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Minister for Treaty of Waitangi Negotiations 
By Email 
 
 
Tēnā koe Minister, 

Special Quantum Factors Paper 

1. In April 2013, the Office of Treaty Settlements provided us with a summary of the information that the 
Crown holds regarding quantum factors for Rangitāne o Wairarapa iwi and Rangitāne o Tamaki Nui-ā-
Rua iwi (“Rangitāne”).  In that letter, we were invited to submit any information in relation to the 
Crown’s base factors it had already looked at and an opportunity to present any special factors that it 
would like the Crown to take into account in producing a quantum offer. 

2. The attached paper therefore seeks to identify and explain, from the Rangitāne perspective, the 
“special factors” that the Crown ought to take into account before making its quantum offer for 
consideration by the Rangitāne Settlement Negotiations Trust on behalf of the iwi.  

3. It has been produced on the assumption that you will be briefed on the findings and recommendations 
of the Waitangi Tribunal in The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report (2005) and the evidence produced to 
support those findings and recommendations. 

4. From the Rangitāne perspective, there are four special factors that the Crown ought to take into 
account when determining the quantum offer to Rangitāne.  These are: 

(a) The loss of the Rangitāne iwi identity; 

(b) The speed to landlessness; 

(c) The outcome of the grievous Wairarapa Lakes transaction; and 

(d) The economic, political, social and cultural consequences of being a landless iwi today. 

5. Rangitāne is a proud iwi, but with little land, lacking in a strong external iwi identity and with some 
serious socio-economic issues that have gone unaddressed by the Crown for far too long.   

6. We look forward to presenting this paper to you in person at an appropriate point in the future. 

Ngā mihi, 

 
John Sproat 
Chairman 
Rangitāne Settlement Negotiations Trust 
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The “invisibilisation” of Rangitāne 

1.1 Rangitāne were an invisible iwi for over 100 years. 

1.2 Throughout most of the 20th Century, our iwi identity was subordinate to Ngāti Kahungunu in the 

Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua district, despite being the manawhenua iwi with a clear identity 

throughout the 19th Century.  

1.3 We maintain that the Crown has contributed to our loss of identity and that this has had a serious 

impact on our identity, to a point where we were effectively wiped from the political and tribal 

landscape of the region for most of the 20th Century.  The Crown did nothing about that.  We say that 

this loss of identity as tangata whenua within our own takiwā, in the eyes of others is unique and it has 

affected us in a number of significant ways including: 

(a) Our mana; 

(b) Our relationships with Ngāti Kahungunu and other iwi; 

(c) Our economic wellbeing and lost opportunities; 

(d) Our political engagement with the Crown and local authorities; and 

(e) The way in which our people have identified their iwi affiliations. 

1.4 Our paper provides evidence to show how our experience as an invisible iwi has had a direct impact on 

how people have identified themselves for the purposes of the Census, in particular, since iwi 

references were reintroduced from 1996.  We therefore maintain that the 2006 Census figures do not 

reflect our population today.   

1.5 We conclude by reminding the Crown of how important this issue is for Rangitāne and urge the Crown 

to undertake full account of the subordination of our identity and its impact when assessing an 

appropriate quantum offer. 

The Speed to Landlessness 

1.6 This special factor describes how quickly Rangitāne became a landless iwi.  The speed of change as a 

result of rapid and vast land alienation prior to 1865 was something the Tribunal highlighted and was 

something that has had an irreversible impact on our wellbeing. 
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1.7 We lost 1.5 million acres of land in a two year period between 1853 and 1854.  This amounts to just 

under two-thirds of the entire Inquiry District.  The Tribunal found that, by 1900, Rangitāne were a 

landless iwi.  In 2003, it was calculated that Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua Māori retained only 1.5% 

of their original landbase of 2.5 million acres. 

1.8 The speed and extent of landlessness was only part of the Rangitāne experience.  The way in which the 

Crown effectively destroyed any opportunity for an ongoing and sustainable economy based on 

leasing land meant that Rangitāne was brought to its knees by the Crown as it applied a subtle, yet 

effective, “carrot and stick” approach.  The Crown’s purchasing practices, which were heavily criticised 

by the Tribunal, convinced Rangitāne to depart with significant tracks of land in 1853 and 1854.  This 

approach seriously undermined the mana and rangatiratanga of our tūpuna and became the genesis 

of our landlessness. 

1.9 The paper also highlights the significant spiritual effect of not only losing physical land, but also losing 

significant taonga such as the great forest known to Rangitāne as Te Tapere nui o Whātonga (the Great 

Forest of Whātonga) that was acquired by the Crown and subsequently destroyed to clear the land for 

sale and subsequent farming.  The loss of our beloved huia bird and the loss of the Great Forest 

remains a deep sense of grievance for Rangitāne today. 

The Overlap 

1.10 The paper also addresses an important point for Rangitāne in the context of these Treaty settlement 

negotiations with the Crown.  That is, that Rangitāne strongly refutes any suggestion by the Crown 

that the Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua district is entirely overlapped between Rangitāne and Ngāti 

Kahungunu. 

1.11 This issue is important, given that the size of the claim area and the nature of the Treaty breach are 

base factors that the Crown takes into account in assessing its quantum offer to iwi.  An important 

grievance for Rangitāne will not be settled if the quantum offers made to Rangitāne and Ngāti 

Kahungunu are made on the basis that the entire area is overlapped. 

Wairarapa Lakes 

1.12 The Tribunal found that the gifting of the Wairarapa Lakes to the Crown in 1896 on the understanding 

that the Crown would provide ample reserves for the former owners, which then turned into the 

Crown granting poor quality land some 600 kilometres north at Pouākani, “amounts to a grievous 
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breach of its obligations…”.1  The net result of this breach is that Rangitāne lost valuable lands around 

the Wairarapa Lakes and have until this day been dispossessed of an important taonga. 

Economic, Social, Political and Cultural Impact 

1.13 As a landless iwi for at least 113 years, we have very low socio-economic statistics, painting a picture 

of an iwi in serious need of support.  Not only are the socio-economic statistics concerning but we are 

faced with a number of additional challenges which include: 

(a) A declining population; 

(b) The lack of a significant Crown property portfolio within the region; 

(c) An economy primarily land based, focussing on farming and agriculture, with little prospect of 

being able to acquire significant tracks of Crown land through the Treaty settlement process; 

(d) Unlike other parts of New Zealand, we do not have the benefit of natural resources, such as 

geothermal resources, which will make it more challenging to develop a sustainable, economic 

platform to rebuild our iwi, our identity and our future; and 

(e) The Tribunal also found that te reo Māori needs special support in our region and generally 

that Māori of our region find it incredibly difficult to exercise any meaningful influence on 

what goes on in their own locality. 

Conclusion 

1.14 The outcomes of our tūpuna’s engagement with the Crown from 1840 did not envisage the state we 

are in today: 

(a) Landless - lacking in a strong iwi identity in the eyes of the Crown, other iwi and the public; 

(b) Unable to have any influence over our taonga and the communities that we once controlled; 

(c) Unable to fully control our own destiny; and 

(d) With a poor relationship with the Crown. 

                                            
1
  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1057. 
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2.0 THE “INVISIBILISATION”2 OF RANGITĀNE 

“As we have said, the interests at stake here are important ones, for of course tribal identity is an 

intrinsic part of rangatiratanga.” – Waitangi Tribunal.3 

Introduction 

2.1 One of the important grievances that we have with the Crown is the fact that Crown acts and/or 

omissions seriously impacted on our identity as tangata whenua within the Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-

Rua region to the extent that our identity as tangata whenua was non-existent for the majority of the 

20th Century.  This has led to years of confusion, conflict and the inability to engage with central and 

local government in any meaningful way.  Although the lack of recognition at the hands of the Crown 

or other iwi was a common experience for some hapū/iwi post-1840, it is uncommon, in our view, for 

an entire iwi with interests in over 2.5 million acres of land as at 1840, to be effectively wiped from the 

political and tribal landscape for the majority of the 20th Century.  This is the reality for Rangitāne and 

it has had a detrimental effect on many aspects of our wellbeing including our rangatiratanga, which 

was explicitly protected under Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 

2.2 The fact that there were also other iwi in the Manawatū and in the top of the South Island under the 

mana of the same tūpuna, Rangitāne, makes it even more disturbing as to how our iwi became 

invisible to the Crown, other iwi and the public, and subordinate to Ngāti Kahungunu for most of the 

20th Century in Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua. 

The Cause 

2.3 So how did an iwi with varying level of interests in about 2.5 million acres of land become invisible to 

the Crown, other iwi and the public generally? 

