RoD, doc A4), p 312

C Atmore and B Bray (comps), M Jones (ed), Land of The Mist: The Story of the Urewera National Park,
Gisborne, Department of Lands and Survey, 1983, p 67
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Weraiti (near Ruatahuna), which filled the ovens there. Apart from being used by the
whanau, potted birds were also a delicacy and were sometimes traded with outside
hapu in exchange for seafood and other items not obtainable in Te Urewera, and were
presented at important hui to feed manuhiri (visitors).>* Best says that cords, with
little snares dangling from them, were stretched across rivers, lagoons, and shoal lakes
in order to trap ducks." Kereru (or pigeon), kiwi, tui, kaka, kakariki, huia, weka,
pihere (robin), pihipihi (blight bird), bellbird, whitehead, and kakapo were among
the bird species taken by Tuhoe using both spears and snaring equipment.
Interestingly, the pigeon trough was an entrapment method apparently introduced
from the Waikato in about 1839.> Birds taken for their feathers included the kotuku
(white heron), huia, hawk, and wharauroa (cuckoo).

Waterways contained freshwater fish, tuna (eels), and inanga, although Best notes
that fish were not plentiful in the Urewera region:

In the way of fish the denizens of Tuhoe land are probably worse oft than any other
tribe ... Very few eels are found in the upper waters of the Whakatane, and none
whatever in Waikare-moana. The kokopu, a small fresh water fish, was, and is still,
taken in the streams of the interior, but the inanga is only found in the lower parts of the
rivers, never at Ruatahuna.®

Again, Best largely refers to the interior Urewera district, because pa tuna, or eel
weirs, were constructed on the lower Whakatane and Tauranga (Waimana) Rivers’*
Also, the Ngati Manawa, Ngati Whare, and Patuheuheu people enjoyed the quality
eels that were found in the Rangitaiki, Whirinaki, and Wheao Rivers to the west of the
Urewera district. To the east of the Urewera, the Waioeka River was also a significant
source of eels (although it is not clear to what degree Tuhoe hapu could have accessed
the river, given that Waioeka was also a Whakatohea preserve). Ohiwa Harbour
sustained the reputation of being the food basket of the Mataatua tribes.

Kiore were a very important food source; large populations thrived in the forest
lands of Te Urewera, and Best comments that they were ‘snared in large numbers, and
preserved in fat for future use’.** The domestic dog (kuri) was one of the few sources
of red meat in Te Urewera, but it was not numerous enough to be an important item
in the daily diet and was usually eaten only on important occasions.”

30. When Herbert Brabant visited the Urewera in 1872, he was presented with large calabashes filled with
preserved birds (these were known as taha) as payment for assistance that the Government had previously
rendered Tuhoe: see AJHR, 1874, G-14, p 2.

31.  E Best, The Maori, 2nd ed, Wellington, Board of Ethnological Research for the Polynesian Society, pp 481-
482

32. Tamarau Makarini in Urewera minute book 4, pp 2-17 (cited in Stokes, Milroy, and Melbourne, p 24)

33. Best, Tuhoe, p 11

34. Stokes, Milroy, and Melbourne, p 26

35. Te Wharehuia Milroy and H Melbourne, p 63

36. Best, Tuhoe, p 11. According to Tamarau Makarini’s comments recorded in an Urewera minute book, ‘In
1838 rats (native rats) began to be annihilated by imported European rats’. The kiore was eventually
displaced by introduced rodent species: Tamarau Makarini in Urewera minute book 4/2, p 17 (English
translation); Urewera minute book 2/2, p 12 (Maori version) (cited in Stokes, Milroy, and Melbourne, p 22).

37.  Best, ‘Food Products of Tuhoeland’, p 47
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There is not time or space for this overview report to reflect upon how the Tuhoe
economy influenced, and was affected by, the organisation and dynamics of early
Tuhoe settlement. However, it is useful to point out here that the seasonal or
temporary nature of much of this resource gathering meant that Tuhoe might travel to
different parts of their rohe at different times of the year for particular activities,
necessitating both permanent and seasonal whare. This pattern of occupation and
migration continued well into the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries; in the
investigation of title to the Urewera lands between 1899 and 1907 before the Urewera
commission, for example, many owners were still concerned to reserve resource
areas, such as pua manu or birding areas, for their continued use.

This section has not provided an exhaustive list of all the resources of Te Urewera
and can be seen only as an indication of how major resources were utilised. Other
types of resources, such as minerals and insects, are simply too numerous to include
in this brief summary.

1.4 NGA Iwi ME NGA HAPU 0 TE UREWERA

Na Toi raua ko Potiki te whenua, na Tuhoe te mana me te rangatiratanga.

The land is from Toi and Potiki, the prestige and rank from Tuhoe.*

One of the primary ancestors of the Bay of Plenty tribes is Toi, known as Toi-kai-
rakau or Toi-te-Huatahi.** According to Best, Toi was a descendant of the earliest
inhabitants of Aotearoa, who had arrived here some 33 or 35 generations ago and who
were commonly referred to by Best as the Maruiwi or Mouriuri. More than one figure
known as Toi appears in the iwi traditions of Aotearoa, and Toi and his son Whatonga
also appear in Cook Island stories, where the word ‘toi’ is associated with ‘original
inhabitant’.* Best cites a Ngati Awa tradition that recounts Toi being descended from
Tiwakawaka, the first inhabitant of the Bay of Plenty district.*" Best also noted the
contention surrounding the origins of Toi:

In the following narrative [Tuhoe: The Children of the Mist] Toi, the famed chief of
Whakatane, is spoken of as a native of this land, inasmuch as nearly all native
authorities maintained that he was born here. Yet Tutakangahau, one of the most
reliable of my informants, plainly told me that Toi came from the isles of Polynesia, and
settled here.®

Simmons has argued that the Toi of the Bay of Plenty tradition dates from the
thirteenth or fourteenth centuries, producing whakapapa sequences from the Bay of
Plenty and East Coast regions to place Toi approximately 24 generations ago.* Walker

38. Best, Tuhoe, p 13

39. Meaning ‘Toi the wood eater’, in recognition of the early people’s reliance upon forest produce and fern
root, and ‘Toi the only child’: see Best, Tuhoe, p 12.

40. Belich, p 58

41.  Best, Tuhoe, p 12

42. Ibid, p viii
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has calculated that the genealogies of the Bay of Plenty tribes such as Tuhoe, Ngati
Awa, and Ngai Te Rangi, who can all claim descent from Toi, range in length from 13
to 23 generations back from a baseline of 1900.#

Toi, a famous chief who occupied the Kapu te Rangi pa at Whakatane, was the
founding ancestor of many of the Urewera’s early tribes, through intermarriage if not
by direct descent.* The principal tribes founded by Toi were Te Tini o Awa, Te
Marangaranga, Te Tini o Tuoi, Te Tini o Taunga, and Ngai Turanga.*’

Best asserts that the various early tribes of the eastern Bay of Plenty area are
descended from Toi through intermarriage, and he names other main ancestors of the
aboriginal inhabitants as Potiki, Haeora, Hape, and Turanga-piki-toi. Because de-
scendants of the early tribes could claim ancestry from Toi, they assumed the collec-
tive title of Te Tini o Toi, meaning the multitude of Toi. Sissons states that Te Tini o Toi
territory extended west from Te Waimana to the Rangitaiki River, and then inland to
Galatea and Te Whaiti.* Best says that they also occupied the valley of the Whakatane
River from its mouth up to a point below Ngamahanga.

Although Toi was indisputably the founding ancestor of some of the early Urewera
tribes, Best thought it was by no means certain that Toi was the founding ancestor of
Nga Potiki or Te Hapuoneone. He considered that evidence pointed to the principal
ancestors of these tribes, Hape and Potiki, as having been contemporaries of Toi
rather than his descendants.

1.4.1 Te Hapuoneone

Te Hapuoneone were one of the original occupants of the Waimana area before the
arrival of the Mataatua canoe. The name of this tribe means ‘the earth-born people’
or ‘people of the land’.* These people occupied lands from Ohiwa inland to the lower
Tauranga valley, including Te Waimana, and across the Taiarahia Range to Ruatoki.
Te Hapuoneone were descendants of Hape-ki-tumanui-o-te-rangi, who is believed
to have come to Aotearoa on the Rangimatoru canoe, which landed at Ohiwa.®
According to Best, some people said that Hape was a descendant of Toi but could not
provide genealogies to prove it. Best favoured the view that Te Hapuoneone and Te
Tini o Toi were two separate and distinct peoples. He states that the tribes Ngati
Raumoa, Ngai Te Kapo, and Ngai Turanga are descended from Hape, as are

43. DR Simmons, The Great New Zealand Myth: A Study of the Discovery and Origin Traditions of the Maori,
Wellington, AH and AW Reed, 1976, pp 99-100

44. Ranginui Walker, Ka Whawhai Tonu Matou: Struggle without End, Auckland, Penguin Books, 1990, p 34
(cited in Robert Wiri, ‘“Te Wai-Kaukau o nga Matua Tipuna: Myths, Realities, and the Determination of
Mana Whenua in the Waikaremoana District’, MA thesis, University of Auckland, 1994 (Wai 36 roD, doc
A5),p33)

45. Best, Tuhoe, p 196

46. Ibid, p 62

47. Sissons, p 8

48. Best, Tuhoe, p 59

49. Ibid
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Tuwharetoa.”® The main Ngai Te Kapo settlements were at Ruatoki, Taneatua, and Te
Waimana.

1.4.2 Nga Potiki

Potiki was the eponymous founding ancestor of Nga Potiki. Best stated that the origin
of Potiki is unclear, unlike the definite genealogies recounted by Tuhoe for Te Tini o
Toi and Te Hapuoneone. However, Sissons disputes this by saying that Best ignored or
relegated into insignificance the story told to him by Tutakangahau that the father of
Potiki, Te Maunga, ‘came from Hawaiki, though some state that he descended from
the heavens, alighting at Onini [near Ruatahuna]’.”* Because other original tribes in
this region are descended from Toi, Best considered that Potiki, too, may have been a
descendant of Toi. However, he states that, while intermarriage was common between
Nga Potiki and Te Tini o Toi, Toi was never given as an ancestor of Potiki.”

Tuhoe say that Potiki was the result of a union between the tapu mountain
Maungapohatu and Hinepukohurangi, the female personification of the mist.
According to Wiri, the significance of the Maunga and Hinepukohurangi story is that
‘it illustrates the fact that Potiki and his descendants are indigenous to Aotearoa and
were in occupation of Te Urewera long before the migration of the Matatua [sic]
canoe’.” Because Potiki is assumed to be indigenous, then, Wiri asserts that this is the
reason that no canoe tradition exists for that ancestor.”*

Nga Potiki, according to Best, is the ancient name for the Tuhoe or Urewera tribe:

Tuhoe are really Nga Potiki, more aboriginal in blood than Hawaikian, hence Nga
Potiki would be the more correct tribal name for them at the present time. By
Hawaikian I mean the later-coming migration by the Matatua [sic] and other canoes.”

Nga Potiki occupied the valley of the Whakatane River southwards from Karioi, to
the west of Maungapohatu. Their ancestral lands were described by Best as ‘extremely
rough, broken and mountainous forest country’, as we have noted at section 1.2.”°

The subtribes of Nga Potiki living within the boundaries given by Best were Ngati
Rakei or Ngati Haka, Ngai Tuahau, Ngati Huri or Tamakaimoana, Ngai Tumatarakau,
Ngati Ha, Ngati Tumatawhero, Ngati Rautao, Ngati Kotore, Ngati Kuri, Ngati
Tawhaki, Ngai Te Riu, Ngai Tatua, Te Waimana, Nga Maihi, and Ngati Maru.”

s5o. Ibid, pp 59-60

51.  Ibid, p 23 (cited in Sissons, p 17)

52. Best, Tuhoe, p 19

53.  Wiri, p 29

54. Ibid, p 30

55. Best, Tuhoe, p 17

56. Ibid,p8

57. S Melbourne, “Te Manemanerau a te Kawanatanga: A History of the Confiscation of Tuhoe Lands in the Bay
of Plenty’, MA thesis, University of Waikato, 1987, p 1. The boundaries are described in detail by Best,
Tuhoe, p 17, and are also cited in Melbourne.
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1.4.3 Te Whakatane

The descendants of Haeora are known as Te Whakatane. They lived to the west of the
Tauranga River between Maungapohatu and Matahi. Best recorded a tradition
whereby Te Whakatane claimed to be descended from Tamatea-nuku-roa, who came
to the Bay of Plenty on the canoe Nukutere, bringing the taro, tikouka (cabbage tree),
and karaka tree. However, Best considered substantiated genealogy to begin with
Tamatea’s grandson Haeora, and Haeora’s adopted son, Kahuki. Kahuki’s father was
killed at Ohiwa and his mother, Rangiparoro, fled to Kaharoa with her child. There
she met, and later married, Haeora of Te Whakatane.”®

Because there was so much intermarriage between Te Whakatane and Tuhoe, and
also with divisions of Te Whakatohea, the name Te Whakatane was rarely heard even
in the late 1800s. This led Best to the assumption that these people had lost their tribal
identity.® Commenting on Best’s assertion that Mataatua blood (later immigrants
who arrived on the Mataatua waka) was absorbed or ‘quickly diluted” with that of the
early tribes, Sissons makes the point that Tuhoe tribes would not necessarily see
intermarriage as absorption. He relates a story in which it was suggested to a leading
rangatira of Te Whakatane in 1889 that the tribe had become indistinguishable from
Tuhoe. The chief angrily denied that his mana had been absorbed by Tuhoe and
replied that it had been kept from the founding ancestor Haeora to the present time. *°

1.4.4 Ngai Tauira

According to Best, Ngai Tauira were a very early tribe who occupied Te Wairoa,
Waiau, Ruakituri, and possibly Waikaremoana, generations before the arrival of the
Mataatua and Horouta canoes.”

Wiri, however, points out that there is little detailed evidence relating to the origins
and histories of Ngai Tauira and that many of these early tribes were absorbed into the
tribes and traditions of various later waka that came to Aotearoa. Thus, Ngai Tauira
came to be displaced by the more dominant Ngati Kahungunu, just as the traditions
of Toi and Potiki were displaced by those of the Mataatua canoe.”

Ngai Tauira also occupied parts of Te Wairoa and Te Wairau when Ngati
Kahungunu people were expelled from Turanga and made their way to Wairoa. There,
the two groups coexisted until two incidents in which Ngai Tauira provoked attack
from Ngati Kahungunu. Ngai Tauira were defeated and their pa destroyed.*

These early tribes of Te Urewera evolved over time to form new identities and in
some cases assumed new tribal names. As Sissons has observed:

58. Best, Tuhoe, pp 90-92, 98

59. Ibid, p 92

60. Sissons, p 8

61. Best, Tuhoe, p 49 (cited in Wiri, p 82)

62. Wiri, p 84

63. JH Mitchell, Takitimu, Gisborne, Te Rau Press, 1972, p 103 (cited in Wiri, p 91)
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Te Tini O Toi, Te Hapu-oneone and Nga Potiki are no longer thought of as distinct
tribes or confederations and these names are now distant echoes. They were important,
however, when Tuhoe’s Mataatua ancestors arrived from Hawaiki.**

Melbourne, too, notes that, where the boundaries of the descendants of Toi, Potiki,
and Hape met, intermarriage inevitably occurred, resulting in the establishment of
new alliances and groups with new identities:

politically and economically, each tribe was an autonomous unit whose authority and
jurisdiction extended to the limits of their own territories. Group security was
furthered through close cooperation with other groups sharing the same environment.
Cooperation was easily solicited through shared lineages that extended back to one or
more of the original ancestors of Potiki, Toi or Hape.”

The arrival of the Mataatua canoe brought further change to the original tribes. It
carried the principal ancestors from whom later tribes such as Tuhoe, Ngati Awa, and
Whakatohea claim descent.

1.5 MATAATUA AND TUHOE

1.5.1 The Mataatua waka

Those ancestors who came to Aotearoa aboard the Mataatua waka had far reaching
effects on the genealogy and tribal groupings of the earlier tribes in Te Urewera, even
though only a handful of these immigrants settled in the region. The earlier tribes
were eventually dominated by the hapu and iwi founded by these Mataatua ancestors,
which is a testament to their high status and the regard in which they were held.

According to Best, the waka arrived in the Bay of Plenty some 162 generations
prior to 1900, and was one of a number of waka to explore the Bay of Plenty coastline
over successive generations.”® According to Roberton, Toroa (who was the principal
chief and captain of the Mataatua waka) and his people arrived in the Bay of Plenty
some generations after the arrival of the Tainui and Te Arawa canoes:

It is clear that other people with at least as good a claim to Hawaiki origin . .. had
already been in the district for many years, and the kumara was almost certainly
known. The story indicates quite a heavy two-way traffic between New Zealand and
Hawaiki: Kanioro, Pou-rangahua, Taukata and Hoaki, Ara-tawhao, Mataatua, were all
separate trips.”

The Mataatua waka first landed at Whangaparaoa but continued along the Bay of
Plenty coastline before berthing at the mouth of the Whakatane River. The occupants

64. Sissons, p 34

65. Melbourne, p 2

66. Best, Tuhoe, p 21. Best estimated a generation to be approximately 25 years.

67. ] BW Roberton, ‘The Early Traditions of the Whakatane District’, Journal of the Polynesian Society, vol 75,
no 2, June 1996, p 196
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of the Mataatua, intermarrying with the established Te Tini o Toi tribes, then spread
along the Bay of Plenty coast and into the interior.

Best recounts that when the Mataatua canoe arrived in the region, they found Te
Hapuoneone occupying the land from Whakatane to Opotiki, Ngai Turanga in
possession of the Ruatoki and Opouriao districts, Nga Potiki living at Ruatahuna,
and the Marangaranga tribe occupying the Rangitaiki valley. The Wai-o-hua or
Kotore-o-hua tribe lived between Whakatane and Matata and Te Tini o Kawerau on
the upper Tarawera River and near Putauaki.

The descendants of Toroa and his family spread out among the early tribes of Te
Urewera and the Bay of Plenty. Toroa, along with the family members who
accompanied him on the Mataatua waka, are now seen as the principal ancestors of
many of these iwi. Ngati Awa are descended from Toroa’s son Rua-ihonga. They
established themselves on the coastal lands from Whakatane to Matata. The
descendants of Wairaka, Toroa’s daughter, are the Tuhoe people who occupied the
interior lands of Te Urewera.”® Whakatohea are descended from Toroa’s sister
Muriwai and are closely aligned with Ngai Tai and Whanau-a-Apanui on their
western border. Whakatohea occupied the coastal regions east of Ohiwa.* Although
these tribes are closely related, they maintain separate identities, which are still
strongly adhered to.

Some time after Mataatua settlement in the Bay of Plenty, it is said that a dispute
arose between Toroa and his brother Puhi, which ended with Puhi taking the
Mataatua canoe and sailing northwards with the rest of the immigrants. Puhi and his
descendants settled in the north and became known as the Nga Puhi tribe. Only
Toroa and his immediate family remained in the Bay of Plenty.”®

Many stories have survived which tell of events associated with these tipuna, such
as the journey of Taneatua, who named places at which he stopped on his journeys
inland, and the story of Muriwai (or Wairaka, depending on which version is told),
who uttered the famous words ‘kia ake whakatane au i ahau’, or ‘let me act as a man’,
when she took charge of the waka upon its arrival at Whakatane.”" Variations between
these oral historical accounts, however, should not detract from their importance to
the iwi and hapu of Te Urewera.

The arrival of the Mataatua waka and the subsequent dispersal of its occupants
remains a paramount event in the tribal histories of the iwi and hapu involved. It has
provided the basis for a strong genealogical network between tribal groups that could
be called on in times of strife, and, in many cases, it made alliances possible between
groups that might superficially have seemed unlikely friends. Sissons, commenting
on the significance of the Mataatua waka, says that it ‘remains an important focus for

68. Best mentions that some Tuhoe are also descended from Muriwai, but she is apparently not considered a
tribal ancestor of importance in this instance: see Best, Tuhoe, p 233.

69. According to Evelyn Stokes, Ngai Tai are a small group of Tainui descent who occupy an area to the east of
Opotiki. They are primarily descended from people who left the Tainui waka shortly after its first arrival at
Whangaparaoa: see Stokes, Milroy, and Melbourne, p 12.

70. Best, Tuhoe, p 728

71. Sissons, p 47
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inter-tribal relations and is often referred to in whaikorero (formal speeches and

> 72

debates) on local marae’.

1.5.2 Tuhoe

According to the tradition recorded by Best, intermarriage with the aboriginal Te Tini
o Toi tribes of the region began with the first generation of Mataatua arrivals. Indeed,
Wairaka, daughter of Toroa, married Rangi-ki-tua of Ngai Turanga. The descendants
of Wairaka spread southward from the coast and married into Nga Potiki to become
the ancestors of Tuhoe. Wairaka’s grandson was Tuhoe’s eponymous ancestor,
Tuhoe-Potiki. Taneatua, possibly a brother of Toroa, married Hine-mata-roa of Nga
Potiki and produced (amongst others) a daughter called Pae-whiti. Pae-whiti
married Tamatea-ki-te-huatahi, who was the son of Wairaka, and Tuhoe-Potiki was
the result of this union.”
According to Melbourne, Tuhoe:

have inter-married to a great extent with the descendants of [ Tuhoe-Potiki’s] two elder
brothers [Tanemoeahi and Ueimua]. Probably nearly all the living descendants of
Tanemoeahi are also descendants of Tuhoe Potiki. Many of the descendants of Ueimua,
however, are now known as Ngati Awa, Ngati Pukeko, Pahi Poto or by other names.
These intermarital connections have not affected the separate standing of the tribes. It
was merely incidental. Each tribe retained a separate identity and wars were waged
among them.”

