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Tikanga Māori Pre-1840

            

Timoti Gallagher


            Te Kawa a Māui, Victoria University of Wellington, New Zealand

            

              
                

                  
Had any body of law or custom capable of being
                  understood and administered by the Courts of a
                  civilised country been known to exist, the British
                  Government would surely have provided for its
                  recognition.

                

                
Prendergast CJ Wi Parata v The Bishop of
                Wellington (1877) 3 Jur (NS) 72 (SC) 77-78

              
              
Pre-1840 Māori customs, rules, values and ideologies
              (
tikanga

1) did not fit neatly into
              Western notions of law. 
Tikanga was not codified into
              express laws or enforced by an external authority such
              as a Legislature or Judiciary. As a result, it was
              viewed by incoming British settlers as lacking in
              fairness, morality, certainty and
              reasonableness. 
Tikanga had
              none of these characteristics. 
Tikanga was constructed over
              centuries of practice and was underpinned by core values
              and principles which governed Māori political, legal,
              social and spiritual behaviour. It was flexible,
              adaptable and could be interconnected to fit with the
              demands of the moment or as new circumstances arose.

              
The first part of this paper describes the nature and
              scope of pre-1840 
tikanga
              by setting out the core principles, goals and values
              which underpinned 
tikanga
              and its fluid, flexible and interconnected nature. It
              also provides some insight into how these core
              principles governed pre-1840 Māori communities’ social,
              legal, spiritual and political behaviour.

              
The second part of this paper highlights the ability
              of 
tikanga to govern the
              collective behaviour of pre-1840 Māori communities. It
              provides specific examples of 
tikanga governing pre-1840 Māori
              communities’ behaviour in relation to social norms, war
              and land. In conclusion, this part also describes how
              
tikanga was enforced.

            

            

              
Part One: The Nature and Scope of Pre-1840
              
Tikanga

              

                
The concept of ‘
tikanga’

                
This paper deliberately refrains from describing
                Māori customs, rules, values and ideologies as ‘Māori
                customary law’. The term ‘Māori customary law’ is a
                scholarly and legalistic term, which was first used by
                early settlers to describe Māori customary practices
                and rules (Boast et al 2002:24). The notion of law
                does not fit well with pre-1840 Māori customs, rules,
                values and ideologies. Law is fundamentally expressed
                in written form and is designed to be certain and
                rigid. It is often linked to the state and enforced by
                an external authority. These characteristics of law
                were not present in pre-1840 Māori day-to-day
                life. This paper uses the term ‘
tikanga’ to describe pre-1840
                Māori customs, rules, values and ideologies.

                

Tikanga has been
                defined in many ways. Judge 
Eddie T. Durie defines it as the
                ‘values, standards, principles or norms to which the
                Māori community generally subscribed for the
                determination of appropriate conduct’ (Durie
                1996:449). Dame 
Joan Metge
                describes 
tikanga simply
                as ‘the right Māori ways’ (Metge 1995:21). Chief Judge
                Jo Williams describes
                
tikanga as ‘the Māori way
                of doing things – from the very mundane to the most
                sacred or important fields of human endeavour’
                (Williams 1998:2). No one definition is completely
                correct or wrong.

                
The word 
tikanga originates from
                the two words ‘tika’ and ‘nga’. ‘Tika’ can be defined
                as right, correct, just or fair. ‘Nga’ is the plural
                for the English word ‘the’. Therefore, in this context
                
tikanga may be defined as
                ‘way(s) of doing and thinking held by Māori to be just
                and correct’ (NZ Law Commission 2003:16).

                
This paper suggests that there are three levels of
                
tikanga. The essential
                principle underpinning 
tikanga at the highest level is
                the notion of what is right and moral, and what is
                wrong. Below the principle of what is right and wrong
                are the core values which underpin this notion. The
                final level of 
tikanga
                was the practice and application of these core
                values.

              

              

                
The Fundamental Principles Underpinning 
Tikanga

                

                  
As suggested above, at the highest level, the
                  essential principle underpinning 
tikanga was the notion of what
                  is right and moral, and what is wrong. In this way
                  
tikanga displayed
                  general guidelines for acceptable behaviour and
                  compensated for unacceptable behaviour. The notion
                  of right and wrong is evident in all pre-1840 Māori
                  communities’ behaviour.

                  
Under the highest level of 
tikanga there are a number of
                  core values that underpin the totality of 
tikanga Māori. They include:
                  
whanaungatanga;
                  
mana; 
tapu; 
manaakitanga; and 
utu. This is not an exhaustive
                  or definitive list.

2 Each iwi would have its own
                  variations of each of the core values, and therefore
                  the above list must be seen as a general list which
                  can be subjected to reconfiguration. It also must be
                  noted that none of these core values stand alone;
                  rather they are closely interwoven, much like a
                  
koru (Durie
                  1994:4-5). To understand 
tikanga, one must understand the
                  core values because it is these core values which
                  provide the primary guide to behaviour.

                  
Before defining the core values underpinning
                  
tikanga, it must be
                  noted that a perfect picture will never be painted
                  when trying to give Māori concepts an English
                  definition.

                

                

                  
(a) Whanaungatanga

                  
Whanaungatanga captures the all-embracing
                  relationships of pre-1840 Māori society. Pre-1840
                  Māori relationships were between people; between
                  people and the physical world; and between people
                  and 
Atua (spiritual
                  entities) (NZ Law Commission 2003:30). Most
                  relationships were based on 
whakapapa (genealogy). Whakapapa
                  was also the basis for social constructions, that
                  being 
whānau, 
hapū and 
iwi.

                  
Whakapapa was an effective social tool. In
                  pre-1840 Māori society an individual was never seen
                  purely as an individual; rather the individual’s
                  identity was defined through that individual’s
                  relationship with others. Put another way,
                  individuals were expected to support the collective
                  group, and the collective group was expected to
                  support the individual, (Mead 2003:20) (whakapapa
                  being the basis for the relationship). Whakapapa
                  could also be used to define mana in the collective
                  group. For example, significant people within the
                  collective group would often make reference to
                  senior lines of whakapapa to earlier celebrated
                  leaders of the community or/and Atua. In this way it
                  created an inherent hierarchical system, and defined
                  the nature of relationships between members of the
                  collective group.

                  
Whakapapa was also a very effective political
                  tool. Well developed whakapapa could give an
                  individual an entry to numerous communities, and
                  allowed the communities to claim the adherence of
                  widely scattered persons (NZ Law Commission
                  2003:30). In this way allegiances were created in
                  times of war and peace, and assisted in maintaining
                  positive relationships.

3

                  
Finally, whakapapa was also used to maintain
                  relationships with the land. For example, mountains,
                  rivers or lakes were often named after significant
                  
tupuna of the
                  collective group to inform and affirm whanaungatanga
                  between people and the land (NZ Law Commission
                  2003:31). A whakapapa link to the land formed the
                  basis for rights to use the land.

                

                

                  
(b) Mana

                  
Mana is defined in the William’s Dictionary of
                  the Māori Language as authority, control, influence,
                  prestige, and power on one hand, and psychic force
                  on the other (Williams 1979:172). There are three
                  aspects of mana: 
mana
                  atua – God given power; 
mana tupuna – power handed down
                  from by one’s ancestors; and 
mana
                  tangata – authority derived from personal
                  attributes (Boast et al 1999). The triadic nature of
                  mana is important because it explains the dynamics
                  of Māori status and leadership and the lines of
                  accountability between leaders and their people.

                  

Mana tupuna was
                  acquired from birth as mana handed down by one’s
                  ancestors. The 
mātaamua
                  (the eldest child of the sibling set, or in some iwi
                  the first born male child) acquired the greatest
                  share of mana tupuna. The shares would then decrease
                  in order of birth. In the traditional sense it meant
                  that those with senior whakapapa lines had a head
                  start in the expectation of leadership positions (NZ
                  Law Commission 2003:33). However, 
mana tupuna alone was not
                  sufficient enough to claim a role in tribal
                  leadership.

                  

Mana tangata
                  (achieved through feats of bravery, skill or
                  knowledge) was also important if one wanted to be a
                  leader. If one had 
mana
                  tupuna but not 
mana
                  tangata, then he or she could be expected
                  to be bypassed for someone who had both. In this
                  situation whakapapa could be tailored to show a link
                  to the senior lines of descent (Boast et al
                  1992:38). 
Mana tangata
                  allowed for class mobility, and was often judged not
                  from the perspective of personal achievement, rather
                  the ability to benefit the collective (Durie
                  1994:6).

                  
It is important to mention at this stage that
                  
rangatira were still
                  required to affirm the consensus of the people in
                  public forums (NZ Law Commission 2003:34). This
                  notion can be best described by the 
whakatauki (proverb) –

                  

                    
Ko te kai a te rangatira, he kōrero.

                    
The art of rhetoric is the food of chiefs.

                  

                  
The final segment of 
mana is 
mana
                  atua. Mana atua emphasises the 
tapu nature of the leadership
                  role and the respect which the community owes its
                  chosen leaders (Williams 1998:12). It governed
                  individual and community behaviour and conduct, in
                  that a 
rangatira who
                  wore the mantle of 
mana
                  atua and 
mana
                  tupuna in abundance would be treated with
                  awe and respect (NZ Law Commission 2003:35).

                

                

                  
(c) Tapu and Noa

                  

Tapu and 
noa are complementary opposites,
                  which together constitute a whole. There are many
                  meanings and conditions associated with 
tapu and it had many
                  purposes. On the one hand it can be linked to a code
                  for social conduct based essentially on keeping safe
                  and avoiding risk. On the other hand, it has
                  political purposes in terms of protecting the
                  sanctity of certain persons, such as 
Rangatira, 
Ariki and 
Tohunga, thus ensuring
                  appropriate levels of respect for hapū leadership
                  (Boast et al 1994:26). 
Tapu came from the gods and
                  therefore, if an individual broke 
tapu then they would expect to
                  suffer spiritual interference, thus providing an
                  incentive to obey the tapu.

                  
Situations, people and objects could fluctuate
                  between a state of 
tapu
                  and 
noa. For example, a
                  menstruating woman would be considered to be
                  
tapu, however once her
                  cycle was completed she would be 
noa. 
Tapu was also a tool to
                  reinforce personal 
mana
                  and could be manipulated or accommodated to fit
                  certain situations or relationships (Durie
                  1994:7). For example, if a 
rangatira could point a direct
                  line to Atua, then he may have been considered tapu
                  and could be treated with awe and respect. 
Tapu could also be used as a
                  form of social control, for example, a 
tohunga could deem a particular
                  place/resource to be 
tapu by placing a 
rahui (sanction). It was
                  expected that the community would act consistently
                  with the 
rahui.

                  

Noa on other hand
                  has been defined as safety and was a counter or
                  antidote to 
tapu. 
Noa denotes a state of relaxed
                  access, requiring no particular protective mechanism
                  or restrictions – the value of everyday, ordinary
                  relaxed human activity.

                

                

                  
(d) 
Manaakitanga

                  

Durie defines 
Manaakitanga as ‘generosity,
                  caring for others and compassion’ (Durie
                  1994:6). 
Manaakitanga
                  is a form of social control in that the individual
                  was meant to conduct himself/herself with
                  manaakitanga and would expect to receive it back. It
                  reflects an expected standard of behaviour, an ideal
                  that one should aspire to.

                  

Manaakitanga was
                  closely related and intertwined with every core
                  value of pre-1840 Māori society. For example,
                  whanaungatanga was used to establish relationships,
                  but manaakitanga maintained those relationships. The
                  amount of manaakitanga given could depend on the
                  basis of the relationship. For example, a great deal
                  of manaakitanga would be given to those who were
                  tapu or had mana. In Pre-1840 Māori society
                  manaakitanga was always important no matter what the
                  circumstances might be. It was used in times of war
                  and peace and if broken or disrespected could be the
                  cause for 
utu.

                

                

                  
(e) 
Utu

                  

Utu is linked to the
                  framework of 
take-utu-ea. That is, there
                  would be an action (
take), which requires an
                  appropriate resolution (
utu), which would hopefully
                  resolve the matter and there would be a state of
                  
ea (restoring balance
                  and thereby maintaining 
whanaungatanga) (Mead
                  2003:28).

                  

Utu is often
                  understood to mean revenge for wrong doing – this is
                  partly correct. There were positive and negative
                  facets of 
utu. For
                  example, 
utu would be
                  used in the return of goods (
taonga and services) for ‘good’
                  gifts, and the return of ‘bad’ goods (insults,
                  injuries, wrongs) for bad gifts (NZ Law Commission
                  2003:38). In this way 
utu helped to govern pre-1840
                  Māori communities’ social behaviour.

                  
A fundamental element of 
utu was 
manaakitanga. Many famous
                  stories exist that illustrate the exercise of
                  
manaakitanga by chiefs
                  of great mana (Tau 2008):

                  

	the giving of the chief’s son or daughter to
                    a vanquished enemy in order to make them strong
                    again and restore their mana;

	the transfer of extensive areas of land to a
                    beaten enemy in order to ensure the survival of
                    that tribe;

	engaging in massive displays of generosity
                    through 
hākari
                    (traditional feasting) and 
hui (traditional gathering) in
                    order to create obligations of reciprocity and
                    confirm relationships.


                  
In each of these examples, it is important to
                  recognise that the gift was not unconditional, and
                  in time an appropriate return would be expected: for
                  example, off-spring, produce from the land and
                  support in times of war. These examples highlight
                  the nature of utu as a method to establish or
                  reinforce on-going relationships.

                  
The desire for 
utu
                  could last for generations. 
Take were often raised as a
                  reason to go to war, or gain support to go to war
                  (Mead 2003:36).

                

              

              

                
The Nature of 
Tikanga

                

Tikanga extended to
                all parts of pre-1840 Māori society including
                political, social, moral, spiritual and economic
                matters. It embodies not only the method of conducting
                actions in Māori society but also the beliefs and
                underlying values, which accompanied the particular
                actions. Put another way 
tikanga comprises a spectrum with
                values at one end and rules at the other, but with
                values informing the whole range. The fundamental
                values underpinning 
tikanga have been discussed
                above.

                

Tikanga has its
                origins in the spiritual realms of the Atua (the gods)
                and was handed down from tupuna (ancestors) to the
                present (Mead 2003:12). This was important because it
                linked the livings’ values which underpinned their
                normal behaviour to the often heroic, moral, wise and
                noble Atua. Pre-1840 Māori had no form of written
                language. Rather these important values of the Atua
                were passed by one generation to the other, either by
                
Whakatauki (proverbs),
                
waiata, 
purakau, 
whaikorero, or through active
                participation in a particular act, which gave rise to
                the understanding of the value(s) associated with that
                act.

                

Tikanga was pragmatic,
                open-ended and lacked rule-like definitions. This
                allowed 
tikanga to be
                flexible and adaptable to fit new circumstances or the
                needs of the community at a particular time or
                situation. 
Tikanga was
                able to adapt because it was unwritten and because
                precedent could be forgotten or disregarded if no
                longer convenient (Durie 1994:10). It is the ability
                of 
tikanga to change that
                accounts for its variations among iwi. Flexibility
                however, could not be so great as to allow a
                proposition to be advanced as 
tikanga where it is in conflict
                with core values handed down from the ancestors. This
                allowed for common 
tikanga not only within internal
                hapū but also at a regional level (NZ Law Commission
                2003:28).

                

Tikanga also varied in
                scale. Some 
tikanga were
                large, involved many participants and were very
                public. For example, tangihanga or hakari could
                involve hundreds to thousands of people. Other
                
tikanga however could be
                very small in scale and might be less public, for
                example individual 
karakia (prayers).

              

              

                
Māori social and political organisation

                
Before explaining the extent to which 
tikanga governed the collective
                behaviour of pre-1840 Māori communities, it is
                important to note the social constructions of pre-1840
                Māori society. There were three group formations,
                whānau, hapū and iwi.

                
Whānau was used to describe immediate relatives,
                those descended from an ancestor some 3 to 4
                generations back (Durie 1994:16). Whānau often lived
                and worked together, and through residence and
                expansion could form a hapū in their own right.

                
The major political and social group in pre-1840
                Māori society was the hapū. Each hapū was named either
                from a common ancestor or, (less frequently) from a
                symbolic event (Durie 1994:17). Hapū came in many
                shapes and sizes, ranging from large, long established
                groups with small sub-hapū of its own, to small
                recently formed hapū of relatively shallow
                genealogical depth (Durie 1994:17). Hapū could waxed
                and fused depending on particular situations. For
                example, hapū could splinter from another hapū because
                of: growth in numbers; planned migration; lack of
                resources; or inter-kin disputes etc. On the other
                hand, hapū could fuse for many reasons, such as: war;
                regain strength if numbers were depleted from war or
                famine; consequence of an arranged marriage; or a
                willingness to link with an influential leader.

                
The process of division, incorporation, fusion and
                intermarriage allowed hapū to relate to numerous
                others near and far, and to join with others for any
                common venture. As 
Durie states, pre-1840 Māori
                society existed within the dual tension of upholding
                hapū mana and maintaining the wider whanaungatanga
                (Durie 1994:20).

                
Hapū lived under the influence of a ruling or
                principal rangatira and several less influential
                rangatira. The mana of a principal rangatira could lie
                over his territory (ancestral lands), and in some
                instances over other hapū living within his
                territory. Although a principal rangatira had the
                rights to gift mana to individuals/groups, he was
                ultimately controlled by the people whom he
                governed. Hapū would acknowledge his mana and comply
                with his rule, but only while he provided protection
                and secured wealth for the community. Individuals,
                whānau, and hapū (and the rangatira who led them),
                were free to leave their hapū if they were
                dissatisfied with the principal rangatira’s
                leadership. Therefore, hapū could increase or decrease
                depending on the principal rangatira’s influence.