2.4 A key reason is that all but 2% of the 2.5 million acres of land remains in our ownership today.  We 

were a landless iwi by 1900 - this is something we address in more detail below, as part of separate 

and distinct special factor. 

                                            
2
  The use of the term, “invisibilsation” is one that Rangitāne believes best describes their experience and distinguishes 

our reality to other hapū and iwi who suffered loss of mana as a result of Crown action/omission which was common 
to many.  The Tribunal used terms such ‘loss of Rangitāne’s tribal identity in Wairarapa ki Tararua’; the identity of the 
Rangitāne hapū was subsumed under the tribal banner of Ngāti Kahungunu’ (Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki 
Tararua Report, (2005), p 1029); ‘subordinated or undermined Rangitāne’s tribal identity’; ‘flawed interpretation of 
the mana whenua (customary rights and authority over the land an taonga) in Wairarapa ki Tararua’ (Waitangi 
Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1032); and ‘subordination of Rangitāne’s identity’ (Waitangi 
Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1034). 

3
  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1042. 
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2.5 To fully understand how our identity was marginalised during the 20th Century, it is important to read 

in full the section on the Rangitāne identity claim in the Tribunal Report and, of course, the evidence 

produced by Rangitāne to support the claim.  We summarise below the key points that the Tribunal 

discussed in its Report: 

(a) The Tribunal referenced the research of Tipene Chrisp who, in an article published in 1993, 

described how, from the early 20th Century, Rangitāne were virtually “written out” of the 

history of the area.4  Chrisp argued that a 1904 article in the Journal of the Polynesian Society 

by Stephenson Percy Smith5 became the definitive, orthodox view of the history of the 

occupation of the region.  Chrisp argued that this orthodoxy was uncritically accepted and 

repeated by a number of authors.6 

(b) Chrisp explained that the orthodox Smith view was that the original tangata whenua of the 

area were Rangitāne.  Subsequently, by conquest, gift exchange, and cession, Rangitāne gave 

over portions of their land to Ngāti Kahungunu, who obtained sole tribal ownership or tangata 

whenua status of the Wairarapa region.  Rangitāne were thus a defeated people with no take 

(claim) to land within Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua. 

(c) The Tribunal agreed with Chrisp that the uncritical repetition of the Smith orthodoxy was the 

result of inertia rather than malice.7 

(d) In his critique of the Smith orthodoxy, Chrisp examined contemporary documentary evidence 

in order to show that Wairarapa whānau and hapū consistently identified themselves as 

Rangitāne throughout the 19th Century.  As the Tribunal states, “in the late nineteenth 

century, Rangitāne’s identity was intact in Wairarapa”8.  Yet from the time of the first 

substantial Crown contact with Wairarapa Māori in the 1850s, Chrisp argued, officials 

consistently described all Māori in Wairarapa as Ngāti Kahungunu. 

(e) Chrisp argued that the negative impacts or effects of such misidentification on Rangitāne’s 

identity were not really evident before the 1920s because in the early period our people were 

                                            
4
  Chrisp, T, ‘The Occupation of Wairarapa: Orthodox and Non Orthodox Versions’, Journal of Polynesian Society, vol 102, 

no 1 (1993), p 47.  
5
  Smith, SP, Journal of the Polynesian Society (1904). 

6
  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1033. 

7
  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1034. 

8
  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1034. 
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confident in their own identity as social and cultural networks were robust and official 

descriptions had little or no impact on their lives.9 

(f) It was from the 1920s to the 1960s that the impact on our identity was most keenly felt.  This 

period saw the act of suppression of te reo Māori by the Crown and the widespread 

urbanisation of Māori which often decimated the traditional, marae-based hapū community.  

Chrisp argued that this had a serious impact on the transmittal of traditional information.  The 

cumulative effect of these changes was that Wairarapa Māori became much more likely to rely 

on Government and Pākehā sources of information on tribal identity and such sources 

routinely perpetuated the Smith orthodoxy. 

(g) Chrisp gave examples of Māori high school teachers in the Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua 

region who often came from outside the rohe, making it likely that they too would have 

uncritically repeated the Ngāti Kahungunu orthodoxy.10  Likewise, in the 1980s, the regional 

office of the Department of Māori Affairs perpetuated the notion that Ngāti Kahungunu was 

the only iwi with tangata whenua status in the region.  Chrisp produced by way of evidence 

publications produced since the late 1970s by or with the assistance of Government 

departments that show only Ngāti Kahungunu as tangata whenua.11   

2.6 The Tribunal accepted the evidence of Chrisp and others that Rangitāne exists and has always existed, 

as an iwi of Wairarapa ki Tararua (Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua) with its own unique whakapapa and identity.  The 

Tribunal found that the work of Chrisp and Ballara establishes that, up until the end of the 19th 

Century, certain hapū in Wairarapa ki Tararua (Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua) identified primarily or exclusively 

with Rangitāne.  It went onto say that the name “Rangitāne” is not seen in Crown records like 

purchase deeds and census’ and that the 1904 Smith article “sowed the seeds of the view that Ngāti 

Kahungunu had exclusive tangata whenua status in Wairarapa.  Those seeds took root and the plant 

bore fruit.”12   

2.7 The Tribunal rightly said, however, that Crown officials were not involved with Smith’s work in any 

way, although they (like everybody else) were probably influenced by it.13  The Tribunal concluded: 

                                            
9
  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1034; Brief of Evidence of Stephen Chrisp, 10 

September 2004, Wai 863, #F11, p 29.. 
10

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1034; Brief of Evidence of Steven Chrisp, 10 September 
2004, Wai 863, #F11, p 37. 

11
  Those publications included The New Zealand Historical Atlas and The New Zealand Year Book. 

12
  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1039. 

13
  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1040. 
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We also accept that Rangitāne’s own tribal identity and tangata whenua status were not 

widely recognised or understood outside well informed Māori circles for about 100 years from 

the late nineteenth century until the 1990s.14 

The Impact  
 
2.8 There have been, and are still, many significant impacts that the subordination of Rangitāne identity 

has had on our iwi including: 

(a) The strained relationships amongst Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua Māori; 

(b) The impact that it has had on our mana and rangatiratanga, and the lost economic 

opportunities; 

(c) Poor relationships for many years with the Crown and local authorities; and 

(d) The number of people who are Rangitāne, but have been told that they are not, or that just do 

not know because they have grown up elsewhere or in world dominated by Ngāti 

Kahungunutanga.  This has a direct impact on the number of people who identify as Rangitāne 

for the purposes of the census. 

2.9 We set out below some examples that were referred to by the Tribunal and our witnesses that 

highlight some of the impacts of being an invisible iwi: 

(a) In Smith’s article, Rangitāne were portrayed as defeated and this error has resonated across 

the country for generations.  The Tribunal noted that, because of the orthodox view, 

Rangitāne have been seen to hold only limited land rights: “Rangitāne were thus a defeated 

people with no take (claim) to Wairarapa ki Tararua lands.”15  It is interesting to note that 

many today still believe we were a defeated people, even after what the Tribunal had to say 

about our history and take to the land.  During the recent TSEP hui with the Ngāti Kahungunu 

ki Wairarapa Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua Trust last month, some of their speakers continued to base 

their exclusive claims for the entire district on the fact that Rangitāne were a conquered iwi. 

(b) According to Chrisp, young Rangitāne were unaware of their connections to Rangitāne, and 

when our people tried to rectify the situation, they were met with resistance.16  As the 

                                            
14

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1039. 
15

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1032. 
16

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Tribunal Report, (2005), pp 1034, 1035. 
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Tribunal commented, this situation “created intense debate and friction within Wairarapa ki 

Tararua hapū and whānau”17.  

(c) Piriniha Te Tau gave evidence before the Tribunal that, due to the strength of the orthodoxy, 

when Rangitāne attempted to reassert their identity, the friction that resulted “clearly tested 

and *a+ffected whanaunga relationships within a large section of the Māori community in the 

Wairarapa”;18 

(d) The Tribunal noted that, “To express their affiliation with Rangitāne, Te Ore Ore Marae 

withdrew from the Wairarapa taiwhenua of Te Rūnanganui o Ngāti Kahungunu in the 1980s. 

However, because many Crown and local government agencies only recognised the mana of 

Ngāti Kahungunu, the marae subsequently found it difficult to control their own destiny”.19 Te 

Ore Ore Marae is a Rangitāne Marae belonging to many hapū under the mana of Ngāti Hāmua. 