Later, Tuhoe was to reinforce his links both with Te Tini o Toi by marrying Pare
Taranui of that tribe and with Te Hapuoneone by marrying Tomairangi.”

Tuhoe, therefore, have strong ties to their Nga Potiki ancestors and to the Mataatua
immigrants. Best comments that the extension of Mataatua influence occurred not
only through marriage but also through raids, and states that this is the origin of the
old Tuhoe saying: ‘Na Toi raua ko Potiki te whenua, na Tuhoe te mana me te ranga-
tiratanga’. Best translates this as: “The land is from Toi and Potiki, the prestige and
rank from Tuhoe’, while Wiri offers the translation as: “The land belongs to Toi and
Potiki, but the sovereignty and chieftainship belong to Tuhoe’.”® Best interprets this
saying to mean that Tuhoe had the right to their tribal lands through their ancestors,
who were of the original people, but their mana and rank came from the Mataatua
immigrants.”” This interpretation has also been upheld by Tuhoe tribal historians
Wharehuia Milroy and Hirini Melbourne.” When Tuhoe-Potiki and his siblings
initially settled at Ruatoki, he says, they claimed occupation rights as descendants of
Turanga-piki-toi; that is, as members of one of the ‘original tribes’, Ngai Turanga.”

72. Ibid, p 38

73. Best, Tuhoe, p 210

74. Melbourne, pp 4-5

75. Ibid,p 4

76. Wiri, p 52

77.  Best, Tuhoe, pp 13, 233

78. Milroy and Melbourne, p 22
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Wiri concludes that the influence of Tuhoe-Potiki became ‘paramount’ in Te Urewera
and he unified the tribes of the region as the successor to the mana of Toi and Potiki.*

As has been noted, the majority of the crew of the Mataatua did not settle in the
Urewera district. Only Toroa’s family, comprising Toroa, Taneatua, Muriwai, and
Toroa’s children Rua-ihonga and Wairaka, intermarried with Te Tini o Toi. This
prompted Best to surmise that Tuhoe are more ‘aboriginal’ than ‘Mataatuan’,
meaning that he linked them more closely to their ancestors from the earlier tribes
than with those of the Mataatua waka. However, he states that the aho ariki of Tuhoe
(the aho ariki being the senior chiefly line of descent that bestows the highest
authority, respect, and tapu, and that confers mana on the chiefs) is from Whaitiri-i-
te-rangi through Toroa.”

1.6 NGATI MANAWA AND NGATI WHARE

Much of the following information on Ngati Manawa and Ngati Whare’s origin is
derived from a booklet by Henry Tahawai Bird, a Ngati Manawa kaumatua, entitled
Te Kuranui-o Ngati Manawa, which can be located on the Ika Whenua record of
documents.*

On the south-west margins of the Urewera National Park, about the Rangitaiki and
Whirinaki River valleys, are the tribal lands of Ngati Manawa and Ngati Whare. In
modern times, Ngati Manawa have been centred about Murupara, while Ngati Whare
largely resided at Te Whaiti and Minginui.

According to Best and to Bird, the Marangaranga were the original occupiers of the
Rangitaiki and Whirinaki valleys. Bird states that:

The Marangaranga occupied the upper reaches of the Rangitaiki valley from
Putauaki in the north, the Hikurangi range to the east, the Kaingaroa plateau to the west
and as far south as Runanga on the Napier-Taupo highway.*

Tangiharuru and Apahapaitaketake are Ngati Manawa’s principal ancestors.
Apahapaitaketake was of Te Arawa origins, and Tangiharuru was originally of Tainui,
but after a local dispute he migrated to the Bay of Plenty. This journey is known as Te
Heke o Tangiharuru. Accompanying Tangiharuru on this journey was his uncle,
Wharepakau, the eponymous ancestor of Ngati Whare.*

The migration brought Tangiharuru into the Rangitaiki valley, and so into the
territory of the Marangaranga, whom he engaged in battle at many pa before they
finally surrendered at the Mohaka River. With the Marangaranga largely vanquished,
Bird states that they ceased to exist as a tribal entity. This is not to say, however, that

79. Best, Tuhoe, p 240

8o. Wiri, p 55

81. Best, Tuhoe, p 241

82. Henry Tahawai Bird, Kuranui-o Ngati Manawa, Rotorua, Rotorua Printers, 1980 (Wai 212 roD, doc
B4(c)(3))

83. Ibid,p13

84. Stokes, Milroy, and Melbourne, p 19
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they were totally destroyed. Best has made the observation that, although a tribe may
be defeated and lose its lands and tribal name, it does not simply disappear. It and its
descendants would have been absorbed into other tribes or become mixed with the
conquering group through intermarriage. He therefore asserts that both Ngati
Manawa and Ngati Whare are, in effect, descendants of the Marangaranga.”

The Marangaranga lands were divided between Tangiharuru and his uncle;
Tangiharuru took the lands of the Rangitaiki valley including the Kaingaroa Plateau
and built a pa at Pukehinau. Ngati Manawa’s sacred mountain is Tawhiuau in the Ika
Whenua Ranges east of Murupara.

Today, Ngati Manawa has four hapu: Ngati Hui; Ngati Koro; Ngai Tokowaru; and
Ngati Moewhare. Hui was the first-born son of Tangiharuru and his wife, Takuate,
and is the ancestor for whom Ngati Hui are named. Ngati Hui are located at Rangitahi
Pa east of Murupara.®® Ngai Tokowaru, named by the Ngati Manawa chief Harehare
Atarea in about 1911, are situated on the left bank of the Rangitaiki at Tipapa Marae.
Ngati Koro, named for another descendant of Hui, have a pa called Painoaiho, which
is situated two kilometres south of Rangitahi Pa. Ngati Moewhare are located 9.6
kilometres north of Murupara. Their meeting house is named Moewhare, after a
famous Mataatua chief.”

Wharepakau, the ancestor of Ngati Whare, claimed the land in the Whirinaki
valley, where he built a pa called Minginui. Best gives the hapu of Ngati Whare as
follows: Ngati Te Karaha, Ngai Te Au, Ngati Kohiwi, Ngati Whare ki nga Potiki, Ngati
Hamua, Ngati Mahanga, and Warahoe. Ngati Whare are connected to Ngati Awa and
to Ngati Pukeko through intermarriage from the time of the Ngati Pukeko occupation
of Te Whaiti early in the nineteenth century.*

Through occupying these valleys, Ngati Manawa and Ngati Whare became a buffer
between the larger tribes of Te Arawa and Tuhoe, with Kahungunu and Ngati Tahu to
the south-west and Ngati Awa and Ngati Pukeko to the north. While there are close
kinship ties between these tribes, there were also numerous conflicts. Ngati Manawa
and Ngati Whare had many confrontations, especially with Tuhoe. According to Best,
Ngati Manawa and Ngati Whare:

have also been much harassed during their residence of 250 years or so in their present
location. They have camped between the devil and the deep sea. On the east they had
for neighbours the fierce bushmen of the Ure-wera and on the other side the tribes of
Taupo and Te Arawa. The Ngati-Awa and Ngati-Kahu-ngunu tribes also paid them a
visit occasionally, and trouble was their lot.*

Best, for example, records that the killing of the Tuhoe-Ngati Apa person Te Puru
by Ngati Mahanga, a section of Ngati Whare (and related to Ngati Apa), provoked
Tuhoe to wreak a terrible revenge on Ngati Mahanga that practically destroyed them

85. Best, Tuhoe, p 132
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87. Ibid, pp 6-9

88. Best, Tuhoe, pp 137-138
89. Ibid, p119
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as a tribe. Battles were fought at Oputara, Te Haumingi, and Matuatahi in which many
Ngati Whare, and also some Ngati Manawa, were killed. Some were taken as slaves to
Ruatahuna, some married into Tuhoe, while others fled to their relations among the
Ngati Hineuru of Tarawera:

The captives taken to Ruatahuna from Te Whaiti appear to have been well treated, in
fact some of them were related to Tuhoe, if not all. After a time they were liberated and
allowed to return to their homes at Te Whaiti. . . .

After the above fighting, the lands of the Te Whaiti district were cut up by Tuhoe and
apportioned to the clans that had taken part in the fighting. They did not, however,
settle on the land as they had their hands full elsewhere.*

Ngati Pukeko invaded and conquered the Te Whaiti and Whirinaki districts in the
early nineteenth century in a bid to expand their small rohe, at a time when Ngati
Manawa were largely living in the Whirinaki and Kuhawaea areas and Ngati Whare
were at Te Whaiti. Best says that Ngati Pukeko’s occupation of Te Whaiti took place in
about 1812. However, while Ngati Pukeko men were away assisting Waikato tribes in
war, Ngati Manawa and Ngati Whare attacked Ngati Pukeko women and children at
Ninowhati in revenge for their defeat and the occupation of their land. Ngati Pukeko’s
retaliation was severe, and because Tuhoe relations had also been killed at Ninowhati,
Tuhoe actually assisted Ngati Pukeko to drive away the remainder of Ngati Whare and
Ngati Manawa. This occurred after a battle at Okarea Pa in 1818, and Ngati Pukeko
lived alone for a time at Whirinaki and Te Whaiti. Tuhoe returned to their own lands,
but Ngati Pukeko attacked the Tuhoe hapu of Ngati Tawhaki and so instigated a
running feud with their former ally. Tuhoe triumphed over Ngati Pukeko and, as Best
puts it, ‘found themselves the sole occupants of Te Whaiti and Whirinaki’.** Tuhoe
apparently intended to occupy and retain these lands, which they did for a while, but
many left after about a year to fight Ngati Kahungunu at Te Papuni. Tuhoe did,
however, leave some of their number at Te Whaiti to hold the land.’* In about 1823,
some Ngati Whare and Ngati Manawa tried to return to the Te Whaiti district but
were attacked again by Tuhoe, who spared those Ngati Whare closely related to them
and took them back to Ruatahuna. They were allowed to return a short while later and
were joined by other Ngati Whare who had fled to Tarawera and by some Tuhoe, who
moved out from Ruatahuna. Best tells us that Hapurona, Te Ikapoto, Te Ahuru, and
Mihi ki te Kapua, amongst other Tuhoe, lived at Te Whaiti:

Those of Ngati Whare now allowed to remain unmolested at Te Whaiti . . . were now
becoming so mixed with Tuhoe by inter-marriage that this fact saved them from any
attack from Tuhoe afterwards, save and except the Pu-taewa episode. The Native Land
Court evidence describing them as serfs and slaves seems to be exaggerated, although
the Putaewa affair shows that Tuhoe looked upon them as living at Te Whaiti on
sufference.”

90. Best, Tuhoe, p 424
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A Tuhoe chief named Pouri took pity on Ngati Manawa in exile at Te Putere and
took them to Maungapohatu. While many Tuhoe wanted to kill these Ngati Manawa,
some Tuhoe chiefs intervened and they moved them to Te Hue. There, they were
forced to live for a while in potato pits. According to Best, Ngati Manawa, Ngati
Whare, and Ngati Haka were often termed “Te Putaewa o Te Purewa’ - the potato
heap of Te Purewa. Eventually, the chiefs gave these Ngati Manawa Tuhoe wives and
settled them at Tututarata on the Whirinaki block in about 1826. Another Tuhoe chief
called for his tribe to attack Ngati Manawa when he was inadvertently left out of the
distribution of a Ngati Manawa tributary offering. However, Te Purewa would not
agree to this, saying: ‘We have obtained the land, let the survivors of the people live.”**

Shortly before 1829, Ngati Manawa and some Ngati Whare were attacked by Ngati
Awa at Okarea and at settlements in what would later become the Otairi block. Tikitu
of Ngati Awa, however, did not seize the lands by settling on them but killed many
Ngati Manawa and took others as slaves.” Further serious trouble befell Ngati Whare
when they and Ngati Tawhaki of Tuhoe marched against Ngati Kahungunu. They
attacked and defeated settlements at Te Waiau and Mohaka but were severely beaten
by Kahungunu at Rangihoua.*® Ngati Whare lost several important chiefs and many
others in this battle.

When Ngati Maru of Thames threatened to attack Ngati Manawa in about 1850-52,
Ngati Manawa appealed for help to Tuhoe, who were quick to rally. Best states that:

[Tuhoe] rose as one man to fight Ngati-Maru. Their reasons for being so keen in the
matter were two. In the first place, they strongly resented this interference with their
authority. Ngati-Manawa had been returned by them to Whiri-naki and there they
lived under the mana of Tuhoe. Hence for another tribe to attack Ngati-Manawa would
be a direct insult to Tuhoe. Again, Tuhoe had given the fugitive Ngati-Manawa many of
their women as wives, and these now formed a link between the two peoples.”

The fight between Tuhoe and Ngati Maru was defused by the Reverend James Preece
of Ahikereru.

Although Ngati Manawa and Ngati Whare are not strictly Tuhoe, they were both
included in the Urewera commissioners’ list of Tuhoe hapu in 1889. Stokes, Milroy,
and Melbourne explain that:

in the case of Ngati Whare, Tuhoe people have moved into Te Whaiti and kin ties are
close. The tribal alliances of the 1860s saw Ngati Whare throw in their lot with Tuhoe,
while Ngati Manawa saw it to be in their interests to cooperate with government troops

93. Ibid, p 457. It would be interesting to know if the Tuhoe person called Hapurona that Best mentions is the
Hapurona Kohi who burned the Huiarau Range in 1849 to assert his ownership of it and who led Ngati
Whare during the New Zealand wars and so forth. Judith Binney refers to Hapurona both as a Tuhoe chief
and as a Ngati Whare chief: see, for example, Binney, Redemption Songs: A Life of Te Kooti Arikirangi Te
Turuki, Auckland, Auckland University Press and Bridget Williams Books Ltd, 1995, pp 174, 188, 198, 225.
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in the military campaigns of the 1860s. Despite these more modern rifts, the two tribes
share a common history.”*

1.7 WAIKAREMOANA

1.71 Mahu-tapoa-nui

According to oral traditions of Ngati Ruapani and Tuhoe, Mahu-tapoa-nui and his
family were the first inhabitants of Waikaremoana.” Mahu-tapoa-nui and his
daughter Haumapuhia, who was transformed into a taniwha, are associated with the
creation of the lake and surrounding geographical areas, which Mahu named after
himself (tapatapa whenua)."*

Despite tribal variations in the genealogy of this ancestor, most sources agree that
Mahu was a descendant of Toi, of perhaps five to 10 generations."

The question of whether Mahu-tapoa-nui left any descendants at Waikaremoana is
uncertain. Wiri has stated that “Tuhoe/Ruapani traditions argue that he left
Waikaremoana and went to Putauaki in the Bay of Plenty, after which his mana was
absorbed by Ruapani and Tuhoe’.'*> Wiri also says that, although Mahu lost his mana
whenua when he went to Putauaki, his history of occupation at Waikaremoana is
verified by the oral traditions of the Tuhoe tribe."*

1.7.2 Ngati Ruapani

Ngati Ruapani were one of the tribes who occupied lands at Waikaremoana,
eventually gaining pre-eminence over the descendants of Mahu-tapoa-nui.
According to Best, they are named for Ruapani, one of the descendants of Paoa (or
Pawa) and Kiwa, rangatira of the Horouta canoe, which arrived approximately six
generations prior to the landing of the Tainui, Te Arawa, Mataatua, and other canoes
of that migration.”* Ruapani is an ancestor of both the Poverty Bay and the
Waikaremoana districts.'”

Pawa is said to have returned to Hawaiki leaving behind his daughter Hine-akua.
Alllines of descent claiming Pawa as an ancestor are through Hine-akua.'”® Her mana
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102. Wiri, p 76

103. Ibid, p 80

104. Best, Tuhoe, p 194; Wiri, p 117

105. Although, as Wiri points out, there have been other suggested whakapapa for Ruapani, including one
published by Best showing Ruapani descended from Hau of Ngai Tauira, and another from Ngati
Kahungunu traditions that indicates Ruapani was a descendant of Mahu-tapoa-nui. Wiri rejects this last
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passed to Ruapani, who became the paramount rangatira of the Turanga district,
which extended as far as the Huiarau Range.'””

According to Rangimarie Rose Pere of Waikaremoana, Ruapani travelled to
Waikaremoana, where he established his mana over the land and the lake. Ruapani is
also said to have had siblings who occupied the lake district."®

Ruapani himself, however, eventually journeyed back to his pa called Popoia at
Turanga, and his mana at Waikaremoana was taken up by his descendants
Ruatapunui, Ruatapuwahine, and Tanepotakataka. Tanepotakataka also married a
descendant of Mahu, thereby strengthening his occupation rights in the area.'®

At Turanga, meanwhile, Ruapani met and forged an alliance with the ancestor
Kahungunu, which resulted in intermarriages between Ngati Ruapani and Ngati
Kahungunu." In particular, a granddaughter of Kahungunu married a son of
Ruapani, resulting in the birth of five children known as ‘te tokorima a
Hinemanubhiri’." It is from these five offspring that Kahungunu base their claim to
Waikaremoana.

Wiri rejects the basis of this claim to Waikaremoana, arguing that the mana
whenua of these hapu was largely centred in the upper Wairoa region and did not
extend to Waikaremoana proper."* He also asserts that intermarriage did not mean
that Ruapani ki Waikaremoana became absorbed into Kahungunu, although Huata
has suggested that some hapu of Ruapani did settle in Hawke’s Bay and Wairarapa
with Kahungunu.™ There were also intermarriages between Tuhoe and those
Kahungunu hapu of the upper Wairoa-Papuni districts, with the aim of alleviating
feuding between the two iwi.

Intermarriage notwithstanding, it appears that Tuhoe, Ruapani, and Kahungunu
have a long history of disputing the ownership of the Waikaremoana basin and,
consequently, their respective tribal boundaries. Wiri states that the Ngati Ruapani
ancestor Pukehore, six generations descended from Ruapani and also descended
from Tuhoe-Potiki, was instrumental in establishing tribal boundaries between Ngati
Ruapani and Ngati Kahungunu and between Tuhoe and Ngati Ruapani on the
Huiarau Range.™

At Waikaremoana, then, Ruapani appear to have acted as a buffer between the
warring tribes of Kahungunu and Tuhoe but fought with both iwi in order to
maintain their position in the area. One of Ruapani’s most famous warriors, for
example, was Tuai (Tuwai), who won a series of battles at Patangata, Opourau (near
Whaitiri), Papakorito, and Whakamarino. He established Ngati Ruapani as a tribe at
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the lake independently, they say, of Ngati Kahungunu. Ngati Ruapani claim this
independence, even though it is not perhaps recognised by either Tuhoe or Ngati
Kahungunu. According to Wiri, Tuhoe later defeated the Ngati Hinganga hapu of
Ngati Kahungunu living at Te Papuni, south-east of Waikaremoana, and
consequently annexed the Papuni district in early 1823." Further Tuhoe victory over
Ngati Kahungunu, including repelling the chief Mohaka’s raid on Ruatahuna in 1826,
meant that Tuhoe were able to secure and assert rights over the adjacent
Waikaremoana district too. This was followed up by leaving Tuhoe chiefs such as Te
Ngahuru, Mohi, Paora, and others at Te Arero in order to hold the land at Te Papuni,
and settling Tuhoe and related Ruapani people at Waikaremoana.

It is clear that Tuhoe did not enjoy unconditional Ruapani support in their
endeavours to expand their tribal territory; Hippolite states that ‘throughout 1826,
Ngati Ruapani and Ngati Hinemanuhiri, as well as Ngati Pahauwera, fought a series
of battles against Tuhoe and its allies’."® So, despite their close ties to Tuhoe, Ngati
Ruapani fought against them several times. The Tuhoe rangatira Te Whenuanui later
discussed the rights of Ngati Ruapani at Waikaremoana in light of the Tuhoe conquest
of the district:

I laid down the boundary at Huiarau dividing off Waikaremoana block from
Ruatahuna for the Ngati Ruapani who are also partly Tuhoe. The pure Ngati Ruapani
[Ngati Hinemanuhiri] who are not of Tuhoe descent have no interest there at Waikare."”

Much of the debate over mana whenua of the Waikaremoana area, then, seems to
hinge on the status of the Ngati Ruapani vis-a-vis their Tuhoe and Kahungunu
neighbours. Ballara comments that nineteenth-century officials treated Ngati
Ruapani as a hapu of Kahungunu, but other sources note that there are hapu of
Ruapani that more closely identify with Tuhoe."® Wiri explains the relationship
between Tuhoe and Ngati Ruapani in the following passage:

the Tuhoe and Ngati Ruapani can be said to be one and the same people through
centuries of intermarriage between the two tribes . .. However, it is significant to note
that throughout their land claims the tangata whenua of Waikaremoana have always
acknowledged their ancestral claim under Ruapani.™

The ancestral claim under Ruapani reflects the fact that the tangata whenua
recognise Ruapani as being the first ancestor to go upon the land at Waikaremoana.
This does not mean to say that they are different to Tuhoe but indicates the autonomy
of the tangata whenua of Waikaremoana as a distinct hapu entity of Ngai Tuhoe, with
their own unique history and traditions.”
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According to Wiri, of the six hapu of Waikaremoana named in evidence to the
Urewera commissioners in 1899, only three remain. These are Ngati Hinekura of Te
Kuha, Te Whanau-pani of Waimako, and Ngati Taraparoa of Putere. The other named
hapu have been absorbed into the remaining groupings.™

1.8 INTERTRIBAL CONFLICT IN THE EARLY NINETEENTH CENTURY

The iwi and hapu of Te Urewera have a long history of intertribal and inter-hapu
conflict. Such battles have caused the formation and the destruction of traditional
alliances between the various tribal groups, and thus these often fiery relationships
also challenged and shifted tribal interests and boundaries. Genealogical
connections, traditional occupational rights, and the strength and skill of each group
and its leaders played important parts in the outcomes of these conflicts.