                
Iwi is the conglomerate of numerous hapū who can
                trace ancestry to a common but remote figure. It was
                used as a general description for people of locality,
                district or region. It was only in the 19th century
                that hapū started to group into iwi, as a response to
                increased scales of war. Pre-18th century warfare were
                often between hapū or a number of hapū. However this
                changed, and the scale of war increased to a regional
                scale; hence hapū strengthening their forces under the
                umbrella of iwi.

              

            

            

              
Part Two: 
Tikanga
              governing the collective behaviour of pre-1840 Māori
              communities

              

                
This part of the paper draws heavily on the work of
                
Eddie
                Durie’s paper Customary Law, to provide
                specific examples of 
tikanga governing pre-1840 Māori
                communities’ behaviour, in regards to war, land and
                social norms. It also provides a brief discussion on
                the enforcement of 
tikanga.

              

              

                

Tikanga
                as a form of social control

                
Social control was regulated by the fundamental
                principles of 
tikanga
                defined above. There was no notion of an individual in
                pre-1840 Māori communities. Therefore, an injury
                caused by one individual to another, would not only
                affect the mana of the victim but also the mana of the
                victim’s whānau/community. The whānau/community, as
                well as the individual would be subject to the
                
muru (plunder to appease
                offences) or utu to appease a breach of tapu and/or
                taking of mana (Durie 1994:52). In this way, joint
                responsibilities made whānau/communities watchful of
                their disobedient members and offenders’ conscious of
                their whānau/communities (Durie 1994:53). In this way,
                reciprocity had an influential effect on governing
                pre-1840 Māori social behaviour.

                
Whakapapa also limited conflict. Because
                communities were often based on whakapapa, one section
                of the community could have found it difficult to
                dominate another, as a person’s friend in one context
                could be an enemy in another, or some friends could be
                on both sides. Whakapapa could provide individual tapu
                and mana, and therefore could effect how individuals
                and the community related to a particular individual,
                for example, a rangatira or tohunga.

                
Pre-1840 Māori communities’ behaviour was also
                highly influenced by tapu. As mentioned above both
                people and objects could be tapu, and it was used to
                governed communities’ behaviour and adherence to
                people, such as rangatira and tohunga, and to
                situations, for example 
waahi
                tapu. A breach of tapu was feared not only
                because it could reduce the mana of a rangatira or
                tohunga who was tapu or had placed the tapu, and
                therefore would be subject to muru or utu, but also
                because a breach of tapu was considered to expose the
                person to spiritual interference and misfortune (Durie
                1994:54).

                
In regards to pre-1840 Māori decision making,
                consensus decision-making was preferred to majority
                rule. Debate was encouraged in formal situations (such
                as 
rūnanga or 
marae), and proper protocols
                (
kawa) was followed
                (Durie 1994:56). If one was to break kawa, then he or
                she would be scolded with verbal attacks and would
                lose mana as a result. Runanga meetings were open and
                non-exclusive and decisions were based on appeasement
                to the community, which allowed the rangatira to
                maintain support (and therefore mana) from the
                community.

                
Pre-1840 Māori communities traced descent from
                original occupiers and subsequent migrants (be it
                mythological ancestors or once living people) (Durie
                1994:14). It was this link that connected the present
                people to the land they resided in, and thus provided
                them with mana over the land - the longer the line
                connected to the land, the greater the right (Durie
                1994:15). This was important because pre-1840 Māori
                communities saw all things as derived from the
                ancestors, and to establish a link of this kind gave
                descendants a legitimate right to use and occupy the
                land. Individuals who did not have a whakapapa link
                could still be members of the community.

                
However, they would not be seen as fully fledged
                members. Therefore individuals would seek to marry
                someone from the group to ensure their off-spring has
                ancestral rights to the land. Because one had
                ancestral links to the land would not mean that he or
                she had full rights of membership. People were
                expected to reside in the group locality, comply with
                group norms, and when required participate in group
                activities (this principle is known as 
ahikaa) (Boast et al
                1999:35). Thus, if an individual was absent for too
                long, then that person’s (or that person’s
                descendants) rights of membership could be lost.

              

              

                

Tikanga relating to
                Land

                
The spiritual, cultural and social life of the
                community was linked to the land (Durie 1994:61). As
                mentioned above, in the whanaungatanga section,
                pre-1840 Māori communities’ right to land was
                validated by whakapapa. Whakapapa linked the land’s
                occupiers to the earliest occupying groups, and to the
                Atua that formed it. The longer the shown link the
                stronger the right to the land. This was important
                because pre-1840 Māori communities saw all things
                derived from the ancestors, and to establish a link of
                this kind gave descendants a legitimate right to use
                and occupy the land.

                
Even when groups were forced to accompany other
                groups within their land, either through war,
                immigration or famine, the suppressed group’s
                whakapapa link to the land was still recognised, and
                visitor land rights could only be secured by
                inter-marriage, thus giving their off-spring an
                ancestral link to the land. In other cases visitors
                would use whakapapa to identify a distant common
                ancestor to provide a link to the soil. A link to the
                land by ancestral connection was referred to as mana
                whenua, a link by suppression of the original
                inhabitants was called mana tangata. It was highly
                desirable to have both. Ancestral links to land was
                remembered and portrayed by waiata, 'myths',
                whaikorero, waahi tapu and the naming of parts of the
                land after ancestors.

                
Pre-1840 Māori society had no concept of ownership
                in land, rather individuals and groups had rights in
                the land (Boast et al 1999:36). Interests pertained to
                resources, for example an interest to cultivate crops
                in a particular place, or to hunt a particular
                resource, however it would not be an exclusive
                right. Many people could have different and
                overlapping interests in any discrete area depending
                on their ancestral link to the land, and their mana
                within the community. For example, specific resources
                such as stranded whales, were for the rangatira alone
                (Durie 1994:69).

                
Political rights of interest in the land (that is
                the ability to give, remove, or recover interests in
                the land) were vested in hapū, as represented in
                rangatira, and extended to the collective resources of
                the territory over which the hapū had influence (Durie
                1994:72). The political right of control was expressed
                in terms of mana. Put another way, only rangatira
                could give rights in the land, as they had the
                requisite mana to do so. Land interests were also
                linked to principles of utu. Continued interests in
                the land would depend on regular contribution to the
                community and acceptance of the community rules. On
                the other hand, interests could be given to other hapū
                to forge strong relationships, for example in times of
                war. Interests in other lands could express themselves
                on an individual level (through whakapapa) or at a
                hapū level (through whakapapa or utu) and it was not
                uncommon for a rangatira to have land interests in
                numerous hapū.

              

              

                

Tikanga relating to
                Warfare

                
Unlike other countries, the use of warfare to
                acquire territory was considered improper in
                traditional Māori society

4. Instead, warfare
                would be arranged from a desire to regain mana, and
                exact utu. It was a pragmatic event and varied in
                scale and velocity. It could involve individuals,
                families or hapū, and the declaration of war did not
                always mean that there would be bloodshed. For
                example, muru (plundering), gifts or interests in land
                could be given/received to regain mana and exact
                utu. The purpose was to protect whakapapa ties, ensure
                mana was intact and maintain enduring
                relationships. Because of this, the whole event could
                be more symbolic, as oppose to violent.

                
When violent warfare was conducted it was often the
                result of a serious breach of tapu, which had the
                result of injuring the mana of a rangatira and/or the
                hapū. For example, 
Durie notes a breach of rahui or
                a desecration of a waahi tapu could give rise to war
                (Durie 1994:43). 
Durie also notes that war was not
                spontaneous, and rangatira would often seek the advice
                of the community to ensure that it was ‘
tika’ or morally justifiable to go
                to war. An unjust war could lead to a loss in mana
                within the community and allies. 
Tikanga could also limit violence
                to the first slain or personal and/or limited combat
                (Durie 1994:54). There could also be informal
                constraints on killing, such as that on a person of
                high mana to limit hostilities and utu from other kin
                groups.

                
Even if a hapū was conquered, in most cases they
                would still be allowed to reside on its land, as
                acknowledgement of their 
mana
                whenua over that land. In most cases the
                victorious hapū would inter-marry with the defeated
                hapū, their offspring being able to show mana whenua
                over the land, and helping to build relationships
                between each hapū.

              

              

                
Authority to administer 
tikanga

                
The final part of this essay explains the enforcers
                of 
tikanga. As mentioned
                previously, 
tikanga was
                not administered by an external authority, such as a
                police force. Rather 
tikanga was administered in a
                number of different ways and mediums.

                
Community accountability was the most effective
                mechanism for enforcing 
tikanga. Primary membership of the
                community was based on whakapapa, and it was this
                shared whakapapa which ensured that the individual
                acted in accordance, and in the best interests of the
                collective at that time. Individuals were expected to
                uphold 
tikanga and to
                contribute to the health of the community. If they did
                not, then the individual, and potentially their
                family, could expect to face retribution from the
                community.

                
Individuals could also administer 
tikanga, depending on their mana
                within the community. For example, a tohunga (expert
                in a particular field) played a significant role in
                the enforcement of 
tikanga through the establishment
                of a rahui (sanctions) and exacting punishment on
                those who breached the restrictions of rahui in the
                form of 
makutu
                (curse). 
Kaumatua
                (elders) were responsible for ensuring their whānau
                would uphold 
tikanga. Rangatira were
                responsible for displaying leadership within the
                realms of community 
tikanga. It is important to note
                however, that these individuals administering 
tikanga would only do so with the
                support (perceived or confirmed) of the community.

                
The 
atua were also enforcers of 
tikanga. Pre-1840 Māori tried to
                conduct themselves with the same values and beliefs of
                their mythologised ancestors, in this way they were a
                model for proper behaviour. Atua could also enforced
                
tikanga on the basis of
                pre-1840 Māori belief’s that if they breached tapu,
                then they would be subjected to spiritual
                interference.

              

            

            

              
Conclusion

              
Pre-1840 
tikanga was
              fluid, flexible and lacked rule-like definitions. It
              covered all areas of pre-1840 Māori society, including
              political, social, moral, spiritual and economic matters
              and was underpinned by fundamental values, which were
              passed on from generation to generation.

              
However post-1840, 
tikanga was eclipsed by introduced
              British laws and settler policies. As the quote above
              suggests, the judiciary simply denied that 
tikanga existed, the legislative
              suppressed aspects of 
tikanga, and together they altered
              the social structures of Māori in which 
tikanga existed, the overall effect
              being the social, economic, spiritual and political
              degradation of Māori society. To this day Māori society
              has still not recovered from this suppression of
              
tikanga.
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1 An explanation on the use of
              the term ‘
tikanga’, as
              opposed to ‘Māori customary law’ is provided in the body
              of this paper.





2 For example, as well as the values
                  mentioned above 
Eddie Durie's paper -
                  'Customary Law' - also mentions 
aroha, 
mana
                  tupuna and 
wairua as core values of
                  
tikanga Māori (Durie
                  1994:4-5).





3 For example, a marriage would forge or
                  strengthen ties between different collective
                  groups.





4 Although this ideology changed considerably
                in the 1820s and 1830s.
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This paper draws upon 
Eddie Durie’s 1994 discussion
              document on the nature of Māori Custom Law, before
              European contact in New Zealand. My intention is to ask,
              helped by ethnological, historical, anthropological and
              archaeological material, whether 
Easter Island (
Rapa Nui)
              precontact society shared some of the characteristics of
              Māori custom society, understood as 'the integrated body
              of holistic and ingrained rules which even though
              exposed to external influences naturally adapted to new
              circumstances by flexible conversion to endure through
              time’ (Keenan 2008).

              
This paper will focus on a select range of questions
              relating to ancient Rapa Nui’s customary mores when
              compared to precontact Māori, rather than analysing
              every implication which may derive from exploring all
              available resources of both peoples. To organize a
              well-ordered sequence of the events I am basing my
              research on the studies of 
Routledge (1920), 
Metraux (1930s),
              
Englert
              (1940s – 70s), 
McCall (1970s - 90s), 
Fischer (2005)
              and 
Hunt
              (2006 – 2007).

              
Keywords: Rapa Nui, custom law, Māori

            

            

              
PRE/HISTORICAL AND HISTORICAL CONSTRAINTS WITH
              RESPECT TO RAPA NUI CUSTOMARY LAW BEFORE EUROPEAN
              CONTACT IN 1722

              

                
Polynesian flexible lore

                
In his ground-breaking 1994 discussion paper 
Custom Law,
                
E.T. Durie affirms that ‘Māori
                mental constructs were based on cycles in preference
                to lineal progression’ (Durie 2004:6). Unlike western
                unilinear concepts of time, the ‘eternal present’
                (past and future) of Polynesians was subject to
                revision (Fischer 2005) by accommodations upon which
                oral traditions about ancestral settlement and beliefs
                (Barthel 1978) were constantly revised. On 
Rapa Nui,
                these adjustments occurred for many reasons, most of
                them very dramatic. These particular circumstances
                might altogether turn the scientific reconstruction of
                the 
Rapa
                Nui story into a laborious comment which would
                be fallacious if we did not take into consideration
                the following facts:

              

              

                
Peruvian Slave Raid and missionary
                intervention

                
The Peruvian slave ship incursion during 1862 and
                1863 severely decimated the population and its inner
                organization. During those years Easter islanders were
                subject to ‘slave or labour raids’ (McCall 1997:112)
                from Peruvian ships. A massive kidnapping of
                approximately 1,500 people, equivalent to 35% of the
                island total population (CVHNT 2003: II-60), occurred
                at that time. Of these, only a few survivors could
                return to the island by ‘repatriation’ (Fischer
                2005:91) bringing with them deadly diseases such as
                tuberculosis, dysentery and smallpox which rapidly
                infected the remaining island population (McCall
                1976:66).

                
So many had died by 1865 that it was impossible to
                bury all of them (Fischer 2005:91). By 1871 only 175
                people were alive on Rapa
                Nui (Routledge 1920:208) and by 1877 only
                111. Easter islanders ‘were gathered into one
                settlement’, the Hanga Roa
                village, leaving behind ‘sprinkled over the
                island’ their original lifestyles. The consequences of
                this rapid depopulation were the loss of the last
                
ariki or chief
                (Routledge 1920:205,210) and their connections to
                ancestral territorial organization.

                
One further consequence of these events was the
                disappearance of ‘the island’s priests and bearers of
                traditional chants and genealogies’ (Fischer 2005:91),
                and consequently many oral traditions. These events
                seemed to be ‘sufficient to shroud most of the
                details’ of 
Rapa Nui’s complex past
                (McCall 1978:130). The small number of survivors
                ‘retained only shattered fragments of their former
                sophisticated culture’ (Mulloy in Englert 1970:15)
                which were increasingly submerged under western
                influence during the 20th century.

              

              

                
French catholic missionaries

                
During 1864 to the 1880s, Catholic missionaries
                from the Tahitian branch of the Congrégation des Sacrés-Cœurs de
                Jésus et de Marie introduced Christianity. They
                also banned every island form of ‘paganism’ which
                marked the decease of everlasting customs and old
                non-Christian traditions. Through their evangelising,
                different missions eliminated remaining pre-contact
                mores like the “Birdman Cult”, or 
tangata manu quest, and several
                others such as ‘nudity, tattooing, most sexual
                practices, ritual performances, traditional chanting,
                singing and dancing’ (Fischer 2005:99). ‘Very little
                information on social organization can be found in the
                missionaries' accounts of Easter Island. This is not
                due to their lack of interest but rather to the series
                of catastrophes which befell Easter Island immediately
                preceding the advent of the missionaries; and which
                removed from the tribes their ancient social
                importance’ (Metraux 1971: 89).

              

            

            

              
SOCIAL RESTRUCTURING

              

                
Before attempting to describe Rapa Nui practices it
                is worth stressing the dynamic nature of Rapa Nui prehistory. There is
                not one story to tell before Europeans arrived but at
                least two, both depicting momentous prehistoric
                changes as seen through two distinct viewpoints.

              

              

                
The Classical depiction

                
Neo-traditional scholars believe that the Rapa Nui
                society suffered a serious restructuring before
                Europeans’ first arrival. It has been affirmed that a
                peak of twelve to thirty thousand people (Hunt
                2007:498) was reached during the fourteenth and
                fifteenth centuries. By 1700s, because of starvation,
                malnutrition and sterility (amongst other causes), the
                population would have decreased to six thousand people
                (Fischer 2005:45). The oral tradition refers to a war
                between 
Tangata Hanau
                Momoko or ‘slender or sharp-pointed people’
                and 
Tangata Hanau Eepe
                or ‘broad or heavy-set people’. (Englert 1970:88,
                93).

                
After this war, which seems to have exploded at the
                same time as Europeans were arriving, the population
                declined to just three thousand people. Scholars have
                assumed that the auto-destructive Rapa Nui ‘obsession
                with monumental statuary’ (or ‘ecocide’) led to
                ecological devastation and the ‘collapse of the
                ancient 
moai
                civilization’ (Hunt 2007:485).

                
‘The efforts required to achieve such a monumental
                task of carving, constructing and transporting
                
moai statues ‘eventually
                led the population to deplete their own natural
                resources’. In 1979, McCall
                equally associated the environmental collapse to
                population increases and rainfall drought caused by
                the small ice-age phenomenon (McCall 1979:132;
                1994:38). Some classical depictions end with the
                environmental catastrophe leading the Island peoples
                into a spiral of violence, social tension, food
                shortages and cultural regression. During the 19th
                century, Americans whalers and Peruvian slavers closed
                the tragic epoch with slaughters, the introduction of
                mortal diseases and unashamed kidnappings.

              

              

                
New interpretations

                
On 
Rapa
                Nui, most of the dense forest of palm trees, 20
                other woody trees and shrubs, six species of land
                birds, innumerable seabirds and native fauna had been
                lost to extinction by the time Europeans arrived (Hunt
                2007:497).

