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FOREWORD

Qur terms of reference required us to consider the nature and basis of
Maori representation in Parliament. Members of the Commission
considered that, before attempting to make any recommendations, it
was essential to have a full understanding of the history of Maori
representation. Members also believed knowledge of the history to be
essential for those who will in due course consider the
recommendations in our Report. Unless decisions concerning Maori
representation are made in the context of our history, and with
knowledge of the aspirations of the Maori people, past
misunderstandings are likely to continue.

The Commission therefore decided to ask Professor M.P.K.
Sorrenson to prepare a history to be appended to our Report. We are
indeed indebted to him for this concise, learned and illuminating history
which displays so clearly the extent of his knowledge and research. The
history has been of significant help to us. We believe it will also be of
great value to all who in future need to consider any aspects of Maori
representation.

The history includes a commentary and graphs prepared by Professor
Robert Chapman. The value of these is acknowiedged in Professor
Sorrenson’s Preface to the history but we would also like to express our
appreciation to Professor Chapman for making them available.

The views expressed in the history and the Annex are, of course,
those of the authors.

The Hon. Mr Justice Wallace,
Chairman, Royal Commission on the Electoral System,
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PREFACE

The terms of reference of the Royal Commission on the Electoral
System include an inquiry into the nature and basis of Maori
representation in Parliament. This brief history is intended to provide a
background for that inquiry.

The 4 Maori seats in Parliament were first introduced by the Maori
Representation Act, 1867, a measure that was regarded as a temporary
expedient until Maori acquired the necessary property qualifications to
exercise their franchise in the normal way laid down by the New Zealand
Constitution Act of 1852, But the 4 Maori seats have lasted to this day.
Much of my discussion concerns this odd constitutional fact. | have also
examined the performance of Maori members in Parliament and, so far
as this has proved possible, in the Maori communities. And | have
attempted to place Maori representation in Parliament in the wider
perspectives of New Zealand history, more particularly the relations
between Maori and pakeha since 1840, and the continuing attempts by
Maori to retain their identity and autonomy as a minority in a colony that
came under the control of local pakeha colonists within 3 decades of
annexation. In that situation Maori clung desperately to their 4 seats in
Parliament as a guarantee that their voice would be heard and, when
they occasionally got representation in Cabinet, of influencing the
executive arm of Government. Though never keen on retaining separate
Maori representation, pakeha members of Parliament have so far
grudgingly conceded the Maori right to retain it.

| am particutarly grateful to Professor Robert Chapman for allowing
me to include as an Annex his commentary and graphs on “Voting in
the Maori Political Sub-System, 1935-1984". This is the fruit of many
years' research on Maori voting behaviour and is the most
comprehensive analysis ever attempted. Although | make passing
reference to Professor Chapman's main findings in my own essay, his
should be read as an independent study of much significance for the
Commission’s deliberations on Maori representation.

I should also like to thank the Hon. Mr Justice Wallace and members
of the Commission for their helpful comments and advice on the first
draft of this essay; Paul Harris and Lewis Holden, Research Officers for
the Commission, for providing me with material; Spencer Lilley, my
research assistant, for cheerfully attending to my many requests; and
Julian Sorrenson for assistance with the computing.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

The indigenous inhabitants of New Zealand, who came from eastern
Polynesia a thousand years before the first European settlers, had no
common name for themselves. But after the arrival of the Europeans
they began to use the adjective "“maori” from the phrase ‘tangata
maori"” (ordinary person) to distinguish themselves from the Europeans
(pakeha). It was a sign that the hitherto divided tribes were feeling a
common identity. Despite their frequent warfare, Maori tribes did have
ways of making peace, carried out at intra-tribal hui and cemented by
speechmaking, marriages between important persons, and exchanges
of gifts. In Maori society there was a'well established authority structure
headed by chiefs who jealously guarded and enhanced their mana
(prestige, authority) against rivals. In these respects it could be said that
Maori society was highly political. As European visitors soon found, it
was necessary to respect the mana of chiefs. Negotiations had to be
conducted according to Maori ways.

