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FOREWORD

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

INTRODUCTION

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

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

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

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

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

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

THE TREATY OF WAITANGI AND THE BRITISH ANNEXATION OF
NEW ZEALAND

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

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

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

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

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

Sig. 13



H. 3 B—10

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

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

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

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

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

"lbid., p.187.

?Qrange, pp.310, 320-32,



H.3 B—12

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

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

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

THE NEW ZEALAND CONSTITUTION ACT, 1852

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

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

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

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

THE MAORI KING MOVEMENT, WAITARA, AND THE WARS

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

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

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

The involvement of some Waikato Maori in the Taranaki war meant
that sooner or later the war was likely to spread to Waikato. But in 1861
the Kingmaker, Wiremu Tamehana, intervened and brought about a
truce. Sir George Grey arrived back in New Zealand for a second term
tater in the year and formed a "'peace” ministry, headed by Sir William
Fox. Although the British Government had agreed to transfer
responsibility for Maori affairs to the local ministry, Grey as Commander-
in-Chief of the British forces in New Zealand, had considerable scope to
influence policy, and he was no man to give away authority lightly.
Between them, Grey and Fox introduced civil institutions into Maori
districts—in an attempt to provide Maori with the "law and order™ and
good government they were said to be lacking. As Grey told the
Kingites, he intended to "'dig around" the King "tiil he falls™."® He sent
John Gorst as a Civil Commissioner to Te Awamutu, right in the heart of
the King's domain; and he paid handsome salaries to chiefs who
collaborated by becoming assessors to his magistrates. Moreover,
despite his protestations of peace, Grey continued preparations for war:
as more British regiments arrived, some troops were put to work
constructing a military road through the Hunua ranges to the Waikato
river. Others were sent to Taranaki where the war was resumed over the
disputed Waitara and Tataramaika blocks in 1863. But Taranaki was a
side-show and Grey soon shifted the main front to Waikato. in July he
set General Cameron on the invasion, having trumped up a Maori plot to
invade Auckland. He threatened the supporters of the King with
confiscation of their land, unless they surrendered. Since Grey ordered
the invasion before his threat of confiscation was released, the King's
supporters had little alternative but resistance. The King's forces,
greatly outnumbered by the combined weight of British and colonial
troops, were progressively defeated—at Meremere, Rangiriri and
Orakau—before the British forces were diverted to Tauranga where,
after their reverse at Gate Pa, they overcame the King's Ngaiterangi
allies at Te Ranga.

Although the British regiments were gradually withdrawn after this,
the war was far from over. Encouraged by the Hau Hau faith, many
Maori continued the resistance in southern Taranaki, the eastern Bay of
Plenty, and the East Coast; and in the later sixties sometimes turned the
tables as the guerrilla leaders—Titokowaru on the west coast and Te
Kooti on the east—won some stunning victories over colonial troops,
until they were finally forced to take refuge in the bush of the interior. In
1872 Te Kooti escaped to the King Country where King Tawhiao, since
the defeat at Orakau, had reigned over a still intact kingdom. Tawhiao
laid down his arms in 1882, and the King Country was ceremonially
opened to the Main Trunk railway in 1885, but the King movement was
to persist as an autonomous Maori political organisation, though it no

8Paora Te Ahura, Rangiriri meeting, New Zealander, 8 June 1857.
wQuoted J. Gorst, The Maori King, L.onden, 1864, p.324.
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longer had a separate territory. Nevertheless the King and his
supporters soon became involved in the pakeha political system.

During the wars that system had sought to take advantage of the
military victories in the field, achieved largely by British regiments. It is
notable that much of the parliamentary legislation of the war years,
though intended primarily to serve settler interests, was described as
being designed to give better effect to the promises of the Treaty of
Waitangi. Even the most outrageous pieces of legislation—the New
Zealand Settlements Act,1863, which provided for the confiscation, and
the Suppression of Rebellion Act, 1863, which allowed the suspension
of habeas corpus—were regarded as necessary measures to deal with
British subjects in rebellion against their Queen. The preamble of the
Native Land Act, 1862, which abolished the Crown's right of pre-
emption, as laid down in the second article of the Treaty of Waitangi,
said that the act was designed to give better effect to the Treaty. The
act created a Native Land Court to individualise Maori land tenure as a
preliminary to sale to European settlers. But individualisation was also
necessary to provide Maori landowners with an effective qualification for
the franchise, since the Law Officers of the Crown had ruled in 1859 that
Maori communal tenure did not qualify them.® The Native Rights Act,
1865, was also described as a necessary clarification of Maori rights as
British subjects which were promised in the third article of the Treaty.
Ostensibly, therefore, the colonial politicians, now in control of Maori
affairs, were also giving full effect to the Treaty—as they interpreted it.
But in granting Maori the rights and privileges of British subjects, the
politicians were also requiring them to accept the full responsibilities of
citizenship, including a submission to British law—a law that was
increasingly being made in New Zealand.