                
Nevertheless, new evidence suggests a complex
                ‘synergy of impacts’ might have occurred to explain
                the pitiful phenomenon. The Polynesian rat (rattus
                exulans) brought by first Polynesian settlers could
                have played a major role in Rapa Nui’s deforestation
                (Hunt 2007:485,494), rather than irrational logging
                and environmental burning. Unlike widely sustained
                ‘neo-traditional’ thinking, and supported by new
                evidence, Hunt (2006–07)
                argues that a constant population growth occurred
                since first settlements, and that a slow increase for
                the next four hundred years followed (1250 AD–1650
                AD), reaching the peak around 3000 to 4000 people by
                about 1350 AD. This growth occurred ‘even as forest
                resources’ were declining, he argues. The population
                ‘growth stabilized at a relatively low number’ due to
                the limited carrying capacity of the island (Hunt
                2007:497) which islanders dramatically
                experienced.

                
From a biodiversity perspective, an ‘ecological
                crisis’ certainly occurred. Easter islanders were
                faced with new environmental conditions which
                compelled them to adapt to the new habitat. This ‘slow
                environmental adaptation’ theory becomes plausible
                given the lack of Rapa Nui customary lore referring to
                a ‘sudden and dramatic’ end of the ‘
moai social order’. How could the
                people of 
Rapa Nui forget such an
                event! As McCall has
                argued, the only tradition relating to the cessation
                of the moai carving concerns a ‘magical personage who
                was angered at not having been given a rightful share
                of fishing catch. The result of this anger was that
                the personage (either a priest or an old woman,
                depending upon the version) caused the 
moai activity to end’. (McCall
                1979: 131 [obtained from Englert 1948; Metraux 1940
                and Thomson 1891]).

                
Based on Hunt’s
                thinking, I argue that Easter islanders did not
                struggle for existence but strived for a decent
                endurance by adapting their inherited social order
                that had been harshly knocked around, by dramatic
                environmental change. Paraphrasing 
Durie, Rapa Nui
                customs were probably determined by the ‘laws and
                structures that suited them at the time’. And perhaps,
                as with Māori, Rapa Nui legal conceptions were ‘values
                orientated not rules based’ (Durie 1994:1,8) which
                allowed them to undertake major negotiated changes
                without significant clashes.

                
Rather than the classical depiction of conflicting
                politics through confrontation, conquest and warfare,
                it is more likely that Easter islanders would have
                gradually assimilated the environmental metamorphosis
                by maintaining the economics of cooperation through a
                continuous process of political adaptation. By keeping
                the essentials of their inherited customary rules
                intact, they easily mutated it into new forms of
                composed public affairs. It has been demonstrated that
                the Easter islanders’ possessed a marked capacity for
                adaptation (McCall 1994). As with Māori, the ability
                of Rapa Nui to ‘change without diminishing cultural
                integrity’ constituted a customary principle of
                decision making which was based on pragmatic needs
                (Durie 1994:9, 56).

                
Why did the very first ‘discoverers’ of Rapa Nui (Dutch expedition
                led by Roggeveen) observe a
                ‘fruitful’ (Fischer 2005:43) island with generous
                food-production in 1722, and yet fifty-two years later
                James Cook (third
                encounter) merely observed desolate scenes of food and
                water scarcity, with a ‘mild and friendly people
                anxious to trade’ (Hough 1994)?

                
Hunt has argued that
                Rapa Nui social collapse was not the result of
                ecological disaster but arose from European ‘genocide’
                (Hunt 2007:498) during the immediate post-contact
                era. Fischer (2005:54) has
                additionally suggested that it was not until European
                disruption, when the people were confronted with
                serious social changes, that strife was detonated on
                
Rapa
                Nui, during eighteen century.

                
The Dutch expedition undoubtedly inflicted inhuman
                acts upon the islanders without ‘reason or
                justification’ evincing the rudeness of ‘men from
                other lands’ who ‘did not respect the lives of those
                around them’. When the commander of the expedition
                came on shore, with about 150 of his men, the
                islanders immediately gathered in a great crowd on the
                beach. This certainly was to have been expected, for
                everyone must have wanted to see the strange people,
                and the unfamiliar things they wore and carried. Some
                islander tried in their curiosity to touch the weapons
                of the visitors. They were fired upon, and many were
                wounded or killed. (Englert 1970: 139 [from Carl Friedrich Behrens, 1903:134,
                Another Narrative of Jacob
                Roggeveen’s Visit]).

                
The ‘profound shock’ caused by this first encounter
                suddenly uprooted early political and religious
                beliefs by disrupting the mana conceptual
                symbolism. Felled by a musket was a ‘magic’ that none
                could explain; those lamented would have long filled
                fireside conversations. No ancestral spirit could be
                summoned to counter such a force. Yet these tangata
                hiva —‘men from beyond’— were neither returned spirit
                nor ‘gods’. They were white men with lethal mana. And
                Easter islanders were vulnerable in a way they had
                never been before (Fischer 2005: 53).

                
According to Englert, the Rapa Nui obsidian weapon
                or mata’a began to be used ‘shortly before’ Dutch
                first arrival in 1722, suggesting that the first
                visits contributed to ‘the development of this
                atmosphere of violence’ (Englert 1970:138). But I would
                argue tension rather than violence because Dutch
                accounts reveal that ‘the islanders carried no weapons
                of any kind, but rather approached en mass to welcome
                them’ (Fischer
                2005:50).

              

            

            

              
CUSTOMARY SOCIAL ORGANIZATION

              

                
Origins

                
It appears that Polynesian explorers from
                South-East or Central Polynesia (Hunt 2008) arrived on
                the uninhabited island Rapa
                Nui (McCall 1979:130) on a date which is still
                controversial. Led by a royal-lineage chief of a
                ‘smaller kin group’, an 
ivi, these expert navigators
                brought provisions to the new island. They also
                brought their cultural traditions such as ‘language,
                dress, oral literature, customs, beliefs, social
                structures and art’ (Fischer 2005:18).

                
Whether Rapa Nui and Māori peoples were from a
                common cultural pattern which split through divergent
                destinies 30 and 26 generations ago respectively is
                still uncertain. The Rapa Nui genealogies collected by
                Routledge and Metraux list 30 kings (Hunt and
                Lippo, 2008: 146) whereas Māori lore counts 26
                generations to the last waves of waka arriving to NZ
                (Durie 1994: 14). This lore is consistent with
                archaeological re-dates which calculates the Rapa Nui
                and Māori immigration around 1200 or 1300 AD.

                
Nonetheless, it is noticeable that Rapa Nui lore
                preservation of the 
ariki’s genealogy was for them
                possibly equally important as in the case of Māori
                people for whom the whakapapa worldview remains part
                of the essence of being Māori. Furthermore, both
                genealogies defined ‘seniority or 
ariki lines.’ To Māori, 
whakapapa provides self-identity
                but also informs 
mana
                tupuna ideology where ‘all things came from
                ancestors; land rights, status, authority, kinship,
                knowledge and ability’ (Durie 1994:11).

                
From the beginnings of the settlement, say some
                scholars, Easter Islanders maintained close links with
                their faraway homeland. Others affirm that they
                remained in complete isolation. Fischer argues that a permanent
                exchange existed with the ‘homeland’ (Gambier Islands), unlike
                other traditional thinking of Rapa Nui isolation prior
                to settlement. Hunt’s
                evidence revives the ‘isolation hypothesis’ (Hunt
                2007). In any case, all agree that Rapa Nui developed
                one of the most sophisticated civilizations ever
                known.

                
Curiously, the first Polynesian settlers did not
                name the island; they only tagged it as 
kainga (territory) (Fischer
                2005:21). Apparently, it was only on board of the
                Peruvian slave-ships during the 19th century that
                Easter Islanders, when meeting other Pacific
                Islanders, ‘acquired for the first time a name for
                themselves: Rapanui, people of the big island’ (McCall
                1994:58). Identically, precontact Māori did not have a
                name for the New Zealand
                archipelago as a whole. To Easter Island nevertheless
                another possibility would be that they called the
                island 
Te Pito o Te
                Henua or “The Navel”; according to Churchill and Thomson, The End of the World (Englert
                1970:30; Metraux 1971).

              

              

                
Social groups and Social categories

                
The descendents of first Polynesian settlers
                rapidly spread out over the 171 km2 Island by setting
                up new communities which were mainly coastal. They
                formed ‘larger kinship groups’ called 
mata (tribes) (McCall 1979:130)
                which were led by a 
tangata
                honui (Fischer 2005:23; Englert 1970:51). On
                the other point of the Polynesian triangle, the
                Māori 
hapu was the
                ‘essential political unit for local governance and
                social intercourse’ which was led and represented by
                the 
rangatira who was
                crucial for the maintenance of self governing units or
                
rangatiratanga.

                
For 
Easter Island, however, it is
                not clear whether the 
tangata
                honui were hereditary or appointed by
                popular choice. Māori 
rangatira were not graded by class
                but by ‘the extent of their influence or personal
                mana’; it was important that they sustain their status
                by merit and popular support (Durie 1994:16-32).

                
The ten 
mata formed
                (‘tribal regions’ — the actual number is debated) were
                supervised by a “loose” kingship, the 
ariki mau, who held limited
                political power over all the various larger
                kin-groups. These larger groups enjoyed almost
                complete independence of action from him (Englert
                1970:30). These autonomous units occupied the 
kainga and, as with Māori, the
                land was seen as a ‘field of operations’ (Kawharu
                1977:45). On Rapa Nui,
                autonomy was associated with ‘specific land and sea
                resources’ and were roughly delimitated by 
pipihoreko or ‘stone cairns’
                which defined 
mata’s
                boundaries (McCall 1979:125).

                
Was the establishment of the ten 
mata (‘tribal regions’) similar
                to Māori group formation? Apparently it was because
                over time they spread across the island ‘by
                atomisation and the reformation of autonomous groups
                marking an ‘absence of centralised authority’ (Durie
                1994:12) which is a characteristic described by Rapa
                Nui scholars. As 
mata
                grew, they ‘divided laterally to form autonomous units
                of the same people’; in much the same way Māori formed
                
hapu. However, the
                existence of several sub-tribes or 
ure / 
ivi created by lineage has been
                widely described by scholars as well (McCall
                1979:128). Thus, we can only speculate whether
                
mata were subdivided or
                laterally divided (as 
Durie’s Māori depiction) or
                whether they were perhaps laterally divided but
                internally subdivided through 
ure or 
ivi.

                
Finally, the ‘extended family’ (
paenga or 
ivi) or members grouped by common
                residence existed on 
Rapa Nui, as did Māori
                
whanau, described as
                members living together with ‘emotional commitment’
                (Durie 1994:29).

                
An upper-level of segmentation classified 
mata depending upon its 
hanau or sense of
                belonging. There were two territorial organizations
                (confederacies or moieties) based on lineage. The
                reason for this dualism is not clear and apparently
                had only political dimensions (Metraux 1971:92). The
                
Hotu Iti moiety or
                lesser 
mata (
mata iti) were roughly
                distributed along the south-eastern side of the
                island, and the 
Tu’u Aro
                or greater mata (
mata
                nui) were dispersed across the north-western
                coastline (McCall 1979:127). The 
Tu’u Aro comprised the royal
                Miru; Hamea; Marama; Hau
                Moana; Ra’a; Ngaure and Ngatimo (Fischer 2005:23). The
                Hotu Iti confederacy
                (descendent of the youngest son of Hotu Matu’a), the first 
ariki (Metraux 1971:90) and
                ‘mythical founder-ancestor’ (Fischer 2005:21))
                comprised the Ure o Hei
                (also Hiti Uira); Tupahotu and; Koro Orongo (Fischer
                2005:23).

                
There are interesting resemblances between 
hanau and 
iwi. To Māori 
Iwi constituted a social category
                of common descent which provided a ‘wider collectivity
                to be called upon when required,’ especially to common
                expeditions. In the same way to Easter islanders the
                
iwi was a sort of
                ‘confederacy’ which ‘existed at ideological and
                expeditionary levels’ (Durie 1994:30). The 
Iwi referred to the ‘original or
                early cognatic descent groups, a combination of
                
hapu’ (not defined by
                district boundaries but by 
hapu alliance (Durie
                1994:29). Unlike Rapa Nui 
hanaus which gradually faded away
                during the ‘contact’ period, however, the Māori
                
Iwi came to play an even
                greater role during post European contact.

              

              

                
Functionaries and Classes

                
By replicating the ‘trinity of Polynesian rank and
                status’ (Fischer 2005:21) the Rapa Nui colonist
                initially divided a sui generis hierarchical society
                into three categories: 
ariki or nobles; 
tuhunga or experts and 
urumanu or commoners; that is,
                every one who did not belong to the royal family of
                western tribe of Miru
                (Englert 2004:45). The rest of this ‘supreme’
                linage/clan were 
ariki
                paka or ‘nobles’ (Fischer 2005:21). The in
                between class of 
tumu ivi
                ‘atua or priests were probably in charge of
                ‘the preservation of standard genealogies’ (McCall
                1979:125). However, the 
ariki
                mau was the island’s highest priest (Fischer
                2005:22).

                
Amongst 
tuhunga or
                experts (to Māori, 
tohunga were specialists in a
                discipline as well) there were 
tangata terevaka ‘boat-handlers
                or fishermen’ (McCall 1979:124); 
tangata keukeu henua or farmers;
                
maori anga moai and
                
maori anda ahu or stone
                master carvers ; 
maori anga hare
                ‘house builders’, and; 
maori rongorongo school masters
                who taught the art of reading and writing on
                the
 kohau rongorongo the
                wooden sculpted tablets (Englert 2004:45). According
                to Fischer (2005:22) the
                old Rapa Nui word referring to ‘expert’ or ‘
tuhunga’ was replaced by
                ‘
maori’ because of the
                Tahitian influence during the 1880s.

                

Kio (tenant farmers
                during the 18th century) was the name also used to
                refer to ‘refugees in times of war’ (McCall 1979:26)
                or defeated enemies condemned ‘to cultivate their
                master’s lands.’ Their condition ‘was not immutable’
                however (Fischer 2005) because they were able to
                recover their freedom ‘when the victor became tired of
                his slave as a consequence of his age or some illness’
                (Gana in Metraux 1971:90). To Māori, war prisoners
                were analogously able to regain their freedom too, by
                intermarriage or other ‘particular acts of courage or
                contribution to the community’ (Durie 1994:33).

                
Initially, there was also a “rankless” class of
                professional warriors within each mata who did not
                interfere in political affairs. The 
matato’a from 
mata — tribe and 
to’a — warrior, courageous
                (Fischer 2005:21, 54) only played a significant
                political role from 1700s onward when they became a
                sort of Māori 
rangatira
                (2005:21). 
Matato’a were
                accompanied by guards/policeman or 
paoa (Englert 2004:45). Similarly
                to Māori, ‘
toa’ or
                warrior was also ‘applied selectively’ to brave,
                skilful and strong individuals who were ‘called upon
                to represent the 
hapu in
                arranged combats to settle disputes’ (Durie
                1994:32).

              

              

                
Power and social control

                
The royal family or 
ariki
                henua (kings of the land) comprised king,
                queen and the royal family (Englert 2004:41) who
                belonged to the 
Mirutribe. The
                ariki mau or ‘true ariki’ was the paramount chief
                (McCall 1979:126; Metraux 1971:64) and a direct
                descendent of Hotu Matu’a
                (Fischer 2005:21). The selection of the chief had a
                ‘strong patrilineal bias (McCall 1979:124) with
                primogeniture being the crucial criterion. The
                
atariki (first-born son)
                literally means ‘shadow of the king’ (McCall 1994:36)
                who succeeded his father when he (the son) got married
                (Englert 2004:41). This succession coincided with the
                father’s resignation to the throne which was often
                delayed until the 
atariki was old enough (Fischer
                2005:22). Comparable to Māori, the 
Ariki or ‘the few’ ‘were the most
                senior ranking blood representatives of a 
hapu or collection of hapu’ by
                holding descent from the leaders of ‘founding canoes’
                (Durie 1994:31).

                
The 
ariki mau lived
                sacredly and was isolated, exercising no political
                (secular) power (Englert 2004:41; 1970:51). His power
                was delegated to the 
tangata
                honui or mata’s chief. Similarly, the Māori
                ariki were usually ‘shielded from political
                affairs’. However, in contrast to apparent early Rapa
                Nui practices, the Māori 
ariki ‘were not institutionalised
                by strict rules of succession’ (Durie 1994:31).

                
By controlling a supernatural authority on the
                island, the 
ariki mau
                was respected for being a repository of 
mana. He was expected to provide
                benefits and protection for everyone: abundance of
                crops, fertility of land, plenty of fish, birds and
                turtles. To Māori power was the product of 
mana, not of institutionalised
                structures’ (Durie 1994:40). In the case of later Rapa
                Nui, the 
matato’a or
                ‘warlord chiefs’ (McCall 1979:133) were elected by
                virtue of the physical attributes of a matato’a
                representative in the Birdman contest.

                
By early pre-contact times, then, social control
                was provided by the mana of 
ariki
                mau and his 
tumu ivi
                ‘atua. However, after the ecological crisis,
                a new 
matato’a order
                emerged which ‘ranged the land and the older way of
                life, and its social control was lost’ (Fischer
                2005:56). By using Durie’s terms, the transformation
                might be depicted in this way: the conceptual
                symbolism of early-ascribed ‘ariki mau’ mana is
                replaced by latter-acquired ‘
matato’a’ mana.

                
The person and residence of the 
ariki mau was considered 
tapu. Nobody could even touch the
                ariki’s body and hair. To Māori people, social control
                was partially regulated by the laws of 
tapu; for example, it was believed
                that some physical and mental illness was the product
                of a ‘breach of tapu rules’ (Durie 1994:52). To Fischer, the inner connection
                between mana and tapu in very early Polynesian
                societies was well-known. The concept of mana
                maintained Polynesia’s hierarchical
                authority. However, to sustain it in an uncontaminated
                state was also needed, besides devising ‘a ritual
                restrictive complex or tapu’ (Fischer 2005:27).

                
Thus, 
mana and
                
tapu were ‘inextricably
                linked’ and rooted within both customary societies
                because there were not just rules over persons and
                things; there was also a philosophy of life enforcing
                social codes.