This section will briefly examine the nature and extent of some of the conflicts in
which Tuhoe were engaged during the early part of the nineteenth century. While the
genesis of these disputes often lay in the distant past, this chapter will not attempt to
recount the many individual episodes of the ongoing conflicts. Rather, the intention is
to focus on the first half of the nineteenth century, which is a period critical to Tuhoe
claims to have established control over lands on the periphery of their rohe after many
tiresome years of fighting. This is to say not, of course, that Tuhoe did not have valid
claims to any of these contested territories before this period, but that a critical point
came in the early part of the nineteenth century as Tuhoe fought with many enemies
on several fronts. The later chapters of this report will recount the Tuhoe defence of
their possession of these contested lands in the Compensation Court, the Native Land
Court, and the Urewera commissions.

Again, the accounts given by Elsdon Best form the basis for the chronology given
here. In addition, this section adopts Best’s overall thesis that, although the lands of
Nga Potiki (who would later evolve to become the Tuhoe tribe) were not extensive
originally, they were considerably enlarged through conquest and intermarriage. Nga
Potiki began an expansion in the mid-eighteenth century that saw them launch a
series of raids to the south-east, east, north-east, north, and west. The result of this
endeavour was to push Nga Potiki tribal boundaries outwards to encompass the
Waikaremoana, Papuni, Waimana, Ruatoki, and Te Whaiti districts. However, Best
noted that the conquest of these areas did not always end in permanent occupation.'

From the period of 1818 to 1835, Tuhoe were engaged in an almost continuous series
of raids and battles, being surrounded by enemies on all sides. Best says that, in this
period, Tuhoe fought Ngati Whare, Ngati Manawa, Ngati Pukeko, Ngati Tuwharetoa,
Waikato, Te Arawa, Ngati Awa, Ngati Raka, Te Whakatohea, Te Aitanga a Mahaki,
Ngati Kotore, Ngati Kahungunu, Ngati Ruapani, and Ngati Pahauwera of
Kahungunu.”™ The complexity of the conflict in this period militates against one
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being able to give a single, coherent account of Tuhoe’s activities during these years;
instead, this chapter will focus on three major conflicts of the time. The first, the Nga
Puhi raids, is included because of its general relevance to discussions of displacement
of populations and disruption of occupation patterns, as well as for its significance in
terms of introducing guns to the Bay of Plenty. Also, Tuhoe were to conclude a peace
treaty and alliance with Nga Puhi, who subsequently assisted Tuhoe against one of
their greatest foes of the time, Ngati Kahungunu. The second example of intertribal
conflict given is that between Tuhoe, Ngati Pukeko, and Ngati Awa over Opouriao
and adjacent districts, followed by a brief section on the relationship between Tuhoe
and Whakatohea, specifically the hapu Upokorehe. The fighting over the
Waikaremoana district by Tuhoe, Ngati Ruapani, and Ngati Kahungunu is the third
example of inter-iwi conflict.

These struggles resulted in the expansion of the Tuhoe rohe on its northern and
southern frontiers, a boundary that would subsequently be undermined by
confiscation in the Bay of Plenty and by cession and the Crown purchase of lands
south of Waikaremoana (see chs 3, 5). It is worth noting here that the expansion of the
Tuhoe iwi in the 1820s is represented in the recently published New Zealand Historical
Atlas.>*

Best notes the difficulty of pinpointing the exact dates of early battles, since he
bases them on genealogies alone, but says that, from 1818 onwards, it becomes much
easier to gauge dates accurately. This was the time when Nga Puhi began their raids in
the Bay of Plenty district, and it was, as Best describes it, ‘the starting point for

> 125

European chronology in the Native affairs of the Bay of Plenty district’.

1.8.1 Nga Puhi raids on the Bay of Plenty, 1818-23

The first decades of the nineteenth century saw an escalation of intertribal warfare,
and we have seen that Nga Potiki or Tuhoe were engaged in warfare with most, if not
all, of their neighbours in an attempt to expand their territories from the mid-
eighteenth century:.

By the early decades of the nineteenth century, however, the musket presented new
and deadly opportunities for warfare, which resulted in what has been termed ‘the
exceptional violence’ of the 1820s.”° The first tribe to be presented with this opportu-
nity was the Nga Puhi, who were to take great advantage of it, launching a series of
long-distance raids on the unfortunate iwi of Tamaki, Thames, Waikato, and the Bay
of Plenty, which had not yet acquired firearms. Belich, noting that Nga Puhi had had
guns since about 1805, postulates that the agricultural revolution brought about by
the widespread cultivation of the potato in Northland, and the resultant surpluses,
were critical factors in the timing of the raids:

123. Ibid, p 361

124. Malcolm Mackinnon (ed), New Zealand Historical Atlas: Ko Papatuanuku e Takoto Nei, David Bateman Ltd
and Department of Internal Affairs, 1997, plate 29

125. Best, Tuhoe, p 356

126. Belich, p 24
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The key constraint on the range, duration and frequency of Maori campaigns had
always been economic. . .. Potatoes helped feed long-range expeditions, to an extent
limited by carrying capacity, and more importantly helped replace absent warriors in
the home economy. It may well have been in 1818 that acreages of potatoes and other
crops became really substantial and reliable among all the Northland groups.

Guns, potatoes and Europeans were new currencies of rivalry, ends in themselves.
Their uneven distribution gave new advantages in traditional currencies, such as
feuding with kin and neighbours, and therefore intensified rivalry in them. They also
encouraged raids on strangers, for slaves and mana."”

The first of the Nga Puhi expeditions to the Bay of Plenty occurred in 1818 under Te
Morenga and Hongi Hika. Landing at Whakatane, the raiders pursued the fleeing
Ngati Awa and Ngati Pukeko, who retreated inland to, amongst other places, the
Urewera district. One body of refugees secured a position at Okahukura Pa, situated
inland on the right bank of the Rangitaiki River. Here, Ngati Pukeko engaged the Nga
Puhi taua and, eventually, according to Best, overcame them.”® Another arm of the
Nga Puhi went to Matahina, where they attacked some of the Nga Maihi living there.
While encroaching upon the margins of the Urewera district, the Nga Puhi invaders
apparently did not encounter any Tuhoe in this episode.

Nga Puhi returned, though, under Pomare in 1822, and on this occasion they
marched up the Whakatane valley to the kainga of Ruatoki, Nga Mahanga, and
Tunanui. Best reports that Tuhoe fled deep into the interior when they heard that the
taua was coming and that Ngati Awa and Ngati Pukeko again bore the brunt of the
Nga Puhi advance.” Nga Puhi chased them to Tunanui, and possibly as far as the Te
Wharau Range, before turning back to Whakatane. The Ngati Awa escapees retreated
to Ruatahuna, Ohiramoko, Maungapohatu, Te Papuni, and Te Whaiti, where they
lived and cultivated for a time.”° Best reports that, again, the ‘elusive’ Tuhoe managed
to evade the Nga Puhi.

The third foray by Nga Puhi inland of Whakatane was made in 1823, and would
appear to have had the objective of an encounter with Tuhoe. According to Tuhoe
historians, Pomare had in fact returned upon the invitation of the Tuhoe chief Te
Maitaranui, who had travelled to the Bay of Islands earlier that year, seeking Nga Puhi
support for Tuhoe in their battles against Kahungunu.”'

This time, the taua split into four expeditionary parties: one proceeded up the
Rangitaiki valley to Galatea then up the Horomanga Gorge into the Urewera; another,
the main party under Pomare, went up the Whakatane River to Ruatahuna; a third

127. Ibid, pp 159, 161; see also ] Belich, The New Zealand Wars and the Victorian Interpretation of Racial Conflict,
Auckland, Auckland University Press, 1986, p 20

128. Best, Tuhoe, p 528

129. Melbourne, however, advances the theory that, rather than fleeing before the might of Nga Puhi, Tuhoe
ventured inland to assist others of their tribe against Ngati Kahungunu, Ngati Whare and Ngati Pukeko,
Tuwharetoa, and others: see Melbourne, p 21.

130. Best, Tuhoe, pp 529-530

131. Milroy and Melbourne, p 36. Best also suggests that Te Maitaranui had visited the Bay of Islands and was
possibly known to Pomare but does not say when this visit occurred: see Best, Tuhoe, p 557.
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went from Te Waimana and then up the Tauranga River into the Urewera; while
another group attacked Whakatohea at Opotiki. The first force advanced on
Whirinaki, where Ngati Manawa and Ngati Whare defended a position at Okarea
before retreating to Tututarata. Apparently, no deaths resulted from this encounter,
but when the force continued up the Horomanga Stream, it chanced upon two
Patuheuheu, who were slain. The rest of Patuheuheu were safely retired in the
Takerehurihia pa at Weraroa. Meanwhile, raiding parties advanced up the Tauranga,
Waiotahe, and Waioeka Rivers, where they attacked some Ngati Awa at Tawhana. The
main body of Nga Puhi under Pomare marched up the Whakatane River with Ngati
Awa, Ngati Pukeko, and some Ngai Tai retreating before them. Some of these refugees
were killed at Nga Mahanga, Tunanui, and Pukareao. Reaching the Manawaru Range
at Ruatahuna, the Nga Puhi camped.

Tuhoe, meanwhile, had evacuated Ruatahuna and were hidden at Maungapohatu
and elsewhere. Eventually, however, the Tuhoe chief Te Maitaranui appeared at
Ruatahuna, where he persuaded Pomare to cease aggressions against Tuhoe.”* Peace
between the two iwi was apparently secured on the basis of recalling the whakapapa
links that existed between Nga Puhi and Tuhoe, since Toroa’s younger brother had
sailed the Mataatua waka out of Whakatane to the north, founding the Nga Puhi iwi.
This peace was sealed with the ritual exchange of gifts, Tuhoe presenting Nga Puhi
with food and fine feather cloaks."* After this, Pomare was taken to Maungapohatu,
where he addressed the assembled Tuhoe chiefs, restating his intentions not to fight
them. Te Maitaranui then accompanied the Nga Puhi back to Whakatane, where
Pomare made plans to proceed by sea to Mahia and attack Kahungunu, while Tuhoe
efforts were to be concentrated on assembling an overland force to attack that iwi.”* If
we can rely upon the casualties reported by Best, Nga Puhi only killed two Tuhoe: ‘It
is rather strange that they [Nga Puhi] should make friends with these people, so
ruthless were they in their dealings with other tribes.”®

According to Sissons, soon after the new alliance between Tuhoe and Nga Puhi was
formed, the Northland tribe moved south with newly acquired muskets but did not
invade the Urewera district. What was to be a long-standing alliance between the two
tribes was later commemorated by the construction of the meeting house Rahiri-i-te-
rangi at Te Waimana, named after the grandson of Puhikaiariki.”*®

1.8.2 Two hundred years of warfare: Tuhoe versus Ngati Pukeko and Ngati Awa

The following section broadly canvasses the pre-Treaty history of the lands that lie
about Ruatoki and to the immediate north of the southern Bay of Plenty confiscation
boundary, on the east and west of the Whakatane River. It will largely focus on the
Tuhoe claims to these lands, because the claims of other iwi, including Ngati Awa,

132. Milroy and Melbourne refer to the Tuhoe chief in this incident as Te Mautaranui: see Milroy and
Melbourne, p 36.

133. Best, Tuhoe, pp 522-533

134. Milroy and Melbourne, p 36

135. Best, Tuhoe, p 533

136. Sissons, p 174
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Ngati Pukeko, and Upokorehe, have been rehearsed before the Waitangi Tribunal in
the Eastern Bay of Plenty inquiry (Wai 46). Tuhoe, for want of detailed research, have
noted their interests in that inquiry only by way of memoranda.”

It follows from this focus, however, that other iwi interests and claims may not be
adequately explored or acknowledged in this chapter. It should also be noted that the
Tribunal hearing the Wai 46 inquiry has yet to report and the following information
will be subject to its findings, and also to traditional evidence presented by Tuhoe in
the investigation of their claims.

1.8.3 Early occupants of Opouriao district

The lands under question were originally occupied by Ngati Kareke, Ngai Takiri, Ngai
Te Kapo, and Ngati Raka, who were descended from Te Hapuoneone and Te Tini o
Toi.”*® Best says that they were ‘practically one people’ who occupied a large portion
of the Whakatane valley and the Waimana River catchment area, cultivating the
plains of Opouriao. From the sources consulted, Opouriao appears to have been an
epicentre of the territorial disputes between Tuhoe, Ngati Awa, and Ngati Pukeko
hapu.

According to Milroy and Melbourne, ‘Opouriao refers to the lands north of the
confiscation line between the rivers of Owhakatoro to the west and the valley east of
the Whakatane river that reach up to Pekepekatahi and Taneatua’.”? In Tuhoe
traditional history, the earliest recorded occupation of Opouriao was by Tamango,
Ruapururu, and Kahuki.** Tamango and Ruapururu both lived circa 1500-60;
Tamango was of mixed Tini o Toi and Nga Potiki descent, while Ruapururu had Te
Tini o Toi and Hapuoneone connections. Ruapururu held land on both the southern
and the northern banks of the Waimana River about the stronghold of Puketi Pa, in
addition to several pa on the eastern bank of the river that guarded the entrance to the
Waimana River gorge. His mana also extended to those lands up the gorge where the
Waiopua Steam enters the river and where the pa Te Waro stood."* Tamango’s main
pa was Otere, on the western bank of the Whakatane River near the junction with the
Waimana River and about one kilometre to the west of Ruapururu’s pa, Puketi.

One day, when Kahuki, a nephew of Ruapururu’s, was journeying from Waimana
to Puketi, his accompanying sisters were ambushed and slain. Kahuki, apparently
with good reason, believed that they had been killed by Tamango, so Kahuki and his
uncle conspired to avenge the sisters’ deaths. This they did by destroying Tamango
and all his people: ‘Ngati Tamango disappeared into obscurity’.* The lands of

137. In addition, the nature of this district 4 report of the Rangahaua Whanui research series has been largely
tribally defined, rather than being geographically defined by contemporary local catchment area
boundaries, as other reports in this series have been.

138. Best refers to Ngati Kareke as “Te Kareke’, while Tuhoe iwi historians Milroy and Melbourne have used the
appellation ‘Ngati Kareke’. I have also used the latter.

139. Milroy and Melbourne, unpublished appendix 1 to “Te Roi o Te Whenua’, p 2

140. Melbourne, p 7

141. Ibid

142. Ibid, p 10
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Tamango were gradually taken over by Ngati Kareke and Ngai Takiri. The influence of
Ngati Ruapururu remained in Opouriao for a while but was eventually superseded by
that of Ngati Raka.

The extension of influence of Ngati Kareke, Ngati Raka, and Ngai Takiri over
Opouriao lands occurred as these people migrated from Te Waimana. They occupied
these lands after the Ngai Turanga expulsion of the Maruiwi, a people originally
hailing from Heretaunga, who had made Owhakatoro a temporary sanctuary."* By
this time, circa 1630, the hapu of Kareke, Raka, and Takiri had emerged as distinct
identities from Ngai Turanga, who were descended from Turanga Piki Toi, but they
were none the less very closely related people.

Ngati Raka, who occupied the lands once held by Ruapururu in Opouriao,
extended their domain under their chief, Raka, to include parts of eastern Waimana
and northern Ruatoki. Ngati Kareke occupied the lands west of the Whakatane River
about the Owhakatoro River; the ridge line of the range here was punctuated with
their pa. The main Kareke pa was Te Poroa, but Tatahoata, just to the north, was also
important. Takiri, who was the great-great-grandson of Raka, lived at Otapuwae,
which was one of Ngai Takiri’s main pa.** Hirini Melbourne, no doubt with help
from other Tuhoe informants, has plotted the kainga and fortifications of Ngati Raka,
Ngati Kareke, and Ngai Takiri and this map is reproduced at figure 5. It demonstrates
that these groups occupied a large part of the Whakatane valley and Waimana
district.

1.8.4 Ngati Awa and Ngati Pukeko defeat Ngati Kareke, and Tuhoe defeat Ngati
Raka, circa 1800

According to Melbourne, Ngati Raka and Ngati Kareke defended their occupation of
Opouriao for 200 years until Ngati Awa and Ngati Pukeko defeated Ngati Kareke at Te
Poroa in 1800, and their Tuhoe kin defeated Ngati Raka shortly thereafter. Ngati Awa
and Pukeko would assert in the Compensation Court that this victory entitled them
validly to claim ownership of, in particular, Opouriao and Puketi. However,
Melbourne, acknowledging the defeat of Kareke by Ngati Pukeko, counters that Ngati
Kareke, while closely related to Raka, did not in fact hold the mana over Puketi or
Opouriao. That was held by Ngati Raka:

If conquest was recognised by the Court as a legitimate claim for the granting of
lands as compensation, then Ngati Awa and Ngati Pukeko should only have gained
grants of lands previously held by Ngati Kareke.'#

However, the related question to the issue of conquest was whether the fighting had
been followed up by occupation of the lands so taken, and on this issue, the evidence
is somewhat less clear. Best, after describing the combined Ngati Awa and Ngati
Pukeko assault on the Kareke pa of Te Poroa in about 1800, stated that the ‘Ngati- Awa

143. Ibid, pp 11-13
144. Ibid, p14
145. Ibid, p16
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league did not pursue Ngati Kareke [who had fled to Opotiki and Ohiwa] but
returned home’, suggesting that the victors did not immediately try to occupy the
lands abandoned by Kareke.'*¢

At about the same time as the Te Poroa expulsion, the Tuhoe hapu Ngati Rongo
became embroiled in a feud with Ngati Raka, which was worsened by Raka’s close
relatives Ngai Takiri assisting Ngati Awa in an attack on Tuhoe at Ohae (a pa in the
Ruatoki valley). Ohae was defended by descendants of Tuhoe-Potiki and
Tanemoeabhi, assisted by Ngati Rongo and other sections of the tribe. Tuhoe beat off
their attackers on this occasion, killing several Ngati Awa chiefs in the process; the
‘result of which fight was an increased bitterness between the coast and inland people,
that is to say between Ngati Awa and Tuhoe’.'¥ This particular fight was also
significant in that it signalled the deterioration in relations between Tuhoe and their
kin, Ngati Raka. The situation was inflamed when a Ngati Rongo woman was
murdered by her Ngati Raka husband and Ngati Rongo trespassed on Ngati Raka fern
root grounds.

Ngati Rongo appealed to the Tamakaimoana hapu of Maungapohatu for
assistance, which was rendered, and Ngati Raka were defeated by Tamakaimoana.
Soon after this, Tuhoe at Ruatoki left that place and went inland to Ruatahuna in order
to take part in an expedition against Taupo. Best says, however, that Ngati Rongo were
not satisfied with their defeat of Ngati Raka and wanted possession of their lands:

It is quite probable that they cast covetous eyes upon the lands occupied by Ngati
Raka, those fertile deposits of alluvium extending from Taua-rau northward to Wai-
wherowhero, from which the kumara (sweet potato) stores of the Children of Raka
were so well-filled. This was the fat plain of O-tutawiri, now known as O-pouri-ao
South.'#

Ngati Rongo assembled a league of allies, which included some Whakatohea and
Waimana hapu, in order to attack Ngati Raka and Ngati Takiri at Otenuku Pa on the
eastern bank of the Whakatane River. Tuhoe and their allies defeated Ngati Raka and
occupied some of the Ngati Raka and Takiri pa in the area. Te Urewera hapu, for
example, occupied Otapuwae and Ngati Rongo occupied Otutewai. Best notes that at
this time, the whole population of the Opouriao-Ruatoki district were living in
‘strongly fortified villages’, and he counted 73 such pa and redoubts in and around
Ruatoki alone."” Of those Ngati Raka remaining after Otenuku, some fled to Ohiwa,
Opotiki, and Waimana, and yet others made a peace with the Ruatoki people and
remained for a while in the area. It was not long, however, before Ngati Raka sought
revenge and attacked Ngati Rongo at Omawake on the left bank of the Whakatane
opposite Te Rewarewa. Most of the Ngati Rongo men were away eeling, so Ngati Raka
were able to exact a terrible revenge on a largely undefended population, and
captured many women and children. Hence, this episode is called the Kohi-pi or

146. Best, Tuhoe, p 318
147. Ibid, p 324
148. Ibid, p 328
149. Ibid, p 332
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‘chicken collecting’ episode. On the same day, Ngati Raka and Ngati Kareke, who had
been driven away from Te Poroa, went to confront the Ngati Rongo men eeling near
Maringi-a Wai and killed about 30 to 35 men.”*

It was then, according to Best, who partially relies upon the evidence given in the
Ruatoki block investigation, that Tuhoe living at Ruatoki and Opouriao moved inland
to Ruatahuna for the first time.” While Ngati Awa claimants intimate that this
withdrawal was due to an escalation in the conflict between themselves and Tuhoe,
Tuhoe claimants emphasise that the Ruatoki communities had been called upon by
their kin to assist in the defence of the Ruatahuna district, which was under attack
from Ngati Rangitihi and Tuhourangi of Te Arawa.”* Kereru Te Pukenui (a Ngati
Rongo chief) would subsequently assert that this occasion was but one of four times
that Tuhoe temporarily abandoned Ruatoki because of conflicts and commitments
elsewhere in the Tuhoe rohe.” Best does, however, suggest that some of Ngai Turanga
stayed behind on Ruatoki lands when the main Tuhoe body went to Ruatahuna.”*

Further disruption to occupation patterns at Opouriao came in the guise of Nga
Puhi taua. If Best’s and Te Pukenui’s accounts can be relied upon, Tuhoe had already
moved inland when Pomare 1’s warriors came up the Whakatane River to Ruatoki in
1822. However, it was after the Nga Puhi had retired that Ngati Rongo, Ngati Koura,
Ngati Muriwai, and Ngai Turanga moved out from the interior to reoccupy Ruatoki
district and, presumably, parts of Opouriao South.