®Enclosure in Newcastle to Browne, 19 December 1858, Appendices 1o the Journals of the Hause of
Representatives (AJHR), 1860 E-2, pp.7-8.
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CHAPTER V

THE MAORI REPRESENTATION ACT, 1867

Whether or not Maori should have a share in the making of the law
was a question that was not resolved until 1867. Previously, most
discussions in Parliament assumed that elected Europeans could
represent Maori who were not yet sufficiently educated to take their
place in Parliament. Nevertheless there was one debate which very
nearly resulted in Maori being offered fair representation. In August 1862
the Canterbury politician, J.E. Fitzgerald, moved 5 resolutions in the
House dealing with Maori affairs. The first of these laid down that the
object of law and policy should be the “entire amalgamation of all Her
Majesty's subjects in New Zealand into one united people”™; the second
required that the Assembly assent to no iaw which did not accord each
race equal civil and political privileges; and the other 3 resolutions asked
for the Maori to be brought into Government, with fair representation in
both Houses, Provincial Councils, juries and the courts. But Fitzgerald's
majestic oratory could not persuade the House to accept all of his
resolutions. The first 2, with their emphasis on the principle of
amalgamation and restatement of the object of the third article of the
Treaty of Waitangi, were accepted. But the third, which required fair
political representation, was narrowly defeated, by 20 votes to 17, and
Fitzgerald withdrew the remaining resolutions.?' It was evident that
European politicans were reluctant to allow Maori more than a token
representation in Parliament, or other institutions of Government, even
though the population balance was now running substantially in the
European favour, due largely to the gold rushes in the South Istand.

When Maori representation was again discussed in Parliament, it was
brought up in refation to more insistent demands for representation for
the goldfields districts of the South Istand. in 1863 a Select Committee
on Representation recommended that 13 new seats be created, 10 for
the South Island and 3-for the North, 2 of which were to be for
Europeans elected by Maori voters. But the proposals were not passed
into law. There were further discussions in 1865, again prompted by
demands for representation for the diggers. This time George Graham,
an Auckland member, made the somewhat revolutionary proposal that
Maori be granted a universal male franchise—but merely to elect 5
European members to represent them. However, Fitzgerald, who was
now Minister for Native Affairs, preferred to proceed along the lines
already foreshadowed when the Native Land Act was passed in 1862.
He repealed that act and replaced it by a considerably modified and
apparently simplified system of individualising Maori land titles, through
the agency of a European-styled Native Land Court, which in due
course would provide Maori landowners with the necessary property
qualifications for the franchise. But it was evident, particularly in view of
continuing warfare over much of the North Island, that it would take a
long time for the court to individualise Maori land titles. Fitzgerald
therefore established a Commission to report on conferring a temporary

2New Zealand Parliamentary Debates (NZPD),1861-3, pp.483-513.
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franchise on Maori, pending the conversion of their titles to Crown
grants.2 Significantly, this Commission was to have a Maori majority: 20
to 35 Maori members as against 3 to 5 Europeans. Frederick Weld, the
Premier, hoped that it would become a ‘*kind of constituent assembly"
of Maori chiefs, including Wiremu Tamehana and perhaps even the
Maori King. Though some loyal chiefs were appointed, Fitzgerald lost
office soon afterwards and his successor, Colonel Russell, failed to
proceed with the Commission.2 Instead he talked of appointing 3 Maori
chiefs to the Legislative Council and 6 representatives (he expected
them to be Europeans) to the Lower House. But that proposal was
abandoned when Russell lost office in a Cabinet re-shuffle.