                
The Polynesian zeitgeist of mana and tapu laterally
                modelled social attitudes by crossing every
                intellect. Te Pito O Te
                Henua and Aotearoa seem to have shared
                this unique Polynesian notion upon which reality was
                not divided into secular and divine, public and
                private, or concrete and abstract domains.

              

            

            

              
PRECONTACT COMMUNAL ORGANIZATION 

              

                
The economy of Moai and the logics of
                cooperation

                
Around 1200 to 1500 AD a ‘notable expansion’ of
                communities took place into the water-scarcer inland
                areas without notable conflict occurring amongst each
                mata or 
hanau. Rapa Nui
                communities developed a complex stone-carving
                activity, from simple structures to ‘huge stone
                figures’ or 
moai. This
                successful activity reflected an ‘unbroken
                progression’ which illustrated a peaceful coexistence
                and ‘highly organised activity’ (Mullroy and Figueroa
                in McCall 1979:131) within Island society.

                
No matter how 
moai
                statues were transported and erected, a competitive
                activity between 
mata
                took place which required a significant ‘mobilization
                of human energy and cooperation for its successful
                implementation’ (Sahlins in McCall
                1979:131). Competition, cooperation, trade networks,
                kinship obligations and even inter-marriage were
                commonplace on Easter
                Island, like Aotearoa, in order to sustain
                links between tribes. The absence of external invasion
                and internal warfare between mata and hanau
                respectively explain the exceptional and stunning
                output, as McCall has
                argued.

                
Rapanui megaliths were not built by miserable bands
                of slave labour, so often the case in the history of
                humankind, but were the carefully conceived,
                community-wide projects of people bound only by
                obligations of trade and kinship. Affection, too,
                played its parts in the efforts to glorify great
                fathers, and occasionally mothers, of the
                past. Because of the exchange of marriage partners
                between the eastern 
Hotuiti and the western 
Tu’uaro, these people held many
                ancestors in common.’ (McCall 1994: 39)

                
By benefiting from richer and ‘deep soil cover’,
                Hotu Iti tribes were
                expert agriculturalists who supplied the Tu’ Uaro with
                wood for their boats, vegetables and fruit
                products. Located in its territories, the Hotu Iti
                hanau controlled likewise the ‘moai quarry’ (Rano
                Raraku). On the other hand, the Tu’ Uaro ‘monopolised
                the sea and its products’ from the north-west part of
                the island (McCall 1979:131; 1994:33).

                
According to 
Durie, one
                of the ‘conceptual regulators’ of Māori 
tikanga, that is, the law, was
                
utu. As a behavioural
                regulator, 
utu was
                concerned with ‘the maintenance of harmony and balance
                by reciprocal obligations which underpinned the
                essential ‘give and take’ nature of Māori social order
                (1994:6). A similar mechanism would have operated
                within Rapa Nui organization. Three hundred years of
                economic equilibrium existed indeed between matas and
                hanaus upon which the society was politically
                organised. To Māori, one of the causes of war
                ‘included disputes over resources’ (Durie
                1994:43). Therefore, a ‘breakdown in exchange
                arrangements’ would explain Rapa Nui’s restructuring
                before Europeans arrivals.

              

              

                
Political rearrangements and conflict

                
The already reported ecological crisis, as Fischer suggests (2005:44), did
                not lead to ‘cultural collapse’. There is no evidence
                of significant warfare disturbing the ‘island-wide
                exchange system’ except an increase of moai’s being
                knocked down amongst tribes. Several later explorers
                wrote, during the 18th and 19th centuries, of having
                seen stand-up statues, reinforcing the idea of notable
                warfare after the European entrance.

                
To 1722, the date of ‘discovery’, the monumental
                statuary activity had been already ‘overcome’ and
                political adjustments between the northwest and
                southeast moieties were taking place. By the early
                1700s, 
ariki mau from
                western-tribes ‘still wielded most, but not all,
                secular and religious authority.’ Soon afterwards,
                however, matato’a from the eastern-tribes’ applied
                intense pressure upon other tribes. But it was not
                until Roggeveen’s coming
                that, for whatever reason, the eastern matato’a
                (though fiercely resisted by western “aristocrat”
                tribes) fought to seize control of the
                island. Thereafter, continual conflict persisted from
                about 1724-5 until after 1750 (Fischer 2005: 44,
                54).

                
Oral traditions refer to the 
Poie and 
Kainga war. Local-group fights
                are also called by the Spanish name, Guerras
                Intestinas (Englert 2004:99, 141). To Māori, as 
Durie had
                stated, internal warfare was the norm which rarely
                involved large numbers of people. 
Durie describes
                precontact Māori hostilities as ‘mainly intestinal’,
                ie ‘local fighting between and within related descent
                groups’ (Durie 1994:42).

                
Instead of the classical Rapa Nui depiction of a
                mixture between starvation and long-term war, it seems
                that the Rapa Nui experienced warfare that was
                short-term. Englert
                (1970:140) describes many battles between kin-groups
                mainly of short duration and most of the time the
                “defeated warriors once caught, were [just] made kio
                or ‘not immutable slaves’ (Fischer 2005:55).

              

              

                
Rapa Nui in transition

                
According to McCall, the
                abandonment of ‘veneration’ for moai activity
                coincides with the birth of a new social manifestation
                which also required ‘island-wide-involvement and
                competition between local groups but on a
                less-continuous basis’ (McCall 1979:132). This new
                manifestation was the Birdman Cult or tangata manu
                contest, which gradually displaced (or replaced it
                drastically) the moai carving activity ‘represented a
                weakening of hereditary power in favour of achieved
                status competition’ (Goldman in McCall 1979:133).

                
The goal of this annual competition, normally set
                during the spring, was a race to secure the ‘first
                sooty tern egg’ (McCall 1979:132). The outcome of the
                race determined the food distribution and the exercise
                of political power. The winner of the egg quest, and
                of the benefits that followed, would be leader of the
                descent group whose representative procured the first
                egg.

                
The 
tangata manu had
                the right to ‘hold the 
ao’ (a three-foot heavy wooden
                club). The holding of the ao meant that the tangata
                manu had power over the kin-groups of the island
                (Englert 1970:148). However, this was largely symbolic
                because he was sent ‘immediately into isolation for
                six months in an especially constructed house’
                precluding him from exercising any genuine power
                (McCall 1979:133).

              

              

                
The logics of supremacy and political
                collapse

                
By 1863, when the missionaries first arrived, the
                ‘tangata manu seclusion’ was used to allow kin-group
                followers to wield de facto power, usually accompanied
                by ‘destructive raids upon the settlements of their
                enemies’ (McCall 1979:133) in a ‘brutal and ruthless
                way’ (Englert 1970:149).

                
These were vengeful short-term battles
                characterised by merciless rioting, acts of vengeance
                against the defeated such as ‘blows with a club’ and
                slashes and lacerations with obsidian blades, which
                were described by missionaries as well. According to
                Father Englert (1970:149)
                these ‘atrocities’ were committed against defeated
                enemies or kio, including women and children. He also
                wrote of the ‘real happiness’ felt by ‘mothers of
                families’ when ‘these acts of cruelty ceased’ through
                missionary intervention.

                
In the Māori post-contact period a similar ‘massive
                slaughter’ (Durie 1994:49) certainly occurred, though
                this was contrary to the pre-contact custom law that
                allowed 
muru, that is
                ‘voluntarily acceptance of plundering raids’. 
Muru rarely involved killing
                because the purpose of muru was not provide cause for
                war but to actually prevent it (Durie 1994:44). Was
                this the case on 
Easter Island? Did important
                precontact sanctions for the peaceful resolution of
                conflict break down, as they did in Māori society? It
                seems that the narratives collected by missionaries
                only depict impressions of behaviours that were
                already contaminated.

                
Cannibalism was practised for the very first time
                for two possible reasons: for insulting the vanquished
                (Fischer 2005:55) and as ‘a delicacy’ amongst people
                ‘who had available so little mammalian flesh’ (Englert
                1970:141). In like manner, Māori practised cannibalism
                ‘for food as well as for the customary denigration of
                mana’ (Durie 1994:47).

                
The emergence of the ‘Birdman cult’ reflected the
                rapidly changing situation on Rapa Nui where political
                displacement occurred. Earlier informal and customary
                organizations were displaced by one that was intensely
                competitive, headed by tribal professional
                warriors. According to McCall (1979:133), the annual
                
Orongo ceremony, which
                was carried on until 1880s, ‘was an [unsuccessful]
                attempt to mollify the antagonisms between local
                groups.’ Genealogical evidence suggests likewise, that
                inter-marriage was still practiced amongst enemy clans
                in order to preserve peace. Similarly amongst Māori,
                the process of peacemaking embraced ‘arranged
                marriages’ (Durie 1994:43) which implies that a
                long-term war was regarded as unsustainable.

              

            

            

              
CONCLUSIONS

              
In this paper, I have compared some aspects of Rapa
              Nui customary law, before European contact, with similar
              customary mores as discussed by Māori scholar and
              jurist, 
E.T. Durie, acknowledging the
              complexity of this kind of comparative research. Newly
              available evidence however provides new opportunities
              for comparative analysis, relating to how these
              contrasting customary systems might have evolved under
              different environmental circumstances. An insight into
              one system provides important insights into the
              other. Consequently, I have argued that Rapa Nui
              precontact customary retained the same degree of dynamic
              flexibility and integrated adaptability that is to be
              found within Māori custom law, as portrayed and argued
              by 
Eddie Durie.
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Introduction

              

Te Takoto o te
              Whenua o Hauraki: Hauraki Landmarks by 
Taimoana Tūroa is
              a history of the tribes of the Hauraki district. It is not the
              history of any particular iwi as much as that of the
              area itself and the movement and interaction of the many
              peoples that made Hauraki their home.

              
Parehauraki is the term by which 
Tūroa refers to
              these people who come from several distinct lineages,
              including Tainui, Arawa and ‘pre fleet’ peoples such as
              
Te Tini-o-Toi. Although the
              expression 
Parehauraki has
              clear Tainui origins, the author employs it in a
              contemporary pan-iwi sense (2000:43). 
Tūroa’s work
              encompasses the narratives of many elders, some of whom
              speak from under the umbrella of the Parehauraki
              authority, and others who relate their 
iwi’s tales regarding interaction
              with Hauraki tribes.

              

Te Takoto o te
              Whenua o Hauraki is primarily concerned with the
              era prior to contact with Europeans and provides a
              fascinating window through which many aspects of
              historical Māori society may be viewed. The focus of
              this essay is to examine 
Tūroa’s representation of Māori
              society, his methodology, and the organizing device by
              which the material is presented. In view of debates
              concerning the veracity of tribal histories and
              traditional accounts of events, the nature and intent of
              
Tūroa’s
              account will be contrasted and compared with the
              perspective on pre-European Māori society offered by
              ethnographies.

            

            

              
Ancestry

              

Tūroa’s
              own ancestry is both that of Hauraki and Whanganui. His mother, 
Arini Tētēkura
              Paraku, was of Ngāti
              Tamaterā, a branch of the Marutūahu confederation of
              tribes which dominated the Hauraki 
rohe in the 17th and 18th
              centuries. His father, 
Rangi Wiari Tūroa, was of an
              aristocratic Whanganui
              family related to several iwi of the district, most
              notably Te Āti
              Haunui-a-Pāpārangi the people of the Whanganui River. It was in the
              lower North Island among his Whanganui relatives that 
Tūroa spent most
              of the early years of his life. Later he was to journey
              to Hauraki, where he
              encountered his mother’s people and came into contact
              with the many elders who were to become contributors to
              his book (Royal 2000:11).

              

Tūroa’s
              interactions with these Hauraki 
kaumātua are vividly recalled in his
              introduction to 
Te
              Takoto o te Whenua o Hauraki. Among his mother’s
              people he was absorbed by their lively 
marae based communities. He was
              schooled in the deeds and customary stories of Hauraki
              by listening in on the many debates among the elders of
              the group as they discussed history deep into the
              night. “Endless streams of ancestors are conjured forth
              from the carved panels of these many houses to reinforce
              and give weight to pertinent points. 
Waiata are sung, 
whakapapa is interspersed and
              appropriate fables and proverbs containing axioms
              difficult to deny are spoken” (Tūroa 2000:19).

              
The 
taonga of Hauraki
              
tūpuna held him in an
              increasing state of wonder and awe as each chapter of
              their lives and deeds came into view. The landmarks
              began to hold a new significance. In his own words this
              ‘was the beginning of a passionate love affair with
              Hauraki’ (Tūroa 2000:26).

            

            

              
Ethnographic Methods

              
It is interesting to note that 
Tūroa, like many
              of the early New Zealand ethnographers such as 
Elsdon Best and
              
Percy
              Smith, came into contact with much of his primary
              material through work as a land surveyor
              (2000:27). However, he worked in a much later era than
              Best and Smith, during the 1950-70’s (Royal 2000:11). As
              he traveled the length of New Zealand, Tūroa stayed with
              many Māori communities, partaking of their hospitality
              and listening to their accounts of the past as
              remembered by the 
kaumātua.

              
Tūroa kept extensive notebooks in which he recorded
              detailed descriptions of these stories. Within the
              context of a broadening realization of the complexity of
              Māori tribal histories, he began piecing together a
              comprehensive chronology of Hauraki iwi, that is, Parehauraki. Hauraki tribes,
              particularly Ngāti
              Tamaterā, in that 20th century period had
              continued a reputation of violence and treachery among
              several tribes such as Ngāti
              Tūwharetoa and Ngāti
              Kahungunu, owing to their participation in the
              musket wars of the 1820-30’s (Tūroa 2000:25,28).

              
In fact in the author’s introduction 
Tūroa discloses
              that when in the district of such traditional enemies,
              he felt it necessary to downplay the Hauraki branches of
              his ancestry in order to avoid confronting the long-held
              sensitivities of his hosts (2000:27). The stories of his
              own Hauraki iwi and those from iwi in other parts of New
              Zealand, whom he met during his travels as a surveyor,
              form the basis of his manuscript. 
Te Ahukaramā Charles
              Royal, author of 
Te Haurapa: An Introduction to Researching
              Tribal Histories and Traditions (1991) and 
Tūroa’s kin (see
              genealogy below) is the editor of 
Te Takoto o te Whenua o
              Hauraki and added footnotes here and there in
              order to elaborate on situations he felt Tūroa was too brief with (see:
              Royal 2000:11-17 editor’s introduction).

            

            

              
Hauraki Histories

              
The Hauraki 
rohe encompasses the entire Coromandel Peninsula, the Hauraki plains, the land
              bordering Tīkapa Moana-o-Hauraki
              (the Hauraki Gulf) as far north as Cape Rodney, and the gulf
              islands including Rangitoto, Waiheke, Hauturu and Aotea. Bordered by Tāmaki in the north, Waikato to the west and Tauranga in the south, Hauraki
              is rich in natural resources on account of a great
              diversity in the landscape. The high mountain ranges of
              Te Paeroa-o-Toitehuatahi (the
              Coromandel Range) and Te
              Hapū-a-Kohe (the Hapuakohe Range) which
              delineates the south-western boundary were (prior to
              extensive logging initiated by European settlers)
              cloaked in virgin forest. Kauri, kahikatea and other big
              timber species predominated the forests and fruiting
              species such as puriri and miro attracted birds like
              kereru, kokako, korimako and tui (Monin 2001:9).

              
The flat swamplands of the Hauraki plains, with its many
              waterways, provided uninterrupted passage to the
              southern inland reaches of the rohe, as well as
              extensive stocks of eels and other fresh water and
              estuarine fauna and fertile tracts of land ideal for
              cultivation. In addition, Hauraki comprises some 500km of
              irregular coastline, boasting vast fishing grounds, as
              well as bays, inlets and headlands providing a variety
              of situations for pā and kāinga. Owing to the ready
              access by water, temperate climate and abundance of
              available resources, Hauraki was one of the first areas
              to be settled by the Polynesian voyagers some thousand
              years ago (Monin 2001:10). Indeed, the legendary
              explorers 
Kupe and Toi-te-huatahi were visitors to
              Hauraki and conferred their names on geographical
              features such as Te
              Paeroa-o-Toitehuatahi (the long mountain range of
              Toi) and Te
              Whitianga-o-Kupe (the crossing of
              Kupe). According to 
Tūroa this is interpreted as ‘the
              arrival place of 
Kupe after having crossed over from
              Hawaiki’ (2000:185)).

              

Tūroa
              relates the histories of Hauraki iwi, their origins and
              settlement patterns, the alliances formed and the wars
              fought both among themselves and with iwi of other
              districts. According to the narratives, Ngāti Hako were the earliest
              of the extant Hauraki peoples, and are believed to be
              the remnants of the tribe Te
              Tini-o-Toi, formed of Toi-te-huatahi’s people
              intermarrying with the aboriginal Maruiwi (Tūroa
              2000:48). Following the expansion of these ‘Toi-tangata’
              peoples in Hauraki, came new settlers from Hawaiki following the course
              set by 
Kupe. The Arawa and Tainui canoes, believed to have
              arrived in new land in the 1300’s, came in close
              succession and were destined to play major roles in
              Hauraki history (Monin 2001:12). Arawa peoples, from their
              strongholds in Te
              Moana-a-Toitehuatahi (Bay of Plenty) ventured
              north and carved out niches for themselves in Hauraki,
              forming the once powerful Ngāti Huarere, and Ngāti Hei.

              
These early Arawa peoples are believed to have
              coexisted fairly peacefully with the Toi-tangata, intermarriage
              leading to their eventual absorption by the Arawa
              lineage. Some Toi-tangata survived by withdrawing to the
              southern parts of the Hauraki domain such as Te Waitangi-o-Hinemuri, Te Aroha and Wai-hīhī, there forming the
              modern Ngāti Hako
              line. Tainui peoples
              too, established a small presence in Hauraki from initial landings
              of the Tainui waka; the Ngāi
              Tai in Tāmaki and
              Ngā Marama at Whakatiwai. Later, from their
              base in Waikato, Tainui
              people began extending their territory into
              Hauraki. Te Uri-o-Pou
              was established early on the western shores of Tīkapa Moana by intermarriage
              with, and assimilation of Toi-tangata there. Ngāti Tara, from the
              South-Waikato followed, moving into Ngāti Hako territory and
              challenging them at Te
              Waitangi-o-Hinemuri 
pā.