This Tuhoe residence at Ruatoki-Opouriao was soon disturbed by further fighting
with their enemies. A Ngati Raka-Whakatohea force, under the chief Tapoto,
attacked Tuhoe at Patutahuna and Otairoa, capturing many Tuhoe women of high
rank, who were taken to Opotiki. Best says that after this affair, also in 1822, ‘many’
Tuhoe who were living at Ruatoki went to Ruatahuna to assist in fighting Ngati
Kahungunu, which suggests that not all Ngati Rongo evacuated Ruatoki.” Ngati
Rongo and other Ruatoki hapu summoned their Tamakaimoana kin after the
damaging Otairoa defeat, and together they attacked Ngati Raka at a pa known as Te
Pou o Urutake, situated on the range between Opouriao South and the Waimana
(Tauranga) River.”® According to Best, this was a decisive defeat for Ngati Raka:

After the fall of Te Pou-O-Urutake Tuhoe seized the land of Ngati-Raka, most of
which, however, was confiscated by the Government in modern days."”

[The Ngati Raka-Kareke-Tuhoe conflict] ended in the descendants of Tuhoe-Potiki
acquiring the whole of the Rua-toki and O-pou-riao South districts, as far north as the
Wai-wherowhero stream at Puke-ti, ie, within a few chains of the Awa-hou River at
Tane-atua.”®

150. Ibid, p 335

151. Ibid

152. Ibid, pp 335-336; ‘Whenua Tautohetohe’, Research Report 13 (Wai 46 roD, doc ¢7), p 26
153. Best, Tuhoe, pp 335-336

154. Ibid, p 336

155. Ibid, p 339

156. Ibid, p 341

157. Ibid, p 344

158. Ibid, p 321
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Following this, peace arrangements were made between Tuhoe, represented by
Taiturakina, and Tapoto for those remaining Ngati Raka. This would not be the end
of the bloodshed between Raka and Tuhoe, however, because shortly after the peace
had been made, Ngati Raka supported a Whakatohea attack on Tuhoe at Whakaari in
the Waiotahe valley. Tuhoe lost about 100 people at Whakaari - a particularly heavy
defeat, which was avenged, again, by a combined Tuhoe force at Uretaia. This time,
Tuhoe prevailed, and Uretaia was their last major battle with Ngati Raka. Following
this, Ngati Koura lived at Te Waitapu Pa and Te Urewera hapu built a pa named
Harehare, in Opouriao South. Puketi Pa was also occupied by Tuhoe at this time.*’

According to Best, this was the last fight between Ngati Raka and Tuhoe, except for
an incident which occurred in about 1860, when Ngati Raka under Hoani Papaka
went to Otenuku and built a palisaded pa. Tuhoe burned that pa down and chased
Raka away again.'*

During the Native Land Court hearings for the Ruatoki block, which lay adjacent to
the Opouriao lands across the southern confiscation line, Ngati Raka and Ngati
Kareke claimed the Ruatoki lands under ancestors Awamate and Tamahoutake. The
court ruled, however, that the Tuhoe defeat of Ngati Raka and the Ngati Awa defeat of
Kareke at Te Poroa meant that Ngati Raka had been driven off the land, and that there
was no evidence to show that Ngati Raka had reoccupied Ruatoki since the days of Te
Rangimowaho and Paiterangi. Ruatoki was awarded to Ngati Rongo, Ngati Koura,
Ngati Tawhaki, and other Tuhoe hapu.

While their claims to Ruatoki were dismissed, Ngati Raka did receive some shares
in the Waimana block during its investigation by the Native Land Court. The
Waimana block, along with the Ruatoki block, was adjacent to the confiscation line.
These rights were described as taharua or two-sided by Best, by which he meant that
it was Ngati Raka’s relationship with Tuhoe that gave them rights in the block:

The Rakuraku, Kamaua, and other families of Te Wai-mana are of Ngati Raka, as well
as of Tuhoe. Although Ngati-Raka at the Wai-mana were defeated and dispersed, to a
considerable extent, by the combined Tuhoean clans, yet so much are these people now
mixed that no separation is possible, and they can aflirm as the Wai-kare Moana natives
do, that they conquered themselves. This does not include many descendants of Ngati
Raka among Ngati Awa and Te Whakatohea. Some of Ngati Raka were awarded shares
in the Tahora No 2 Block [on the eastern side of the Urewera District Native Reserve].'*

1.8.5 Tuhoe and Ngati Awa conflict

The above account described how Tuhoe, Ngati Awa, and Ngati Pukeko defeated
Ngati Raka and Ngati Kareke, resulting in those tribes losing control of the Opouriao
and Ruatoki districts. From about 1822, the focus of the struggle for control of these
lands lay in the conflicts between Tuhoe and Ngati Awa and Ngati Pukeko.

159. Melbourne,p 20
160. Best, Tuhoe, p 349
161. Ibid, pp 349-350
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Prior to the signing of the Treaty of Waitangi, Best writes, the Ruatoki-Opouriao
district was subject to a 200-year war between Ngati Awa and Tuhoe, starting in about
1650 and ending just before the signing of the Treaty with the conclusion of a peace
accord between the two iwi.'”

Ngati Awa state that the principal causes of the conflict were directly related to the
attempts by Tuhoe to establish a corridor to the coast and the resources of the sea (as,
they say, Tuhoe had traditionally been a land-locked tribe)."”* According to Best, the
killing of Taka-rehe of Ngati Awa, by a man of the Ngati Tawhaki hapu of Tuhoe, was
a main cause of the war; others were the killing of Te Iri o te Ao of Ngati Awa by
Rongo-karae in about 1625 and the slaying of Motumotu of Ngati Awa by Te Kaho of
Ruatoki in about 1650. It is unnecessary here to relate the many episodes in the so-
called 200-year war’ between Ngati Awa and Tuhoe; for the purposes of this report,
the years of the nineteenth century leading up to the confiscation of 1866 is the critical
period to focus on.

According to Best, the chronology of events in the Opouriao and Ruatoki districts
is clearer from the year 1818, when the first Nga Puhi raid occurred in the Bay of
Plenty. In the years that followed, up to the last Nga Puhi raid of 1823, many of the
hapu and iwi on the coast retreated inland to the shelter of the rugged Urewera
heartland. Many Ngati Awa and Ngati Pukeko took shelter at Ruatahuna, while most
Tuhoe retired to Maungapohatu. After danger of attack from Nga Puhi passed and
Ngati Pukeko were returning to their homes near the coast, they came upon
Tokopounamu of Tuhoe and killed him at Pukareao in 1823 or 1824. There followed
several other incidents, which renewed the hostilities between the two iwi.

The accounts given by Best regarding the Tuhoe occupation or withdrawal from
lands about Ruatoki and Opouriao are difficult to reconcile into a coherent
chronology. At one point, Best reports that the Tuhoe reoccupation of Opouriao was
made after the last of the Nga Puhi raids, making it around 1824-25: ‘It was principally
with the object of preventing Ngati Awa and Ngati-Pukeko from seizing those
lands.*

Yet it appears that, at this time, most of the Tuhoe hapu living at Ruatoki felt
insecure because their homes were vulnerable to attack from Ngati Awa, and this
encouraged Tuhoe to abandon Ruatoki for the time being and move inland to
Ruatahuna. However, Best also says that they returned to Ruatahuna to assist in the
campaigns against various foe, and ‘do not seem to have made any long or permanent
residence in Rua-toki again’ till peace with Ngati Awa in about 1835.'"

Ngati Awa state that, from 1824 to just before the signing of the Treaty of Waitangi,
the Ruatoki-Waimana area was deserted - a ‘no-man’s land’ - but that it was
nevertheless controlled by Ngati Awa and Ngati Pukeko.”® This is somewhat at
variance with evidence collected by Best, who sometimes intimates that there were

162. Ibid, p 355
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164. Best, Tuhoe, p 350
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still a few Tuhoe trying to assert their rights in Opouriao while most of the tribe had
retreated. Best says that between 1824 and 1832 there are no recorded accounts of
fighting between Ngati Awa and Tuhoe owing to the Tuhoe retreat inland, so that the
two tribes were not in contact with one another.” If there were any Tuhoe left at
Opouriao then, they would have been a small number of persons left to support the
Tuhoe claim to that place.

These eight years passed without incident until Ngati Awa accused Tuhoe of
bewitching Ngahue, son of Nuku, causing his death. A war party of Ngati Awa and
Ngati Pukeko engaged Tuhoe at Te Kaunga, but was defeated. Best notes that it was
possible that some small groups of Tuhoe returned to Ruatoki after Te Kaunga but
most of the people stayed away. There followed some small acts of revenge on Ngati
Awa’s part and an attempt by Tikitu of Ngati Awa to lead a raid on Ruatahuna. Tikitu,
in fact, later concluded a peace treaty with Tuhoe on behalf of the section of Ngati
Awa that he headed, but this offer did not extend to Ngati Manawa, who were attacked
by Ngati Awa at Ngahuinga in 1833. This was followed by a reprisal attack by Ngati
Manawa and Tuhoe on Ngati Awa at Otukaimarama near Te Teko in 1834, but on this
occasion, Tuhoe suffered a heavy loss.

By 1834, however, Ngati Awa and Tuhoe were growing weary of the toll that
constant guerilla warfare had taken on their communities. Ngati Awa apparently
made the first step in attempting to resolve the situation by visiting Tuhoe at
Ruatahuna. There followed several other hui between the warring parties that
culminated in a tatau pounamu, or peace treaty, being concluded at Ohui.
Subsequently, the peace was strengthened by emissaries who visited tribal gatherings,
often bringing gifts. At Pupuaruhe, for example, Ngati Awa presented Tuhoe with
tobacco, cooking pots, pipes, and other European goods they had procured through
the sale of Motouhora (or Whale Island) to Hans Tapsell (the peace was concluded
after the arrival of Europeans in the eastern Bay of Plenty but before the introduction
of Christianity in about 1839)."

Aside from the cessation of hostilities, it is unclear what the terms of the tatau
pounamu actually were. However, sources seem to agree that after peace was
established, Tuhoe returned in numbers to Ruatoki and Te Waimana in about 1836 or
1837. Apparently, Waimana was never totally deserted in the war period, but none the
less, families would not occupy the exposed flats.

The Urewera and Ngati Koura parties were the first to descend the Tauranga River
and stop at Te Waimana and, shortly after this, the Ngati Rongo, Mahurehure, and
Ngati Muriwai came down from the mountains to resettle Ruatoki. Best says that, in
spite of the peace-making with Ngati Awa and Ngati Pukeko, the Tuhoe at Ruatoki
and Opouriao still feared attack from their old enemies and only cautiously settled
scrub land on the edge of the forest before later moving onto the flats of the Ruatoki
valley in 1839:

167. Best, Tuhoe, p 363
168. Ibid, pp 387-392
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No other hapu of Tuhoe has been so strenuous and persistent, perhaps, as Ngati-
Rongo in the occupation, and acquirement of the Rua-toki district. They were
compelled, with other clans of Tuhoe, to abandon it four times, but always returned and
re-occupied, though much strife was their lot, and many a descendant of Rongo-karae,
Tawhaki, Tama-kai-moana and Koura-kino went down to Hades that their children
might possess the fair plains of Rua-toki and Opouriao.'”

According to Tuhoe historians, the Tuhoe chief Te Purewa was instrumental in the
re-establishment of Tuhoe mana on the lands from Waimana north to the Waiotahe
valley, and from Te Hurepo south to Ruatoki, including Opouriao and the
Owhakatoro valley, roughly from the early 1820s to the mid-1830s.”° He concluded
peace with Ngati Awa at Te Teko and with Ngati Pukeko at Te Awahou near present-
day Taneatua:

To the north, Opouriao and Ruatoki had to be cleared of Ngati Awa and Ngati
Pukeko settlers occupying the lands where they had taken refuge from Nga Puhi, under
Pomare 1. The battles between these tribes and Tuhoe spanned some 17 years, until in
the mid 1830s, Ngati Awa and Tuhoe held a series of peacemaking meetings. Two such
meetings had already been completed when Te Purewa visited Ngati Awa at Te
Kupenga, at Te Teko, to make peace . .. While he sent Te Ahuru [his son], Paraone and
Petera Koikoi to Pupuaruhe in Whakatane to conclude peace negotiations with Ngati
Awa and Ngati Pukeko, Te Purewa himself arranged peace with Tautari and Tama-I-
arohi of Ngati Pukeko at Te Awahou, near Taneatua; he gave them the right to use the
lands between Te Hurepo and Te Awahou.

Te Purewa assumed the task of upholding Tuhoe’s mana over lands from Waimana
north to Waiotahe Valley, and from Te Hurepo south to Ruatoki, including Opouriao
and the Owhakatoro Valley. [Emphasis added.]"

Te Purewa introduced the cultivation of potatoes to Ruatoki and his son planted the
first peach tree at Waikirikiri. Te Purewa erected signs of his occupation overlooking
Waimana and Opouriao; one of the pa he built was at Te Tawhero. Tuhoe researchers
have given evidence, in research submitted to the Waitangi Tribunal, of the
continuing presence of Te Purewa’s mana in the names of Tuhoe cultural and physical
landmarks in the area."””

Tuhoe, then, admit some legitimate Ngati Pukeko presence on parts of Opouriao
from the late 1830s but seem to stress that this occupation derived from permission
granted by the Tuhoe chief Te Purewa. Tuhoe say that Ngati Pukeko did not own the
land as such but held lesser rights while asserting that Te Purewa had conquered the
land, made peace over the land, and upheld the mana of the land until the time of his
death in about 1842. And, by this time, there was little dispute that Tuhoe occupied
much of the land in question. Ngati Awa, on the other hand, acknowledge that Tuhoe
occupied most of the Opouriao and Ruatoki lands after peace was made between the

169. Ibid, pp 219-220
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two iwi, but they likewise claim that Tuhoe ‘were allowed’ to reoccupy by
arrangement with Ngati Awa, who had had military control of the area, even while it
had been a contested ‘no-man’s land’.” While Ngati Awa research does not give
specific evidence relating to Ngati Awa-Ngati Pukeko occupation of this land from
1840 to the time immediately preceding confiscation, they have given names and
locations of their pa, which have been occupied by them ‘at various times’."”*

Pa site Iwi or hapu Location

Ahi Aruhe Ngati Pukeko Te Hurepo (north of Taneatua)
Hui Toetoe Ngati Rangataua Te Hurepo (north of Taneatua)
Te Karetu Ngati Awa North of Taneatua

Kawakawa Ngati Pukeko Ruatoki

Kohu Pare Ngati Pukeko Ruatoki

Te Maru Ngati Pukeko Owhakatoro

Ouekokoi Ngati Pukeko Owhakatoro

Motu Aruhe Ngati Pukeko Te Hurepo (north of Taneatua)
Otangikiukiu Ngati Pukeko Ruatoki

Puketi Ngati Pukeko Te Hurepo (south of Taneatua)
Rewarewa Ngati Rangataua Owhakatoro

Tahuna Roa Ngati Pukeko Ruatoki

Tapuriko Ngati Pukeko Ruatoki

Tapuirau Ngati Pukeko Ruatoki

Tipare Kawakawa Ngati Awa Te Hurepo (north of Taneatua)
Waikirikiri Ngati Awa Ruatoki

Waitutu Ngati Pukeko Owhakatoro

The Ngati Awa-Ngati Pukeko pa and locations given in this list might usefully be

compared with those Tuhoe pa located by Hirini Melbourne (see fig 5).

1.8.6 The Tuhoe-Whakatohea wars

The battles between Tuhoe and Whakatohea ranged from Ohiwa, to Te Wainui,
Waiohau, Ruatoki, and Ruatahuna.”” The two tribes were engaged in a long-running
feud, and because of their close proximity, the Upokorehe hapu of Te Whakatohea,
especially, came into conflict with Tuhoe.”® One particular focus of their conflict was

173. Te Roopu Whakaemi Korero o Ngati Awa, ‘Whenua Tautohetohe’ (Wai 46 rop, doc c7), p 29; Te Roopo
Whakaemi Korero o Ngati Awa, ‘The Tuhoe Tribal Boundary’, para 15

174. ‘The Tuhoe Tribal Boundary’, para 37

175. Best, Tuhoe, pp 174, 207-209, 302 (cited in Melbourne, ‘Te Manemanerau a te Kawanatanga’, p 78)
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the Ohiwa Harbour, in so far as it represented a major resource in the district (and not
only to Whakatohea and Tuhoe but also to Ngati Awa). This section will, therefore,
largely examine the conflict between Tuhoe and Whakatohea within the context of
Tuhoe’s relationship with Te Upokorehe hapu, and of Tuhoe’s defence of their access
to Ohiwa and its hinterland.

Ohiwa Harbour was and still is a resource hotly contested by Ngati Awa,
Whakatohea, and Tuhoe iwi. According to Milroy and Melbourne, it had the status of
the seafood basket of the Mataatua tribes, owing to the rich resources of the area and
its convenience as a harbour. Research cited by Ngati Awa has established that Ohiwa
Harbour and its environs was one of the most densely settled areas in pre-European
Aotearoa.”’

Tuhoe claimants to the Waitangi Tribunal state that their relationship with Ohiwa
can be described in terms of historical associations, occupation, and use-rights. One
of the earliest peoples associated with Ohiwa were Te Hapuoneone, descended from
Hape, who arrived from Hawaiiki aboard the Rangimatoru waka, which landed at
Ohiwa. Hapuoneone occupied the land from Ohiwa inland to Waimana and over the
Taiarahia Range to Ruatoki.”® The early tribes of Ngati Raumoa, Ngai Turanga, and
Ngai Te Kapo, all to develop close associations with Ohiwa, were descended from
Hape too (amongst other ancestors).

In later times, however, it was largely Te Whakatane tribe and their connections
with the Upokorehe people, which would define the relationship Tuhoe enjoyed with
Ohiwa. Te Whakatane’s founding ancestor was Haeora, whose grandfather, Tamatea,
arrived in Aotearoa on the Nukutere canoe. According to Sissons, Haeora and his
adopted son, Kahuki, are the main ancestors through whom Te Whakatane claim
mana and rangatiratanga, and it is the story of Kahuki which relates Te Whakatane to
Te Upokorehe, an Ohiwa hapu.”

A C Lyall, whose writings focus on the history of Whakatohea in the Opotiki area,
states that Upokorehe have some element of Mataatua origins but for the most part,
their whakapapa runs back to older ‘tangata whenua’ origins from Te Hapuoneone.™
Tamatea is cited as an important ancestor (and is shared with Ngati Ira, a Whakatohea
hapu), as are Raumoa and Haeora, Tairongo, and, sometimes, Hape. Best says
Upokorehe are descended from Raumoa and Haeora, making them related to Ngati
Raumoa and Te Whakatane amongst others, but points out that they are not a Tuhoe
‘clan’.®

Sissons records several traditions, related in the Native Land Court, that recount
alternative versions of the story of Kahuki. A fusion of the essential elements of the
story, for the purpose of this report, follows. Kahuki was the son of Rongopopoia and
Rangiparoro. Rongopopoia was the son of Rongowhakaata of Turanga district (and
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his stepfather was Tanemoeahi, older brother of Tuhoe-Potiki), while his wife
belonged to a hapu called Tairongo, who was an important ancestor of Te
Hapuoneone but not of Te Whakatane. Kahuki’s paternal uncle, Tuamutu, was in love
with Rangiparoro, killed Rongopopoia, and then married his widow. Rangiparoro,
meanwhile, was pregnant to her first, dead, husband and when the child, Kahuki, was
born, she pretended the infant was a female, knowing her new husband would fear
the revenge of Rongopopoia’s male offspring and kill him. Soon she fled inland,
taking Kahuki with her to a place named Kaharoa, where she stayed with Haeora, who
adopted Kahuki, raising him as a son. When Kahuki, as a young adult, learnt how his
father had been murdered, he set out to the coast for revenge. Kahuki chased Tuamutu
from pa to pa on the Ohiwa-Opotiki coast, finally killing him at Waiwhero. After this,
Kahuki established a pa at Waiotahe, or possibly at Ohiwa."**

The different versions of this story related in the Tahora block investigations
recorded by the Native Land Court in 1888-89 were significant in understanding the
relationship between the inland and coastal hapu. Ngati Patu (Whakatohea)
claimants stressed that Kahuki had taken over the mana of Haeora, the inland leader
of Te Whakatane, and as Kahuki’s descendants, they could then claim interests in the
inland Tahora blocks. They related the Kahuki-Tuamutu dispute as conflicts between
three different sections of Te Whakatane, headed by Panekaha, Haeora, and Tuamutu:
‘Kahuki, a leader of his mother’s coastal people and his adoptive father’s inland
people, then reunited Te Whakatane, so taking over the mana of Panekaha and
Haeora’.'" The version related by Tamaikoha in this 1889 investigation, however,
emphasised the Rongowhakaata origins of Kahuki, and denied that he and his parents
were of Te Whakatane. Further, Tamaikoha denied that Tuamutu was of Te
Whakatane, and so the fighting related in the story of Kahuki was not about in-
fighting of Te Whakatane hapu but of coastal hapu with different identities:

During cross-examination Tamaikoha said that Te Whakatane did not occupy
coastal land at Ohiwa, but were instead a section of a large inland confederation,
comprising eight hapu, named Ngati Atua. By so saying, Tamaikoha further stressed
that the coastal fighting that involved Kahuki was of little direct concern to Te
Whakatane. After the defeat of Tuamutu, therefore, Kahuki could not have even
contemplated assuming the leadership of Te Whakatane.**

If Kahuki did not assume Haeora’s mana, then Ngati Patu could not claim in the
inland blocks through this ancestor. Further, Tamaikoha made the point that Kahuki
and his mother lived under the mana of Haeora, and held no rank; ‘the descendants
of Kahuki have always been taken care of by Te Whakatane’.' Sissons says that Te
Upokorehe, although descended from Kahuki, decided to forego any claims through
this ancestor because they were aware that the court placed more emphasis on

182. Sissons, pp 69-85

183. Ibid, p 74

184. Ibid, p 78

185. Tamaikoha, Tahora block investigation, Opotiki minute book 5, p 280 (quoted in Sissons, p 79)

42



THE EARLY HisTORY OF THE Iwl AND HAPU OF TE UREWERA ;g¢

occupation than descent. They were then admitted under Te Whakatane’s claim, as
descendants of Haeora.™

Lyall explains the historically close relationship between Te Whakatane and Te
Upokorehe as having been ‘gradually broken down under the onslaught’ of the Tuhoe
tribe." In practical terms, this had the effect of strengthening the ties Upokorehe had
with Whakatohea, and Ngati Ira in particular, while Te Whakatane drew closer to
Tuhoe. Best wrote that extensive intermarriage between Te Whakatane and Tuhoe
and ‘various divisions’ of Te Whakatohea had all but erased the old name of Te
Whakatane, but this was hotly denied by Tamaikoha:

These people who had come to be related through Tamatea [including Upokorehe]
gradually fused into an identifiable unit when the population pressures brought
disharmony with neighbouring tribes. It was their custom when attacked on the coast
to melt into the concealment of their inland domains and, no doubt, vice versa from
inland to coast.®

Surveying the literature and sources on Tuhoe’s relationship with Ohiwa, it
becomes evident that there were and are very strong associations between Waimana
hapu and those at Ohiwa, between coastal and inland people, and an investigation of
customary interests at Ohiwa would benefit greatly from an examination of the
whakapapa links between these groups. Those who claim to hold interests in this area
would need to provide oral evidence to the Waitangi Tribunal on these matters.