It was not the new Ministry, but an old expert in Maori administration,
Donald MclLean, now Superintendent of Hawke's Bay, who brought
forward the next proposal for Maori representation in Parliament. Once
more Maori representation was considered as a quid pro quo for
increased representation for the South Island goldfields. McLean's Bill
provided for 3 Maori representatives for the North Island and 1 for the
South, while a Government Bill provided for 2 seats for Westland, thus
preserving the existing balance between the 2 Islands. Mclean
introduced his Bill with a brief speech which indicated that he saw Maori
representation as essentially a peace measure, though he also
reminded the House that Maori owned three-quarters of the North island
and paid a considerable amount of tax.?* He repeated the last point in
moving the second reading of the Bilt, noting that a population of some
47 000 Maori were contributing some £47,000 to Government! revenue.
With South Island demands for representation satisfied, there was no
opposition to the Bill. However one or two members who supported it
feared that Maori members, unable to understand English, would have
difficulty following the complicated procedures. of the House, but feared
that if Europeans were allowed to represent the Maori voters, there
would be, as A.S. Atkinson put it, ""a great chance of their getting a very
undesirable class of men in that House'' . It was this fear that led to an
important amendment to the Bill, making it clear that the members were
to be chosen '‘from amongst and by the votes of the Maoris inhabiting
each of the [electoral] districts”. Only 2 members objected to the Bill on
the ground that it constituted what Hugh Carleton described as
“special legislation for the Native race". He thought it sufficient for the
Maori to obtain their franchise through the existing system whereby they
obtained Crown titles to their land under the Native Land Act, 1865; but
Carleton did not press the point and vote against the Bill.Z® When
McLean proposed the third reading of the Bill, W.H. Reynolds raised the
point again and moved that the third reading be postponed for 6
months, but he got no support.®

W K. Jackson and G.A. Wood, "The New Zeatand Partiament and Macri Representation”, Historical
Studies, Australia and New Zealand, October 1964, p.386.

ZAplan Ward, A Show of Justice, Canberra, 1974, p.188.

HNZPD, Vol.2, 1867, p.336.

Hhid,, p.461.

Zlbid., p.463; also James Paterson, ibid., p.465.

Zlbid., p.655.
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There was rather more opposition to the Bill in the Legislative Council
and 3 of the 17 members present voted against the second reading.
Like Carleton in the House, G.A. Mantell expressed opposition to
“special representation’.? Colonel Whitmore hoped that the Bill would
be “the last instance...of this exceptional legislation™ but he accepted it
because it was to be a temporary measure.® There was also, as might
have been expected, opposition to the proposed manhood suffrage in
the Maori electorates. Already in the existing seats there was, as Mantell
complained, “a franchise narrowly approaching it, but he was sorry to
see the principle openly adopted”® Qther members saw it as
objectionable “class legislation”, which, as J.A. Menzies put it, "even &
chartist almost could desire” 3! J.H. Harris, a fellow Otago Member, was
even more vitriolic. The franchise, he complained, was being granted to
“a people utterly unable to appreciate it—a people who ... were, in fact,
not amenable to our laws, and who were only nominal subjects of the
Crown; who were, in some cases, its open enemies; and who were
totally incapable of legislating either for themselves or others™.® But
there was very little support for such views. Major Richardson, who
proposed the second reading, feared that if Harris's views were bruited
about they “would effectively stop any healing process which had been
hoped for from the Bill".® Further opposition was voiced when the Bill
came back for the third reading, but the opponents did not press for a
vote ¥

“In this way", as Alan Ward has written, "an important feature of the
New Zealand constitution, remaining to this day, stumbled into being™.*
But of course no one at the time expected the system of separate
representation to endure. The act was to remain in force for a mere 5
years. It was a temporary expedient, similar to the special
representation previously granted to the Pensioner settlements at
Auckland and the new seats now being granted to the diggers of
Westland. It was a useful way of rewarding Maori loyalists and placating
Maori rebels, while also assuring critics in Britain that the colonists
would look after Maori interests. In Britain the Aborigines Protection
Society had been pressing the Colonial Secretary to urge the New
Zealand Government to return the confiscated lands, recognise the
Maori King, and establish an independent Maori council to control
Native Affairs.® But the New Zealand Government had no intention of
heeding such demands; it was easier to concede 4 Maori seats in the
House. Thus no high principle was involved in Maori representation. But
it was still hoped that in due course, when Maori had obtained the
necessary property qualifications, they would vote on a common roll and
the 4 Maori seats would disappear. Those who already had such
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qualifications were eligible to vote for European seats, thereby
exercising a double vote since they were also eligible to vote for a Maori
seat. This priviege apart, the Maori were considerably under-
represented: some 50,000 Maori were given 4 seats, -whereas some
250,000 Europeans had 72. But there was no way that the European
members would contemplate allowing Maori to have the 14 or 15 seats
in the House that were due to them on a population basis, since that
would allow them too much power to make and break Governments. In
later years there was much concern when a mere 4 Maori members

occasionally held the balance of power. '