              
Then, in the 17th century, Marutūahu, a Tainui descendent
              based at Kāwhia, began a
              campaign for personal revenge on the Te Uri-o-Pou for their
              disrespectful treatment of his father, Hotunui (Tūroa 2000:59-60; Monin
              2001:12). The fierce and unrelenting assault on Hauraki
              people continued over several generations, Marutūahu’s descendents, the Marutūahu confederation,
              rising to almost complete domination in Hauraki (Tūroa
              2000:31). The major tribes of the confederation are
              Ngāti Rongo-u, Ngāti Pāoa, Ngāti Whanaunga, Ngāti Maru and Tūroa’s own Ngāti Tamaterā (Tūroa
              2000:60). Their 200 year long campaign of the Marutūahu confederation is
              perhaps the most well known episode in Hauraki
              history. The descendents of Marutūahu had interests in all
              corners of the Hauraki 
rohe
              on the eve of European contact (Monin 2001:13).

            

            

              
Historical Narratives 

              
In addition to relating events and movements of the
              people, 
Tūroa has focused on the places and
              landmarks of Hauraki. With each entry
              recorded under its traditional title, he gives a
              description of the type, location and map reference of
              the place, listing the tribes who have had claim there
              as well as providing an account of events and
              individuals associated with it. Tribal histories such as
              
Te Takoto o te
              Whenua o Hauraki necessarily follow the
              conventions of traditional Māori narrative. That is, a
              chronological recount of those people, places and events
              considered significant by the narrator. The central
              structure is based on 
whakapapa reflecting the backbone of
              Māori society. Handed down through family lines,
              
whakapapa extends over many
              generations emphasizing feats of individuals and
              generations relative to the particular lineage.

              

Tūroa
              includes many diagrammatic representations linking the
              narrators back to their noteworthy ancestors in Te Takoto o te Whenua o Hauraki (as
              an example 
Tūroa’s relationship with the
              editor is included above and demonstrates their common
              descent from Tamaterā). The nature of such
              historical narratives does tend exclude preservation of
              the histories of non-dominant groups when conquest,
              intermarriage or settlement occurs. Thus in the course
              of history information may become condensed or
              lost. 
Tūroa
              has collected all the references from iwi in many areas
              pertaining to Hauraki and significant figures in Hauraki
              history. Because of this the overall narrative of his
              compilation does not offer an overly one-sided account
              of events or favour the perspective of his own iwi.

            

            

              
Historical Traditions

              
As a collection of traditions relating to a district
              rather than one iwi there is a degree of separation
              between 
Tūroa’s work and that of other
              tribal historians, in that many of the events,
              particularly those concerning intertribal conflicts,
              include the point of view of both the 
iwi of concern and the out group. He
              writes in an interested but emotionally detached manner,
              committing to getting the traditional accounts recorded
              as a resource for the future. In this respect 
Tūroa comes with
              an approach similar to those of many ethnographers. In
              general, tribal histories usually differ from
              ethnographical accounts in that they represent insider
              perspectives on the society under investigation.

              
This can be perceived as an advantage or disadvantage
              owing to the prerequisite level of cultural
              comprehension required by the reader of tribal
              histories. In contrast to the content of ethnographical
              work, they offer rather little detail concerning the
              day-to-day reality of the people. Whereas ethnographers
              pay particular attention to description of social
              organization, belief systems, material culture, the
              routines of daily life and the technologies used, tribal
              histories focus primarily on key events and assumes that
              the listener already knows full well what goes on in
              daily Māori society. Furthermore the author of a tribal
              history does not attempt to impose their own theories on
              to the raw material, allowing 
iwi to be the authority of their own
              pasts.

              
In difference to tribal histories, ethnography is
              concerned with the formation of theories of origin and
              development in a manner aligned with the fundamental
              dogma of science. That is, that theoretical rationale
              must be developed from the observation, identification,
              description and experimental investigation of phenomena
              and that this method is the ultimate way to know
              truth. Thus as scientists, ethnologists frequently seek
              to put rational explanations to 
whakapapa and myths which exposes
              Māori traditions to the distorting lens of another
              culture and creates a researcher/researched dynamic
              (see: Nakata 2007; Smith 1999). At times this presents a
              rather condescending view of Māori society.

            

            

              
Tribal Histories and Ethnography

              
Clearly then the main point of difference between
              tribal histories and tribal ethnography, is that of
              intellectual intention. Tribal histories seek to record
              the tribe’s version of their history. To doubt the
              veracity of a tribal history according to the
              conventions of science seems to be a moot point because
              they are the product of society that does not subscribe
              to scientific framework in the western, modernist
              sense.

              
Tūroa’s work in certain
              respects encompasses aspects of both tribal histories
              and ethnography. He has collected and recorded the
              stories associated with Parehauraki in meticulous
              detail and from the perspective of a neutral observer in
              the same manner as would ethnographers and, like many
              ethnographers, he sought to record Māori traditions out
              of concern they may become lost. Unlike them however,
              
Tūroa
              writes as a direct inheritor of the history. By writing
              it down 
Tūroa makes a contribution to the
              continuation of his culture, handing the traditional
              information of his ancestors on to the following
              generations, as Māori have always done.
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Introduction

              
On the 13th September 2007, the United Nations General Assembly
              (UNGA) adopted the United Nations Declaration on
              the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (the Declaration). 143
              member states voted in favour of adoption, 11 member
              states abstained from voting, and four member states –
              New Zealand, Australia, Canada and the United States –
              voted against the adoption of the Declaration. The New
              Zealand Government’s explanation for its opposing vote
              is that four provisions contained in the Declaration are
              “fundamentally incompatible with New Zealand’s
              constitutional and legal arrangements, the Treaty of
              Waitangi, and the principle of governing for the good of
              all our citizens.” (MFAT 2007a) These provisions are
              Article 26 on lands, territories and resources, Article
              28 on the rights to redress, and Articles 19 and 32 on
              free, prior and informed consent (United Nations
              2008). This essay argues that the New Zealand Government
              (the Government) was not justified in voting against the
              Declaration. The explanation of vote by New Zealand’s
              permanent representative to the United Nations (UN) can
              be refuted on a number of grounds, such as, the status
              of the Declaration at international law, the effects of
              other international law instruments, as well as other
              provisions contained within the Declaration. There are
              also several other reasons to render the Governments
              position as unjustifiable, such as the fact that the
              Declaration is non-binding, that the text of the
              Declaration is a “watered-down” version, and that the
              Government is in breach of the Treaty of Waitangi as
              well as its own policies regarding engagement with Māori
              on international treaties.

            

            

              
BRIEF HISTORY

              
The Declaration has been described as “the most
              progressive and comprehensive international instrument
              dealing exclusively with the rights of Indigenous
              peoples.” (Charters 2007:123). Its history beings in
              1984 when drafting began in the UN Working Group on Indigenous
              Populations (WGIP). In 1993 the WGIP text was
              submitted to the Sub-Commission on the Promotion and
              Protection on Human Rights, who in 1994 approved
              the text and further submitted it to the Human Rights
              Commission. In 1995 the Human
              Rights Commission considered the text and
              established an inter-sessional working group which was
              mandated to draw up a Draft Declaration for presentation
              to the UNGA (with a
              view to adopt by the end of the International Decade on
              the World’s Indigenous Peoples: 1995-2004). In 2004, the
              draft Declaration was not fully supported by many
              states, so the Working Group’s mandate was
              extended. Finally, in 2006, the Draft Declaration was
              forwarded to the Human Rights
              Council who adopted it and referred it to the
              UNGA for adoption. The
              UNGA deferred the
              adoption of the Declaration until their 61st session in
              2007. On the 13th of September 2007, the UNGA adopted the Declaration
              with an overwhelming majority of 143 to four with 11
              abstentions. Unfortunately, New Zealand was one of the
              states that voted against the adoption of the
              Declaration.

            

            

              
THE NEW ZEALAND GOVERNMENT POSITION REFUTED

              

                
In Aotearoa New Zealand, the position regarding
                indigenous rights has always been contentious. This
                contention arises out of the interpretations of the
                English and Māori versions of the Treaty of Waitangi,
                and the fact that Māori never ceded sovereignty

1. Therefore, in
                regards to the Declaration, the Government has had
                particular issues with the right to self-determination
                and the rights regarding lands, territories and
                resources. The Government’s position implies a
                “worse-case scenario” type view, which can be seen as
                a tactic to monger fear among the general populace,
                but as stated by 
Maui Solomon, “non-Māori New
                Zealanders…need to overcome their irrational fears
                that giving Māori greater control will diminish their
                own lifestyles and ambitions.”  (Solomon 1998:63)

              

              

                
Self-determination

                
The Government’s most consistent objection to the
                Declaration was Article 3's right to
                self-determination. It was argued that this Article
                made it possible for indigenous peoples to
                secede. However, the right to secede is only possible
                in very specific circumstances, and the right to
                self-determination should not be interpreted as only
                meaning secession. In 2007, when the Government gave
                their explanations to the UNGA, this objection was
                finally dropped. This is probably because of the
                concessions made by indigenous peoples in Article 46,
                following New Zealand’s constant objections. Article
                46 ensures States of their territorial integrity and
                political unity. However, it is also arguable that the
                Government dropped their stance because it did not
                want to be seen as objecting to Māori
                self-determination – when they would be facing a
                general election the following year, and the previous
                election (2005) was hugely focused around New
                Zealand’s race relations.

              

              

                
Lands, territories and resources

                
The Government argues that rights granted under
                Article 26 could potentially apply to the whole
                country and that it “appears to require the
                recognition of rights to lands now lawfully owned by
                other citizens” (MFAT 2007a). However, while Article
                26(1) grants to indigenous peoples “the right to the
                lands, territories and resources which they have
                traditionally owned, occupied or otherwise used or
                acquired”, Article 26(2) limits that right by stating
                that indigenous peoples only have the express right to
                “own, use, develop and control” lands, territories and
                resources they (currently) possess (Charters
                2006). Furthermore, Article 26 is a significantly
                watered down version, due in part to the Governments
                constant objections, of the Sub-Commissions
                text. Initially it provided a list of resources –
                lands, air, waters, coastal seas, sea-ice, flora and
                fauna and other resources – to which indigenous
                peoples have rights to (Charters 2006:129). The
                Government also states that this provision “implies
                that indigenous peoples have rights that others do not
                have” (MFAT 2007a). However, the “New Zealand legal
                system has always recognised legal pluralism in the
                sense that different laws apply to different people
                whose circumstances are recognised as being different”
                (Quentin-Baxter 1998:42).

              

              

                
Redress

                
The Government’s objections to the provisions on
                redress and compensation, particularly Article 28, are
                much the same as to Article 26. Again they focus on
                the whole land mass of New Zealand as being possibly
                encompassed by the provisions, and the concern that
                land may now be legitimately owned by others. Article
                28 provides indigenous peoples the right of redress
                for lands, territories and resources, traditionally
                owned, occupied or used, that have been “confiscated,
                taken, occupied, used or damaged without their
                [indigenous peoples] free, prior and informed
                consent.” This right to redress includes restitution,
                and where not possible, compensation. The Government’s
                position is that it cannot “uphold a right to redress
                and provide compensation” for the entire land mass of
                New Zealand. Yet, in the same statement, the
                Government acknowledges that it has already settled
                claims to over half of New Zealand’s land area, and
                that the existing process regarding redress and
                compensation are ‘unparalleled and extensive’ (MFAT
                2007a). The Government’s position here seems absurd
                because if the existing Treaty of Waitangi settlements
                process is ‘unparalleled and extensive’ then there
                should be no problems in complying with Article
                28. Consistent with methods of statutory
                interpretation in New Zealand, 
Claire Charters argues that
                Article 26 must be read in light of Article 28
                (Charters 2006:337). Article 28 recognises that
                indigenous peoples may no longer own certain lands,
                territories or resources. This refutes the Governments
                position because it confirms that the whole country
                does not fall under the scope of these provisions.

                
The concern that the Government
                has regarding the rights to land now legitimately
                owned by others is absurd. This is because Article
                46(2) provides that the “human rights and fundamental
                freedoms of all shall be respected”, and that the
                rights enunciated in the Declaration can be limited by
                law and international human rights obligations. The
                status of the Declaration is non-binding in
                law. However, New Zealand has signed, ratified and
                incorporated international human rights instruments,
                such as the International Covenant on Civil and
                Political Rights and the United Nations Declaration on
                Human Rights. The rights enunciated in these
                international instruments are now part of and
                enforceable in New Zealand law. Because these rights
                are enforceable, the override any conflicting rights
                contained within the Declaration. This would include
                the right to property. Therefore, the Governments
                position that the Declaration requires the recognition
                of rights to lands now lawfully owned by other
                citizens is unjustifiable.

              

              

                
The Right of “Veto”

                
The Government argues that Articles 19 and 32(2)
                give to indigenous peoples the right of veto. These
                Articles require that state governments obtain the
                “free, prior and informed consent” of indigenous
                peoples in regards to projects effecting indigenous
                lands, territories and resources, or to legislative
                and administrative measures. To obtain “free, prior
                and informed consent” is obviously not the same thing
                as a power of veto. The underlying issue here is the
                threat these provisions have to the notion of
                parliamentary sovereignty. However, 
Alison
                Quentin-Baxter points out that “Nothing in the
                concept of equality before the law or Parliamentary
                sovereignty is inconsistent with the recognition of
                the political rights of Maori as an indigenous people”
                (Quentin-Baxter 1998:42). The Government also argues
                that the right of “veto” provided in these Articles
                implies different classes of citizenship. However, the
                Government fails to mention that the indigenous people
                concerned – Māori – are a party to the Treaty of
                Waitangi, which is a foundational document of New
                Zealand’s constitution. This citizen-plus matter has
                become a real issue among the State and indigenous
                peoples of the four dissenting countries, especially
                in the era of globalisation and neo-liberalism
                (MacDonald and Muldoon 2006). Common citizenship
                “fails to recognise the unique identity of the
                indigenous inhabitants of settler societies, [and] it
                undermines their historical claims as self-governing
                peoples” (MacDonald and Muldoon 2006:210).

              

            

            

              
THE TREATY OF WAITANGI

              
The Government’s position is that the Declaration is
              ‘fundamentally incompatible’ with the Treaty of
              Waitangi. However, 
Alison
              Quentin-Baxter argues that the Declaration could
              “be helpful in pointing us towards ways of giving effect
              to the Treaty, not only in settling claims for
              historical breaches, but also in the future life of our
              nation” (Quentin-Baxter 1998:33), and that
              “Specifically, it might help us reconcile the
              consequences of the cession by Maori or Kawanatanga and
              their retention of tino Rangatiratanga” (Quentin-Baxter
              1998:33). The position taken by the Government can
              further be refuted by the fact that the Government has
              the power to enact legislation under which the
              Declaration could be read, i.e. that the Declaration
              must be consistent with the ‘principles’ of the Treaty
              of Waitangi. Māori are a partner to the Treaty of
              Waitangi, yet the Government makes the argument that the
              Declaration is incompatible with the Treaty of
              Waitangi. This is a hypocritical considering that there
              was no engagement or consultation with Māori on the
              Declaration from 2001 until it was adopted in 2007.

            

            

              
ENGAGEMENT WITH MĀORI

              
Government policy regarding engagement with Māori on
              international treaties states that “In some cases Māori
              concerns will be one of the most important factors in
              developing the government’s position (for example
              international treaties dealing with the rights of
              indigenous peoples)” (MFAT 2007b) and that Māori should
              have the opportunity for involvement during all phases
              of a treaty making process (MFAT 2007b). Yet, in
              relation to the Declaration, there was a lack of
              engagement with Māori, especially from 2001 onwards,
              during which time consultation with Māori was
              non-existent. Furthermore, the Government changed the
              substance of its proposed amendments to the Declaration
              during that time, which essentially undermines the
              political legitimacy of their position (Charters
              2006:337). It can therefore be argued that the
              Government is in breach of its own policy regarding
              engagement with Māori on international treaties. Yet,
              because government policy refers explicitly to treaties,
              and not to declarations, a narrow approach confining
              this policy to treaties only could be adopted by
              government. If this stance was taken however, it would
              mean that it could only apply to treaties and no other
              international instruments. However, it is common to
              refer to most international instruments as treaties, and
              because government policy has express reference to
              ‘international treaties dealing with the rights of
              indigenous peoples’, this should have been extended to
              the Declaration because, as stated above, the
              Declaration is “the most progressive and comprehensive
              international instrument dealing exclusively with the
              rights of Indigenous peoples” (Charters 2007:123).

            

            

              
CONCLUSION

              
The Government’s position seems to have been
              motivated by its own state-centric, narrow and
              “worst-case scenario” interpretations of the
              Declaration. The Government's main motivations for
              opposing the Declaration are that it requires the
              recognition of lands now lawfully owned by others and
              that it grants to indigenous peoples rights that others
              do not have (MFAT 2006). The Government argues that the
              Declaration gives rights to indigenous peoples that
              others do not have and is therefore discriminatory. Yet,
              “Special laws for Māori do not unfairly discriminate
              against non-Māori unless it can be shown that, in the
              context, there is no reasonable justification for
              recognising the different circumstances of Māori”
              (Quentin-Baxter 1998:42). The Government’s position
              cannot be reasonably justified. While it is
              understandable that the Government want to protect the
              right to lands of other citizens, the approach taken is
              illogical because those protections exist within the
              Declaration and at international law. The Government has
              arguably breached its own policies regarding
              consultation with Māori, and has therefore breached its
              own ‘principles’ under the Treaty of Waitangi.