(e) Te Tau’s evidence on this point is quoted by the Tribunal, “initiatives or developments by local 

government and Crown agencies historically sought the consent and approval of our Te Ore 

Ore Māori Committee, *but+ this quickly changed after we commenced our journey.  Within a 

very short time all consents and approvals pertaining to the Te Ore Ore Māori Committee 

became the domain of the Taiwhenua (Kahungunu) which was operating out of the Māori 

Affairs office.”20  

(f) The Tribunal also stated, drawing on Rangitāne evidence that, “In this period, Māori who 

identified as Rangitāne missed out on Government funding and assistance (such as the State-

run MACCESS programme for Māori unemployed), because the Crown would deal only with 

the Ngāti Kahungunu taiwhenua.  When Rangitāne people in Wairarapa applied for education 

grants under the Pāpāwai and Kaikokirikiri Trust Board and the Wairarapa Moana Trust, they 

were told they were ineligible.”  Chrisp said in evidence that some Rangitāne children did 

receive scholarships, but “under the mantle of Ngāti Kahungunu”.21  Rangitāne have 

customary interests in Lake Wairarapa and the Pāpāwai area. 

                                            
17

 Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Tribunal Report, (2005), p 1035. 
18

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Tribunal Report, (2005), p 1037; Statement of Evidence of Piriniha Te 
Tau, Wai 863, #F10, p 10. 

19
  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Tribunal Report, (2005), p 1037. 

20
  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Tribunal Report, (2005), pp 1037-8; Statement of Evidence of Piriniha Te 

Tau, Wai 863, #F10, p 7. 
21

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1038. 
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(g) The Tribunal acknowledged that we experienced many decades of non-recognition and that 

our leaders have had to battle the inertia of people who simply accept the orthodoxy.22  

(h) The ‘one iwi’ myth “became not just the official version of mana whenua in Wairarapa ki 

Tararua but effectively the only version, because Rangitāne no longer had a firm 

understanding of who they were and why”.23  

(i) The Tribunal noted that kaumatua Jim Rimene was one of the few people of his generation 

who was taught Rangitāne traditions and acknowledged the time and money lost by 

Rangitāne, as they were forced to fight for recognition.24 

(j) There was clear resistance in some government departments – perhaps particularly in the 

Department of Māori Affairs in Wairarapa in the 1980s – to the reawakening of Rangitāne.  

This is something the Tribunal noted and went on to conclude that, until the 1980s there was 

no contradiction of the orthodox view, and thus the vast majority of people had no reason to 

question the exclusive tangata whenua status that Ngāti Kahungunu was said to hold.25 

(k) Kura Pearse noted in her evidence that before the Tribunal that, “It seemed that the 

Government was focused on setting up general tribal areas throughout New Zealand, for 

example, the Ikaroa region which extended from Mahia down to Wellington. Although there 

were a number of tribes within that rohe, the Ikaroa District Council produced maps of the 

entire region recording that the only iwi along the entire east coast was Ngāti Kahungunu, that 

included Tamaki-Nui-a-Rua. These types of maps that I have seen over the years have added to 

the confusion in terms of Rangitāne identity.”26 

2.10 The impact of not being recognised as tangata whenua by the Crown, the public and other iwi as 

summarised above has, over time, been devastating.  We have been outsiders in our own takiwā, 

strangers to the land we once roamed freely.   

2.11 The saddest part is the fact that many of our own people do not even know that they are Rangitāne 

with a place to stand in Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua and the fact that the Crown did not seem to 

care and in fact exacerbated our marginalisation as tangata whenua.  Although, the re-emergence of 

our identity as tangata whenua has grown, it has come at significant cost and personal sacrifice.  Many 

                                            
22

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1040. 
23

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1041. 
24

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1041. 
25

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1040. 
26

  Statement of Evidence of Kurairangi Pearse, (Wai 863), #E8, p 12. 
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battles, debates and disappointments have been had for an iwi who are well known for their 

humbleness.  Rangitāne are often known as ‘he iwi hūmārie’ (the humble people) and it has been 

challenging to publically battle the orthodox view and remind the Crown and others of who we are, 

when our own tikanga dictates that we should remain respectful and understated. 

The Census 

2.12 A key impact is how our people have identified themselves in the Census.  We argue that the current 

Census figures cannot reflect the actual number of individuals who affiliate to Rangitāne today and 

that the Crown must take account of the lengthy period during the 20th Century where we were 

effectively ignored as an iwi identity, to assess a more likely number.  

2.13 Given the statement by the Tribunal that our tribal identity and tangata whenua status were not 

widely recognised or understood outside well informed Māori circles for about 100 years from the late 

19th Century until the 1990s we have serious concerns about using the 2006 Census figures to 

accurately reflect our population, and subsequently help determine our quantum offer from the 

Crown.  As a landless iwi from 1900, our people more readily relocated to urban centres or other 

districts in search of employment.  The 2006 Census found that 50% of those who identified as 

Rangitāne (Te Matau-a-Māui/Hawke’s Bay/Wairarapa) lived in areas where the population was 30,000 

or more.   Widespread urbanisation further weakened cultural ties and knowledge of mana whenua.  

When our people went in search of their iwi identity they found publications and maps reflecting the 

‘one iwi’ myth for the Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua region, that is, that the only iwi is Ngāti 

Kahungunu. 

2.14 There is also a lot of evidence of Ngāti Kahungunu people moving from southern or coastal rural areas 

of our takiwā to our larger urban centres like Masterton and Dannevirke.  This phenomenon added to 

the myth that these core Rangitāne areas were also part of the Ngāti Kahungunu tribal domain and 

that Ngāti Kahungunu had unquestioned mana along the whole east coast, from Mahia in the north to 

Palliser Bay in the south.  The move to our “urban”  centres was followed by the establishment of 

many Ngāti Kahungunu related entities like the Wairarapa Moana Trust, the Ngāti Kahungunu 

Taiwhenua and the Pāpāwai Kaikokirikiri Trust which were all run out of Masterton.  The influx of Ngāti 

Kahungunu people and the establishment of these iwi entities further entrenched the view that 

Rangitāne did not exist as an iwi and that the only iwi in our takiwā is Ngāti Kahungunu. This was the 

case for the Department of Māori Affairs who had real difficulty in engaging with us during the 1980s 

and preferred dealing with Ngāti Kahungunu.  
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2.15 Today Masterton and Dannevirke are home to the largest Māori populations in our takiwā.  We 

believe this would overtime have had an impact on how people identified themselves in the Census. 

2.16 It concerns us how the population numbers in the Census between Rangitāne and Ngāti Kahungunu 

could be so markedly different in 2006, when you assess the late 19th and early 20th Century census 

information that paints a very different picture.  We note the following: 

(a) There were regular censuses of the Māori population from the 1890s onwards, on a five year 

cycle. These were reported according to county; 

(b) It is generally accepted that Māori lived in kin-based tribal communities until the 1930s and 

1940s; and 

(c) Given our position that the Rangitāne predominance was in the area north of Greytown to 

Takapau, we set out below relevant census data for 1911 and 1916 that gives an indication of 

the relative populations between the two iwi on the basis on where Māori were domiciled.27  
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1911 162 - 3 15 9 33 56 26 279 581 348 114 462 

1916 204 5 - 11 24 21 23 4 297 589 190 304 494 

  

Predominant Rangitāne Area 
 

Predominant 
Ngāti 

Kahungunu 
Area 

  

2.17 Allowing for some ‘unders and overs’, it is reasonable to infer that the Māori population in the 

predominant Rangitāne area of interest was greater than (or, at least, roughly equal to) the Māori 

population in the predominant Ngāti Kahungunu area of interest about 100 years ago.  As above, it is 

likely that most Māori living in the predominant Rangitāne area of interest were, in fact, Rangitāne 

(and the same applies for Ngāti Kahungunu), given that the urban drift within our takiwā did not occur 

until well after this period.   

                                            
27

  Appendices to the Journals of the House of Representatives [online[,http://atojs.natlib.govt.nz/cgi-
bin/atojs?a=d&cl=search&d=AJHR1911-I.2.4.2.19&srpos=3&e=-------10--1------0native+census+1911--, 
http://atojs.natlib.govt.nz/cgi-bin/atojs?a=d&cl=search&d=AJHR1917-I.2.2.4.80&srpos=4&e=-------10--1------
0native+census+1911--. 
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2.18 On this basis, and bearing in mind the growth pattern of the Māori population generally across the 

course of the 20th Century, it is difficult to see how the Rangitāne and Ngāti Kahungunu populations 

could be so markedly different by 2006 on purely demographic grounds.  Therefore, some other factor 

must have influenced the size of the Rangitāne and Ngāti Kahungunu populations by 2006.  It seems 

pretty clear from available evidence that the suppression of our identity (either wittingly or by 

omission) is likely to have been a significant contributing factor to the different populations in 2006. 