With the arrival of European explorers, traders and missionaries, Maori
quickly took advantage of new commercial opportunities, especially to
obtain better weapons. From early in the nineteenth century, the
country was racked by vicious warfare as chiefs who first got arms
overwhelmed their less fortunate rivals. Hongi Hika and other Ngapuhi
chiefs from the Bay of Islands defeated the Ngatiwhatua of Kaipara and
Waitemata, and raided far to the south: through the Hauraki Gulf to
Waikato, the Bay of Plenty and the East Coast, and down the West
Coast to Taranaki, Te Wherowhero organised the Tainui tribes of
Waikato in resistance to Ngapuhi but in turn followed them into
Taranaki. Te Waharoa of Ngatihaua campaigned against Arawa of
Rotorua. The Ngatitoa chief, Te Rauparaha, led his people from Kawhia,
through Taranaki, to the Cook Strait where, from a base on Kapiti Island,
he laid waste to the Maori communities of both sides of the Strait, and
even as far south as Canterbury. This tribal warfare caused many
casualties, led to wide-ranging migrations, complicated land claims, and
created long-lasting enmities which influenced later Maori responses to
Europeans. By 1830 some tribes like Ngapuhi in the north, Waikate in
the central North Island, and Ngatitoa in the south were in a
commanding position, and needed to be treated with respect by
European negotiators; others, like Ngatiwhatua and Taranaki, were
greatly weakened, and ready to welcome Europeans as protectors. At
this time the missionaries, who had first settled at the Bay of Islands in
1814, emerged as successful negotiators and peacemakers. It was a
role that Henry Williams, the head of the Church Missionary Society in
New Zealand, performed effectively when war weariness and an
emerging balance of arms encouraged some chiefs to listen to the
message of peace, even to accept conversion to Christianity. By 1840
large numbers of Maori had adopted Christianity, often without the aid
of European missionaries. Scriptural tracts, made available in large
quantities in the Maori language in the 1830s, provided literate Maori
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with a new source of inspiration and a new political language for
negotiations with the pakeha.

So long as Maori had merely to contend with a few resident
missionaries, pakeha traders, or whalers, there was no great external
threat to their authority in New Zealand. But in the 1830s the situation
began to change quite dramatically. As European trade and settlement
increased, so the British authorities in Sydney and London became
concerned with lawlessness of British subjects in New Zealand. Hitherto
the British had disclaimed authority in New Zealand. Though James
Cook had prociaimed British sovereignty over the country in 1770, no
action was taken to make that claim effective. Indeed 3 British statutes
relating to New South Wales and Tasmania in 1817, 1823 and 1828 had
specifically described New Zealand as “not within His Majesty’s
dominions”.' But although the British recognised Maori sovereignty over
New Zealand, they became increasingly aware of the need to protect
Maori from the excesses of British subjects in the country. Thus James
Busby was appointed British Resident in New Zealand in 1833.
Stationed at Waitangi in the Bay of Islands, Busby had no force at his
command and therefore no effective authority over pakeha or Maori. He
was often ridiculed or humiliated by chiefs. Yet some of his actions had
a rather more enduring significance than has usually been admitted. in
1834 Busby persuaded 25 chiefs at Waitangi to adopt a nationai flag, so
that New Zealand-made ships could be registered for the trans-Tasman
trade. That flag was used by later assemblies of Maori leaders as a
symbol of a continuing Maori identity.? in 1835 Busby embarked on a
more ambitious piece of diplomacy. He again assembled northern chiefs
at Waitangi, this time to combat an alleged threat that the self-styled
Baron de Thierry was about to establish a personal kingdom in New
Zealand, and persuaded 35 of them to sign a “Declaration of
independence'’. They asked for British protection. Later several chiefs
from the south added their signatures to the document. Busby saw the
assembly as the first stage in the creation of a Maori Parliament,
modelled on that at Westminster. This too was to have a continuing
significance in Maori political history: several later Maori parliamentary
assemblies were regarded as direct successors to Busby's pioneer
assembly.? But for the British Government it was to have a more
immediate consequence. Since Britain recognized the “'Declaration of
independence'—yet another acceptance of Maori sovereignty—she
was soon to find it necessary to treat with the chiefs of the United tribes
and others for the transfer of that sovereignty. Thus the Treaty of
Waitangi was conceived.