              
On the 13th September 2007, the United Nations General
              Assembly (UNGA) adopted the United Nations
              Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (the
              Declaration). 143 member states voted in favour of
              adoption, 11 member states abstained from voting, and
              four member states — New Zealand, Australia, Canada and
              the United States — voted against the adoption of the
              Declaration. The New Zealand Government’s explanation
              for its opposing vote is that four provisions contained
              in the Declaration are “fundamentally incompatible with
              New Zealand’s constitutional and legal arrangements, the
              Treaty of Waitangi, and the principle of governing for
              the good of all our citizens.” Firstly, these provisions
              are article 26 on lands, territories and resources,
              article 28 on the rights to redress, and articles 19 and
              32 on free, prior and informed consent. Secondly, this
              essay argues that the New Zealand Government (the
              Government) was not justified in voting against the
              Declaration. The explanation of vote by New Zealand’s
              permanent representative to the United Nations (UN) can
              be refuted on a number of grounds, such as, the status
              of the Declaration at international law, the effects of
              other international law instruments, as well as other
              provisions contained within the Declaration. There are
              also several other reasons to render the Government's
              position as unjustifiable, such as the fact that the
              Declaration is non-binding, that the text of the
              Declaration is a “watered-down” version, and that the
              Government is in breach of the Treaty of Waitangi as
              well as its own policies regarding engagement with Māori
              on international treaties.
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1 Under the English
                version of the Treaty of Waitangi Māori ceded
                sovereignty, however, under the Māori version, Māori
                ceded kāwanatanga. Under the Vienna Convention on
                Treaties and the Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on
                the Orakei Claim, the contra proferentem rule applies
                – bilingual treaties should be construed against the
                party which drafted it.
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A paper originally presented to the New Zealand History
                Association Conference, Wellington, November
                2007 and subsequently expanded for inclusion as a
                chapter in my Master of Arts Thesis entitled Haere mai me tuhituhi he pukapuka; muri
                iho ka whawhai ai tātou...;

1 Reading Te
                Rangikāheke (2008).

                
                
In the mid nineteenth century 
Wiremu Maihi Te Rangikāheke wrote
                some 800 pages concerning Māori traditions, Māori
                history, Māori religious ideas, and Māori stories. In
                this paper I will argue that Te Rangikāheke thus
                exercised his tino rangatiratanga – his right to
                self-determination in his recording of his
                stories. Accordingly I will argue that Sir George Grey
                then extended his powers of sovereignty and dominion
                over the original Māori writing in the act of
                editing. This analysis affords us a new perspective
                from which to review the early published writing of
                Indigenous Māori in which parallels can be drawn
                between writer and editor, Māori and Pākehā, colonised
                and coloniser. In this context, the relationship
                between writer and editor serves as a rich metaphor
                for colonisation. 
Te
                Rangikāheke’s relationship with 
George Grey is
                first explored through a survey of the prefaces 
Grey included
                in his Māori publications.  What emerges is a picture
                of a man who, though changed over time, was also a
                product of his time in his imperialist/colonialist
                attitudes in which he appeared to unwaveringly
                believe. This is followed by an examination of the
                tuakana/teina dynamic of 
Te
                Rangikāheke and 
Grey’s relationship, of their
                whakapapa to each other as articulated in their Māori
                terms for each other in their writing. In keeping with
                anchoring the discussion in their contemporary
                generation, the nineteenth century is then more widely
                explored in terms of colonial ‘naming and claiming’, a
                notion important in discussing nineteenth century
                colonisation ideas and justifications. The final
                section of this paper looks beyond its own close
                generations to its future descendents; to the effects
                that 
Grey’s editing had on Te
                Rangikāheke’s manuscripts that we are left with
                today.

              


              

                
INTRODUCTION


                

Sir George
                Grey is primarily remembered as a colonial
                administrator in New Zealand, South Australia, and the
                Cape Colony and for his long and controversial
                political life (Kerr 2006:13). The following synopsis
                of his life provides some background to the complex
                and multi-sided person Grey was so as to facilitate a
                more nuanced exploration of his relationship with
                
Te Rangikāheke.


                
Born in Lisbon in 1812, 
George Grey was named after
                his father, Lieutenant Colonel
                George Grey, who died in battle at the Spanish
                fortress town of Badajoz a day or two before his birth
                (Bohan 1998:16). The younger George was raised by his
                mother Elizabeth Vignoles
                Grey and then also by whom Bohan calls ‘...a
                conscientiously affectionate stepfather...’ (1998:16)
                the baronet Sir John Godfrey
                Thomas of Wenvoe, Vicar of Wartling and Bodiam, Sussex (Bohan
                1998:16).


                
Grey’s interest in marginalised peoples began while
                he was in military service with postings in Glasgow
                and subsequently Ireland where he was appalled by the
                poverty of the Irish people and misery inflicted on
                them by their English landlords (Sinclair 1990:160).
                He subsequently led two expeditions in Western
                Australia in 1837-39 in the hope of finding a major
                river giving access to lands suitable for settlement,
                both of which were ill-planned and badly executed
                (Sinclair 1990:160). Grey himself was injured by a
                spear to his hip when his party met a group of
                Aboriginals on their first expedition and had to be
                brought back to their camp on a pony (Bohan
                1998:27-28).


                
Sinclair notes that it was at this time that Grey
                became interested in the cultures and government of
                Indigenous peoples. In 1840 he wrote a report for
                Lord John Russell, the new
                secretary of state for the colonies, showing how the
                amalgamation of two races could be speedily effected
                (1990:160). Grey was then promoted to captain and
                appointed resident magistrate at King George Sound (Sinclair
                1990:160). Grey then married Eliza
                Lucy Spencer, the daughter of his predecessor
                in that office and their one child, a son, was born in
                1841 but lived for only five months (Sinclair
                1990:160). After returning to England, Grey was
                offered and accepted the governorship of South
                Australia (Sinclair 1990:160). Sinclair asserts that
                this governorship was a relative success as far as the
                Australian economy was concerned, but adds that it
                fell somewhat short in the area of native policy
                (1990:160-161). The settlers often clashed with the
                Aboriginals and, as Sinclair notes there was much
                conflict, murder, and theft of stock on both sides
                (1990:161).


                
Grey was then appointed governor of New Zealand in
                1845 where he faced even greater difficulties than in
                South Australia (Sinclair 1990:161). Grey arrived in
                New Zealand to find it technically bankrupt (Bohan
                1998:68) and the settlers and Māori engaged in violent
                disputes over land claims (Sinclair 1990:161). It was
                in this volatile and unstable environment that Grey
                took it upon himself to learn about Māori traditions,
                customs and culture as well as the Māori language. By
                his own admission he felt it his duty to learn these
                things in order that he might better fulfil his
                position as Governor-in-Chief of New Zealand (Grey
                1855).


                
To this end Grey owned Grammar
                and Vocabulary of the Language of New Zealand
                (1820) by Lee and Kendall with input by Hongi Hika and Waikato, A
                Grammar of the New Zealand Language (1842) by
                the Reverend Robert
                Maunsell, A Dictionary of the
                New Zealand Language, and a Concise Grammar; to
                which is added a Selection of
                Colloquial Sentences (1844) by William Williams, three of the
                four publications that were available by 1845 that
                were either in or about te reo Māori and although he
                did not own the fourth, A Korao no
                New Zealand (1815) by Thomas Kendall, he possessed a
                work that contained the word list that was originally
                compiled by the author of that same publication (Kerr
                2006:75-76).


                
As was popular with Pākehā interested in Māori
                customs, culture, and language at the time, Grey also
                enlisted Māori around Aotearoa/New Zealand such as
                Tamihana Te Rauparaha
                (Ngāti Toa) and Himiona Te
                Wehi,

2 to assist him in
                his studies; Grey had them write in te reo Māori about
                Māori culture in order for him to build a collection
                of written materials on which to base his study of the
                Māori language and Māori culture. Grey also received
                manuscripts from other Pākehā collectors of Māori
                material such as the German missionary J. H. F. Wohlers, the
                Presbyterian missionary James
                Duncan, and the Reverend Robert Maunsell (Kerr
                2006:78). However, Te Rangikāheke is generally
                acknowledged as being Grey’s most important source of
                Māori manuscript material.


                
Although Grey did not record much about their
                relationship,

3 
Te
                Rangikāheke was more forthcoming (Curnow 1983:21). He
                wrote the following in a draft letter to Queen
                Victoria


                

                  
He nui anō tāna mahi atawhai ki ahau e noho tahi
                  ana hoki au me ia me tōna hoa wahine i roto i tō
                  rāua nei whare. E kai tahi ana hoki mātou i ngā rā
                  katoa o te wiki e kōrero tahi ana, e tākaro tahi
                  ana, e hari tahi ana (GNZMA 723, Part 2:279).

                


                

Te Rangikāheke tells the Queen that Grey was very
                kind to him and that he lived with Grey and his wife
                in their house. He writes that they ate together
                everyday of the week, they talked together, enjoyed
                their time together,

4 and were happy together. 
Te
                Rangikāheke evidently took pleasure in his work and
                lifestyle with Grey and his wife and found it
                satisfying and fulfilling.


                
Grey provided a house for 
Te Rangikāheke and his
                family next to his own family house in Auckland, along
                with bags of flour, rice and sugar when they arrived,
                and payment of two shillings and sixpence for a day,
                fifteen shillings for a week, and three pounds for a
                month (Curnow 1983:17). As again noted by Curnow
                (1983:17), in another letter dated 27 August 1850, 
Te
                Rangikāheke marvelled at the generosity of the
                governor in giving him so many possessions whilst he
                was in his writing place; four shillings, three figs
                of tobacco, a Jew’s harp, and a pipe


                

                  
Otirā, i ngā rā noho ai au i roto i
                  tōku whare tuhituhi ka hōmai e ia e whā ngā hereni,
                  e toru tūpeka, kotahi te rōria, kotahi te paipa; ā
                  mīharo ana ahau ki tōna atawhai ki te hōmai noa mai
                  i āna mea māku (GNZMMSS 45, cited in Orbell
                  1968:12).

                


                

Te Rangikāheke’s use of
                the word ‘
mīharo’
                conveys a sense of wonderment and amazement at the
                care that Grey showed towards him. Grey is painted in
                a very favourable light in terms of his relationship
                with 
Te Rangikāheke with
                
Te Rangikāheke’s use of the
                word ‘
atawhai’,
                conveying a sense of caring that extends beyond
                civility and professionalism.


                
Not surprisingly perhaps, given their evidently
                warm relationship, 
Te
                Rangikāheke not only wrote for Grey, but also
                taught him in a collaborative manner (Curnow
                1983:17). To this end, Curnow notes that Grey wrote
                comments on 
Te
                Rangikāheke’s manuscripts which suggests that
                he was writing notes during or after discussion with
                
Te Rangikāheke.


                

                  
In one such note ([GNZMMSS] 81:56) Grey wrote
                  above a line, ‘“
Otiraa he
                  take pai” said by the writer of this they
                  thought this a just cause’ (Curnow 1983:18).

                


                
Through ready access to the writer, Grey was able
                to more thoroughly study of the manuscripts he was
                supplied by 
Te Rangikāheke
                than was the case with the majority of his Māori
                collection. Kerr takes the idea of 
Te Rangikāheke and Grey working
                together a step further and imagines what this working
                relationship might have looked like


                

                  
The collaboration was close and the image of
                  these two men, antipodal representatives with their
                  own culture and customs, sitting down in Government
                  House, talking together, writing passages of Maori,
                  discussing them, emending them and adding
                  interlinear notes is a powerful one
                  (2006:76).

                


                
As indeed the image is powerful, it is also a
                poignant example of what might be possible when people
                from different cultures meet and understand each other
                enough to be able to work amicably, side by side. Te
                Rangikāheke made great contributions not only to
                Grey’s learning of 
te reo Māori
                me ōna tikanga, but also to Grey’s Māori
                publications which have over successive generations
                proved themselves to be invaluable resources in the
                study of Māori language and culture.

5 Te Rangikāheke ultimately
                taught Grey about things Māori in a close,
                collaborative way that greatly advanced his knowledge
                and proficiency of and in Māori language, traditions,
                and people.


                

Te Rangikāheke’s and
                Grey’s writing collaboration was, however, relatively
                short lasting; it only lasted four years between 1849
                and 1853 after which Grey left Niu Tireni to take up
                his governorship posting in the Cape Colony taking all
                the Māori manuscripts with him. Grey worked on his
                extensive manuscript collection with Dr Wilhelm Bleek, a librarian at
                Cape Town Library, publishing three Māori books during
                his term at Cape Town;

6 Polynesian Mythology (1855), Ko nga Whakapepeha me nga
                Whakaahuareka a nga Tipuna o Aotearoa (1857),
                and Ko nga Waiata
                Maori (1857) as well as a catalogue of Grey’s
                Māori language material in 1858. In 1860 Grey returned
                to Niu Tireni to take up his second appointment as
                governor of New Zealand.  Grey subsequently presented
                his entire library to the South African Public
                Library at Cape Town,
                and the valuable New Zealand books and manuscripts
                were sent there in 1861 where they lay virtually
                undisturbed for over 40 years (Curnow 1983:2, Williams
                1906:175-6).


                
In 1906 the Reverend
                H. W. Williams spent time in Cape Town,
                ‘re-discovered’ the manuscripts, and published an
                article in the Journal of the Polynesian Society
                entitled Maori Matter at the Cape of
                Good Hope: Some Notes on the Grey Collection in the
                Cape Town Library (1906:175-80). In this
                article, Williams gives brief background details on
                the history of Grey’s collection, a résumé of his
                month’s work on the collection, and other brief notes
                on what remained to be done with the collection.
                Special mention is made of 
Te
                Rangikāheke’s manuscripts that Williams noted
                were ‘...the most striking...’ (1906:179) of those he
                examined and ‘...whose writing is clear, and
                punctuation admirable’ (1906:179). Almost all the
                manuscripts were finally returned to Aotearoa/New
                Zealand in 1922-23 after what Biggs referred to as
                ‘protracted negotiations’ (Biggs 1952:177), with the
                three outstanding items being returned in 1999 (Kerr
                2006:83).

7 The
                collection is currently held in the Special
                Collections at Auckland Public Library and is
                accessible by the general public.

              


              

                
Reading Grey


                

                  
The Māori books Grey published with their
                  significant contributions by 
Te
                  Rangikāheke form one collection of material
                  that might be analysed comparatively beside Grey’s
                  collection of Te Rangikāheke manuscripts. Though
                  they differ in many often wide ways, they share
                  whakapapa that is both rich and diverse. The
                  following analyses of the prefaces Grey included in
                  his Māori publications are explored as much for
                  their lack of acknowledgement to 
Te Rangikāheke and the many
                  other Māori contributors, as for what other
                  information and insights into Grey they do
                  contain. Inasmuch as Te Rangikāheke can be read
                  through his manuscripts in the Grey collection, so
                  too can Grey be read through his prefaces, and
                  perhaps both of the men in the main text of some of
                  these books. This ‘reading between the lines’
                  therefore takes dually into account what is present
                  and what is not, and explores the spaces in between
                  the two.

                


                

                  
(i) Nga Moteatea (1853)


                  
Before Grey presented his library at Cape Town,
                  four of 
Te Rangikāheke’s
                  manuscripts were published in 1853 in Wellington as
                  appendices in Grey’s Ko Nga Moteatea Me Nga Hakirara
                  Maori. But rather than acknowledge any of his
                  Māori sources, Grey fills the greater part of his
                  preface in Nga
                  Moteatea with extolling the virtues of the
                  ‘fertile in labors, rich in love, apostolic in
                  character’ missionaries (1853:i), and explaining why
                  and how he collected what he calls the ‘poems’
                  contained in the main body of the text. The preface
                  concludes with some unpublished remarks about Māori
                  poetry by Maunsell whom Grey describes to as ‘one of
                  our most learned Maori scholars’
                  (1853:xiii). Maunsell proceeds to belittle Maori
                  poetry deeming it amongst other things ‘abrupt and
                  elliptical to an excess not allowed in English
                  poetry’ (Grey 1853:xiii) while also conceding that
                  ‘these irregularities help much to invest Maori
                  poetry with that shade which none can penetrate
                  without close study of each particular piece’ (Grey
                  1853:xiii). Maunsell’s overwhelmingly negative view
                  of Maori poetry is illustrated in the final
                  paragraph of the preface that systematically lists
                  the ‘peculiarities’ that Maunsell felt obliged to
                  note as the following


                  

                    
...omissions of the articles ‘ko’ and ‘te’,
                    omissions of ‘ai’, of the pronouns, of such
                    particles as ‘nei’, and of other complementary
                    words, omissions of the nominative case, of the
                    objective, often of the verb, and verbal
                    particles, omissions of the prepositions, changes
                    of one preposition into another, unusual words
                    introduced, and words sometimes inverted –
                    exceedingly wild and abrupt metaphors, and
                    transitions unexpected and rapid’ (Grey
                    1853:xiv)

                  


                  
Such a list begs the question as to how any
                  native speaker of Māori, let alone a student of the
                  language, was ever able to make any sense at all of
                  Māori poetical forms, but also more importantly
                  highlights Maunsell’s grammatically based frame of
                  reference with which he approached poetry, or more
                  specifically, Māori poetry. Maunsell bases the
                  majority of this part of his assessment of Māori
                  poetry firmly on the rules of grammar, the rules of
                  Māori grammar in which he must have considered
                  himself an expert. Indeed, whether or not Maunsell’s
                  understanding of the grammar of te reo Māori was
                  good is beside the point; the main point is that
                  poetry in many if not all languages often breaks the
                  grammatical rules of that language with no dire
                  consequences to speak of. As the above quote shows,
                  Maunsell approaches Māori poetry from a
                  Pākehā-centric corner that sees him rely on a
                  European based understanding of grammar. This
                  moreover sees him defeated at the end where he
                  resorts to calling the metaphors ‘wild’ and the
                  transitions ‘unexpected and rapid’.