Best and Lyall have recorded the major nineteenth-century conflicts between
Tuhoe and Upokorehe and Whakatohea as being the Whitiwhiti, Kahikatea, and
Maraetotara fights. One day just prior to 1818, an Upokorehe taua roaming hills east
of the Whakatane River came across a Tuhoe party and attacked them. Unfortunately
for Upokorehe, one of the Tuhoe killed on this occasion was Tamahore, an esteemed
orator and warrior, and brother of Te Purewa. Te Purewa set out to avenge his brother
and attacked Upokorehe at Whitiwhiti Pa at Ohiwa, consolidating his position with a
further battle at Te Papa on the Waioeka River, where Upokorehe were defeated.™
Melbourne says Te Purewa then decided to establish ‘permanent hold’ over the
Waiotahe valley.”* He achieved this, it is claimed (with the help of Tamakaimoana) by
attacking Upokorehe and Ngati Raumoa at Kahikatea, killing about 50 of them and
driving them away."”" Lyall claims that Upokorehe fled to Motuotu Island in Ohiwa
Harbour:

After the Upokorehe were driven away from Wai-o-tahe, the upper part of the valley
of that stream was occupied by the Whakatane tribe, many of whom were also members
of the Tuhoe tribe. Hence we see descendants of Tuhoe now living at Waka-taua. Tama-
I-koha and Netana Whakaari are two leading men of that part. Te Upokorehe were
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43



1.8.6 Te UREWERA

formerly the principal people at O-hiwa, but their star of empire set in the gloomy days
of 9o years ago.”

Another significant battle between Tuhoe and Whakatohea occurred at Otairoa in
the Ruatoki area in 1822. This happened after Pomare and his Nga Puhi followers had
returned north, and Tuhoe hapu had resettled at Ruatoki. Apparently, Tuhoe then
killed some members of Whakatohea who were in the area, in retaliation for a
previous incident at Ohiwa, when Rua Hikihiki of Tuhoe was killed by Tohi te
Ururangi of Whakatohea. This vengeance, in turn, prompted Whakatohea, aided by
Ngati Raka, to raid Ruatoki.” Battles took place at Te Koaua and Patutahuna, with the
main engagement at Otairoa. Tuhoe suffered severe losses in defeat. Not only did they
lose men in battle, but many high ranking women captured by Whakatohea were
taken to Opotiki.”* The next encounter occurred at Whakaari. A Tuhoe taua marched
to Opotiki, but then turned back to Waiotahe with Whakatohea in pursuit. Tuhoe
made their stand at Whakaari, where they were attacked by the Whakatohea and
Ngati Raka forces and again suffered defeat.”” To avenge Whakaari, Tuhoe attacked
Whakatohea and Ngati Raka at Uretaia, and this time, Tuhoe were the victors."*

However, the control that Tuhoe was able to exert over portions of the southern and
eastern harbour was upset by a defeat they suffered at the hands of Whakatohea at
Maraetotara, circa 1823. According to Upokorehe submissions to the Waitangi
Tribunal, the chief Te Rupe ‘took control of the Ohiwa Harbour from Tuhoe’
following the battle.”” Kevin Were has written that this battle cost Tuhoe their access
to the harbour, which was restored only through permission from Whakatohea to
pass over their land to Ohiwa itself.”*

The last major battle between Tuhoe and Whakatohea occurred on the eastern side
of Ohiwa Harbour. According to one Tuhoe account, a party of their people had been
on the way to Tauranga and were intercepted by Ngati Awa. The latter then convinced
the Tuhoe party to assist them in an attack against Whakatohea.”® According to Lyall,
Whakatohea considered Tuhoe directly responsible for the attack because Tuhoe
claimed a part of Ohiwa that Whakatohea had always maintained was theirs. Tuhoe
had attacked a Whakatohea party consisting mainly of Upokorehe, who then called
on their people who were netting at Ohiwa to support them against the attackers. This
battle occurred before the introduction of firearms, but, even so, the casualties were
severe and Lyall suggests that hundreds may have been killed in the battle in which
Tuhoe were defeated.
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Other evidence seems to suggest that Ohiwa was the subject of ongoing disruption
and conflict, mainly between Ngati Awa and Whakatohea, intersected with Ngati
Maru and Nga Pubhi raids, implying that it was very difficult for any one iwi to claim
control of the harbour in the period prior to the signing of the Treaty. Lyall, for
example, has stated that the impact of the raids of the 1820s and 1830s on Whakatohea
was severe and it was unclear whether they ever regained their former military
strength.**® This may have been a situation that Tuhoe were able to take advantage of
on the ground. Certainly, Tuhoe historians have maintained that Tuhoe retained
possession of some of the land around the south and east of the harbour.

Lyall concludes, however, that the end of the fighting between Whakatohea and
Tuhoe was due to the people of this district becoming preoccupied, first with
repelling invading tribes from the north and then with the arrival of Europeans.*

Tuhoe tribal historians have asserted that no one tribe can claim Ohiwa for itself;
indeed, that no tribe in fact ‘owned” Ohiwa as such but instead all exercised certain
rights to its bounty.*”* Milroy and Melbourne have recorded a pepeha that conveys the
concept that Ohiwa was not owned and that, despite the passing of generations, the
bounty of Ohiwa remained plentiful: ‘No pikipiki mai, no hekeheke atu’.

They assert that Tuhoe claims to lands abutting the Ohope to Ohiwa coastline were
maintained by Te Whakatane, Ngati Raka, and Ngai Tauranga, amongst other Tuhoe
hapu.”* Te Whakatane, they say, also held interests along the eastern and southern
shores of Ohiwa Harbour. Tuhoe claimants to the Waimana block have asserted that
these hapu occupied, extensively cultivated, and buried their dead on the land from
Waimana to Ohiwa, and have named Tuhoe Pa and special places that demonstrate
their associations at Ohiwa. According to Milroy and Melbourne, Tuhoe occupied the
pa and kainga of Maraetotara until they lost a fight there to Whakatohea in about
1823; Ohakana Island was occupied by Ngati Raka when they fled Opouriao and Te
Hurepo, and they also occupied Oheu Pa on the eastern side of the harbour and lived
at Kahikatea until the late 1820s; Paparoa Peninsular was occupied by Te Whakatane
‘during the 18th and 19th centuries’ but also had some Ngati Raka living there; there
were whare called “Te Poho o Tuhoe’ and “Te Here o te Ra’ on the island of Pataua.
These historians also refer to the evidence given in the Waimana block investigation,
where it was asserted that Ngati Raka and Ngai Tauranga hapu held steady
occupation of the land from what became the confiscation line to Ohiwa until 1866.>*

At the time of confiscation, it is evident that there were Tuhoe communities living
in the vicinity of Ohiwa Harbour. Hemi Kakitu and other Tuhoe lived and cultivated
on Hiwarau lands with Upokorehe kin, and the Tuhoe chief Rakuraku had a pa near
the southern shore of Ohiwa called Whakarae, and his people occupied adjacent
southern lands.** Additionally, both these men seem to have returned and lived at
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Waimana at certain times, underlining this relationship and movement between the
coastal and inland hapu. The Wainui valley was the ‘corridor’ linking the tidal inlet of
Te Tauranga waka, where canoes were kept, with Te Raroa leading into Waimana.**°

The nature of Tuhoe’s claims have been criticised by Ngati Awa claimants, who
state:

That Tuhoe had access to Ohiwa is not disputed by Ngati Awa. They would have had
access through their connections with Upokorehe. Access, however, is not the same as
having rights of occupation and ownership over the land.*”

T Mokomoko, in an appendix to an Upokorehe submission before the Waitangi
Tribunal, seems to suggest that Whakatohea and Tuhoe came to an accommodation
concerning the harbour, but he does not mention adjacent land rights:

Full control of Te Moana o Tairongo [Ohiwa] lay with Te Upokorehe after the battle
of Te Maraetotara, and was never relinquished. Tuhoe’s mana was not diminished after
that battle - Upokorehe/Whakatohea allowed Tuhoe full access to Te Moana o Tairongo
and the sea through Wainui, Tewaingarara and the Matakerepu rivers or streams and
the Waiotahe river. Tuhoe still have that access to this day, and happily share the mana
moana with Whakatohea, and this is also reflected in their right of access to fish quota.
Ruamoko a chief of Whakatohea made sure that the control of Ohiwa remained with
Upokorehe. He had numerous skirmishes with Tuhoe.”*®

1.8.7 Tuhoe, Ngati Kahungunu, and Ngati Ruapani: conflict over the
Waikaremoana district

The history of the conquest of the Waikaremoana district mainly involved three
tribes: Tuhoe, Ngati Kahungunu, and Ngati Ruapani. Their relationship was and is a
complicated one, and Best and Wiri have both put forward different narratives
concerning the identities of the parties involved in the various battles. The status and
complicated identity of Ngati Ruapani, vis-a-vis their Tuhoe and Ngati Kahungunu
neighbours, seems to be a particularly contested issue.

Wiri asserts that the main genealogical basis of Kahungunu claims to the
Waikaremoana district derive from ‘te tokorima a Hinemanubhiri’ (the five offspring
of Hinemanuhiri). These children were the direct result of a union between
Kahungunu’s grand-daughter and Ruapani’s son (see sec 1.7.2). The hapu who
whakapapa back to these offspring, says Wiri, settled in the upper Wairoa district
under the mana of Kahungunu. Several of these hapu would come to be known as
Ngati Ruapani. They are, however, distinct from Ngati Ruapani ki Waikaremoana,
who, Wiri says, share a dual heritage from the ancestors Ruapani and Tuhoe-Potiki.
He criticises writers such as Elsdon Best and Gudgeon for not distinguishing between
the Tuhoe-Ruapani hapu of Waikaremoana and the Ruapani more closely related to
Kahungunu, in their accounts of the struggles between these people to assert

206. Ibid, p 64
207. Te Roopu Whakaemi Korero o Ngati Awa, ‘Ohiwa’ (Wai 46 RoD, doc L10), p 3
208. Evidence of T Mokomoko, p 2
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ownership of Waikaremoana and its surrounds: ‘Ngati Ruapani ki Waikaremoana
remained a distinct tribal entity’.** Wiri states that the grouping of Ruapani-
Kahungunu hapu in the upper Wairoa district came to be more specifically known as
Ngati Hinemanubhiri, an appellation he uses in order to avoid confusion.

Ngati Ruapani and Tuhoe have had a long history of bitter feuding, although the
information provided to Best by Tutakangahau of Tuhoe does not make it clear how
or why this enmity started.® Best records that, in about 1660, Ngati Ruapani, whom
he described as ‘not connected with Nga Potiki or Tuhoe’, invaded Ruatahuna,
apparently without provocation, and captured a pa known as Raehore. Reprisals
followed, in which Tuhoe defeated Ngati Ruapani at Te Anaputaputa. Some time
afterwards, Ngati Ruapani suffered another defeat by Tuhoe at Okarika, and then sent
out a taua to Ruatahuna to retaliate. Their campaign was unsuccessful, but it did
signal an end to the fighting for the time being. Peace was eventually secured between
the two tribes, strengthened by intermarriage, and lasted until the early nineteenth
century.”" It is difficult to be certain, but it appears that a significant proportion of this
fighting was actually between Tuhoe and hapu who mainly identified with
Kahungunu; Wiri notes that the chief Haua, who was killed at Maungapohatu by the
Tamakaimoana hapu, was actually the son of Hinanga of Ngati Kahungunu, although
he was described as a Ruapani chief by Best.*”

Wiri says that it was approximately four to six generations after this fighting, in the
time of the ancestors Tuwai (Tuai) and Pukehore, that Ngati Ruapani ki
Waikaremoana became firmly established at Lake Waikaremoana with the support of
Tuhoe, with whom they had intermarried.

In about 1823, war erupted again between the Ngati Hinganga hapu of Ngati
Kahungunu and Tuhoe. As mentioned earlier, Tuhoe drove Ngati Hinanga from the
Te Papuni district in 1823 and, in a possible retaliatory attack, two Tuhoe chiefs were
killed by their Ngati Kahungunu hosts at Hopuruahine.”® The body of one of the
chiefs was desecrated, and Tuhoe, with aid from Ngati Ruapani from Lake
Waikaremoana, raised a large contingent in retaliation, attacking and overcoming
Ngati Kahungunu. Ngati Kahungunu then fled across the lake to Whakaari and, upon
being defeated there, to Pukehuia. The Ngati Kahungunu forces destroyed their
canoes to prevent Tuhoe from following, but Tuhoe hewed two new canoes and
caught the Ngati Kahungunu at Pukehuia, where they were finally defeated.”
Following this victorious rout, Wiri and Best state that many other Tuhoe hapu began
to occupy the shores of Waikaremoana, ‘exercising their mana whenua or supreme
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right of ownership over their newly acquired lands’.

209. Wiri, p 117

210. Best, Tuhoe, p 498. Wiri says it is possible that Best may have been referring to Ngati Kahungunu instead of
Ngati Ruapani in this account: see Wiri, p 138.

211. Best, Tuhoe, pp 498-499

212. Wiri, p 138

213. Ibid, pp 140-141. Wiri argues that Best confuses the Kahungunu hapu responsible for the death of the Tuhoe
chiefs with Ngati Ruapani ki Waikaremoana, they being related; thus Best refers to this fight at the lake in
1823 between Ruapani and Tuhoe: see Best, Tuhoe, p 500.

214. Wiri, pp 141-142. Wiri notes that Pukehuia was a pa belonging to Ruapani and explains this by suggesting
that ‘Ngati Kahungunu may have sabotaged these pa in an attempt to escape from their enemies’.
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From this point, intermittent conflict occurred for approximately another 4o years.
By 1824, Tuhoe were fighting along most of the East Coast, leaving only a small
number of men on home land. Ngati Kahungunu took advantage of this, attacking
Tuhoe settlements, which culminated in a massacre of old men, women, and children
at Te Ana-o-Tikitiki. Wiri says that Ngati Ruapani closely related to Tuhoe were also
killed at Tikitiki settlement. However, he says that ‘it is significant to note that the
perpetrators of this killing were of the Ngati Hinemanubhiri, who were related to Ngati
Ruapani but who identify as Ngati Kahungunu’.*° The reprisal raids that followed
forced Ngati Hinemanubhiri to abandon their pa at Wairaumoana. Except for those
who had intermarried with Tuhoe, Ngati Hinemanuhiri were driven from the lake
and the land was once again occupied by Tuhoe-Ruapani, whom Wiri says had
become a distinct hapu entity of Tuhoe.*”

Best states that:

[Ngati Ruapani related to Tuhoe] were allowed to remain at the lake. They subsequently
intermarried much with the Tuhoe residents, so that their descendants are one and the
same people. They have land rights, not only at the lake, but also at Rua-tahuna,
Maunga-pohatu, and elsewhere.”®

After regaining control of the lands in the Waikaremoana vicinity, Tuhoe divided
the lands among Ruapani and those Tuhoe hapu who had contributed to the conquest
of Waikaremoana: Wiri names these hapu as Ngati Hinekura, Ngai Te Riu, Ngai
Tumatawhero, Ngati Rongo, Ngati Tawhaki, Tamakaimoana, and Te Urewera.”® Wiri
asserts that the Tuhoe who were involved in the annexation of Waikaremoana could
all trace their descent from Ruapani, as well as from Toi, Hape, and Tuhoe-Potiki.***
He quotes Numia Kereru, a Ngati Rongo rangatira, as saying in 1907, that, ‘the whole
of Tuhoe [involved in the annexation] including myself came from Ruapani. We all
come from this branch’.*" Tuhoe held the western shores of the lake while Ngati
Ruapani remained to the east. Mokonuiarangi, Te Purewa, Te Poutewhatewha, and
Tuiringa were all famous rangatira involved in Tuhoe’s conquest of the lake area.*
Wiri quotes evidence, given by Tuhoe to the Urewera commissioners during their
investigation of title to the Waikaremoana block, of the locations of Tuhoe and
Tuhoe-Ruapani settlements around the lake and on its adjacent lands, that were
established following their defeat of Ngati Hinemanubhiri. While it seems likely that
some of the Tuhoe who relocated to Waikaremoana stayed for only as long as it took
to secure Tuhoe mana over the district, others remained as colonists. The chief

215. Ibid, p 144

216. Ibid, pp 144-145
217. Ibid, p152

218. Best, Tuhoe, p 510
219. Wiri, p 150

220. Ibid, p152

221. Ibid

222. Ibid, p 169

223. Ibid, pp 152-156
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Tuiringa, for example, was still living at Mokau when the missionary Colenso
ventured into the Urewera in 1841.

Tuhoe and Ngati Ruapani followed this consolidation with raids on Ngati
Kahungunu lands in the Mohaka and Wairoa districts, and, in the 1820s, Tuhoe built
a fully fortified pa on the lake at Onepoto named Te Pou o Tumatawhero, securing
access to the lake from the Wairoa side. Best says that at some time between 1826 and
1829, Ngati Kahungunu, under a tohunga of that tribe named Mohaka, marched on
Tuhoe at Ruatahuna.”* After skirmishes between the two groups, Ngati Kahungunu
were eventually forced to retreat and shortly after this incursion, peace was made
between the two tribes and intermarriage followed.

In the account given by Wiri of the tatau pounamu between Tuhoe and Ngati
Kahungunu, the Tuhoe chief Tutakangahau stated that a boundary was laid down
between Tuhoe-Ruapani and Ngati Hinemanuhiri-Ngati Kahungunu at Kuhatarewa
and Turi o Kahu.” Turi o Kahu is a hill that stands at Te Kuha Pa, Waikaremoana,
while Kuhatarewa is a hill at Tahekenui, near the Waiau valley, about halfway between
Lake Waikaremoana and Wairoa.”® These two hills, or peaks, were symbolically
married to seal the peace between the warring iwi. War was threatened again in 1863
when Ngati Kahungunu attempted to seize the lake by building a redoubt on (what
would become) the Tukurangi block, but was avoided through the negotiations of
chiefs and Maori catechists on both sides.””

Wiri, then, corrects Best’s assertion that Tuhoe conquered Ngati Ruapani, by
arguing that the conquest was one by Tuhoe and Ngati Ruapani ki Waikaremoana
over the Ngati Kahungunu (or Ngati Hinemanuhiri) of the upper Wairoa area.”®
Further, Wiri says that through generations of intermarriage, Tuhoe-proper and
Ngati Ruapani ki Waikaremoana became one and the same people following the
conquest. Importantly, he also says that the Waikaremoana people retained their
ancestral rights to the land through Ruapani, but they recognised the conquest of
Tuhoe (that is, by Te Purewa and others) as a confirmation of Tuhoe mana over the
lake and surrounding land.”

Tuhoe were engaged in an almost continual cycle of warfare with neighbouring
tribes in their quest to extend their territory. As has been shown in the Waikaremoana
district, feuds could last for decades, kept alive by the push to conquer lands and the
need to avenge insults incurred during this pursuit. An important point to be noted is
that only through continuous occupation, and effective defence against invaders,
could an iwi maintain their rights in an area. According to Wiri and Best, Tuhoe and
Ruapani triumphed at Waikaremoana because of their ability to do this.

224. This incident was known as Mohaka’s raid.

225. Urewera minute book 5, p 364 (quoted in Wiri, p 159)
226. Wiri, p 160

227. Ibid, pp 511-517

228. Ibid, p 170

229. Ibid
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1.8.8 Tuhoe obtain firearms

The acquisition of firearms rapidly changed the nature of warfare between tribal
groups. The musket wars that began in 1818 involved most tribes and, before they
ended, had caused substantial social and economic dislocation. As Belich comments,
‘the wars changed the political map of Aotearoa and helped determine the location of
the first European mass settlements in the early 1840s’.*° The musket wars obviously
played a major part in redetermining the balance of power amongst iwi as the
struggle for supremacy was no longer exclusively a matter between tribal groups;
Europeans became influential in the outcome of conflicts because they supplied the
muskets, and could in effect give one tribe the advantage over another through access
to superior fire-power.