In the last years of the 1830s British intervention in New Zealand had
become unavoidable. There was an influx of British settiers and
speculators from across the Tasman, some of whom claimed to have
purchased large areas of land from the Maori. There were rumours of

"P_Adams, Fatal Necessily: British Intervantion in New Zealand, 18301847, Auckland, 1977, op.52-3.
:C.JOrange, The Trealy of Waitangi: a study of its making, interpretation and rofe in New Zeaiand
history, PhD thesis, University of Auckland, 1984, pp.77-83.

3bid., pp.83-94.
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French colonisation and intervention in New Zealand, though these
were much exaggerated. Above all, there were the activities of E.G.
Wakefield and his New Zealand Association (later the New Zealand
Company) which finally forced the hand of the British Government.
Wakefield proposed to establish colonies of British settlers in New
Zealand and in May 1839 despatched a land-buying expedition, led by
his brother William. For some time the Government had been
considering a recommendation from Captain William Hobson for a
limited form of intervention: the annexation of certain settled ports as
"“trading factories" 1o be controlled by a British consul. But with the
despatch of the Wakefield expedition, Hobson's proposals were
expanded and Hobson was sent to New Zealand to negotiate with Maoti
for the cession of the "whole or any parts' of the country. He soon
found that it was indeed necessary to negotiate for the whole of the
country.
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CHAPTER Il

THE TREATY OF WAITANGI AND THE BRITISH ANNEXATION OF
NEW ZEALAND

Before Hobson's departure from Sydney for New Zealand in January
1840, Governor Gipps issued 3 proclamations. The first extended the
boundaries of New South Wales to include territory that Hobson might
acquire in New Zealand. The second appointed Hobson Lieutenant-
Governor of such territory. And the third laid down that no titles to land
puchased in the future would be recognised unless derived from the
Crown. Commissioners were to be appointed to investigate previous
purchases.*

Hobson's instructions made it clear that he was to treat with Maori for
the transfer of sovereignty and to respect their rights to land. But he did
not arrive in New Zealand with a ready-made treaty. That was hastily
drawn up by Hobson, his secretary, J.S. Freeman, and Busby, on
Hobson's arrival at the Bay of Islands early in February 1840. It was
translated into Maori by the Church Missionary Society leader, Henry
Williams, and his son, Edward. Then it was discussed with an assembly
of northern chiefs at Waitangi on 5 February and signed by 45 of them
the next day. Over the next 7 months copies of the treaty were hawked
around the country and another 500 signatures were obtained, including
39 signatures on an English language version obtained at Waikato
Heads and Manukau.

These are the real Treaties of Waitangi—in that they are the versions
signed by various Maori leaders. But it has been the latter, English
language, version that has usually been regarded by New Zealand
governments, and generally by pakeha New Zealanders, as the official
version—as, for instance, when it was reprinted by Government in
18695 and again as recently as 1975, when it was included as a
Schedule to the Treaty of Waitangi Act. In one respect it has also been
regarded by Maori as providing an important guarantee. The second
article of the English language version promised Maori the “full
exclusive and undisturbed possession of their Lands and Estates
Foresis Fisheries and other properties’, whereas the Maori version
merely promised them "te tino rangatiratanga © o ratou wenua o ratou
kainga me a ratou taonga katoa"—the chieftainship of their lands, their
villages, and all their property, but not specifically their forests and
fisheries. With the reprinting of the English version in 1869, Maori were
encouraged to look to this version of the Treaty as a guarantee of their
traditional rights to forests and fisheries, both fresh-water and coastal.
But otherwise they have, through the years, looked to the Maori version,
as they have understood it, as the guarantee of their rights and status in
New Zealand.