                  
Grey avoids acknowledging the original writers of
                  the Māori waiata and prose material contained in
                  Nga Moteatea in the
                  preface and anywhere else in the book in preference
                  to the righteousness of missionaries, his methods of
                  collection, and Maunsell’s Pākehā-centric assessment
                  of Māori poetry. Rather than being presented as a
                  celebration of Māori waiata, this preface focuses
                  squarely on Pākehā concerns about the righteousness
                  of missionaries, Grey’s methods of collecting, and
                  Maunsell’s assessment of waiata Māori.

                


                

                  
(ii) Nga Mahi a Nga Tupuna (1854)


                  
Grey’s second Māori publication Ko nga Mahinga a nga Tupuna
                  Maori, which Simmons notes contains material
                  at least a quarter of which is derived from four Te
                  Rangikāheke manuscripts (1966:364), similarly offers
                  no acknowledgement of its Māori sources other than
                  mentioning in the preface that


                  

                    
These traditions were all either written down
                    from the dictation of their principal Chiefs and
                    High Priests, or have been compiled from
                    manuscripts written by Chiefs (Grey 1928:ix)

                  


                  
When Grey recasts the Māori sources in general
                  terms as ‘Chiefs and High Priests’ he
                  de-personalises the texts, removing authorial agency
                  from the Māori writers, and solidifying the texts in
                  the genre of ‘mythology’. Grey’s decision regarding
                  authorial acknowledgment satisfied the colonial
                  requirement that Indigenous people’s individual
                  identities not exist. This decision, whether
                  intentionally politically motivated or otherwise is
                  inherently political in that in making it, Grey
                  exercised his colonial powers over Te Rangikāheke’s
                  Indigenous texts thereby negating Te Rangikāheke’s
                  tino rangatiratanga. In this act of not
                  acknowledging his sources, Grey effectively edited
                  his sources out of their own texts.

                


                

                  
(iii) Polynesian Mythology (1855)


                  
Polynesian Mythology
                  (1855), Grey’s third Māori publication, is his
                  English translation of Nga Mahinga
                  a nga Tupuna Maori (1854). In the substantial
                  preface to this work, Grey explains amongst other
                  things why and how he set about learning 
te reo Māori, and how he
                  came to publish some of the material he collected in
                  this and the previous Māori books. He writes


                  

                    
I soon perceived that I could neither
                    successfully govern, nor hope to conciliate, a
                    numerous and turbulent people, with whose
                    language, manners, customs, religion, and modes of
                    thought I was quite unacquainted (Grey
                    1855:iii).

                  


                  
In Grey’s own words, he deemed it necessary to
                  learn the Māori language and to learn about Māori
                  culture in order to better equip himself for his
                  role as the Governor-in-Chief of New Zealand,
                  governing over both Indigenous Māori and
                  predominantly European settlers. Grey goes on to
                  talk about the problems with enlisting translators
                  noting that information relayed via the medium of a
                  translator is not as personal as the more standard
                  mode of using one language to communicate, that it
                  is also ‘...cumbrous and slow...’ (Grey 1855:v),
                  that, being done hurriedly and in as few words as
                  possible was not ideal, and finally that the Natives
                  did not like talking through an interpreter (Grey
                  1855:v). Having dispensed with the usefulness of
                  translators, Grey reminds us again of what he tells
                  us was his ‘duty’


                  

                    
...to make myself acquainted, with the least
                    possible delay, with the language of the New
                    Zealanders, as also with their manners, customs,
                    and prejudices (Grey 1855:v).

                  


                  
From here, Grey describes the difficulties he
                  faced in learning a language that he thought ‘a very
                  difficult one to understand thoroughly’ (Grey
                  1855:vi) as it ‘varied altogether in form from any
                  of the ancient or modern languages’ (Grey 1855:vi)
                  which he knew. He mentions that there was then ‘no
                  dictionary of it published...there were no books
                  published in the language which would enable me to
                  study its construction’ (Grey 1855:vi) and that, as
                  he was occupied with the governance of the country,
                  he was left with little time to devote to these
                  matters. In writing about why he felt compelled to
                  learn te reo me ōna tikanga followed by the ensuing
                  difficulties through which he struggled, Grey writes
                  himself into this preface at the expense of the
                  Māori stories contained in the book – it’s all about
                  him. This egocentric through line continues
                  throughout the preface.


                  
Furthermore, whereas Grey gives much detail about
                  why he collected Māori manuscript material, he is
                  notably vague about exactly how he collected this
                  material. He writes
                  


                  

                    
I worked at this duty in my spare moments in
                    every part of the country I traversed, and during
                    my many voyages from portion to portion of the
                    Islands. I was also always accompanied by natives,
                    and still at every possible interval pursued my
                    inquiries into these subjects (Grey
                    1855:viii).

                  


                  
Grey does not disclose his methods of acquiring
                  the source material much less who his sources
                  actually were. His focus remains squarely on himself
                  and his work in obtaining the source material as per
                  the above quote where Grey writes that he was
                  ‘accompanied’ by some Māori. Grey marginalises Māori
                  firstly by referring to them in general terms as
                  ‘native’ and secondly by suggesting that these same
                  ‘natives’ did not work either with or for him in his
                  use of the word ‘accompanied’. Grey avoids
                  mentioning that Māori were largely the actual
                  writers of the manuscripts as well as a much larger
                  body of other Māori writing and through this
                  avoidance he effectively erases their literary
                  achievements. Grey further marginalises the Māori
                  sources from whom he obtained his material by not
                  acknowledging any of them by name and instead
                  referring to them as the ‘aged and influential
                  chiefs’ and ‘priests’ (Grey 1855:viii) who aided him
                  in his collecting.


                  
Grey then discusses his reasons for publishing
                  some of the Māori manuscript material stating that
                  he did not want his hard work to go to waste and not
                  benefit others ‘...whose duty it may be hereafter to
                  deal with the natives of New Zealand’
                  (1855:ix). Rather than his work being of any benefit
                  to Māori, Grey intended his work to benefit the
                  colonial powers with whom would lie the burden of
                  ‘deal[ing] with’ the Indigenous people of
                  Aotearoa/New Zealand. This is furthermore underlined
                  by Grey’s emphatic statement that he now presents
                  ‘...to the European reader a translation of the
                  principal portions of their [ie Māori] ancient
                  mythology, and some of their most interesting
                  legends’ (1855:x). Although it might be conceded
                  that it was not unreasonable for Grey to intend this
                  publication, being a translation into English, for
                  an English audience, this view assumes that Māori
                  were not literate in the English language and would
                  therefore gain nothing from this publication. It
                  furthermore assumes that Māori, even if they were
                  literate in English, would have no interest in a
                  publication in English concerned with their own
                  traditions. This view is untenable given the
                  expediency and voracity with which Māori took up
                  writing in the nineteenth century as illustrated by
                  the volume of the Māori language newspapers, as well
                  as numerous other manuscripts, letters, committee
                  minutes and other media that were produced in the
                  nineteenth century.

                


                

                  
(iv) Polynesian Mythology. 2nd
                  Edition. (1885)


                  
The second edition of Polynesian Mythology, which
                  appeared thirty years after the first, is markedly
                  different to the first edition. The older Grey
                  writes much less with a sense of purpose and more
                  with a sense of reflection if not nostalgia. Grey
                  begins by lamenting the deaths of his
                  ‘fellow-labourers and assistants in collecting the
                  materials for the original work, so long ago as the
                  year 1845’ (1885:xiii). Interestingly, he also
                  laments the deaths of his Māori friends many of whom
                  he notes were much respected and admired (Grey
                  1885:xiii). Grey further contends that the feeling
                  between the Māori and Pākehā after the cessation of
                  the land wars of the 1850s and 60s has mellowed to a
                  point whereby


                  

                    
...the Europeans thoroughly appreciated all
                    instances of truely noble courage in the natives
                    who were opposed to them, and loudly expressed
                    their admiration for the men who thus
                    distinguished themselves (1885:xiii).

                  


                  
While Grey implies that Europeans did not
                  recognise any noble courage in Māori before they
                  were engaged in war with them, he goes on to justify
                  this assumption by proclaiming that they corrected
                  themselves by expressing admiration for some of the
                  Māori. This ideology perpetuates the “noble savage”
                  discourse as expounded by the influential French
                  philosophiser Rousseau that was popularly employed
                  by colonising powers in the nineteenth century as a
                  justification for the horrors of colonisation. The
                  general tone of this preface in the second edition
                  of Polynesian Mythology
                  follows this “noble savage” line to its inevitable
                  foregone conclusion that the Māori people as a
                  whole, like many of Grey’s old Pākehā and Māori
                  ‘friends’, will die – the Māori as an
                  anthropological relic.


                  
In keeping with the dire and sad tone of this
                  preface, Grey, no longer the young, idealistic,
                  energetic man he once was tells us


                  

                    
Many of the manuscripts were written by natives
                    from the dictation of the most celebrated old
                    chiefs, such as Rangihaeata, Te Rauparaha, Potatau, Te Heuheu, Patuone, Te Taniwha, etc
                    (1885:xiv).

                  


                  
Unusually, despite being acknowledged now as the
                  author of at least 50 of the 198 pages in Nga Mahinga a nga Tupuna
                  Maori (Simmons 1966:364), as well as sharing
                  a congenial relationship with Grey (Curnow 1983:17),
                  
Te Rangikāheke’s name
                  does not figure in this list. I posit that rather
                  than acknowledging the primary Māori sources of the
                  book, this list is included to inflate the
                  importance of the book as the most comprehensive and
                  authoritative book published on traditional Māori
                  narratives. This theory is supported by the fact
                  that the names Grey mentions are the names of some
                  of the most prominent rangatira of their time. Where
                  Simmons asserts that ‘Te Wherowhero of Ngāti Mahuta gave Grey
                  Te Kitenga a Te
                  Kanawa i te Patupaiarahe’ (1966:367) which
                  most likely refers to Pōtatau Te
                  Wherowhero, the first Māori king, or Pōtatau
                  as given in the list above, there is some doubt as
                  to whether the other rangatira listed above dictated
                  the manuscripts that subsequently found their way
                  into Grey’s possession. Simmons, in his article “The
                  Sources of Sir George Grey’s Nga Mahi a Nga Tupuna”, found
                  that together with material from 
Te Rangikāheke’s manuscripts,
                  Grey also used material from manuscripts written by
                  Mātene Te Whiwhi. Mātene,
                  or Te Whiwhi as he was more commonly known, was the
                  son of Rangitopeora, a
                  prominent rangatira of Ngāti Raukawa and a
                  nephew of two prominent Ngāti Toarangatira
                  rangatira, Te Rangihaeata
                  and Te Rauparaha. Simmons
                  is unclear as to whether Te Whiwhi dictated
                  traditions from his uncles, or wrote what he was
                  taught by them and others, or wrote what he knew of
                  the traditions as he knew them. As for Te Heuheu, Patuone, and Te Taniwha, whereas Te Taniwha
                  may have contributed to written accounts of
                  traditions, these rangatira are not remembered for
                  their writing but for their political and social
                  prominence.


                  
Grey may not have wanted his published work to be
                  associated with such a socially and politically
                  mobile Māori as 
Te
                  Rangikāheke was as this might compromise the
                  venerability of the traditions that Grey describes
                  as being ‘ancient’. It is improbable that Grey
                  simply forgot to include Te Rangikāheke due both to
                  their close relationship and Grey’s fine attention
                  to detail and dedication to hard work. Grey may,
                  however, have been overstating the case in naming
                  these particular rangatira as some of his sources
                  but this is difficult to substantiate at this time
                  and is an area of inquiry that lies beyond the scope
                  of this paper.

                

              


              

                  

Te Rangikāheke’s
                  teina dynamic with Grey


                  
In the draft letter to Queen Victoria previously
                  mentioned 
Te Rangikāheke
                  writes of his relationship with Grey;


                  

                    
E rite ana tōna atawhai ki au i
                    te atawhai ki tāna tamaiti ake, teina ake,
                    whanaunga ake (GNZMA 723, Part 2:279).

                  


                  
He writes of the kindness that Grey shows toward
                  him being the same as that which one would show to
                  their own child, to their younger sibling, or to
                  their close relative.

8 Te
                  Rangikāheke writes ‘
teina’ meaning ‘younger
                  sibling of the same sex’

9 which is clearly distinguished
                  in Māori from ‘
tuakana’ meaning ‘older
                  sibling of the same sex’. From a Māori point of
                  view, the implications of this word choice are
                  specific; 
whakapapa
                  is one of the foundational concepts upon which Māori
                  social structure is built and iwi, hapū and whānau
                  are ordered according to tuakana/teina
                  relationships. The tuakana belongs to an older and
                  more senior line of whakapapa and the teina belongs
                  to a younger and more junior line of whakapapa (Mead
                  2003b:220). Relatives, family or other kinship
                  groups are defined in this tuakana/teina binary. Te
                  Rangikāheke, in this case, claims the younger
                  ‘teina’ position for himself and in doing so lowers
                  his social status in deference to Grey.


                  
In another manuscript (GNZMMSS 87) Te Rangikāheke
                  writes that Grey addresses him as ‘tama’ which
                  literally translates as ‘boy’ or ‘son’. In 
Te Rangikāheke’s written words,
                  the relationship he shared with Grey is mutually
                  defined in Māori kinship terms whereby Grey occupied
                  the tuakana or senior position and 
Te Rangikāheke occupied the
                  teina or younger position. A parallel metaphor can
                  be drawn from the dynamics of their relationship as
                  articulated by 
Te
                  Rangikāheke that sees Grey occupying the
                  high-status position of Governor-in-Chief of New
                  Zealand to 
Te Rangikāheke
                  being a lowly native, and so the binary,
                  interdependent status order between tuakana and
                  teina, coloniser and colonised, oppressor and
                  oppressed is reinforced in their relationship. 
Te Rangikāheke appears to have
                  agreed to these terms of engagement with Grey and
                  indeed, worked within his teina role to achieve his
                  political and personal objectives.


                  
There is though another way of reading the Māori
                  terminology used to articulate 
Te Rangikāheke and Grey’s
                  relationship which sees the two men locked into a
                  close, familial relationship bound by
                  responsibilities and accountabilities that defy the
                  restraints of time and place; 
Te
                  Rangikāheke and Grey take whakapapa and
                  extend it beyond birth right to include politically
                  motivated ‘foster’ relations. Hence when Grey calls
                  
Te Rangikāheke ‘
tama’ he assumes some
                  responsibility for him that extends beyond a
                  professional/work based relationship into a whānau
                  relationship. Rather than being simply friends or
                  acquaintances, this kinship dynamic radically
                  altered the terms of their relationship and adds a
                  whole new layer of complexity to it. Where the
                  motivations for constructing and maintaining the
                  dynamics of this relationship were different for
                  each, it seems that both men were ultimately
                  politically driven as was their relationship. This
                  is seen in 
Te
                  Rangikāheke’s reasons for teaching Grey
                  (Curnow 1983), as well as Grey’s reasons for
                  learning te reo Māori and about Māori culture and
                  customs (Grey 1855). Another pertinent example of
                  the enduring whakapapa relationship that transcends
                  time and space, is the fact that Te Rangikāheke
                  wrote to Grey from Mokoia in 1893, some 40 years
                  after first writing for him, asking for his
                  intercession with the government to get him a house
                  at Ōhinemutu (Curnow
                  1983:31). From Te Rangikāheke’s point of view, at
                  least, the tuakana/teina relationship he shared with
                  Grey was enduring and extended beyond the less
                  familiar bounds of friendship.


                  
It is, however, difficult to tell whether their
                  terms of address for each other can be taken to be a
                  true reflection of the nature of their relationship,
                  especially when one considers that the roles Grey
                  and 
Te Rangikāheke played
                  were inverted in terms of the aims of their
                  collaboration. Grey wanted to learn the Māori
                  language and customs (Grey 1855:vi, viii;) and Te
                  Rangikāheke wrote and taught him (GNZMA 723, Part
                  2:277); that is, Grey was the student, and Te
                  Rangikāheke the teacher. The relative status of both
                  Te Rangikāheke and Grey was inverted in terms of
                  Grey’s desire to learn Māori language and customs
                  with Te Rangikāheke occupying the elder, tuakana
                  position of teacher and Grey occupying the younger,
                  teina position of student. This can be seen as a
                  subversion of the binary colonial positions of
                  coloniser and colonised whereby the coloniser
                  concedes status without having to openly confess to
                  it, and without perhaps even realising it. Given
                  that Grey himself believed that Indigenous Peoples
                  ‘must be freed into civilisation’ from their
                  primitive and savage cultures rather than treated as
                  inferiors (Bohan 1998:42), this subversion of roles
                  whereby the native teaches the coloniser runs
                  contrary to his own personal ethos of
                  colonisation. Accordingly, editing Te Rangikāheke
                  out of his texts by not acknowledging him achieved
                  the means by which Grey’s intellectual and political
                  dominance and by implication, his assumption of
                  colonial dominance, would be unquestionable.

              


              

                  
Colonial discovery and ‘naming and claiming’
                  ethos


                  
Grey’s editing out of 
Te
                  Rangikāheke as the original author also has
                  the effect of solidifying the texts’ place on the
                  mantelpiece of European ‘discovery’. Grey takes full
                  credit for the Māori narratives because he was, and
                  arguably still is, popularly known as the author of
                  the Māori books he produced. Grey lays claim to the
                  ‘discovery’ of the narratives in much the same way
                  as Cook lays claim to the
                  ‘discovery’ of New Zealand even though the
                  Polynesian peoples discovered these islands hundreds
                  of years before they did. In this way, the Māori
                  text is validated because Grey ‘discovered’ it
                  rather than because a Māori wrote it.


                  
This view is clearly supported by H. D. Skinner who, in his
                  review of Katherine
                  Luomala’s book Maui-of-a-thousand-tricks: His Oceanic
                  and European Biographers calls Grey ‘...the
                  greatest of Maui’s biographers...’ (1950:93-95) even
                  though the Māui story referred to is Te
                  Rangikāheke’s story that was edited and published by
                  Grey. In the same review, Skinner tells us that in
                  her book


                  

                    
Dr. Luomala discusses in detail Grey’s Arawa version of the
                    Maui cycle (1950:93).