As this chapter’s discussion of the Nga Puhi raids demonstrated, the introduction
of firearms escalated tribal warfare to a level that enabled the first tribes possessing
these weapons to overpower less well-equipped iwi. Tuhoe’s experiences of the early
nineteenth century, such as Mohaka’s raid on Ruatahuna, the raids made by Ngati
Maru of Thames in the Bay of Plenty in the late 1820s, and the southern raids by Nga
Puhi and Ngati Whatua, convinced them of the necessity of acquiring firearms in
order to survive.

Although coastal tribes such as Ngati Awa and Kahungunu ki te Wairoa had access
to muskets at that time, Tuhoe could not purchase firearms from them, or pass
through their territory to obtain muskets from traders, because of the continuing
warfare with the two iwi. As Tuhoe were isolated from the direct opportunity to
procure muskets, they had no choice but to trade for the weapons with tribes that did
have that access. Hence a party of Tuhoe went to Hauraki in order to obtain guns and
ammunition from the Ngati Maru tribe in about 1829 or 1830.**

Tuhoe chose to deal with Ngati Maru because at that time they were not at war with
the Hauraki tribe, and their genealogical connections to Ngati Maru apparently stood
them in good stead. Ngati Maru possessed a good number of guns and ammunition,
having obtained them from visiting traders. About 100 Tuhoe men of
Tamakaimoana, Ngati Koura, and Ngati Tawhaki descent went to Hauraki to obtain
the weapons.

Flax fibre and pigs were the main items of trade for muskets, and in this area Tuhoe
were disadvantaged because of the lack of suitable land for flax growing in Te
Urewera, and the very few pigs that they possessed. Instead they used slaves as a
trading commodity, which also solved the problem of transportation as people were
relatively easy to move across country compared to bulky trade goods. The slaves had
been captured during the fighting with Ngati Kotore and Ngati Kahungunu, and also
when the Hauturu Pa at Waikohu, Poverty Bay, was taken.*

The Ngati Maru chiefs who possessed the muskets were Taraia, Te Popo, and Te
Rangianini. Among the Tuhoe party were the chiefs Te Ahoaho, Piki, Te Ahuru,
Tokotu, Mokonuiarangi, Te Hou, Kopu, Kumea, Te Hokotahi, and Kairapu.* Tuhoe

230. Belich, Making Peoples, p 157
231. Best notes that there may have been an earlier expedition prior to this time: see Best, Tuhoe, p 519.
232. Ibid, p 520
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traded the slaves for 20 muskets, six kegs of powder, and a supply of lead for making
bullets. The name of the first gun that Tuhoe purchased was Te Riaki, for which 10
slaves were traded. For subsequent purchases, the price was lowered to five slaves, and
then to one slave, per musket.”*

In 1830, after a stay of some months with Ngati Maru, the majority of the Tuhoe
party decided to test their new firepower by joining the Ngati Maru taua, which was
going to Maungatautari in order to fight the Waikato tribe of Ngati Haua. Best’s
informant Tamarau Waiari states that, when Ngati Maru and Tuhoe arrived, they
were attacked by Ngati Haua and defeated, hence the allies were forced to retreat. Not
long after this incident, in 1831, the Tuhoe party returned to Ruatahuna with
muskets.” Muskets were first used in Te Urewera during the battle between Tuhoe
and Ngati Awa at Te Kaunga in 1832.

While the acquisition of firearms initially gave those tribes who first obtained
muskets an advantage over those without them, they did not automatically ensure
success against opponents. Best cites an instance in 1818, when Nga Puhi were
defeated by Ngati Pukeko and Ngati Awa at Okakukura, in spite of the fact that Nga
Puhi possessed firepower.”** Most iwi in the Urewera and Bay of Plenty regions had
obtained muskets by 1830, all recognising the necessity of being able to defend
themselves against long-range weapons, and this at least evened the odds in terms of
firepower.

Belich summarises the effects of the new weapons on warfare between tribal
groups, and how this affected the balance of power between them:

The new military resources flowing from European contact were differentially
distributed and exploited, by a mix of European and Maori agency. Those that had
them used their advantage against traditional kin and neighbour rivals, and less
traditionally against strangers. The cycle ceased when the advantage ceased — when the
new crops and weapons were universally distributed - and the wars speeded up the
distribution.®”

The conflicts known as the musket wars continued in full force until about 1833. As
Belich has commented, the eventual curtailment of conflict was most likely due to ‘the
restoration of the inter-tribal balance of military power’.* Belich comments that
once this happened, tribal focus shifted to agricultural production and trade with
Europeans and the urgency to acquire muskets slowed. As a result of this change in
priorities, conflict gradually returned to normal levels.”

Melbourne identifies the most important consequences of the wars as political and
economic, linking an expanded Tuhoe rohe with access to new resources:

233. Ibid

234. Best comments that Te Riaki may have been obtained from Ngati Maru during an earlier expedition: see
Best, Tuhoe, p 520.

235. Ibid, p 521

236. Ibid, p 525

237. Belich, Making Peoples, p 164

238. Belich, The New Zealand Wars, p 20

239. Belich, Making Peoples, p 162
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The following peace brought rewards for Tuhoe. Its political frontiers had been
extended to the north and south. The southern border reached beyond the shores of
Waikaremoana to Te Papuni and Ruakituri. The northern boundaries extended north
of Taneatua to Te Hurepo including the sea borders of Paparoa and Kutarere. These new
territories transformed tribal resources. The possession of the fertile alluvial flats of
Opouriao and Waimana allowed Tuhoe to take advantage of new introduced crops such
as potato and maize as well as to acquire new agricultural knowledge to increase
kumara production.**

Milroy and Melbourne assert that after the 1830s, Tuhoe occupied a large territory
and tried to consolidate their tribal identity within ‘a single sovereign territorial
state’.** Some thoughts on this assertion are offered in the conclusion of this report.

1.9 TRADITIONAL HiSTORY, THE UREWERA COMMISSION, AND
NINETEENTH-CENTURY TUHOE Hapru

Traditional history was recorded to some extent by the various commissions that were
established to investigate title to Te Urewera. Here, as in the rest of Aotearoa,
Europeans sought to establish a system of land title that created individual ownership.
This was a system that was largely incompatible with traditional Maori concepts of
customary land tenure. Traditionally, land was held communally, and the process of
individualisation dispossessed and disadvantaged many tribal groups. The first step
in this process was the definition of title. In the case of Te Urewera, commissions
attempted to define land title in conjunction with special legislation that provided a
very broad guideline for the subsequent investigations.

The title investigation of the Urewera blocks was conducted under the Urewera
District Native Reserve Act 1896. Traditional land tenure was complex, involving both
occupation and usufruct rights, but as Stokes notes, ‘“Rights” (take) were
subsequently translated into “ownership” by the process of investigation by the
Urewera Commissioners from 1899 on’.*#

Tuhoe had to demonstrate ‘ownership’ of Urewera lands derived from traditional
rights of use or occupation and based on underlying rights of prior discovery,
ancestry, conquest or gift. Issues concerning title determination are discussed in
detail in chapter 6.

Sissons’ point, that the process of recounting traditional history and whakapapa
before the Native Land Court as legal evidence distorted that history, is equally
applicable to the process which occurred under the auspices of the Urewera
commissions. He states that:

The speakers for a group needed to be able to show that they were descendants of a
common ancestor or that their ancestors were close allies. Moreover, this descent or

240. Milroy and Melbourne, p 8o
241. Ibid
242. Stokes, Milroy, and Melbourne, p 15
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alliance had to exclude members of other claimant groups. This meant that new groups
were formed, common ancestors chosen and incidents and episodes pertaining to these
ancestors strategically selected to suit the specific circumstances of the case.*®

What Sissons and other writers propose is that ‘a clear distinction must be made
between pre-Land Court and post-Land Court traditions’.*** This must be borne in
mind when considering the following list of Tuhoe hapu given by Tuhoe chiefs at the
first meeting of the Urewera commission at Whakatane.** It represents those hapu
and their locations as acknowledged by Tuhoe members of the Urewera commission
in 1899, after the earlier nineteenth-century period in which Tuhoe hapu fought to
consolidate their claims to lands on the periphery of their rohe which had also,
presumably, resulted in the consolidation of the Tuhoe tribal identity vis-a-vis other
iwi. The list of 1899 also difters slightly from a similar list enumerated by Elsdon Best
in his Tuhoe history. Best’s list, for example, included the hapu name Te Urewera
which is absent from the collection given below.

Numia Kereru, a Ngati Rongo rangatira from Ruatoki, gave the following list of
hapu of that general vicinity:

Ngati Rongo Ruatoki, Te Houhi, Ohaua

Ngati Koura Ruatoki, Ruatahuna, Te Waimana
Ngati Ha Ruatahuna, Ohaua

Ngati Hamua Ruatoki

Ngati Muriwai Ruatoki

Ngati Kumara Ruatoki

Ngai Turanga Ruatoki, Te Waimana
Mahurehure Ruatoki

Ngai Te Kapo Ruatoki

Ngati Murakareke Ruatoki

Tutakangahau was an elder Ngati Tawhaki chief who lived at Maungapohatu, and
was Elsdon Best’s main Tuhoe informant. He gave the following list:

Ngai Te Kahu Tawhana

Ngati Maru Maungapohatu
Nga Potiki Maungapohatu
Tamakaimoana Maungapohatu

243. Sissons, p 60

244. Ibid, p 61

245. This list was given on 1 February 1899 by several Tuhoe chiefs: see Urewera minute book 3, 1 February 1899,
pp 4-7. This table is reproduced from Milroy and Melbourne, pp 10-12, and is also based on the list of
Tuhoe hapu given by Best in Tuhoe, pp 214-215, which did not include Ngati Ruapani. The Urewera
commission is looked at more closely in chapter 7.
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Ngaitumatawha Maungapohatu

Ngai Tatua Te Waimana

Ngati Kuri Te Waimana, Te Whaiti
Ngai Te Riu Ruatahuna

Ngati Kakahutapiki Ruatahuna

Ngati Ruatahuna Ruatahuna

Ngati Tawhaki Ruatahuna, Ruatoki

Ngati Korokaiwhenua
Ngati Tamakere
Ngati Wehi o te Rangi

Ngati Tuhaere

Ruatoki
Ruatoki, Maungapohatu, Ruatahuna
Ruatahuna

Ruatahuna

The chief Te Pou, whom Sissons describes as a leading rangatira of Tataiahape at Te
Waimana as at 1906, was noted as Ngati Raka in the Native Land Court investigation
of the Waimana block in 1880 (discussed in chapter 5). He read the following hapu list

the commission:

Whakatane
Ngamaihi
Ngai Tamaroki
Ngai Tama

Ngati Raka

Te Waimana
Te Waimana, Tawhana
Te Waimana
Te Waimana

Te Waimana

Hurae Puketapu of Tuhoe-Ngati Ruapani gave the following list, in which
‘Waikare’ refers to the Waikaremoana district:

Marakoko

Ngati Manunui
Ngati Pakitua

Ngati Hinekura

Te Whanaupani
Ngati Hinewhakarau

Ngai Taraparoa

Te Whaiti

Ruatahuna and Waikare
Waikare

Waikare

Waikare

Waikare

Waikare

Mehaka Tokopounamu of Patuheuheu hapu gave the following list:
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Patuheuheu Te Houhi

Ngati Hiki Te Houhi

Ngati Manawa Galatea

Ngati Hui Galatea

Ngai Te Au Galatea

Ngati Whare Te Whaiti

Ngati Te Karaha Te Whaiti

Ngati Hape Galatea

Ngati Mahanga Galatea

Ngati Rakei Ruatoki and Te Houhi

One of the interesting features of the above lists is the geographical distribution of
the hapu. According to Wiri, ‘there are approximately 50 hapu which represent eight
geographical areas of the Tuhoe district’.*** By analysis of the pattern of settlement in
1899, Wiri has identified a complex pattern of hapu relations that show hapu are often
represented in more than one geographical area.*” It was because of this overlap of
hapu boundaries that the definition of land title was so difficult to establish under a
European system of ownership. It sought to solidify boundaries that had previously
been fluid, changing as battles and alliances dictated.

Stokes, Milroy, and Melbourne have reorganised the above hapu list in terms of
settlement patterns at 1899. Hapu were represented in more than one area as a result
of overlapping boundaries and kinship ties; Ngati Rongo, for example, were
represented in three different areas. The list tells us where the ancestral lands of the
various hapu are located but it does not necessarily follow that that was where any
hapu or individual of that hapu were actually living in 1899, or indeed, earlier than
that date. It does, however, note the main areas of population in the Urewera district
at the end of the century which would have been largely consistent with main
residency patterns from about 1840. In light of the focus of this chapter, it would be
instructive to be able to provide a description of these hapu, their leading men and
locations as at 1800-40, but this information is not readily available to the author. It is
hoped that claimants and iwi historians might be able to give this information.

Ruatoki: Ngati Rongo, Ngati Koura, Ngati Ha, Ngati Hamua, Ngati
Muriwai, Ngati Kumara, Ngai Turanga, Mahurehure, Ngai Te
Kapo, Ngati Murakareke, Ngati Tawhaki, Ngati
Korokaiwhenua, Ngati Tamakere, Ngati Rakei (total 14)

Waimana-Tawhana: Ngati Koura, Ngai Turanga, Ngai Te Kahu, Ngai Tatua, Ngati
Kuri, Whakatane, Ngamaihi, Ngai Tamaroki, Ngai Tama (total
9)

246. Wiri, p 25
247. Ibid, p 24
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Maungapohatu: Ngati Maru, Nga Potiki, Tamakaimoana, Ngai Tumatawha,
Ngati Tamakere (total 5)

Waikare: Ngati Manunui, Ngati Pakitua, Ngati Hinekura, Te
Whanaupani, Ngati Hinewhakarau, Ngai Taraparoa (total 6)

Ruatahuna-Ohaua-Te Waiiti: Ngati Rongo, Ngati Koura, Ngati Ha, Ngai Te Riu, Ngati
Kakahutapiki, Ngati Ruatahuna, Ngati Tawhaki, Ngati
Tamakere, Ngati Wehi o te Rangi, Ngati Tuhaere, Ngati
Manunui (total 11)

Te Whaiti: Ngati Whare, Ngati Te Karaha, Marakoko (total 3)
Te Houhi (northern Galatea Basin):  Ngati Rongo, Patuheuheu, Ngati Hiki, Ngati Rakei (total 4)

Galatea (Murupara): Ngati Manawa, Ngati Hui, Ngai Te Au, Ngati Hape, Ngati
Mahanga (total 5)

According to Stokes, this list does not include Ngati Ruapani or Tuhoe hapu around
Waikaremoana.**®

1.10 CONCLUSION

This chapter has sought to briefly describe the iwi who occupied the Urewera district
and give some insight into the changing occupation patterns of those groups up to
1840. To summarise, district 4 of the Rangahaua Whanui project is largely the
preserve of the Tuhoe iwi but there are other distinct iwi and hapu groups on the
margins of this district who are both closely related to yet separate from Tuhoe
proper. It is appropriate then, that we acknowledge the existence of the Ngati Manawa
and Ngati Whare of the west and south western areas of the Urewera, who have a
distinct ancestral lineage from Tangiharuru and Wharepakau, and the Ngati Ruapani
of Waikaremoana, who identify primarily as Tuhoe but who can also whakapapa to
Ngati Kahungunu ki Te Wairoa. It seems that historically, in times of peace, these
border groups functioned as bridges between the larger iwi groupings but in times of
war, they were buffer zones or allies who might align themselves with either larger
neighbour.

We have seen that Tuhoe could claim a heritage largely derived from the
‘aboriginal’ tangata whenua groups founded by ancestors such as Toi, Hape, Haeora,
Potiki, Turanga-piki-toi, and Tauira but that later, albeit limited, immigration into the
Urewera by Mataatua groups radically altered the status of those previous
inhabitants. By a process of conquest and intermarriage, Mataatua influence
gradually dominated the aboriginal tangata whenua groups. When Mataatua
immigrants married into Nga Potiki, they produced Tuhoe-Potiki, the eponymous
ancestor of Tuhoe. This dual heritage is recognised today in the pepeha: Na Toi raua
ko Potiki te whenua, na Tuhoe te mana me te rangatiratanga.

248. Stokes, Milroy, and Melbourne, pp 19-20
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From the limited secondary sources cited in this chapter, it has been impossible to
draw firm conclusions on the nature of the Tuhoe political leadership in the decades
immediately preceding European contact. It seems that Urewera communities largely
functioned as independent hapu units controlled by rangatira yet the ties to larger kin
groups of the Tuhoe iwi and Mataatua waka were acknowledged and activated when
necessary. However, it appears from Tuhoe sources that the rangatira Te Purewa, who
had links with many Tuhoe hapu, was perhaps the leading Tuhoe figure and war
leader of his time. His involvement was critical in the extension of Tuhoe influence
over Opouriao and Owhakatoro in the north, and at Waikaremoana in the south in
the early decades of the nineteenth century. He died in 1842.>

It is reasonable to offer that the period of expansion that Tuhoe hapu undertook
from the mid-eighteenth century, and subsequent assaults by Ngati Pukeko, Nga Puhi
and other rivals in the early nineteenth century, fostered a greater Tuhoe identity and
necessitated inter-hapu organisation. This was a period, as Best reminds us, when
Tuhoe ‘were completely surrounded by enemies who were constantly raiding
Tuhoeland’.*® The years 1818 to 1837 especially, were an unending series of
engagements and counter-attacks which saw Tuhoe eventually re-establish their
presence at Waikaremoana, Waimana, Ruatoki, and Te Whaiti, but only after severe
upheavals and dislocation of populations in the contested zones and withdrawal into
the safety of the interior Urewera. Undoubtedly, this period complicated subsequent
claims of ownership to these lands in the fora of the Compensation Court, the Native
Land Court and the Urewera commissions. It seems likely that Tuhoe were exhausted
by the late 1830s; feeling the loss of leaders and depletion of resources which were the
price of war, perhaps, they were induced to agree to peace with Ngati Kahungunu and
with Ngati Awa.

Then again, the iwi of the eastern Bay of Plenty had other reasons to cease warfare
in the 1830s; the arrival of Pakeha missionaries and traders were a distraction,
presenting new avenues of competition and economic activity and in some instances,
providing a mediating influence whereby long-standing disputes could be put aside.
In chapter 2, we will examine the nature of this encounter between Tuhoe and
Europeans.

Then again, the iwi of the eastern Bay of Plenty had other reasons to cease warfare
in the 1830s; the arrival of Pakeha missionaries and traders were a distraction,
presenting new avenues of competition and economic activity and in some instances,
providing a mediating influence whereby long-standing disputes could be termi-
nated. In chapter 2, we will examine the nature of this encounter between Tuhoe and
Europeans.

249. Melbourne, ‘“Te Purewa’, pp 484-486
250. Best, Tuhoe, p 361
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CHAPTER 2

EARLY CONTACT BETWEEN MAORI AND
PAKEHA IN TE UREWERA

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the earliest accounts of Maori-European
contact in this region, primarily through the written records compiled by Europeans
who visited Te Urewera and recorded their travels. There are regrettably few accounts
that record this contact and none that are in any way comprehensive. This lack of
written history is indicative of the relative isolation of the Tuhoe people from
interaction with Europeans in the early and mid-nineteenth century.

In spite of limited available information, some missionary records and diaries of
military personnel and surveyors do survive which chronicle journeys through the
harsh Urewera landscape. From these accounts, it is possible to draw some of the
flavour of the meeting between Europeans and Tuhoe. From these accounts, too, it is
hoped to be able to extract an approximate estimation of the Tuhoe population in Te
Urewera.

2.2 CONTACT VIiA TRADE

It would be impossible to guess when Tuhoe first encountered, or even heard of,
Europeans, but it seems likely that Maori-generated stories would have abounded of
Cook’s landing at Turanga in 1769 and of his subsequent voyage through the Bay of
Plenty. It might be assumed that the telling and retelling of this momentous event
would have permeated even the interior Urewera, where some communities had
regular contact with their coastal neighbours, though Tuhoe were to wait many years
before a European penetrated the heartland of their rohe.

There was little further direct contact with Europeans in the Bay of Plenty for
approximately 50 years, when the traders, whalers, and missionaries, already settled
in other regions of Aotearoa, began to make their presence felt in the district. The first
Europeans that Tuhoe would have had the opportunity of meeting would have been
the whalers who frequented the Bay of Plenty coastline from the early nineteenth
century. Best suggests that these whalers began to arrive at Whakatane, which had
harbour access, in the early 1820s." As far as Tuhoe are concerned, this very early

1. Elsdon Best, Tuhoe: The Children of the Mist, 2nd ed, 2 vols, Wellington, AH and AW Reed Ltd, 1972, vol 1,
p 553
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contact is only conjectured. It is possible, though, that Tuhoe, visiting or bartering
with coastal relations, may have witnessed early European visits to these parts.”

Hamiora Pio of Ngati Awa told Best that, as a boy, he had watched a vessel anchor
off the Whakatane River, while a small contingent of Europeans rowed ashore. Such
was the novelty of the occasion, notwithstanding Cook and others’ previous visits,
that Hamiora recalled that ‘the beach was covered with the Maori people, one could
not see the earth, so numerous were they’.> Were any Tuhoe present on this occasion?
Certainly, any Tuhoe contact with Europeans would have been mediated through
their relationship with those iwi occupying the coastline and as we have seen, the
early nineteenth century was a very unsettled time as far as Bay of Plenty inter-iwi
relations were concerned. Even so, while Tuhoe may or may not have had any direct
contact with Europeans in the 1820s, they and others none the less felt the inexorable
influence of the Europeans when Nga Puhi brought muskets with them on their
raiding expeditions to the region. Tuhoe had, at the least, been notified that great
changes were afoot.