The semantic differences between the 2 versions are the source of a
larger difference in interpretation between Maori and pakeha that has

“AH. Mclintock, Crown Colony Government in New Zealand, Wellington, 1958, pp.54-5.
s0range, pp.452-3.

Sig. 13
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been accumulating ever since the Treaty was signed. As Ruth Ross has
written, “tHe Treaty of Waitangi was hastily and inexpertly drawn up,
ambiguous and contradictory in content, chaotic in its execution”® It
was impossible to transtate into the Maori language words like
“sovereignty”” which had a precise constitutional meaning in English but
no equivalent in Maori, Moreover it would have been extremely unwise
to have attempted to do so: if the Maori chiefs had been fully informed
of the real implications of the transfer of sovereignty, they would not
have signed the Treaty. The British, having previously recognised Maori
sovereignty over New Zealand, now needed them to sign it away. So
sovereignty was translated as “kawanatanga”—not an indigenous
Maori term but a transiiteration of “‘governorship™ which had been in
common usage in the 1830s both in refation to temporal rulers like
Pontius Pilate and Governors of New South Wales, and in missionary
publications of the Scriptures where it was frequently used to
emphasise spiritual authority.” In explaining Hobson's mission to the
Maori at Waitangi, Henry Williams stressed the Governor's protective
furiction: Hobson (on behalf of Queen Victoria) was to exercise the
kawanatanga to impose law and order on, and thus protect the Maori
from, the horde of pakeha colonists now pouring into the country. But
Williams carefully avoided telling the chiefs that the new Governor's
exercise of sovereignty would diminish their own authority, their mana,
since they too would be subject to British law in the new colony. As
Ross pointed out, the omission of mana from the text of the Treaty, and
from the discussions over sovereignty at Waitangi, “was no accidental
oversight”.8 But to the British, and in due course their settler successors
in the Government of New Zealand, the imposition of British law was an
essential consequence of annexation and a fundamental, if long
delayed, objective of Maori policy. Moreover the chiefs were reassured
by the promise of the second article of the Treaty to guarantee their
rangatiratanga—their chieftainship—of their lands, villages and other
properties. Some chiefs thought this meant that, although the
shadow—the sovereignty—had .gone to the Queen, the
substance—their chieftainship—had been preserved. it was only later
that they discovered that the real position was the reverse, and that
British Governors and later settler Governments were using the powers
of sovereignty to subject the chiefs and their land to British law. True,
Maori were also being accorded the rights and privileges of British
subjects, as promised in the third article of the Treaty, but those rights
were of little avail when Maori found themselves in a minority in their
own country and in Parliament.

In the early years of the colony the Treaty had a precarious existence.
it was savagely attacked by the New Zealand Company which resented
Hobson's inquiry into its land claims. One spokesman, Joseph Somes,
patronisingly dismissed it as a “device for amusing and pacifying

Te Tiriti o Wailangi: Texts and Translations’, New Zealand Journal of History. October 1972, p.154.
Orange, pp.145-6.
BTe Tiriti 0 Waitangi', p.141.
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savages”d In 1844 a House of Commons Committee, influenced by
Company supporters, recommended that the Treaty guarantee of Maori
ownership of land be confined to land under occupation and cultivation.
Fortunately the British Government did not implement the
recommendation.®® In the same year Governor FitzRoy abolished the
Crown's right of pre-emption, laid down in the second article of the
Treaty, and allowed settlers to buy land directly from Maori on payment
to the Crown of a fee, initially 10/- per acre but subsequently reduced to
1d. FitzRoy was recalled and his successor, Captain George Grey,
restored pre-emption. Grey also made it clear that Maori title to land,
based on well-defined tribal or hapu boundaries and effective
occupation and usage of cultivations, forests and fisheries,
encompassed the whole country. But for the rest of his governorship
Grey largely satisfied settler demands for Maori land by establishing an
effective system of Crown purchase and buying huge areas of Maori
land, especially in the South Island and the southern and eastern North
Island, usually at very cheap prices." Moreover the Crown's monopoly
on the purchase of Maori land was written into the 1852 Constitution
Act: section 73 laid down that it would not be lawful “for any Person
other than Her Majesty..to purchase..from the aboriginal Natives
Land...belonging to or used or occupied by them in common as Tribes
or Communities...".