2.19 We know that in general terms the Māori population has grown 14-fold since 1911.   If we apply this to 

the base Rangitāne population of around 500 people in 1911 (as reflected to some extent in the table 

above) this would provide a projected Rangitāne population of 7,000 in 2013.  It is interesting to note 

that the Ngāti Kahungunu population in the 2006 Census is 7,863. 

2.20 We are aware that the 2006 Census does not reflect this number for our iwi, but nonetheless, through 

the efforts of individual kaumātua and leaders we have experienced significant increases in our census 

results from 1996 to 2006.  The growth in our numbers over the last three censuses of those 

identifying as Rangitāne in this takiwā is shown below: 

 

2.21 The Tribunal process has also helped to some extent with significant research being undertaken and 

our identity issues were to some extent substantiated by the Tribunal. 

2.22 We have also received positive information from both iwi Rūnanga that registration numbers on their 

internal beneficiary rolls have steadily increased in recent years.  Given that the two Rūnanga maintain 

individual registers, electionz.com has completed an audit of the number of people commonly 
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enrolled on both beneficiary rolls.28  The numbers as at 12 August 2013 (including the net figure) are 

reflected in the table below: 

 

2.23 It is acknowledged that the Crown considers population of iwi as a secondary factor when formulating 

its quantum offer to iwi, but in discussions to date with the Chief Crown Negotiator and the Office of 

Treaty Settlements (“OTS”), it seems of particular relevance given the Crown’s starting point that the 

entire district is overlapped between Rangitāne and Ngāti Kahungunu.  This is a point we strongly 

disagree with.   

2.24 We have already received confirmation from OTS that the Crown will not be taking into account the 

most recent Census information due to be released this year.  This is very disappointing given that: 

(a) The Census figures for people identifying as Rangitāne in this region have grown significantly 

each 5 year period from 1996 to 2006 as described above; 

(b) The beneficiary rolls for both Rangitāne Rūnanga have grown significantly over the last 5 years 

to a combined net figure of 3,643; and, 

(c) OTS officials have commented that the numbers at our mandating hui were some of the 

highest they had seen in recent times and we strongly believe this reflects the size of our iwi 

base and how increasingly engaged they are with our Rūnanga. 

2.25 Given these factors, we are confident that our population is significantly larger than what the 2006 

Census indicates, and that many more will be benefiting from our Treaty settlement. The momentum 

                                            
28

 We are expecting a letter from electionz.com to formally confirm their process in completing this audit and the final 
results (ascommunicated to us by email on 14 August 2013). 
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following the Tribunal process and entry into settlement negotiations has seen a spike in the numbers 

registering with both Rūnanga as Rangitāne, through their links to the Wairarapa and Tamaki Nui-ā-

Rua regions. Whilst we accept that this is a common and natural consequence of the settlement 

process, for an iwi that had been effectively wiped from the local landscape to many outside of the 

region, it does suggest that many more will register as Rangitāne from the Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-

Rua region in the foreseeable future.   

Contemporary Errors by the Crown    

2.26 To highlight how entrenched the ‘one iwi’ myth still is and how much energy it takes to ensure things 

are corrected we provide some recent examples of the subordination of our identity.  

2.27 The most recent Census form made no specific reference to Rangitāne within Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua or 

Tararua.  The geographical description of Rangitāne in the Census is problematic given that it does not 

specifically refer to Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua, but rather “Te Matau-a-Maui/Hawke’s Bay/Wairarapa” only.  

We strongly believe that this has confused many iwi members who are more familiar with the name 

“Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua” or “Tararua” or just know that they are Rangitāne from Dannevirke, Woodville or 

Pahiatua for example (located within the Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua/Tararua part of our takiwā).  We are 

mindful that there has been specific reference to Ngāti Kahungunu ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua in the Census 

since 2001 and that this Ngāti Kahungunu option is the only option referencing Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua or 

Tararua.   The Hawke’s Bay reference in our description is also confusing as many would relate 

Hawke’s Bay to the area north of Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua.  As indicated above, the registration numbers on 

the Rangitāne o Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua beneficiary roll are currently well above the total numbers for all 

Rangitāne in our takiwā in the 2006 Census. 

2.28 The fact that there is specific reference to Ngāti Kahungunu ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua in the Census forms 

may be considered contemporary evidence that supports the Tribunal observation that, “the history of 

emphasis on Ngāti Kahungunu in this district almost certainly had the effect of encouraging Māori 

people there to emphasise the connection with that part of their whakapapa.”29 

2.29 In the Treaty settlement negotiation context, the Crown has done things which perpetuate the myth 

that Ngāti Kahungunu is the only iwi within the Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua district.  We set out 

below a brief table showing examples of some errors that have been made during the negotiations by 

OTS, TPK and CFRT that underscore how common and recent these issues are for us.   

                                            
29

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1042. 
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Date Reference Detail 

26 July 2011 Tākitimu Email from OTS (Andrew McConnell) with incorrect 
district 

30 August 2011 Tākitimu RSNT raised this issue with OTS and Crown 
negotiator at meeting 

18 October 2012 ROW/ROTNAR GSO letter from OTS addressed to “Rangitāne o 
Wairarapa” and no reference to Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua 

2 November 2012 Tākitimu RSNT raised this issue with OTS and Crown 
negotiator at meeting again 

20 February 2013 Tākitimu CFRT Crown Asset Audit named incorrectly 
(acknowledged that this is not the Crown) 

27 February 2013 ROW/ROTNAR RSNT needed to explain difference between ROW 
and ROTNAR, and where the ROTNAR rohe is, at 
negotiation meeting 

 

2.30 These errors add to the confusion amongst our iwi members who may favour, for one reason or 

another, their Ngāti Kahungunu whakapapa or simply do not know their Rangitāne whakapapa.  If the 

Crown is making these mistakes during this private/confidential process, we wonder what mistakes 

and assumptions are being made to Crown agencies, departments and other people of influence.  To 

be clear, we are not alleging bad faith on the part of the Crown, just once again bad form, which casts 

doubt on how much the Crown appreciates what iwi identity (or lack of it) means to our 

rangatiratanga, mana and wellbeing and our considerable effort to get things right. 

2.31 We have regularly reminded Crown officials of how frustrating and, at times, how insulting it has been 

us to receive correspondence and other documents with references to the district being “Tākitimu” for 

example.  (For the avoidance of doubt, our traditional waka is Kurahaupō).  The most obvious example 

of the Crown perpetuating the ‘one iwi’ myth is the fact that OTS and other Crown agencies, including 

Te Puni Kōkiri30 and the Ministry of Social Development31, have called our region the “Tākitimu” 

region.32  The Crown should be well aware of the specific Tribunal recommendation that the region be 

changed from Tākitimu to Ikaroa for the purposes of describing the Māori Land Court region. 

                                            
30

 Te Puni Kōkiri,  http://www.tpk.govt.nz/en/region/Tākitimu/.  
31

 Ministry of Social Development, http://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/newsroom/media-
releases/2010/whanau-ora.html. 

32
 Examples of this can be found on the websites of numerous government departments and others – Te Puni Kōkiri, 

http://www.tpk.govt.nz/en/region/Tākitimu/;  

http://www.tpk.govt.nz/en/region/takitimu/
http://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/newsroom/media-releases/2010/whanau-ora.html
http://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/newsroom/media-releases/2010/whanau-ora.html
http://www.tpk.govt.nz/en/region/takitimu/
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Summary 

2.32 Regardless of whether the Tribunal was right to find there was no Crown Treaty breach on this point, 

there can be no doubt that our identity was affected to the extent that we were invisible to most and 

that, to date, the Crown has done very little to improve our situation.  In fact, as we highlighted above, 

we consider that the Crown has contributed further to the continued marginalisation of our identity.  

If our Treaty partner, with all its resources, still cannot seem to get it right, it is difficult to expect 

uninformed, dislocated iwi members who have been away from our takiwā for many years to know 

what their iwi is and to reflect that in the census and/or register with our two Rūnanga.  

2.33 The Tribunal did state that it would expect future publications produced by Government departments 

to include reference to both Rangitāne and Ngāti Kahungunu as tangata whenua in our takiwā.33  

Implicit in this for us, is that fact that OTS would also, in their communications, get things right. 