Following the whalers, traders, and missionaries began to install themselves on the
eastern Bay of Plenty coast. In 1830, Hans Tapsell established a trading post at Maketu
with the patronage of Te Arawa, but he also had agents stationed elsewhere — George
White at Matata from 1836 and Nicholas (or Nikorehe as local Maori called him) at
Ohiwa, for example. Other traders such as George Simpkins, Bennett White, James
Melbourne and, after 1836, Hans Tapsell were established at Whakatane, often
marrying into local hapu and becoming permanent residents.* They lived, however,
under Maori law and at the sufferance of local rangatira, on whom they relied for
protection. For his part, it was a matter of enhanced prestige for a chief to sponsor a
trader in his locality. Some of these early settlers would later bring old land claims
before the Land Claims Commissioner and the Bay of Plenty Compensation Court.

The appearance of these traders in the Bay of Plenty had a great impact on both the
economy and the occupation patterns of local hapu. Before contact with Europeans,
the main crops grown in the Bay of Plenty were taro, kumara, and gourds. By 1829,
when the brig Haweis visited the district, wheat, potatoes, and other European fruit
and vegetables were being grown. The potato and the pig were among the first items
acquired by Tuhoe from Europeans, along with maize. According to Best, Tuhoe are
said to have obtained maize (a crop which can only be grown in certain favoured
areas of the Urewera) from the Bay of Islands in around 1820. In the late 1830s, Tuhoe

2. According to Best, the Tuhoe people say that the first kora seed (which Best tentatively identified as
‘cabbage’) came from the seed that a white man named “Te Paea’ or ‘Paia’ originally introduced, and that
this man had come on a ship. Best related two stories that attempted to establish the identity of this person.
The first is the story of Captain Cook’s visit to Poverty Bay, where he was given the name “Te Paia’, meaning
‘fire’, on account of his shout of ‘fire’ when ordering a volley of ammunition to be loosed atlocal Maori. The
second explanation is that, according to Ngati Awa, the pohata or wild turnip was called ‘paea’ because the
seed was given by a white man of that name, which Best notes was a very similar name to that of Tupaea, the
Tahitian aboard Cook’s ship. It seems likely that Te Paea or Paia was one of these two men, although Best
comes to no definite conclusion about which one it was: Best, p 555.

3. Best, pp 553-554
H Mead and J Gardiner, “Te Kaupapa o te Raupatu i te Rohe o Ngati Awa: Ethnography of the Ngati Awa
Experience of Raupatu’, Te Runanga o Ngati Awa Research Report 4, April 1994 (Wai 46 RoD, doc A18), p 20
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began developing the lands at Ruatoki and Opouriao: clearing the land, and planting
potatoes, corn, and wheat.’ Te Ahuru is said to have planted the first peach tree at
Waikirikiri (Ruatoki), having obtained the stone from the CMS missionary
S M Spencer, stationed at Rotorua. Te Ahuru was the son of Te Purewa, who is himself
attributed with introducing the potato to Ruatoki.® Despite having a limited area
suitable for growing crops, by the 1860s the cultivation of wheat and maize had
become generally widespread in the Urewera.”

Bay of Plenty iwi established barter relationships with the traders, dealing mainly
in pigs, potatoes, and scraped flax, motivated by a desire for European goods as well
as for muskets, deemed a necessity after the Nga Puhi raids. This relationship often
resulted in the (temporary) relocation of whole hapu to areas close to the traders and
sources of flax, which the entire community would scrape and dress. In the early years
of trade with Europeans, iron spikes, nails, and gridirons were much sought after by
Maori, who transformed these articles into chisels, knives, bird spears, and other
implements, including weapons. The trade system was one of barter, and tools such as
axes, hatchets, spades, and hoes were among the items most sought after.® None of the
sources consulted for this chapter disclosed when cash began to make inroads into
the local economy.

According to Best, because Tuhoe were largely situated inland, they lacked direct
access to trading vessels and stations. Instead, Tuhoe traded with Ngati Awa for
European goods and also ventured to Poverty Bay for this purpose.® This was merely
an extension of the trade relationships between iwi that had existed prior to European
contact, where Tuhoe traded their prized timber and potted birds for seafood and
other resources available to more coastal hapu.

Tuhoe were relatively disadvantaged in trade with coastal tribes and the European
traders simply because they initially held few trade goods that were in demand.
Throughout most of the Urewera there was little quality flax suitable for trade, and at
first, there were few pigs. However, Te Urewera did contain the type of timber suitable
for building waka, which were then floated down the Whakatane River to the coast
where they could be exchanged. Best records an instance when a waka, one of the first
used in barter for European goods and the product of several months’ labour, was
taken to Te Teko and traded for an iron cooking pot and an axe.”” On another
occasion, a number of waka were sold to Ngati Awa in exchange for European goods:
spades, sea-chests, blankets, iron cooking pots and so forth, as well as some maomao,
a type of fish." This was a situation that would prevail for some time; Hunter Brown,

5. P Temara, “Te Whenuanui’, in 1870-1900, vol 2 of The Dictionary of New Zealand Biography, C Orange (ed),
Wellington, Bridget Williams Books Ltd and Department of Internal Affairs, 1993, p 529

6. S Melbourne, ‘Te Purewa’, in 1769-1869, vol 1 of The Dictionary of New Zealand Biography, W H Oliver (ed),
Wellington, Allen and Unwin NZ Ltd and Department of Internal Affairs, 1990, p 486

7. Best, pp 556, 561

8. Ibid, pp 556, 559

9. Ibid, p 555

10. Ibid, p 556

u. Ibid, p 393
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who journeyed through the Urewera in 1862 on an official visit, commented on Tuhoe
endeavours to obtain European goods:

A little pig trading with Whakatane and Opotiki is almost the only way they have
found to get European goods ... But in the month of June the Maoris kill immense
numbers of birds . . . pot them down in their own fat, and sometimes sell these huahuas
for perfectly astounding quantities of blankets, axes, pots &c, to Natives whose open
country debars them from such luxury.”

It seems, though, that some Tuhoe did seek to circumvent the middlemen of other
iwi. Best notes, for example, that once Tuhoe had established a pig population, they
would drive herds of pigs to Auckland on trading missions when Auckland was still a
young town."” Also, from the early 1840s onwards, after peace was secured with Ngati
Awa, certain Tuhoe communities moved into the Waimana valley from Ruatoki to
prepare flax for the traders Scott and McLeod on the coast at Ohiwa.™* On the subject
of the flax trade, Best has noted some comments by Tamarau Waiari, also known as Te
Makarini, born in 1831, who said:

When I was a child, a European named Nikorehe [Nicholas] came in a vessel to O-
hiwa and lived there. His employer was another European named Kaketuku [?]. Hence
many of Te Ure-wera went and settled at Te Wai-mana to prepare flax-fibre to sell to that
trader.”

Instances have also been recorded where Tuhoe were cheated by traders in early
days when, for example, dock seed was sold to them in place of tobacco seed (which
implies a direct point of contact)." Trade grievances would later surface in connection
with these practices and because of inflated prices due to high cartage costs.” Tuhoe
also apparently cooperated in enterprises with other iwi. In late November 1840, for
example, the Reverend William Williams visited Ruatahuna and found most of the
people were away planting corn in Whakatane, presumably with some Ngati Awa
hapu, to sell to Europeans."

Most Tuhoe interaction with Europeans would have taken place outside of their
rohe but in later times, a European trader named Jack Fox settled at Puketi and
married the daughter of the rangatira Te Ahoaho, eventually leaving when war broke
out with the Crown."”

12.  ‘Report from C Hunter Brown, Esq, of an Official Visit to the Urewera Tribes’, June 1862, AJHR, 1862, E-9,
p27

13.  Best, p 556

14. Judge Monro, notes 14-16 (cited by J Sissons in Te Waimana: The Spring of Mana, Dunedin, University of
Otago Press, 1996, p 2)

15. Best, p 560. Best notes that this occurred soon after the introduction of Christianity around 1839.

16. Ibid, p 559

17.  ‘Report from C Hunter Brown’, p 30

18. FPorter (ed), The Turanga Journals, 1840-1850: Letters and Journals of William and Jane Williams,
Missionaries to Poverty Bay, Wellington, Price Milburn for Victoria University Press, 1974, p 139. During the
same visit, Williams noted that the tribe numbered about 600 men.

19. Te Wharehuia Milroy and H Melbourne, ‘“Te Roi o te Whenua’, 1995 (Wai 36 RoD, doc A4), p 38
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The introduction of European animals to the Urewera must have been a truly
significant event for the whole tribe, so much so that Best’s informants could still
remember that the first horse obtained in Te Urewera was called Tuhoe. It was bought
in Turanga and brought over the Huiarau ranges to Maungapohatu. In early days, 40
pigs were traded for a horse and people used to give a number of pigs each so that they
would have a share in the horse and its future oftspring.* The first cattle were also
obtained at Poverty Bay and driven to Ruatoki.™

These examples indicate some traffic between the Urewera and the East Coast,
Turanga in particular, where traders such as ] W Harris had begun to settle from the
early 1830s.” In 1831, Barnet Burns founded the first trading station at Te Mahia, where
he dealt in flax from local Maori, and by 1840, several other traders had established
themselves at coastal Wairoa which was also intermittently visited by Harris from
Turanga.” None of these European traders appear to have travelled inland, however,
and O’Malley notes that Ngati Ruapani of Waikaremoana district had little
opportunity to barter with Pakeha traders and few items with which to trade.>

In 1841, during Colenso’s visit to Ruatahuna and Te Whaiti (discussed below), he
stopped at Manatepa and observed what he described as:

the most monstrous goat that I ever beheld! in bulk it was more like a young steer with
prodigious flat horns, and was very mischievous . . . The Maoris, some years before had
obtained it from a ship on the East Coast.”

Best has commented that some of his informants said the goat had been brought there
by a Catholic priest (possibly a priest named Reine or Rapara) but that others said
that three Europeans had visited Manatepa before Colenso but were not thought to
have been missionaries.”® Best also cites Hemi Kopu as saying that in 1839 or 1840 the
only foreign animal possessed by Tuhoe was a kid that had been brought to them by a
Catholic priest. This was probably the same animal seen by Colenso a few years later.”

The first purchase of guns and ammunition was made by Tuhoe in 1829 or 1830
from Ngati Maru in the Thames district. These guns were paid for in slaves, invariably
prisoners of war. Slaves were the trade commodity in this instance because they were
easy to transport and there was little else in the way of tradable resources with which
to purchase guns. The exchange was 10 slaves for the first musket (called Te Riaki) but
thereafter five slaves bought a musket and, eventually, Best says, one slave purchased
a musket. The Tuhoe party acquired 20 muskets on this initial journey.”

20. Best, p557

21.  Ibid, p 560

22. S Daly, Poverty Bay, Waitangi Tribunal Rangahaua Whanui Series (working paper: first release), February
1997, P 21

23. VO’Malley, ‘The Crown and Ngati Ruapani: Confiscation and Land Purchase in the Wairoa-
Waikaremoana Area, 1865-1875’, unpublished research report (Wai 144 RoD, doc A3),p 9

24. Ibid,p8

25. W Colenso, ‘On the Moa’, Transactions and Proceedings of the New Zealand Institute, Wellington, Lyon and
Blair, 1879 (issued May 1880), vol 12, p 92

26. Best, p396

27, Ibid, p 560

28. Ibid, p 520
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The introduction of the pig and the potato to Tuhoe had a large impact, especially
the potato which thrived in the cool climate of the Urewera. Colenso even noted that
the potato was being cultivated at Waikaremoana in late 1841 In conjunction with
the introduction of steel tools, Tuhoe clearings became considerably enlarged to
support cultivations. This led Best to comment that: ‘It was the potato that opened up
Rua-tahuna.* Webster suggests that the success of the potato might have precipitated
an increase in the Tuhoe population, although there is no documented evidence to
prove this:

What is clear is that the Tuhoe suddenly had a dependable crop which could with
some confidence be relied upon to provide an adequate supply of food. This
undoubtedly made the Tuhoe feel more independent in their mountain fastness, for a
vital section of their economy had been changed for the better. In a sense, the advent of
the potato into the Urewera and its significance to the Tuhoe was as important to them
as the introduction of the kumara to the warmer parts of the North Island.”

Belich has suggested that the widespread cultivation of the potato in the North
Island was important because it created a surplus of food in Maori agriculture. It took
less labour to cultivate and was hardier than the kumara which meant that less people
were tied up with tending cultivations, there was a reliable supply of food to take on
long-range expeditions, and excess potatoes could be traded for other goods.*

From about 1840, the number of Europeans increased in the eastern Bay of Plenty
as sawyers, boatbuilders, shipwrights, millers, and storekeepers began to settle. This
resulted in increased economic activity and it was from this time that commercial
crops were grown in the district - we have already noted the limited Tuhoe
participation in this activity. Tuhoe, however, did not own a flour mill or a ship, which
many iwi in the Bay of Plenty had acquired by the 1840s and 1850s.* Tuhoe tried to
build a flour mill at Oromairoa in 1863 or thereabouts but, because of arguments over
the proposed site, the mill was never built.**

29. Thisis qualified because Colenso also reports that, upon reaching Onepoto on the southern side of the lake
in 1841, the people there had barely enough food to feed themselves. Nevertheless, they endeavoured ‘to the
utmost’ to be good hosts to Colenso’s party: see ‘William Colenso (1811-1899): Excursion in the Northern
Island of New Zealand, in the Summer of 1841-2’, together with part of ‘Early Crossings of Lake
Waikaremoana’, in Early Travellers in New Zealand, N Taylor (ed), Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1959,
p 23.

30. Best, p531

31. P Webster, Rua and the Maori Millennium, Wellington, Price Milburn for Victoria University Press, 1979,
p 89

32. ] Belich, Making Peoples, Auckland, Penguin Books, 1996, p 159

33. See A van der Wouden, ‘Maori Shipowners and Pakeha Shipbuilders in the Bay of Plenty, 1840-1860’,
Historical Review, vol 33, no 2, November 1985

34. Temara, p 529
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2.3 EARLY MISSIONARY ACTIVITY IN THE UREWERA

It is unclear exactly when Tuhoe and surrounding iwi first heard of Christianity but in
evidence presented to the Native Land Court in 1890, Hapimana Parakiri stated that
a Maori called Hakaraia brought the first Christian tidings to the people of the
Whirinaki valley at Otukopeka, and that this had occurred just before Hone Heke and
Nga Puhi had raided the Bay of Plenty.* Another of Best’s informants stated that
prisoners of war, taken to the Bay of Islands by Nga Puhi, had returned to the Bay of
Plenty and introduced the new religion.** The Urewera people, then, were acquainted
with Christianity by visitors and travellers who had already received missionaries in
other parts of the country, but it would be a while before Tuhoe would attract
missionary visits within their own rohe.

In the early decades of the nineteenth century, there were no resident missionaries
stationed in the Urewera but there were several stationed between Tauranga and
Opotiki. It was here, then, that Tuhoe people, who visited the coast in order to
participate in barter with coastal hapu, would have regularly come into contact with
Christian teachings and influence.” Elsdon Best states that Christianity had a timely
introduction to the Bay of Plenty district after peace was made between Ngati Awa
and Tuhoe in 1834, which would have followed the visit of Henry Williams, head of
the CMS in New Zealand, to the Bay of Plenty aboard the Herald in 1826 and again in
1828, where he called at Whakatane and Ohiwa amongst other places.®®

One of the earliest recorded contacts between Urewera Maori and missionaries
occurred in 1839, shortly after Williams’ visit, when ] AWilson, a CMS missionary,
was stationed in Opotiki.*” Wilson travelled to Te Kaha, Matata, and into the Ruatoki
valley, instigating discussion among several Tuhoe hapu as to whether they would
accept missionaries in their midst and abandon Maori gods:

A meeting of the tribe was held at Te Wai-mana, where a hakari, or feast, was held. It
is known as Taua’s Feast, the chief Taua being the principal organiser thereof. Maunga-
haruru was another important chief thereat. The clans then living at Te Wai-mana were
Nga-Maihi, Te Whakatane, Ngai-Tama, Ngati-Kuri and Ngati-Koura; their pa was
Puke-atua. Kereru Te Pukenui [later to become an important Tuhoe leader; see pp] was
present at that meeting as a boy of about ten years of age. The first clans of Tuhoe to
embrace Christianity were Ngai-Te Riu, Ngati Hoko and a part of Ngati-Rongo.

It was arranged that the Tuhoe people should assist in building a church at O-potiki,
and most of those living at Te Wai-mana and Rua-toki went there for that purpose. A
meeting was held by the Rev Mr Wilson at O-potiki at which Piki, son of Te Ngahuru,
and others of Tuhoe, were baptised and took new names.*

35.  Whakatane minute book 3, fol 49 (Wai 212 roD, doc B4(e), p 25)

36. Best,p563

37. JH Starnes, ‘Mr James Preece - CMS Missionary’, Historical Review, vol 15, no 1, April 1967, p 34
38. Best,p 561

39. Ibid

40. Ibid, p 562
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As a result of this meeting, a chapel was built at Ruatoki in about 1842 or 1843,
principally by workers from the Urewera and Mahurehure hapu.*

While Wilson had visited the relatively accessible Waimana and Ruatoki valleys on
his missionary circuit, it was not until Reverend William Williams travelled overland
from the CMS mission station in Turanga to Rotorua in 1840 that a European
penetrated the interior of the Urewera. He took a route through the Urewera a year
before the visits made by the Catholic Father Baty and the CMS missionary,
Colenso.*” On his first trip into the Urewera, Williams observed that Christianity had
already made inroads into this very isolated district - even at Waikaremoana some
people professed Christianity and had a supply of books from Rotorua.® His
comments underscored the competition that existed between Anglican and Catholics
for the many unconverted in the Urewera:

[Ruatahuna] is the principal district occupied by the Uriwera, who have three pas, but
there are many parties scattered through the woods . . . One visit has been paid here by
a christian native from Rotorua and there are many who profess to embrace
Christianity, but I hear that at one of the pas nearer Whakatane the people profess
popery. This only shows the necessity of using increased diligence in carrying to them
the truth.*

Williams took the opportunity of his short journey to introduce some basic
Christian theology and subsequently sent books to the people living at
Waikaremoana in March 1841 and July 1843.%

The next known visitors to the Urewera were Claude Baty, a Roman Catholic
Marist priest, and William Colenso, who both ventured into the Urewera in late 1841.
Baty was apparently the first Catholic presence in the Urewera, and a very unwelcome
one to Colenso, who partnered Baty in a theological debate at Lake Waikaremoana;
undoubtedly both entertaining and bewildering to their audience.** According to
Brosnahan and Gibbons, Bay of Plenty Maori first had contact with Catholicism
through laymen around Tauranga from 1837.#’ In April 1840, Pompallier arrived in
Whakatane to celebrate mass, and in June 1842, he gave instructions to Fathers Comte
and Reignier to make Whakatane their parish headquarters and service the whole
inland area to Taupo and eastward as well. From February 1844, Father Jean Lampila,
known as pa Rapira by Maori, was stationed in Whakatane as resident priest. From
there he made several journeys through Urewera and eastward to Poverty Bay,
baptising and teaching. Some record exists of the number of baptisms he conducted
at Ruatahuna and, particularly, Waikaremoana in 1845 to 1848.%

Though they were unused to European visitors, Colenso reported that Tuhoe
received him hospitably. He recounted that at Ruatoki, for example:

41. Ibid

42. Porter, pp 137-139. Williams made two further visits to the Urewera in March 1845 and March 1850.
43. O’Malley, p 8

44. Porter, pp 138-139

45. Ibid, pp 160, 256

46. A G Bagnall and G C Peterson, William Colenso, Wellington, 1948, p 116

47. W Gibbons, ‘Jean Lampila sm at Whakatane’, Historical Review, vol 38, no 1, May 1990, p 1
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In the course of the Evening [at Ruatoki] Tamarehe, Ikapoto, Te Purewa, and Kopu
from Ngamahanga, principal chiefs of the Urewera Tribe arrived ... The Chief
Tamarehe was so delighted at my consenting to remain to talk with him and others, that
he gave me a fine hog, which was very acceptable.

Colenso was particularly impressed with the intellect and appearance of the chief
Tuiringa, who entertained him at Mokau, Waikaremoana, while several other chiefs
exclaimed that they would be glad to accept a Christian teacher amongst them.*

Upon reaching Te Whaiti in 1841, which had never been visited by a missionary
before, Colenso found the inhabitants had several Bibles which he had printed, and
gave some indication of having closely studied the scriptures, though it is not clear
from where Ngati Whare acquired these Bibles.”® On his subsequent trip through the
Urewera in 1843, Colenso reported that he found several people at Maungapohatu and
Ruatahuna who had learned to read since his last visit and that a chapel had been built
at Ruatahuna.”* According to Best, a Catholic priest, called Reine by Maori, visited
Ruatahuna soon after Colenso’s first visit to that place. This priest is said to have
taught the people of one village to read and write which would explain how several
Tuhoe had acquired this skill by Colenso’s next visit in 1843. Best also reports that, at
this time, Mahungawhero of Te Ngaue Pa near Maungapohatu owned a Bible, which
he had obtained from Wiremu Tamihana at Waikato.