                  


                  

Te Rangikāheke’s
                  version of the Māui story is credited to Grey and is
                  worse still referred to as ‘...Grey’s Arawa
                  version...’ as if Grey himself was either of Arawa descent or had some
                  kind of existential claim to Arawa traditions. 
Te Rangikāheke’s Māui story is
                  attributed to Grey in interesting twists of language
                  such as the ones above that I argue give more credit
                  than is due Grey in terms of the Māori stories he
                  published. Although Grey edited and published a Māui
                  story, he took his source material, in this case his
                  source narrative, directly from one of 
Te Rangikāheke’s
                  manuscripts.


                  
Additionally, one of the more curious aspects of
                  Skinner’s review is that 
Te
                  Rangikāheke is mentioned in the second half
                  of the second paragraph after Grey has been loudly
                  praised for his “masterpiece of primitive
                  literature” (Skinner 1950:93). Although Skinner
                  notes that 
Te Rangikāheke
                  supplied the Māui narrative, a substantial quote
                  from 
Percy
                  Smith (1899:257) immediately follows that
                  asserts that 
Te
                  Rangikāheke’s work is incorrect as other
                  Arawa elders will attest to (1950:93). Skinner
                  answers Smith’s criticism by conceding that


                  

                    
...even though the priestly experts are able to
                    correct some minor details, Wiremu’s [ie Te
                    Rangikāheke’s] story remains an achievement
                    unparalleled in Polynesian literature (Skinner
                    1950:93).

                  


                  
While acknowledging 
Te
                  Rangikāheke as the source of Grey’s published
                  Māui story, and furthermore praising him for his
                  literary talent and skill, Skinner paradoxically
                  credits Grey for his story and for preserving the
                  story. I argue that the authorship of 
Te Rangikāheke’s account is
                  unnecessarily complicated by Skinner who mentions
                  
Te Rangikāheke’s
                  involvement in the production of his own text more
                  as an afterthought than being central to the
                  issue. Although both 
Te
                  Rangikāheke and Grey are mentioned in
                  relation to the Māui narrative under discussion, the
                  greater emphasis is placed on Grey who is given
                  prominence by way of the language used in relation
                  to this Māui narrative, and also the order in which
                  each man figures in the structure of the
                  paragraph.


                  
Although 
Te
                  Rangikāheke is acknowledged as being the
                  original author of the Māui account as edited and
                  published by Grey, it is Grey who is given the
                  kudos. In this way, Native writers are effectively
                  side-lined and their contributions to the literary
                  landscape of Aotearoa/New Zealand are not fully
                  realised. Whereas this thesis resists showing Grey
                  more attention than is reasonably warranted by
                  focusing on 
Te
                  Rangikāheke the writer and exploring 
Te Rangikāheke using Indigenous
                  methodologies such as whakapapa and Native American
                  Literary Theory, the effects of this historical
                  side-lining are still felt today whereby George Grey
                  is inextricably tied up with 
Te
                  Rangikāheke’s writing. That is, it is very
                  difficult to hold a conversation about Te
                  Rangikāheke or his writing without having to also
                  mention Grey. The coloniser Grey, whether by
                  accident or design, continues to appropriate a
                  Native writing space as his own. Ironically, the
                  necessarily close tuakana/teina dynamic of their
                  collaborative teaching relationship is played out
                  for a potential infinity in the legacy of the
                  resulting publications. Until such time as due
                  acknowledgement is given to 
Te
                  Rangikāheke for his writing, Grey will
                  continue to feature prominently in discussions of
                  
Te Rangikāheke’s
                  work. This Indigenous writer eagerly anticipates the
                  day when 
Te Rangikāheke’s
                  work is central to the discussion and Grey’s
                  dominance is no longer felt as acutely as it
                  currently is.


                  
In discussing Grey’s treatment of the prose
                  material mainly derived from 
Te
                  Rangikāheke that initially appeared as
                  appendices in Nga
                  Moteatea me nga Hakirara o nga Maori,
                  Williams points out that although sparingly edited
                  in this publication, ‘...the same material was very
                  freely handled when transferred to “Nga Mahinga”...’
                  (1906:179). He continues


                  

                    
...a comparison of the latter [ie Nga Mahinga a
                    Nga Tupuna Maori] with the original mss. makes it
                    apparent that the editor allowed himself still
                    further freedom, dislocating his narratives,
                    inserting particles, altering the diction, and in
                    places weaving his narratives in such a way as to
                    necessitate wholesale alterations in proper names
                    (1906:179).

                  


                  
Biggs similarly noted that Grey ‘...took a great
                  many liberties with the original texts’ and
                  furthermore identified three categories in which
                  Grey’s editing was found wanting (1952:180).
                  Firstly, Biggs found that Grey rearranged and
                  combined material from several sources to ‘fill out’
                  the stories and failed to indicate where this had
                  been done (1952:180). He argues that while some of
                  this rearranging may have been necessary, 
Te Rangikāheke’s long narrative
                  concerning Māui, for example, was quite clear before
                  Grey rearranged the episodes in a more strictly
                  chronological order (1952:181).


                  
Secondly, Biggs asserts that Grey indulged freely
                  in the alteration of the construction of sentences
                  which often made for awkwardness and sometimes
                  obscured the sense (1952:181). Biggs highlights
                  Grey’s use of “e tika ana ano ena kupu” to replace
                  the more ‘crisper’ original “he tika ena kupu” which
                  changes the grammatical construction from being more
                  nominal to being more verbal.

10 As the
                  basic content of the two constructions is the same
                  in each, Grey’s substitution comes down to a matter
                  of style rather than better grammar. Grey evidently
                  made this change to suit what he considered to be a
                  better pace in terms of the narrative.


                  
Biggs also notes that Grey substitutes “
Ko te kauae o tona tupuna, o
                  Muri-ranga-whenua, kua riro mai koa i mua
                  atu” for the original, more flowing
                  “
Kua riro mai koa i mua atu
                  te kauae o tona tupuna, o
                  Muri-ranga-whenua” (Biggs
                  1952:181-2). Although both sentences are
                  grammatically correct sentences in 
te reo Māori, the emphasis
                  shifts from being centred on the verb in 
Te Rangikāheke’s original, to
                  being focused on the subject in Grey’s edited
                  version. In the context of the greater narrative
                  from which these examples are taken, 
Te Rangikāheke’s original
                  version progresses the narrative as opposed to
                  Grey’s version that enters more haltingly into
                  it.


                  
Finally, Biggs groups together Grey’s
                  ‘...omission of passages which revealed that the
                  authors were familiar with European culture, and of
                  passages which were evidently considered to be too
                  strong for our cultivated tastes’ (1952:181). In
                  terms of the first criticism, Te Rangikāheke begins
                  his manuscript entitled Tama a Rangi:


                  

                    
E hoa mā, whakarongo mai. Kotahi
                    anō te tupuna o te tangata Māori; Ko Ranginui e tū
                    nei, ko Papatūānuku e takoto nei ki ēnei kōrero
                    (GNZMMSS 43: 893).

                  


                  

Te Rangikāheke
                  categorically states that Māori trace their ancestry
                  to these two beings and to no one or nothing
                  else. As these two ‘primeval’ parents are always
                  considered a binary pair as the respective father
                  and mother of creation, 
Te
                  Rangikāheke does not write that there are
                  ‘only two’ ancestors of the Māori as this confuses
                  the issue, or at least confuses it in the Māori
                  language. The inference is that this pairing of
                  Ranginui and Papatūānuku are together considered the
                  ‘one’ ancient ancestor of the Māori.


                  

Te Rangikāheke’s
                  manuscript continues:


                  

                    
Ki tā te Pākehā, ki tōna tikanga,
                    nā te Atua anake te tangata me Rangi me Papa me
                    ngā mea katoa i hanga. Ki ngā tāngata Māori, nā
                    Rangi rāua ko Papa ngā take o mua (GNZMMSS 43:
                    893).

                  


                  

Te Rangikāheke begins
                  his manuscript by contrasting Māori and Pākehā
                  beliefs regarding the origin of creation. This
                  contrast is emphatically made through the
                  juxtaposition of the adverbial phrases ‘
Ki tā te Pākehā...’ and
                  ‘
Ki tā ngā tāngata
                  Māori....’ Biggs notes that Grey edited
                  out this and other comments which illustrated 
Te Rangikāheke’s observations
                  of the culture contact situation that was the social
                  and political reality of nineteenth century
                  Aotearoa/New Zealand (Biggs 1952).


                  
One of the effects of this editorial decision is
                  the removal of the narratives from a definitive
                  location in time and the reassignment of them to
                  existence in the vague mists of the distant past. In
                  regards to this, Biggs notes that ‘The editor
                  appears to have wished to give the impression that
                  the informants were quite unfamiliar with Europeans
                  and their ways and beliefs’ (1952:179). In this way,
                  Grey edited the manuscripts to align them with
                  colonial discourses that allowed Māori to exist as
                  long as they existed without individuality, ‘out of
                  time’, and without the native writers possessing
                  self-reflective or critical faculties. Via the
                  process of editing, Grey shaped these texts to fit
                  the established mould of acceptable Indigenous
                  colonial discourse thus rendering the Indigenous
                  author’s voice effectively absent while
                  simultaneously fostering ‘The Invention of
                  Tradition’

11 in
                  New Zealand, the Pacific, and the globe.


                  
In this paper I have demonstrated that 
Te Rangikāheke’s 
tino rangatiratanga was
                  violated by Grey via the process of editing and that
                  
Te Rangikāheke’s texts
                  were edited in accordance with Western colonial
                  ideals. The end result of this colonial editing
                  process is a text that is removed from time and
                  space that was then, and is still now, popularly
                  categorised as mythology. As the Māori author of the
                  texts was not acknowledged, so too are Māori
                  frequently unacknowledged. As the text became the
                  property of the publishing company, so too did other
                  Māori intellectual property become the property of
                  New Zealand. As the Māori were ‘alienated’ from
                  their texts, so too were they alienated from their
                  lands. It is in this way that the process of editing
                  can be seen as a metaphor for the process of
                  colonisation.


                  
This being the case, it is hoped that future
                  editions of Grey’s Māori books might be
                  metaphorically returned to their original writers,
                  and published under their own names, whānau, hapū,
                  iwi as the case may be. In terms of accessibility to
                  resources this generation of treaty settlements has
                  it within their reach to publish 
Te Rangikāheke’s and other
                  older Māori writing without need of overbearing
                  colonial interference. With such a dream bearing
                  close on the horizon, it is important to remember
                  that such publications would ideally not presume to
                  harken back and represent ‘the Māori in his most
                  pure form’ before Western-European influences
                  corrupted us, but would rather present writing as
                  inherently subjective as it is.

              

            

          

          

            

              
REFERENCES


              
                

Bauer,
                Winifred, 1997. The Reed Reference Grammar of
                Māori. 
Auckland:
                Reed.


                
Biggs,
                Bruce, 1952. The Translation and Publishing of Maori
                Material in the Auckland Public
                Library. The Journal
                of the Polynesian Society, 61:177-191.


                
Bleek,
                W.H.I., 1858. The Library of His Excellency Sir George
                Grey, K.C.B Philology. London:
                Trübner and
                Co.


                
Bohan,
                Edmund, 1998. To
                Be A Hero: Sir George Grey 1812-1898.
                
Auckland:
                
HarperCollins.


                

Curnow, Jenifer,
                1983. Wiremu Maihi Te Rangikāheke: His Life and
                Work. Unpublished M.A. thesis,
                University of Auckland.


                

Grey, Sir George,
                1853. Ko Nga Moteatea me nga Hakirara o nga
                Maori. 
Wellington:
                Robert
                Stokes.


                

Grey, Sir George,
                1854. Ko Nga Mahinga a Nga Tupuna
                Maori. London:
                George
                Willis.


                

Grey, Sir George,
                1855. Polynesian Mythology and Ancient
                Traditional History of the New Zealand Race as
                Furnished by their Priests and
                Chiefs. London:
                John
                Murray.


                

Grey, Sir George,
                1857 (1950). Ko nga Waiata Maori.
                Capetown: Printed at
                Pike’s Machine
                Printing Office.


                

Grey, Sir George,
                1857 (1950). Ko nga Whakapepeha me nga Whakaahuareka a
                nga Tipuna o Aotearoa: Proverbial and Popular Sayings
                of the Ancestors of the New Zealand
                Race. Capetown:
                Saul Solomon and
                Co.


                

Grey, Sir George,
                1928. Nga Mahi A Nga
                Tupuna. Third
                Edition. New
                Plymouth: T. Avery.


                
Kendall,
                Thomas, and Samuel Lee with input by
                Hongi Hika and Waikato, 1820. A Grammar and Vocabulary of the Language
                of New Zealand. London:
                John Hatchard
                & Son.


                
Kerr, Donald
                Jackson, 2006. Amassing Treasures for All Times: Sir
                George Grey, Colonial Bookman and
                Collector. Delaware:
                Oak Knoll
                Press, and 
Dunedin:
                
Otago University
                Press.


                
Maunsell,
                Robert, 1842. A Grammar of the New Zealand
                Language. 
Auckland:
                J. Moore.


                
Mead, Hirini
                Moko, 2003. Tikanga Māori: Living by Māori
                Values. 
Wellington:
                Huia
                Publishers.

                
                
Obeyesekere,
                Gananath, 1992. The Apotheosis of Captain Cook : European
                Mythmaking in the Pacific.
                Princeton:
                Princeton
                University Press.


                
Orbell,
                Margaret, 1968. Two Manuscripts of Te
                Rangikaheke. Te Ao Hou, 62: 8-12.


                
Sahlins,
                Marshall, 1995. How "Natives" Think: About Captain Cook,
                For Example. 
Chicago:
                
University of
                Chicago Press.


                

Simmons, David,
                1966. The Sources of Sir George Grey's Nga Mahi
                A Nga Tupuna. 
The Journal of the
                Polynesian Society, 2:363-369.


                

Sinclair, Keith,
                1990. George Grey 1812-1898. In
                W. H. Oliver (ed.),
                The Dictionary of
                New Zealand Biography, 
Wellington:
                Allen Unwin New
                Zealand and the Department of Internal
                Affairs, pp.160-164.


                
Skinner,
                H. D., 1950. Reviews: Maui-of-a-thousand-tricks: His
                Oceanic and European Biographers by Katherine
                Luomala. 
The Journal of the
                Polynesian Society, 1:93-95.


                

Smith, S. Percy,
                1899. The Tohunga Maori: A
                Sketch. In The Transactions and Proceedings of the
                Royal Institute of New
                Zealand. 32:253-270.


                

Te Rangikāheke,
                Wiremu Maihi. 1846 (?)-53. GNZMA 723. Drafts of Two Letters Written to Queen
                Victoria, Mei 18, 1850. Auckland City
                Libraries. Special Collections.


                

Te Rangikāheke,
                Wiremu Maihi, 1846 (?)-53. GNZMMSS 43. Tama a Rangi. Auckland City
                Libraries. Special Collections.


                

Te Rangikāheke,
                Wiremu Maihi, 1846 (?)-53. GNZMMSS 45. A Letter to the Inhabitants of
                Hawaiki. Auckland City
                Libraries. Special Collections.


                

Te Rangikāheke,
                Wiremu Maihi, 1846 (?)-53. GNZMMSS 81. Maori Religious Ideas and
                Observances. Auckland City
                Libraries. Special Collections.


                

Te Rangikāheke,
                Wiremu Maihi, 1846 (?)-53. GNZMMSS 87. An Account of the Killing of Te Hunga and
                of the Succeeding Wars Involving Ngaiterangi and Te
                Arawa and Waikato. Auckland City
                Libraries. Special Collections.


                

Te Rangikāheke, Wiremu
                Maihi, 1846 (?)-53. GNZMMSS 93. A Dream of Te
                Rangikāheke. Auckland City
                Libraries. Special Collections.


                
Williams,
                William, 1844. A Dictionary of the New Zealand Language
                and a Concise Grammar; to which is added a Selection
                of Colloquial Sentences.
                Paihia:
                The Press of the
                Church Missionary Society.


                

Williams, H.W.,
                1906. Maori Matter at the Cape of Good
                Hope. 
The Journal of the
                Polynesian Society, 15:175-180.

              
            


            

              
ABBREVIATIONS

              
              
GNZMA: Grey Māori Letters, Auckland Public
              Library


              
GNZMMSS: Grey Māori Manuscripts, Auckland Public
              Library

            

          

        



1 GNZMMSS 93:1.





2 Te
                Wehi’s iwi is not known.





3 Curnow
                notes that Grey’s diary, which covers the years
                1845-83, is a very sketchy document and makes no
                mention of 
Te Rangikāheke (1983:21).





4 Curnow translates ‘e tākaro tahi ana’
                literally as ‘we played together’
                (1983:17).





5 Williams (1928) notes
                that Maori had by this time been included in the
                subjects for the BA degree and that the Academic Board
                had prescribed Nga Mahi a Nga
                Tupuna as a text book for the
                examination.





6 Grey’s first Māori
                publication Ko nga
                Moteatea me nga Hakirara o nga Maori (1853) was
                published in Wellington, and his second, Ko nga Mahinga a nga Tupuna Maori
                (1854) was published in London.





7 Interestingly, Grey mentions his desire for
                this exchange to one day take place in the preface to
                the 2nd edition of Polynesian
                Mythology (1885); this was not an oversight on
                his behalf due to the pressing demands of office as
                Williams (1906:176) points out.





8 Translated by Curnow as ‘His kindness to me
                  was like his kindness to his own child, his younger
                  brother, or relation’ (1983:17).





9 The word ‘sibling’ includes cousins in te
                  ao Māori, not just one’s immediate
                  siblings.





10 For a more
                  linguistic analysis of 
te reo
                  Māori see (Bauer 2003).





11 See
                  Obeyesekere (1992) and Sahlins (1995).
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