2.34 It is acknowledged that the Tribunal did not find that the Crown breached the principles of the Treaty 

with regard to the subordination of Rangitāne identity for two reasons alone:  

(a) The Tribunal considered that the loss of knowledge of Rangitānetanga was primarily because 

of Smith’s 1904 article, and thus the role of the Crown in perpetuating the ‘one iwi’ myth “is 

not at all clear”;34 and 

(b) The Tribunal was unable to determine the degree of prejudice suffered by Rangitāne.35  

2.35 However, we are of the opinion that, should the Crown fail to take into account the history outlined 

above when producing a quantum offer or fail to consider the impact that this history has had on our 

population (as recorded in official censuses), then both the Crown’s culpability and the impact on 

Rangitāne will be less opaque.  In other words, the reasoning behind the Tribunal’s conclusion will no 

longer apply.   

2.36 We urge the Crown to undertake a fair and robust analysis of the census figures to take into account 

the fact that they are not a true reflection of the Rangitāne population today for the reasons outlined 

above and to understand how this loss of identity has affected our mana, rangatiratanga and 

economic wellbeing for far too long.  It is one thing to be a landless iwi, it is another to be not known 

as tangata whenua in your own takiwā. 

                                            
33

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1043. 
34

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1043. 
35

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1043. 
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3.0 THE SPEED TO LANDLESSNESS 

3.1 The speed of change, and of landlessness, in Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua was something that the 

Tribunal marvelled at and is an important part of the well-founded Rangitāne claim against the Crown.  

When submitting its findings and recommendations on the Rangitāne land claims, the Tribunal 

emphasised the speed of acquisition, the total amount acquired, and the undermining manner in 

which it was acquired in its cover letter to the Honourable Dr Pita Sharples: 

The Crown purchased too much Māori Land too quickly and without regard to the inevitable 

plight on a Māori population virtually landless in a part of the country where agricultural 

enterprise was the principal route to a good livelihood.  This is all the more galling because, 

until the Crown interfered, Wairarapa Māori looked set to profit from colonisation through an 

apparently stable situation in which Pākehā sheep farmers were leasing Māori Land on a 

mutually profitable basis.36 

3.2 The Tribunal provided a handful of examples that struck them the most about this district, compared 

to other areas of the country and one of them was the “speed of change” for us.  It stated that: 

The speed of the changes that happened in the district in colonial times is one of the things 

this Tribunal marvelled at.  The amazing felling of Te Tapere-nui-ā-Whātonga is one example; 

another is the Crown’s whirlwind buy-up of 1.5 million acres in the Wairarapa in 1853 and 

1854.  As a result, in the space of no more than a decade, from the 1850s to 1860s, tangata 

whenua there went from being landlords who roamed at will through an expansive territory 

comprising coastal and inland domain to pleading with the Government to fulfil promises of 

small reserves as settlers flooded in to take up all the land the Crown had just bought.37 

3.3 Many hapū and iwi throughout the country retained significant tracks of land throughout the 19th 

Century or at least until the Native Land Court process took its toll after 1865.  By comparison, our 

takiwā was hit early, hard and at pace.  We had lost 1.5 million acres of land over a two year period 

from 1853 to 1854 and by 1865 about two-thirds of our takiwā had been acquired by the Crown. This 

occurred even before the land-grabbing Native Land Court had arrived on the scene and began to 

facilitate the alienation of the balance.  In our experience, unlike many others, our best lands were 

gone before 1865 and the Native Land Court provided a process for “mopping up” the rest. 

                                            
36

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p xxvi. 
37

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p iii. 
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3.4 The speed in which we lost most of our land 25 years after the Treaty was signed has had significant 

and irreversible impact on our people.   The lands acquired before 1865 by the Crown were some of 

our best and most productive lands, i.e. central and southern Wairarapa.  The Tribunal made some 

telling findings on the haste with which the early 1853/1854 purchase deeds were drawn up, which 

shows the speed and pressure which our tūpuna were subjected to: 

McLean’s hectic purchasing activities in those first months after the komiti nui show some 

distinctive characteristics: 

… The imperative to acquire the whole district does not seem to have been accompanied by a 

parallel, equivalent concern for how to provide for the future of Māori beyond occupation 

reserves...  There was no on-the-ground investigation of either interests or the proportion in 

which they were held… 

… McLean acted under a strong impulse to ‘strike while the iron was hot’ to acquire as much 

land as possible after Grey’s breakthrough, and before Māori began to question the price, or 

disputes hindered further acquisition. 

… At least partly as a consequence of the extremely rapid pace of purchasing, many details as 

to boundary, reserve, and price per acre were left unsettled. 

… Reserves were arranged on the spot, sometimes specifically to win the signatures of 

particular chiefs, sometimes as provision for ‘ourselves’, or for ‘us’.  Precisely who would 

benefit was ill-defined.  This was increasingly problematic as the number of signatories on 

deeds declined. 

… Such reserves as were made were inadequately described, making it difficult later for Māori 

to insist upon what they thought was agreed. 

… In the absence of any record of negotiation we cannot know whether Māori asked for, or 

whether it was McLean who offered, the Five Percents or koha.  It was expected in the first 

purchases after Tūranganui, but the situation is less clear afterwards.  The tenor of McLean’s 

letters suggests, however, that it was he who offered the option if he thought fit, but not as a 

matter of course.  Already there was a departure from the spirit of Grey’s engagement and 

from a commitment of active protection. 

….The centre of purchase operation shifted with McLean to Wellington. Many of the 

Wellington-based purchases were later disputed. 
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..Almost immediately, the Crown began to purchase ‘reserves’.38 

3.5 Similarly: 

We agree with the claimants that there were unnecessary shortcomings in the deeds that 

followed the komiti nui, which happened because settlers were privileged over Māori vendors. 

Although McLean instructed his officers to define reserves clearly and ensure that there were 

surveys before completing purchases, his own purchases typically came before surveys. Nor 

did he hesitate to make advances to Māori who came knocking on his door when in 

Wellington. There was no discernible procedure for determining who had rights. Would-be 

vendors simply asserted to McLean and other government officials that they had interests, 

and the purchasing agents used instalments as a means of including those who came along 

later. A ‘mopping up’ exercise followed to cure errors and generally put things right, but this 

happened in haste. We have recounted the many complaints that followed later, and how the 

Crown officers who followed McLean – and indeed McLean himself – tried to patch up the 

problems, often by buying the same land and more of it. We described how they deployed the 

same methods that had led to the problems they were now trying to fix. Not surprisingly, 

given the scrambling character of the early transactions and the lack of checks and balances, 

some rangatira were soon virtually landless. Others pestered Crown officers about 

boundaries, payments for lands already considered purchased, and annuities mentioned in 

koha clauses.  Officers acted to quell disputes and criticism, but the solutions almost always 

required Māori to compromise.  Where promised reserves did not eventuate because they 

had been swallowed up by settlement, Māori had to accept second and sometimes third 

choice of lands found for them elsewhere. Only rarely were settlers required to move. The 

whole process can really only be described as rough and ready [emphasis added].39 

Te Tapere Nui o Whātonga 

3.6 The other significant area of land in our takiwā that was not touched by the Crown before 1865 was 

the large forest area in the north, known to us as Te Tapere nui o Whātonga.  Given the density of the 

forest, immediate use of this land for farming/leasing, similar to what had occurred in 

central/southern Wairarapa following the massive land acquisitions of 1853 and 1854, was not an 

option for our tūpuna.  The Crown, however, shortly remedied that issue, by purchasing most of these 

                                            
38

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 183. 
39

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 183. 
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northern lands after 1865 (usually by using non-resident rangatira to instigate the sale process), which 

led to the clearing of a majority of the Great Forest of Whātonga forever.   

3.7 The loss of the Great Forest had a significant spiritual impact on our old people.  The Tribunal 

commented that, with the important exception of Pukaha/Mount Bruce, Te Tapere nui o Whātonga 

remains only in memory.40  The size of Te Tapere nui o Whātonga is shown in the map below, which 

illustrates how vast it was and what it would have meant to our tūpuna seeing it burnt to the ground.41 

                                            
40

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 865. 
41

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p xlii. 
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3.8 Te Tapere nui o Whātonga itself was one of the special or headline issues that the Tribunal identified 

as being unique to this takiwā when it said: 

The transformation of the mighty Te Tapere-nui-a-Whātonga (Seventy Mile Bush) was 

another headline story of this Inquiry.  Perhaps the densest in New Zealand, this lowland 

forest succumbed to the acts in a remarkably short passage of time.  It was, of course, home 

to the marvellous Huia, whose resident cries are now, it seems, forever silent.  The lives of the 

tangata whenua were profoundly changed by the loss of the bush, and not long after by the 

demise of their iconic bird.42 

 

3.9 Apart from the loss of the huia, the forest and all other taonga within it, we lost significant amounts of 

land in the northern, or Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua, part of our takiwā.  A majority of the northern lands were 

acquired in 1871.  The only remnant of the Great Forest today is located at Pukaha/Mount Bruce.  This 

remains a special place to us and we were delighted when the Tribunal recommended that part of it 

be returned to Rangitāne.43 

The Amount of Land Lost 

“This is the last of our land.  We have no more.” - Hoani Meihana44 

                                            
42

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 1iii. 
43

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), pp 949, 1064. 
44

  Statement made by Rangitāne rangatira, Hoani Meihana in the Native Land Court in 1885. 