So far, apart from the temporary aberration of FitzRoy's abolition of
pre-emption, the Treaty guarantee of Maori land rights had been upheld.
But the position was not so reassuring in relation to other aspects of the
Treaty. In numerous ways the introduction of government regulations
and the rule of law began to inhibit the mana of chiefs. in 1842 a Bay of
Islands chief, Maketu, was arrested, tried and hanged for the murder of
a European woman, her 2 children and another child—a salutary
exhibition of the majesty of British law in New Zealand. But there were
other instances where Maori chiefs refused to accept the new laws. The
most notable case was Hone Heke's rebelfion in the North, since Heke
deliberately challenged the sovereignty of the Crown in his repeated
assaults on the flagstaff and his sacking of Kororareka. Though Heke
was the first to sign the Treaty, he soon became disillusioned over its
operation. He resented government regulations which restricted the
cutting of timber on Maori land, and the imposition of customs duties at
the Bay of Islands which drove away many of the visiting whalers and
thus teduced the profitability of trade. He was persuaded—by
republican American whalers—that it was the flag, the symbol of the
Queen's authority, that was the cause of his trouble. Heke's revolt can
therefore be seen as the first serious Maori challenge to British
sovereignty in New Zealand.’? But his rebellion was quelled by British
arms, aided, it should be noted, by a loyalist section of the Ngapuhi tribe
from Hokianga under Tamati Waka Nene. It was an earnest of things to

SQuoted by Adams, p.184.
lbid,, pp. 1856,

"lbid., p.187.

?Qrange, pp.310, 320-32,
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come, as other chiefs, singly or in combination, resisted the further
assertion and extension of British sovereignty, and once again British
and colonial troops, also supported by Maori loyalists, quelied their
rebellion. It was also a reminder of a continuing Maori attempt to retain
and assert a degree of political independence, outside the constitutional
structures erected in New Zealand to accommodate the demands of
British colonists for the political and civil privileges they had enjoyed at
home.

Since their arrival in New Zealand the colonists had been demanding
representative institutions. Although New Zealand had originally been
prociaimed a dependancy of New South Wales, Letters Patent were
issued on 16 November 1840 designating the country a separate colony
and Hobson was appointed Governor and Commander-in-Chief. He was
responsible to the British Secretary of State for the Colonies but in the
colony he was in effect an autocrat. However he could call on the advice
of his Executive Council which consisted of himseif and his 3 senior
officials, the Colonial Secretary, the Attorney-General, and the Colonial
Treasurer. He also appointed a Legislative Council which had power 0
enact laws and ordinances for “the peace, order, and good
government” of New Zealand. This consisted of himself, the same 3
officals, plus 3 nominated Justices of the Peace.™ But the nominees
were regarded as the Governor's creatures, the Legislative Council
seldom met, and there was soon a widespread settler demand for
representative government. This was actively supported by New
Zealand Company spokesmen at home. in 1846 Earl Grey, a
sympathiser of the Company, passed the New Zealand Constitution Act
through the British Parliament. This provided a complicated 3-tier
system of government with elected municipal corporations at the
bottom, then 2 elected provincial Houses of Representatives, and
finally, for the whole country, a General Assembly composed of a
nominated Legislative Council and an elected House of
Representatives. It was an excessively complicated system of
government for a mere 13,000 Europeans. Moreover, the far more
numerous Maori population were excluded since the franchise was
confined to male occupants of a tenement who could read and write
English.* It was this failure to provide for Maori representation that gave
Governor Grey an excuse not to implement the new constitution. He
predicted that any attempt to impose it on a reluctant Maori population
would lead inevitably to a costly war.'® Governor Grey's views were
accepted and Earl Grey suspended the constitution for 5 years. In that
time, according to his own reckoning, Governor Grey brought prosperity
and peace to the country, while also setting the 2 races on the road to
amalgamation. Grey also played a significant part in drawing up a new
constitution, passed by the British Parliament in 1852.