The 1867 Act was received without enthusiasm by the press, with the
New Zealand Herald complaining that Maori representation would have
been better obtained through the existing systemn of individualising land
titles and thus giving Maori landowners the vote.?” The Daily Southern
Cross feared that the Maori members, ignorant of English, would be
used by the Government of the day to pass obnoxious measures and “'a
great deal of ear-wigging would be done".®®

The Maori Representation Act was a short measure of 12 sections. Its
preamble explained that, because of the peculiar nature of Maori land
tenure, few Maori had so far been able to register and vote for elections
to the House of Representatives and the Provincial Councils; therefore it
was expedient to make temporary provision for them to do so. The Act
defined a Maori as “'a male aboriginal inhabitant of New Zealand of the
age of twenty-one years and upwards and shall include half-castes”. 1t
provided for the election of 4 membaers to represent the Maori race, one
each for the electorates of Northern, Eastern, Western and Southern
Maori. The boundaries were described in the Schedule. Northern Maori
was o comprise all territory northwards of the Tamaki stream which
divided the Manukau and Waitemata harbours. The remainder of the
North Island was given over to Western and Eastern Maori which were
bisected by a line running from the Wairakei stream in the Bay of Plenty
along the boundary of Arawa territory to Titiraupunga, thence to and
through Lake Taupo to the summit of the Ruahine range to Turakirae in
Cook Strait. Southern Maori was to comprise the South Island, Stewart
Island and adjacent islands. Section 6 of the act laid down that the
representatives were to be chosen by and from the eligible electors in
the 4 seats "who shall not at any time theretofore have been attained or
convicted of any treason felony or infamous offence”—a provision
which meant that Maori in rebellion against the Crown could be
disenfranchised. Other provisions related to the issuing of writs, the
alteration of boundaries, and the conduct of elections {ss5.7-10). Section
11 provided for the election of "one or more” Maori members to
Provincial Councils—a provision that was never implemented in the 8
years before the provincial system was abolished. Finally, the act was to
remain in force for 5 years.

730 August 1867.
’2. 9 September 1867.
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CHAPTER VI

MAORI REPRESENTATION IN PARLIAMENT: THE FIRST PHASE,
1867-1887

The elections for the 4 Maori members were carried out in 1868, under
the supervision of the Native Department and Resident Magistrates.
There was no general poll since it was feared that this would excite
tribal jealousies and swamp the influence of chiefs. William Rolleston,
the Under-Secretary of the Native Department, told McLean that he
wanted to avoid registration of Maori voters and polling "“all over the
country”. Instead he would have a meeting at one piace in the
electorate where the “number of resident natives who in the event of a
poll would turn the election in favour of the local candidate. | would take
care that each tribe sent a number of influential men & when they were
assembled | would put the case before them—the necessity of their
agreeing as a race to send their best men & of sinking their tribal
jealousy with this object. | would have a good feast and a good talk and |
think there would be litile doubt of the thing going off well™.®
Rolleston's ideas were soon given legal form when the Governor issued
a proclamation, published in the Gazette, setting out the regulations for
the election of the Maori members. These provided for the appointment
of Returning Officers, the notification of poliing places, the issuing of
writs specifying the time and place of nomination, the calling for a show
of hands by voters in the event of there being more than one
nomination, and the holding of a poll should this be demanded. Such a
poll was to be held a month later at specified polling places and the
electors were to vote by declaration, with the Returning Officer writing
down the name of the desired candidate and a Maori associate initialling
the vote.® There was little secrecy about the system, though it
remained in force for 70 years. Then another notice in the Gazette
announced the polling places: 11 for Northern Maori, 14 for Western, 12
for Eastern, and 11 for Southern Maori.#