 
 

    23 

3.10 The Tribunal found that the Crown’s early and rapid purchase of the Wairarapa district under pre-

emption, closely followed by a concerted buy up of Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua under the Native Land Court 

system, left iwi with nothing even resembling adequate land holdings.  This initiated a downward 

spiral which officials and observers began commenting on well before the turn of the 19th Century.45   

3.11 The total acreage in the Wairarapa ki Tararua Inquiry District, excluding water areas, is 2,571,638 

acres.46  We produced evidence before the Tribunal of the progressive loss of land.  A summary of this 

is set out below for both Rangitāne o Wairarapa and Rangitāne o Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua.  It is 

acknowledged that we do not claim exclusivity or predominance in the entirety of the Inquiry district 

(we acknowledge stronger Ngāti Kahungunu interests in the most southern area of the District) and 

also claim interests in areas outside of the District (north-west) that are not taken into account in the 

figures below.  Nonetheless, our takiwā is significant and covers a majority of the area subject to these 

negotiations. 

Rangitāne o Wairarapa Rangitāne o Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua 

 The claim area for Rangitāne o Wairarapa is 
1,493,924 acres. 

 By 1865, the Crown had acquired 1,145,396 
acres in the Rangitāne o Wairarapa claim 
area. 

 By 1865 the land remaining for Rangitāne o 
Wairarapa was 348,528 acres (or 23% of the 
original claim area as at 1840). 

 By 1900, only 158,512 acres (11% of the 
claim area) remained in Rangitāne o 
Wairarapa ownership.47 

 The claim area is 1,077,714 acres (excluding 
claimed areas outside of the Wairarapa ki 
Tararua District Inquiry boundary). 

 By 1865, 381,049 acres had been acquired 
by the Crown in pre-1865 purchases. 

 By the end of 1871, the Crown had acquired 
352,061 acres out of a total of 696,665 acres 
which remained in Rangitāne o Tamaki Nui-
ā-Rua ownership as at 1865. 

 By 1900, the Rangitāne o Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua  
land base had been reduced from 1,077,714 
acres to 118,039 acres.  The reduction went 
from 100% Māori ownership to 11% in less 
than 60 years. 

 

3.12 By 1900, only 10.7% of the original land based as at 1840 remained in Māori ownership across the 

entire district.  A staggering 1.5 million acres across the district was acquired in the two year period 

between 1853 and 1854.  By 2003, only 1.5% or 21,645 acres remained Māori land.48 

3.13 The massive alienation of our landbase is best depicted in the following map series included in the 

Tribunal Report:49 

                                            
45

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 5. 
46

  Ellis & Small, Maori Land Blocks in the Wairarapa ki Tararua District Inquiry : Acreage and Alienation Data from 1865, 
(Wai 863) #A70, p 18. 

47
  Rangitāne o Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua and Rangitāne o Wairarapa, Closing Submissions for Wai 166 and Wai 175, #I8. 

48
  Rangitāne o Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua and Rangitāne o Wairarapa, Closing Submissions for Wai 166 and Wai 175, #I8. 
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3.14 The Tribunal commented that most of the land in the remaining blocks today is poor, often with 

difficult access and other problems, i.e. awkward location, shape or size and too many owners.  It was 

therefore not just a case of not enough land, it was, and is, a case of having poor quality land 

remaining.50  The Crown got the best of our land and got it early, forever affecting our economic and 

cultural wellbeing. 

3.15 The Crown rightly conceded at the outset of the Wairarapa ki Tararua District Inquiry that we were 

landless and that this was a breach of Treaty principles.  The Tribunal found that our state of 

                                                                                                                                                     
49

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 558. 
50

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), pp 602, 636. 
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landlessness occurred by the end of the 19th Century, not surprising given that 2.2 million acres of land 

had been alienated from the Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua district within 60 years of the Crown’s 

arrival in Aotearoa, with over 50% being acquired only 14 years after 1840.  This state of landlessness 

for us has therefore been a reality for 113 years and, for some of our central Wairarapa hapū like Ngāti 

Hāmua, even longer. 

Destruction of our Economy 

3.16 From our perspective, the gravity of the Treaty breach was not only the speed of the land loss that led 

to a significantly early state of landlessness, but also the way in which the Crown manipulated and 

undermined our tūpuna in order to acquire as much of our land as possible, as cheaply as it could.  We 

maintain that the Crown actively undermined and ultimately destroyed the promising leasing economy 

that had developed in the Wairarapa post 1840 by purchasing large tracks of land that were being 

leased by settlers on a private basis. There was, and is, nothing in the Treaty that prevented leasing 

post-1840. 

3.17 The Crown wanted to put an end to this leasing between Rangitāne and settlers, both to prevent its 

spread into the Hawke’s Bay (where it wanted to purchase land) and because it was in the colonial 

government’s financial interests to control settlement by purchasing from Māori cheaply and only 

selling at a profit to Pākehā.  It was also a strategic move to protect the Crown’s land purchasing 

programme in the North Island and to protect the food supply to Wellington. 

“Carrot and Stick” 

3.18 We argued strongly before the Tribunal that the early acquisition of over 1.5 million acres of land was 

a result of a clear strategy by the Crown whereby Donald McLean and Governor George Grey adopted 

a “carrot and stick” approach to end the leasing in the Wairarapa, and to acquire large tracks of 

Rangitāne land for settlers.  The Tribunal found that the Crown abandoned good purchasing practices 

in the Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua region, instead adopting practices that were the “antithesis of 

what was required”.51  The process did not allow for Māori in the region to give their free or informed 

consent, and therefore the Tribunal concluded that the Crown breached article 2, its duty to act in 

good faith, and the principle of active protection.52 

3.19 The “carrots” were presented by Governor Grey, who promoted the benefits of selling land to the 

Crown.  These included an increased European population as an outlet for trade and labour, the 
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provision of education, medical services, pensions, mills and the express promises of education, 

schools, medical services, hospitals, mills that were contained in the “koha” clauses of the purchase 

deeds.  He also promised that ample reserves would be made for them should they sell their lands. 

3.20 The “stick” was provided by Donald McLean with his threats to stop rental payments on existing 

leases, preventing the take up of new leases and the threat that he would use the Native Land 

Purchase Ordinance against existing squatters. 

3.21 Our tūpuna were in an untenable situation - sell and they get the promised benefits, or don’t sell and 

lose the leasing income and benefits that it brought.  As well as the “carrot and stick” approach which 

enticed Rangitāne to agree to sign deeds of sale in this early period, it should also be mentioned that a 

number of sales were first signed by non-resident chiefs (sometimes in Wellington).  Crown officials 

presented these deeds as a fait accompli to resident owners.  They were not given the option of 

overturning the sale, but merely of signing deeds themselves to be included in the proceeds of the 

sale.  The Tribunal made the following findings in respect of the Tautane block, situated in Tamaki Nui-

ā-Rua to highlight this factor: 

We think the claimants are right that McLean’s concern was to drive through a purchase 

whatever the opposition. In purchasing from Te Hāpuku’s party and a scattering of 

Wairarapa-based chiefs, McLean knowingly ignored the rights of resident hapū. There was no 

opportunity for all legitimate right holders to exercise a genuine and informed choice about 

the land before any moneys were paid, or promises made. This was a clear breach of the 

Treaty and the principles of partnership, active protection, and equal treatment.53 

3.22 The untenable situation described above provided a platform that allowed the Crown to acquire just 

under two thirds of our takiwā between 1853 and 1854.  The way in which our tūpuna were placed in 

this position remains a major sense of grievance for us today.  The leasing economy was working and 

bringing some economic success to our people, it was what the rangatira of that time wanted and was 

in no way inconsistent with the Treaty.  To undermine these things has had a serious impact on our 

mana, our rangatiratanga and clearly our economic success as a people. 

3.23 The Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua economy was clearly to be based on land and farming.  This was 

the case from the 1850s and remains that way today.  The leasing of the land, that had to be broken to 

meet the objectives of the Crown in the 1850s, remains a legal, Treaty compliant and financially viable 

option today.  
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3.24 To add insult to injury, the specific promises made by Governor Grey that convinced our tūpuna to 

part with tracks of their land were never ever fulfilled and our old people await the day that the Crown 

honours these.  The broken promises and the acquisition of so much of our land was a double 

whammy for our iwi and one that we have never recovered from. 