“cLintock, p.101.
bid., p.287.
s Governor Grey to Earl Grey, 3 May 1847, Great Britain Parliamentary Papsrs, Cmd. 892, 18478, p.44.
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CHAPTER il

THE NEW ZEALAND CONSTITUTION ACT, 1852

The new constitution provided for a 2-tier system of government, with
6 elected Provincial Councils, each presided over by an elected
superintendent, and a General Assembly with a nominated Legislative
Council and an elected House of Representatives. The franchise for the
Provincial Councils and the House of Representatives was granted to all
males over 21 who had a freghold estate within the electorate valued at
£50, or a leasehold with an annual value of £10, or a tenement with an
annual rental of £10 in a town or £5 in the country. This provision did not
specifically exclude Maori males from the franchise but, since most of
their property was communal and unregistered, few were able to vote.
The provincial councils had power to legislate, provided their laws were
not repugnant to the law of England and legisiation of the General
Assembly. In addition, 13 matters were reserved for legislation by the
General Assembly, including the sale of Maori land, and laws which
imposed disabilities or restrictions on Maori which were not also
imposed on Europeans. In addition there were some restrictions on the
powers of the General Assembly in relation to Maori matters. The
Crown's right of pre-emption over the purchase of Maori land was
preserved. The civil list reserved an expenditure of £7,000 per anfum
for Maori purposes. Section 71 of the Constitution Act provided for the
setting apart by Letters Patent of certain districts within New Zealand in
which Maori laws, customs and usages, not repugnant to general
principles of humanity, were maintained “for the Government of
themselves, in all their Relations to and Dealings with each other”. But
this important provision, which would have allowed Maori in proclaimed
districts a large measure of self-government, was never implemented.
Finally, the constitution was silent on the important matter of
responsible government, including responsibility for Maori affairs,

Although Grey arranged for the election of the provincial
superintendents and councils befere he left the colony in 1853, the
General Assembly was not constituted until 1854. The members
immediately demanded responsible government. The new Governor,
Colonel Thomas Gore Browne, had to await instructions from the
Secretary of State. When these arrived in 1856, he conceded
responsibility for domestic affairs but not for Maori affairs. E.W. Stafford
of Nelson formed the first responsible ministry. It was also the first
stable ministry, lasting for 5 years. But within that time there was a
prolonged struggle between the Ministry and the Governor over the
control and conduct of Maori affairs. The Ministers and their supporters
became increasingly critical of the failure—as they saw it—of Browne
and his officials to purchase sufficient Maori land for the rapidly
increasing demands of settlement. During the last years of his
governorship, Grey had established an efficient system of land
purchase under Donald McLean, who remained as Native Secretary and
Chief Land Purchase Commissioner under Browne. But Browne lacked
Grey's skill in dealing with Maori and became greatly dependent on
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McLean, much to the chagrin of the Ministry. In the later 1850s McLean
and his assistants found it increasingly difficult to purchase Maori land,
particutarly in Taranaki and Waikato where Maori were co-ordinating
their resistance to land sales. In Waikato they created a pan-tribal anti-
land selling league with the selection of a Maori King in 1858. The
settlers, resentful of the slowness of the Government to purchase Maori
land, campaigned for the abolition of pre-emption. in 1859 the General
Assembly passed a Native Territorial Rights Bill which abolished Crown
pre-emption and allowed settlers to purchase land directly from
individual Maori.'® It was disaliowed by the British Government as an
infringement of the Treaty of Waitangi; but it was an earnest of things to
come, once the settlers had got responsibility for Maori affairs.