The observations of these early missionaries seem to indicate that Tuhoe, like other
Maori, were quite motivated to become literate. Best made an interesting observation
on the power of literacy in persuading Urewera Maori to convert to Christianity,
while noting that the Tamakaimoana of Maungapohatu were the last hapu of Tuhoe to
accept Christianity.”” He recorded Tutakangahau as saying that Tuhoe were not much
inclined to favour Christianity until the missionaries showed them reading and
writing, which had a powerful effect on them because Tuhoe attributed the power of
writing to a superior god.”® Of course, it might be suggested that some Tuhoe
recognised the utility and value of reading and favourably regarded missionaries as a
means of acquiring this knowledge.

For several years after Colenso’s visits to the Urewera, the CMS considered the
possibility of opening a mission station in the Urewera. Eventually, James C Preece
was appointed to open a station at Te Ahikereru, Te Whaiti district, in 1847. Starnes
has noted that Preece, who had a fluent command of the Maori language, spent much
of his time teaching both adults and children to read and write and also noted that
Preece quickly became a man of influence amongst the people of this area. He cited an
occasion when Preece acted as peacemaker between Ngati Manawa and Tuhoe, and

48. See B CBrosnahan, ‘The Catholic Parish of Whakatane, 1840-1990: Some Features of its History’,
Historical Review, vol 41, no 1, May 1993, p 2. The CMS missionary Brown would later make numerous
references to the Roman Catholic missionaries, bitterly complaining of the liberality with which they
dispensed blankets to Tuhoe.

49. Best,p379

50. W Colenso, ‘Excursion’, in Taylor, p 29

51. Reine is possibly the Father Reignier mentioned earlier, although Webster states that it was almost certainly
Father Baty: Best, pp 562-563; Webster, p 9o.

52. Best, p1030

53. Ibid, p 563
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Ngati Maru of Thames in an incident when a party of Ngati Manawa visiting Hauraki
in 1850 violated a tapu and Ngati Maru retaliated. According to Starnes, as a result of
Preece’s peace making efforts, the conflict was limited to verbal warfare.**

Preece wrote to Bishop Selwyn in 1852 stating that he made six circuits of the
Urewera pa each year and once annually went as far as Waikaremoana.” Alfred Nesbit
Brown, a fellow CMS missionary stationed in Tauranga, who also made annual
missionary circuits of the Urewera, commented on the attitude of Maori to the local
missions:

Mr Preece is placed in a very interesting field of missionary labour in this isolated
station, an interest enhanced by the distance they are removed from any European
settlers. The Natives seem very desirous of the instruction, and are very tractable &
docile. Their pa was at an inconvenient distance from the Mission Station, but they have
lately removed it and are now clustering round their teacher.’®

Preece spent seven years in Te Urewera until, because of ill health, he was transferred
to Whakatane in 1854.%

A N Brown travelled through the Urewera between 1844 and 1849. Unfortunately,
Brown’s journals contain scanty detail of demographic information or the conditions
in which the Tuhoe people were living, but do indicate the main kainga which Tuhoe
occupied in these years (see fig 6).® However, when Brown arrived at the mission
station at Ahikereru in mid-November 1848, he commented that many Maori in the
area, having heard of the high rate of wages paid at Auckland for Maori labour, had
left to work on the public roads.” Brown also mentions that in late 1849, influenza was
very prevalent among the Tuhoe at Maungapohatu.® Both these instances would have
affected population estimates of the time.

While Brown despaired that the Tuhoe were ‘ignorant of the simplest truths of
religion’, his tone brightened considerably when observing the gradual influence of
European civilisation in the Urewera. However, upon reaching Tututarata in late 1847
to find the inhabitants in possession of a sheep and a horse, Brown wrote:

54. Starnes, pp 34-35. Best refers to a Reverend G Preece, and it is assumed that this is the same James Preece
referred to by Starnes: see Best, pp 475-478. Best says that Preece left Te Whaiti for Whakatane in 1852,
while Starnes asserts that this occurred in 1854.

55. Preece was the only catechist in charge of a station, and he wished to be ordained so that he could carry out
the duties that only an ordained priest could perform. His request was denied because he did not have all
the qualifications required for ordination in England, and Selwyn seems not to have placed much
importance on the fact that Preece was a fluent speaker of Maori and that all his ministrations were
conducted in Maori: see Starnes, p 36.

56. The Reverend A N Brown’s journal, 1 January 1847-10 April 1850, Tauranga, v.2, transcript, ATL
Wellington, 3, 4 December 1847, p 12

57. Preece did not stay in Whakatane, instead establishing a mission station on the left bank of the Waiohau
Stream, about three miles inland from Pupuaruhe: see Starnes, p 36.

58. The Reverend A N Brown recorded the kainga he visited and the number of Maori who attended his
services but does not account for ‘heathen’ or Roman Catholic Maori, hence the information he supplies
will not be reproduced here.

59. The Reverend A N Brown’s journal, 18 November 1848, p 27. Best mentions that in around 1879 a good
number of Tuhoe were living at Whitianga and employed as gum diggers: see Best, p 390.

60. The Reverend A N Brown’s journal, 29 November 1849, p 44
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Small patches of wheat too, are now to be seen at almost every residence in this wild
district. Civilisation is certainly making progress amongst the Natives . . . [but] instead
of acting as a handmaid to Christianity, it seems only to remove them farther from that
simplicity of the Gospel which they displayed when in a more barbarous state.”

61. Ibid, 30 November 1847, p 11
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From the records left by Brown it is clear that there were also a large number of
Maori converts who worked among the people of the eastern Bay of Plenty, reaching
as far inland as Ruatahuna. Some of these ‘native catechists” were also Tuhoe; Milroy
has noted that the Tuhoe rangatira Te Makarini (also known as Tamarau Waiari), was
sent by Te Ahoaho to a mission school at Opotiki and, once literate, was sent back to
serve as a preacher at Ruatahuna.”

According to Webster, after Preece’s mission station at Ahikereru was abandoned,
there were no other European missions in Te Urewera for nearly 7o years until Sister
Annie Henry established a small branch of the Presbyterian mission at Ruatahuna in
1917.%

It would be very difficult to accurately assess the nature of Tuhoe’s conversion to
Christianity in the 1840s and 1850s, if indeed this can be said to have occurred to a
significant degree, on the basis of the very limited research undertaken for this
chapter. It does seem, however, that there was initial Tuhoe support for Christianity,
fostered by Maori teachers from Rotorua and elsewhere, before the coming of
European missionaries. When these missionaries did arrive, Tuhoe appear to have
been curious to learn about, if not adopt, the European customs espoused by them.
For Tuhoe, isolated from regular contact with Pakeha, the sporadic visits by these
missionaries must have been particularly interesting and functioned in some way to
mediate initial cultural contact with the broader, largely unfamiliar, European
population. For Tuhoe, missionaries were the means to literacy and access to
European goods such as books and blankets. Belich, amongst others, has suggested
that Christianity and literacy became ‘currencies of rivalry’ between iwi in much the
same way that muskets had been previously.** Too much emphasis on the temporal
benefits that engagement with Christianity brought Tuhoe does, however, underplay
the spiritual aspect of the encounter, yet this is precisely the most difficult question to
address. There is very little information on how many Tuhoe were ‘converted’ as such;
the records kept by A N Brown, for example, tell us the number of Tuhoe attending
his sermons, or the number of Tuhoe that Brown baptised on any particular day, but
do not indicate what proportion of the community these individuals represented, or
their relative backgrounds and attitudes, vis-a-vis Tuhoe non-Christians.

There is some evidence, though, that Tuhoe, like other Maori, transformed
Christian teachings at the same time as those teachings changed the Tuhoe world
view. Best, for example, noted that Jesus Christ was employed as a fighting atua by a
Tuhoe hapu in a battle at Toka-a-kuku.” Given that Preece was the sole resident
missionary in the Urewera, and only for a short time, and that other missionary visits
were sporadic, Christian beliefs gained a foothold among Tuhoe rather than
becoming deeply entrenched; it seems that Tuhoe evolved a Maori form of
Christianity, while not completely abandoning their own beliefs. When the
magistrate Hunter Brown visited Tuhoe in 1862, he noted that church services were

62. ] W Milroy, ‘Tamarau Waiari’, in 1870-1900, p 500
63. Webster, p 91

64. Belich, p 217

65. Best, p 563
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still being held amongst Tuhoe by their ‘Native Teachers’” but called them a ‘mere
farce; so at least it appears to an Englishman’.*

Hunter Brown also noted that the Catholic missionaries had been particularly
successful in the lower Whakatane valley and at Te Waimana and considered them to
be a negative political influence, in so far as he received more taunts and criticisms
from Catholic converts than other Maori. Belich has noted that Catholicism and
Methodism sometimes functioned as ‘denominations of dissent’ among Maori
relative to the prevailing political landscape, in the 1840s especially.” Whether these
Tuhoe, however, adopted Catholicism in a conscious effort to distinguish themselves

from an Anglican political establishment is by no means clear.

2.4 THE TREATY OF WAITANGI AND KAWANATANGA IN THE BAY OF
PLENTY AND UREWERA, 1840-66

After the signing of the Treaty at Waitangi on 6 February 1840, copies of it were
circulated around the country for signing by Maori chiefs. The task of obtaining
signatures of rangatira of outlying districts often fell to missionaries; in the case of the
eastern Bay of Plenty, James Fedarb, a former CMS missionary and trader employed
by Gilbert Mair, was charged with this responsibility. He left Tauranga in late May,
travelling in the Mercury to Ohiwa on 25 May, then continued overland to Opotiki.
From there, Fedarb travelled on another schooner to Whakatane on 31 May and
distributed what he termed ‘tracts’, notices about (and copies of ), the Treaty.*® Fedarb
returned to Ohiwa, stayed at Waiotahi, and then went east to Te Kaha and Torere
before returning to Whakatane on 16 June. He departed from Whakatane the
following day and gave his copy of the Treaty with the signatures he had obtained to
Colenso at Paihia on 30 June 1840.%

According to Ngati Awa researchers, Fedarb’s movements are important because
there were potentially many Ngati Awa, Whakatohea, and Tuhoe hapu that he may
have visited in the five weeks that he was in this district.”” Orange says that Fedarb,
however, only managed to get 26 signatures for his efforts.” Of the 17 signatures
obtained at Whakatane, all but one were from Ngati Pukeko and were taken at
Pupuaruhe Pa. Possibly this number of signatories was a reflection of the fact there
was less missionary influence in the eastern Bay of Plenty than in other areas of the
country at the time; then again, there is a suggestion that the recent visit of Bishop
Pompallier to the Bay of Plenty influenced Maori to be badly disposed to the Treaty.
Orange notes that the Anglican signatories at Opotiki insisted that Fedarb identify
whether signatories were Anglican or Catholic.”” Ngati Awa researchers have also

66. ‘Report from C Hunter Brown’, p 28

67. Belich, p 219

68. “Te Kaupapa o te Raupatu’ (Wai 46 ROD, doc A18), p 29

69. Ibid
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71.  COrange, The Treaty of Waitangi, Wellington, Bridget Williams Books Ltd and Department of Internal
Affairs, 1995, p 62
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suggested that hapu politics and rivalries between Catholic converts at Whakatane
and the Anglican converts at Rangitaiki may have prevented Fedarb from gaining
more adherents.”

Belich has noted that there is a strong correlation between the distribution of
European settlement and Treaty signatories, suggesting that the motivation for
signing the Treaty, at least in part for some of the chiefs, was to get British help in
‘policing the Pakeha—Maori interface’.” If this is the case, it hardly needs to be stated
that the small numbers of Europeans on the Bay of Plenty coast, and their total
absence from the Urewera, would not have provided much impetus for Bay of Plenty
Maori to sign the Treaty.

Tuhoe, then, did not sign the Treaty of Waitangi and it is not at all clear whether
they even had the opportunity to do so, though as stated, Fedarb’s movements in the
region over a period of some weeks might well have been known to Tuhoe at the time.
One of the most frustrating gaps in the research record as far as Tuhoe are concerned
is any indication of their attitude towards the Treaty of Waitangi, and the imposition
of British law and state machinery in the Bay of Plenty. It is worth noting in this
context, however, that the missionary ] AWilson, mentioned above, was not only the
first missionary that Tuhoe really had any contact with but also one of the few CMS
missionaries to oppose the Treaty. Speaking of the Treaty in a letter to the Reverend
A N Brown, Wilson stated that ‘theory and practice (when they do begin to work) are
two different things’.” We can only speculate if this is in any way connected to Tuhoe
not signing the Treaty. They may not have signed the document in 1840, but they
would almost certainly have been aware of its existence shortly thereafter. The CMS
missionary A N Brown had had the responsibility of gaining signatures from
Tauranga chiefs in 1840 and only a few years later, from 1844, he was making annual
circuits of Urewera kainga. It seems unlikely that Brown, having played a prominent
part in promoting the Treaty in the Bay of Plenty, would not have been engaged in a
discussion of the matter and associated issues of sovereignty.

Yet, to all intents and purposes, life in the Urewera must have continued as if the
Treaty had never been signed. Hobson and Williams had urged Maori to consider the
protections afforded them, their lands and property by signing the Treaty but Tuhoe
would not have felt the need for British ‘protection’. They did not immediately face
the pressures concomitant with increased settler presence and the view that they
retained ultimate authority over the ownership and control of their lands would have
been unquestioned.

The expectation that they retained tino rangatiratanga over their lands would also
have been reinforced by the fact of very little official contact with Tuhoe prior to the
New Zealand Wars and of very little land sold in the district immediately surrounding
the Urewera. In the Bay of Plenty, and especially the Urewera, Maori law and custom
prevailed, albeit punctuated by infrequent visits by Government officials stationed

72. Ibid, p 76
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outside of the eastern Bay of Plenty. Edward Shortland, sub-protector of Aborigines,
was stationed at Maketu from 1842 to April 1843, being replaced by T H Smith until
the post was abolished in 1846. Subsequently, Governor Grey established resident
magistrates under the Resident Magistrates’ Courts Ordinance 1846 but this system
was not extended to the Bay of Plenty until 1852, when T H Smith was sent to Rotorua
as resident magistrate for Rotorua and the Bay of Plenty. He remained in this post
until 1856 but was not immediately replaced, although some appointed Maori
assessors continued to operate from Maketu at this time. Eventually, H T Clarke was
appointed resident magistrate for the Bay of Plenty in 1859. He was stationed at
Tauranga and made occasional visits to coastal Ngati Awa territory but the Urewera
was apparently not included in his circuit. On the other side of the Urewera, C Hunter
Brown was appointed resident magistrate for the Wairoa district in 1862 and was
succeeded by Samuel Deighton in 1865.

The resident magistrates were an important component of a general assimilation
policy which was promoted by the Native Districts Regulation Act 1858 and Native
Circuit Courts Act 1858. The preamble to the former Act states that it was passed ‘in
order to promote the civilisation of the Native race” and, in providing for the limited
introduction of British law into what were termed ‘native districts’, the Act implicitly
acknowledged that these districts operated under their own, customary, laws. The
resident magistrates were to operate in conjunction with locally established Maori
runanga, on whom they would rely for this system to operate effectively. These Maori
runanga, modelled on traditional runanga, were largely involved in dispute
resolution and maintenance of civil order. There is some evidence of limited Tuhoe
participation in these runanga; Himiona of Waikare, a young chief whom Tuhoe held,
according to Hunter Brown, to be ‘the cleverest and most influential man of
Whakatane’, ‘spoke with great weariness of his work in the purely Native Runanga’’¢

In 1861, Grey, acknowledging the fact that these runanga already made and
enforced their own laws, tried to bring Maori further within the pale of Government
authority by appointing Civil Commissioners in addition to the resident magistrates.
The commissioners were instructed to establish a system of local administration
based on the runanga, and which would comprise the resident magistrates, chiefs,
police, assessors, and messengers (karere), under the direction of the commissioner.
T H Smith was appointed Civil Commissioner for the Bay of Plenty in early 1862, and
itis clear from comments directed to him from Sewell, the Attorney-General, that the
mooted runanga system had a political motive:

The Natives of the district of the Bay of Plenty appear from recent accounts to be in
an unsettled temper of mind, hanging between submission to the Queen’s authority
and adherence to the King movement. It is of importance that no time should be lost in
tranquillizing their minds, and securing their allegiance to the Government.”

Governor Grey, then, sought to do this by the introduction of the ‘new institutions’
scheme, which would pay salaries to Maori assessors, wardens, and messengers. Grey

76.  ‘Report from C Hunter Brown’, p 30
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hoped that these salaries and the provision of schools, hospitals, and other
infrastructure would encourage leading tribal men, who might themselves benefit
under the system, to persuade their hapu to accept Grey’s offer and, implicitly, the
rule of British law.”®

The resident magistrate at Wairoa, C Hunter Brown, was dispatched to persuade
the iwi of the eastern Bay of Plenty to accept the Governor’s new institutions. He
travelled through the Tuhoe rohe in 1862 and his visit was important because it was
the first official visit that Tuhoe had received. While remaining the most isolated of
Maori tribes from centres of European influence, it is evident from the reproaches
levelled at Hunter Brown by Tuhoe that they had keenly observed Maori-Pakeha
interaction in neighbouring rohe from the late 1850s with growing disquiet. Physical
isolation afforded Tuhoe the privilege of learning from other tribes’ experiences and
the majority of Tuhoe opinion shifted to oppose the intrusion of Pakeha and their
acquisition of Maori land. If Hunter Brown’s impressions can be relied upon, Tuhoe
resented the inhospitality shown by Pakeha to Maori, and cited Grey’s prohibition on
gunpowder, the prices paid by Pakeha in the old days for Maori land and the recent
war in Taranaki as reasons for their displeasure.”

Consideration of Grey’s policies seemed to strike deep fears in Tuhoe about losing
control of their land; to Tuhoe, recognition of the authority of the Crown was implicit
in acceptance of the runanga system and carried with it the dangers that had afflicted
other tribes:

You urge these things on us that we may come under the Queen! Then away goes our
land, and we become slaves to the Queen! The Queen comes coaxing (whakapatipati)
us with money that she may get the ‘mana’ of the land.*

Hunter Brown surmised:

Herein are seen the strength of the [Tuhoe] opposition to us, and of their adherence
to the [Maori] King; fear for their land, fear for their nationality, fear ‘lest they should
be made slaves to the Queen’.**

Tuhoe were but one of many major iwi in the North Island to succumb to feelings
of a growing nationalism in this period, which cut across the traditional ties of
kinship alliances and parochial concerns. In the years 1855-1858, which saw the
emergence of the Maori King movement, it appears that a significant number of
Tuhoe were early and staunch supporters of Maori autonomy. Tuhoe rangatira
attended the hui at Pukawa on the shores of Lake Taupo in 1857 at which they were one
of 37 tribes to give their allegiance to the Maori King.” The following year,
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Maungapohatu was pledged as a symbol of the allegiance of Tuhoe to King Potatau Te
Wherowhero.®

In 1862, though, Hunter Brown reported Tuhoe ‘hesitation and doubt’ as to the
Maori King, but ‘in the minds of some a decided hankering to support him’.* There
was not, he suggested, unilateral Tuhoe support for the Kingitanga. Brown named
Paerau of Oputao, Te Manihera of Tatahoata, Himiona of Waikarewhenua, Mohi of
Maungapohatu, and Anania (Rakuraku?) of Waimana as giving a cautious but
qualified assent to Grey’s runanga proposals (and Brown clearly thought support for
the King and support for the new policy to be practically incompatible).” Even so,
those who agreed to consider the runanga system reserved their right to withdraw
support at any point. Himiona of Waikare, one of the most enthusiastic of Hunter
Brown’s Tuhoe supporters, stated that he would have the seat as well as the legs of the
chair upon which it was proposed to place him, lest he be capsized by Pakeha.*
Hunter Brown, on the other hand, knew that this would not guarantee the control
Tuhoe sought:

I have thought since that if the Maoris are to have the seat and its legs, we Pakehas
shall have the very floor on which the seat rests — money. Take away that and I fear that
he and his chair too would very soon drop out of sight.”

Whatever reservations Tuhoe may have had about the Kingitanga, however, appear
to have been outweighed by their qualms at having Government law and institutions
established within their rohe. Those Tuhoe addressed by Brown appeared to think
that they had to choose not only between the Maori King and the ‘Queen’s law’ but
also between the Christianity introduced by the missionaries and Government
authority. One man expressed his difficulty reconciling the two ritenga when he
stated:

Whom do you come from? said he, ‘from the Governor? Ah! that is enough! Had
you come from the Bishop, it would have been all right! Why did the missionaries tell us
nothing of all this? Why did not they tell us of another law to follow? Why was not Mr
Spencer (missionary at Tarawera) sent to preach this law to us? He is not far off!™®

This comment invites the question as to how Tuhoe viewed the Treaty of Waitangi
and whether they felt under any obligation because of it to acknowledge the Queen’s
sovereignty as vested in her Government.

Hunter Brown considered the Catholic priests, who had been particularly
successful in the lower Whakatane Valley and Te Waimana, to be a negative political
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influence and reported the following comment as typical of the remonstrations he
received from Catholic Tuhoe:

In the beginning you brought me the faith (Whakapono). I received it blindly. I have
since seen the wrong (he) of it; now you bring me another law, I am going to be more
cautious. Yours is a land-taking man-destroying Church. The French are nice people;
they don’t take land! You have deserted the faith, and set up the Queen as your God!*

When the chief Te Whenuanui expressed regret at his hasty endorsement of the
runanga system (having pledged his allegiance to the Vicar-General), James Fulloon,
who travelled as Hunter Brown’s interpreter on this occasion, went some way to
reassure Tuhoe that Protestant and Catholic enjoyed ‘thorough equality’ before the
law and that cooperation with the new system would not compromise Te
Whenuanui’s Catholicism. This reassured Te Whenuanui for the time being and he
gave a somewhat cautious assent, reported a satisfied Brown.*

Neither Hunter Brown nor Fulloon, howeve