Wairarapa Five Percents 

3.25 A particular feature of the Wairarapa Crown purchases was the use of the ‘Five Percents’ or ‘koha’ 

clause. This was one of the benefits spoken of by Governor Grey at the Komiti Nui of 1853, where 

general agreement was gained to the early land sales. As well as the prices Māori received for selling 

their land, five percent of the on-sale price received by the Crown would go to a fund for the benefit of 

the former Māori owners. It was expected that the fund would provide social and economic benefits 

for Māori through schools, medical services, and other infrastructure such as mills.54  

3.26 The Five Percents were one of the “carrots” used by the Crown to persuade Māori to accept low prices 

for their land, and to counter the loss of ongoing income from leasing.  However, the fund was 

haphazardly applied and administered, resulting in little benefit for Māori, and many complaints. 

During the Tribunal hearings the Crown acknowledged, “that it failed reasonably to discharge its 

obligations under the five percent clauses.  This failure caused prejudice to Wairarapa ki Tararua Māori 

and was a breach of the Treaty of Waitangi and its principles.”55  The Tribunal found the Crown 

breached the Treaty in both its interpretation and management of the fund, and failed to uphold the 

undertakings giving during land purchase negotiations. 

3.27 Grey’s promise of the koha or Five Percents, and their underpinning of general benefit, persuaded 

Māori to consent to the purchase of their land.  But the promises – including the provision of 

additional assistance via the koha/Five Percent clauses to engage with the new economy – were 

broken.  The Tribunal commented that the Crown had gained Māori consent to the sale of their lands 

under false pretenses, without their free and willing consent.56  

3.28 In the 1890s, the Crown simply folded the Five Percent account into the consolidated fund without any 

reference to its promises to Rangitāne, and without any final accounting of how much Crown land 

remained of interest.  We understand that as at the date of the last payment in the early 1880s, 

around 50% of the original blocks had not been on-sold by the Crown, and were therefore still subject 

to the Five Percents.  It seems ironic to us that our iwi now faces poor social and economic conditions, 
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when the Five Percent clauses were originally intended to avoid such conditions through the funding 

of local infrastructure and services.  

3.29 Some iwi lost land by the sword, our land was taken via the pen and the subtle, yet effective “carrot 

and stick” strategy which forced our tūpuna into a position where they had little choice but to part 

with their land.  We are truly tangata whenua without whenua.  In the section identifying issues that 

struck the Tribunal the most about our takiwā compared to others, the Tribunal said: 

We were intrigued by the unique interaction in the 1840s and the early 1850s of squatters 

who came over from Wellington to lease land and run sheep in Wairarapa, with hapū Māori 

as their landlord.  The farmers and the Māori lessors rubbed along pretty well for about 12 

years, learning from each other, and accommodating differences in mainly amicable ways.  

Sheep thrived and flocks grew, Māori received a healthy rental income, and the squatters 

earned more than adequate returns on relatively modest investments of capital. 

Was this a pilot for a different kind of colonial arrangement that did not involve wholesale 

transfer of Māori land to Pākehā, but nevertheless provided a means of fulfilling the 

agricultural aspirations of settlers?  Unfortunately, the Crown’s intervention meant that the 

experiment was short lived.  We can only speculate on how, if given the chance, the leasehold 

economy might have developed.57 

The Overlap 

3.30 We have discussed above the concerns we have with how the Crown might assess our population in 

formulating the quantum offer.  As you know, we do have further concerns about how the Crown will 

assess our area of interest as part of the base factors assessment.  Those concerns are set out in this 

section.  OTS has calculated that our claim area amounts to approximately 1,177,732 hectares.  OTS 

states that this areas is “entirely overlapped by Ngāti Kahungunu ki Wairarapa Tamaki Nui a Rua”.58  

Our previous response is as follows:  

This is incorrect.  There is substantial evidence available to indicate that the area north of 

Greytown (specifically the Waiohine River) is the exclusive rohe of Rangitāne.  This evidence 

includes Waitangi Tribunal findings, the PhD thesis by Dr Angela Ballara (entitled, somewhat 

ironically in this instance, The Origins of Ngāti Kahungunu), evidence in Māori Land Court 
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Minute Books and various entries in the Appendices to the Journals of the House of 

Representatives.  

On the flipside, it is acknowledged that in the general area south of Greytown is an area of 

predominately Ngāti Kahungunu hapū.  In some areas here Rangitāne have interests through 

various ‘aho-rua’ hapū. 

It is acknowledged that the Crown does not double count land loss between overlapping 

groups.  The Crown must therefore take all reasonable steps to inform itself of the area of 

interest of Rangitāne (and Ngāti Kahungunu).  As we discussed with Ross Phillipson, we would 

like the opportunity to review the evidential base which the Crown has relied on to develop its 

initial view that the Rangitāne area of interest is entirely overlapped by Ngāti Kahungunu.  

We would expect that the Crown consider carefully the above position and the supporting 

evidence before making any definitive assessment of the relevant share of the land loss 

between Rangitāne and Ngāti Kahungunu. The Trust will elaborate on these matters further 

in a future special factors presentation.59 

3.31 In a further letter dated 17 July, OTS accepted that there are areas in which Rangitāne interests are 

more prevalent and that these were considered in the Crown’s assessment of land loss.   To date we 

have not had any formal indication as to which areas the Crown are referring to.  Regardless of this, it 

is deeply concerning that the Crown has made such a conclusion about the extent of the overlap, 

when there is significant evidence available to support our position, as repeated above. 

3.32 Our requests to review evidence/advice the Crown has relied on to conclude that the entire takiwā is 

overlapped between the two iwi have been rejected, although we have received some indications 

recently that at the very least officials are reading and understanding key evidence that we have 

supplied to the Crown and/or is readily available.   

3.33 It is important to remind the Crown of how significant this issue is for us and how a large part of our 

grievance relates to generations of mistakes and assumptions about who we are and where our 

interests lie.  Although we have a growing confidence that officials are coming to grips with the 

evidence and the importance of this issue in our takiwā, it is timely to remind the Crown of the 

recommendations of the Tribunal in the Tāmaki Makaurau Settlement Process Report whereby it said: 

The Office of Treaty Settlements needs to make a commitment to understanding the 

customary underpinning of the tangata whenua groups’ position.  In order to do this, officials 
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will need to engage with Māori sources of knowledge, both written and oral.  Sometimes it 

may be necessary to seek external advice on customary interests.  This will usually be Māori 

advice; it needs to be local and specific and not general.60 

3.34 In its discussion on the topic of coming to grips with customary interests in Tāmaki Makaurau, that 

Tribunal was certainly concerned that the Crown did not accept the argument that, in order to 

ascertain the extent to which the Treaty was breached in relation to Ngāti Whātua ō Ōrākei, a clear 

picture of the position of customary rights in Tāmaki Makaurau in the 19th Century is a critical starting 

point.61 

3.35 One of our most significant grievances will not have been settled if our takiwā is settled on the basis 

that the entire area is overlapped and the Crown has not followed a robust process in terms of the 

relative interests between the two iwi.  This would, in our view, further entrench the view that the 

Ngāti Kahungunu has always been, and continues to be perceived as the dominant iwi in our takiwā, 

forever impacting on the Rangitāne identity as tangata whenua. 

4.0 WAIRARAPA LAKES 

4.1 The specific issue of the alienation of Lakes Wairarapa and Ōnoke and their surrounds demonstrate 

the manipulative and undermining way the Crown treated us.  This example underscores the point 

that the Crown’s land-grabbing actions did not cease after it had acquired most of our best land 

between 1853 and the 1870s.  Instead, the worst example was yet to come. 

4.2 Lake Wairarapa is a taonga to Rangitāne and we have interests in the Lake through our aho rua hapū 

and also through Ngāti Hāmua.  We readily acknowledge that Ngāti Kahungunu also has rights and 

interests in both Lakes. 

4.3 Wairarapa Māori gifted the Wairarapa Lakes to the Crown in 1896 on the understanding that the 

Crown would provide ample reserves for the former owners.  Rather than granting Māori land within 

the Wairarapa district however, the Crown granted poor quality, undeveloped land some 600km north 

at Pouākani, in another iwi’s backyard.  To add further insult, nearly 800 acres of Pouākani land was 

later taken under the Public Works Act for hydro-electric power purposes.62 
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4.4 The Tribunal considered that this series of events led to a century of loss and was “entirely unfair”,63 

noting that the loss of the Lakes may be the defining story of the colonisation of Wairarapa.  The 

Tribunal went on to say that, “So much of what took place now seems barely credible, so manifestly 

unfair was it to the tangata whenua of the region”.64  The Tribunal found that Māori property rights 

were overridden, disregarded and dishonoured during the events that led to the transfer of our lakes 

to the Crown and Māori taking up ownership of land in another takiwā at Pouākani instead.65  It is 

almost unbelievable that this occurred just before the turn of 20th Century, when we were considered 

to be a landless iwi and there was ample evidence available to the Crown that we, and all Māori, were 

suffering as a result. 