Although access to Maori land was the prime object of settler
politicians, it was not their sole concern. They also wanted to extend law
and order into Maori districts—to bring Maori, as well as their fands,
under British law as rapidly as possible. There was never any support in
the General Assembly for applying s.71 of the constitution. Grey had
made a start towards extending British law to Maori districts by
appointing several Resident Magistrates. In the later 1850s the Stafford
Ministry pressed Browne to expand this system and he appointed F.D.
Fenton a travelling magistrate to Waikato. Fenton made two circuits into
Waikato in 1857 and 1858. He merely stirred up Maori opposition,
provoking the Kingites into finally proclaiming Potatau Te Wherowhero
as their King. On Mclean's advice, Browne withdrew Fenton. The
Ministers claimed that, because Browne had failed to govern the Maori,
they were erecting their own Government. it was ali part of the guerrilla
war that the politicians were waging for control of Maori affairs. In 1858
Browne gave them some ground by allowing one of the Ministers, C.W.
Richmond, to be designated Minister for Native Affairs, but Browne
himself retained final responsibility. It was an unsatisfactory compromise
and was not resolved until, on Colonial Office instructions, responsiblity
for Maori affairs was transferred to the local Ministry in 1861.77 But by
then war had broken out over the Governor's bungling of the Waitara
purchase in Taranaki.

% M.P K. Sorenson, “The Maari King Movement, 1858-1885", in Robert Chapman and Keith Sinclair
{eds.), Studies of a Small Democracy, Auckland, 1963, pp.38-39.
hid., pp.33-4.
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CHAPTER IV

THE MAORI KING MOVEMENT, WAITARA, AND THE WARS

The outbreak of war at Waitara in 1860 was the culmination of
tensions between pakeha and Maori that had been accumulating in the
later 1850s. When the provincial governments gained responsibility for
land settlement in 1856, they introduced vigorous policies of
colonisation, and immigrants poured into the country. Around 1858 the
European population passed that of the Maori, whose numbers were
steadily declining. There was growing pressure from settlers and
politicians for the Government to increase its purchases of Maori land.
Within Maori communities, there was widespread unease; European
colonisation was threatening their very existence. Government land
purchase activities caused or exacerbated intra-tribal and intra-hapu
disputes, which sometimes flared into fighting. The dilemma was
discussed at a series of pan-tribal hui which attempted to stop the flow
of blood by erecting an anti-land-selling league. At the same time a
broader, nationalistic movement to elect a Maori King was in progress.

Although the idea of a Maori King was not new, it was not taken up
seriously until the 1850s. In 1852 two young Otaki chiefs, Tamihana Te
Rauparaha and Matene Te Whiwhi, led an embassy around the North
Island asking one paramount chief after another to accept the kingship.
They were not immediately successful, but the idea gained support as
pressure for the sale of Maori land mounted. In 1856 at a meeting at
Poukawa on the southern shore of Lake Taupg, the Tuwharetoa chief,
Te Heu Heu, threw his weight behind the movement, and urged the
renowned Waikato chief, Potatau Te Wherowhero, hitherto an ally of the
Government, to accept the Kingship. lLike a true rangatira, Te
Wherowhero was reluctant to accept; but pressure on him increased. in
1857 the gifted Ngatihaua chief, Wiremu Tamehana, took the lead, and
prevailed on Te Wherowhero to accept the kingship. At a series of
meetings in Waikato, he was proclaimed King. Although support for the
King was strongest among Waikato tribes claiming descent from the
Tainui canoe, there was active or passive support from a wider circle of
tribes, more particularly when the outbreak of war over Waitara led to
the accession of the main Taranaki tribes.

The King movement was the most important development in the
deepening crisis in race relations. It was an effective land league—in
that all chiefs who owed allegiance to the King accepted his veto over
their sale of land. It was aiso the most substantial attempt so far by
Maori leaders to establish a separate, autonomous political authority; an
attempt to restore, indeed to extend, the mana of the chiefs, apparently
guaranteed at Waitangi, but which had been gradually eroded by the
extension of government authority. The Maori King was thus a Maori
answer to Fenton's magistracy and all that it implied. Nevertheless the
King's supporters still envisaged a limited form of Maori autonomy,






















































































































































































































































































































