4.5 The Tribunal ultimately found that the Crown’s conduct amounted to a grievous breach of its 

obligations to act towards its Treaty partner with the utmost good faith, and so as to protect their 

interests actively.66 

4.6 The Tribunal identified at least nine distinct ways in which Wairarapa Māori were prejudiced by this 

history.67  In our view, receiving another iwi’s land was seriously insulting and impacted on our mana 

and relationship with Pouākani tangata whenua. 

4.7 The issues surrounding Lake Wairarapa/Ōnoke were included in the list of key issues that the Tribunal 

found were unique to this district and struck them the most: 

The owners of Wairarapa Moana left absolutely no absolutely no stone unturned– except 

violent confrontation – to get the system to work in their favour.  In the end it did not.  

Pākehā farmers came to control the opening of all Onoke to the sea; Māori did not get the 

promised reserves near Wairarapa Moana; they lost control of their tuna fisheries; and the 

land the Crown gave them instead was 30,000 pumiceous acres of Pouākani, hundreds of 

miles from home in another iwi’s rohe.68 

5.0 ECONOMIC, SOCIAL, POLITICAL AND CULTURAL IMPACT 

5.1 The final special factor that the Crown needs to take into account when formulating its quantum offer, 

is the economic, social, political and cultural reality for Rangitāne within the Wairarapa ki Tamaki Nui-

ā-Rua context as a result of years of landlessness.   
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5.2 Census information and regionally focussed research paints a very grim picture for the future of our 

takiwā.  A Health Status Report, prepared in 2005 by Wairarapa District Heath Board for the Wairarapa 

part of our takiwā, found that: 

(a) Median personal incomes in South Wairarapa, Carterton and Masterton Districts are all below 

the New Zealand median;69 

(b) Wairarapa has a lower level of educational attainment than the New Zealand average;70 and 

(c) The population declined by 0.8% between 1996 and 2001 and, looking toward 2021, the 

Wairarapa population is projected to decline by 5% in contrast to a projected increase of 

11.4% for the total New Zealand population over the same period. 

5.3 One the practical challenges for us in the Treaty settlement context is the fact that there are very few 

significant Crown properties that, on the face of it, would provide a sustainable long term financial 

return for our iwi and thus enable us to address some of the issues outlined above.  Preliminary due 

diligence on the landbanked former Masterton Hospital site, for example, raised both short term and 

long term investment issues that gave us a snap shot of how challenging it may be to utilise Crown 

surplus lands for long term sustainable economic success.  What was disturbing was that again, on the 

face of it, the former Masterton Hospital site is one of the “better” surplus Crown sites available for 

redress. 

5.4 We acknowledge that many rural based iwi will face similar challenges with the lack of Crown assets of 

significant economic value within their takiwā, but nonetheless it is a reality that the Crown must 

address in order to achieve fair and durable settlements across the country. 

5.5 Our region’s economy continues to be primarily land-based and farming/agriculture continues to be 

the cornerstone that it has been from the 1840s.  With little surplus Crown land available in the region 

(save for conservation estate land), the ability to engage in this land-based economy is limited, other 

than through the use of settlement funds to purchase land on the open market.  This will of course 

come with competition, inflated prices and other market factors.  Couple this with a slowing 

population compared to the rest of New Zealand and we are faced with a challenging future to ensure 

sustainable economic development.  This is in circumstances where it was clearly the Crown’s fault 

that we became landless in a region where land and the farming of that land continues to be the key 

economic driver. 
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5.6 We are unlike other parts of New Zealand where provincial/rural iwi have other key resources like 

geothermal resources that attract sustainable tourism, or natural harbours that iwi will naturally 

benefit from via a Treaty settlement and/or as part of political engagement as tangata whenua.  We 

do not take issue with iwi who have these resources and have succeeded as a result of these 

resources, but we do think it is important, in order to create a fair and durable settlement, that these 

regional variances and realities are taken into account when setting the quantum offered to us.  

5.7 The loss of so much land so early was, and is, a central pillar of our grievance against the Crown.  The 

fact that we are tangata whenua without whenua has created a legacy of overwhelming cultural loss 

and social challenges.  If we add the loss of our iwi identity to the mix, we have had to fight on all 

fronts for the most part of the 20th and 21st Centuries to fulfil our role as tangata whenua in Wairarapa 

ki Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua.  This has come at a significant cost for us. 

5.8 We also remind the Crown of the Five Percents or koha clauses in the early purchase deeds (discussed 

above), that our tūpuna negotiated for the very socio-economic benefits that we lack today. 

5.9 Even our language is struggling, as confirmed by the Tribunal when it found that the Crown did not 

value Māori culture and values, and that te reo Māori needs special support because it has reached a 

very low ebb.71  The Tribunal also made comment that the Māori population of the Wairarapa ki 

Tamaki Nui-ā-Rua region find it incredibly difficult to exercise any meaningful influence on what goes 

on in our own locality.72  In our view this needs to be recognised by a specific cultural revitalisation 

package that is well resourced, and relationship redress that moves beyond the standard redress 

offered to many iwi in the past. 

5.10 It is obvious, when looking at the economic success of other settling iwi, that the greater the economic 

position of the iwi, the greater their political influence.  Waikato-Tainui and Ngāi Tahu are good 

examples of that.  The return of key strategic and culturally significant sites is also another way to 

grow the political and cultural aspirations of our iwi.  In that regard we again remind the Crown of the 

Tribunal’s powerful comments in respect of Pukaha/Mount Bruce: 

With respect to Pukaha Mount Bruce, we think that joint management and joint ownership 

would be the ultimate expression of partnership between the Crown and Rangitāne.  We 
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would regard the return of part ownership of the reserve as fitting cultural redress for 

Rangitāne.73  

6.0 CONCLUSION 

6.1 All of the above special factors are linked to the fundamental premise that our tūpuna sought a better 

future following their engagement with the Crown after Te Tiriti o Waitangi was signed in 1840.  

Although our tūpuna were not signatories to Te Tiriti or the Treaty, our tūpuna were aware of its 

significance and engaged rangatira ki te rangatira in the early years of the Crown’s presence.  Not one 

of our tūpuna would have envisaged a future of landlessness, the acquisition and destruction of 

taonga, the serious socio-economic issues we face or the fact that for over 100 years we were 

effectively invisible to the world.   

6.2 We conclude with an appropriate quote from the Tribunal that expresses these sentiments well:  

… we cannot revisit the past.  We can only imagine it… 

We imagine the experience of those nineteenth-century Māori engaging first with Donald 

McLean, who purchased their land so rapidly, and then with the settlers, who followed hard 

on his heels to establish themselves as farmers.  What on earth did they make of it all?  What 

did they think they were giving up?  What did they think they would gain?  Afterwards, as 

events unfolded surely quite differently from how they expected, did they wish they could go 

back to how things were before?  Did they yearn for the certainty of their previous lives, when 

everything was cast in terms of tapu (sacred, restricted) and noa (free from tapu), and 

nothing really changed?  And what of the settlers?  What made them so certain that their 

ways were better?  When they looked at the communal lives Māori led, how did they know 

that their own atomistic lives were more fulfilling, more godly?  Did they think about what it 

would be like to live as a member of a hapū – always one amongst many, the individuals 

always less important than the collective (except perhaps sometimes in the case of 

rangatira?).  Why were settler governments so determined that Māori should give up 

‘tribalism’?  Did they grasp what a profound shift this was for the people?  Did they care?74 

6.3 Although the answers to these questions will continue to be discussed and debated in years to come, 

we hope that the settlement of our well-founded Treaty claims shows that the Crown, in 2013, does 

care.  We also hope that in some way this settlement will fulfil the vision of our tūpuna when they 

                                            
73

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p 949. 
74

  Waitangi Tribunal, The Wairarapa ki Tararua Report, (2005), p liv. 



 
 

    35 

decided to engage with the Crown for a brighter future and so that we can start to rebuild our identity 

as tangata whenua and to rebuild our faith and trust in the Crown through true partnership. 

Tini whetū ki te Rangi, Ko Rangitāne ki te whenua. 