In the event Rolleston very nearly succeeded in avoiding elections.
For Northern Maori the only nomination was F.N. Russell, a half-caste
who had the support of Ngapuhi but not of Ngatiwhatua. Their leader,
Paora Tuhaere, refused to recognise Russell, “lest we should be twice
put into a false position by that nation the Ngapuhi".# For Western
Maori the only nominee was Mete Kingi Paetahi, a loyalist chief from
lower Waikato who most certainly did not have the support from the
Waikato followers of the King. Since Paetahi was an assessor and thus,
as a civil servant, technically disqualified from sitting in Parliament, a
special act was necessary to validate his election. In Eastern Maori there
was a contest. The nomination of the Ngatiporou candidate, Mokena
Kohere, arrived at Napier too late but there was a show of hands for 2

®Rolleston to McLean, 17 December 1867. | am grateful to Alan Ward for providing me with a copy of
this letter from the Mclean Papers MSS 362, Alexander Turnbull Library.

«“The New Zealand Gazetle, 1868, pp. 103-4.

“ibid., p. 111,

“Quoted by Ward, p. 210.
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Ngatikahungunu candidates in which Tareha Te Moananui defeated
Karaitiana Takamoana by 34 votes to 33. For Southern Maori 3 Kaiapoi
men were nominated, a poll was demanded and John Patterson was
elected.

In view of the narrow basis of their support and their Kupapa (loyalist)
affinities, it would not have been surprising if the Maori members were
mere ciphers for the Government. But this did not prove to be the case.
On their arrival in Parliament the Maori members were determined to
speak and an interpreter had to be brought into the House. Mete Kingi,
the former government assessor, angrily refuted suggestions that he or
the other Maori members could be "bought"# They sometimes held
the balance of power when European factions in the House were evenly
divided: in the 1868 session 2 of the Maori members supported Mclean
when he moved a vote of censure against the Government on its Maori
and defence policies, and the Government only survived with the
Speaker's casting vote. In 1872 Stafford needed Maori votes to form a
ministry; and he lost office a month later because he lost that Maori
support. In return for their votes 2 of the Maori members, Wi Katene and
Wi Parata, were appointed to the Executive Council.#

There was also more Maori interest in the 1871 election. All 4 Maori
seats were contested and 2 ineffectual members, Russell for Northern
Maori and Patterson for Southern Maori, were replaced by Wi Katene
and H K. Taiaroa respectively. We get some idea of the involvement of
Maori in the election process from a report by the Deputy Returning
Officer at the Bay of islands, E.M. Williams, of polling day at Waimate
North. It was an afl-day hui, attended by some 700 men, women and
children. Four candidates had been nominated, though one of them
withdrew on the day. At Waimate 353 men voted; another 40-50
declined to do so. Williams described the meeting as orderly and
harmonious: ‘Much interest has been manifested by the Natives in this
present election, an active canvass has been maintained, and a strong
muster brought to the poll”. Although the local candidate, Hone Peti,
topped the poll at Waimate, the seat was won by Wi Katene who had
the support of the Rarawa tribe and the Hokianga section of Ngapuhi.*

Elections for the Maori seats were still dominated by fribal
considerations and it was common for tribes that missed out 1o press
Parliament to increase the number of Maori seats. Rival pakeha political
factions also became involved, sometimes by backing different
candidates for the Maori seats. A notable case was the election for
Eastern Maori in 1871 when McLean backed Te Moananui and his rival,
H.R. Russell, supported Takamoana who won the contest. Takamoana
moved 3 resolutions proposing Maori representation in the Legislative
Council and on the Executive Council, and an increase of representation
in the House to 12, Only the first of these resolutions was passed and,
as a result, Mokena Kohere and Wiremu Ngatata were appointed to the
“Ybid,

“bid., p. 210.

“lbid.
“illiams to D. McLean, 15 February 1871, AJHR, 1871 F-6A, p.11; and Ward, p.344.
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Legislative Council.” Thereafter there were usually 2 Maori -
representatives in the Council until its abolition in 1950.

In 1876 Taiaroa introduced a Bill providing for an increase in Maori
representation in the House to 7 members, but the Bill was not
passed.®® In the same year H.M. Rangitakaiwaho and 394 others of the
Ngatikahungunu tribe petitioned Parliament asking for Maori
representation to be "in the same proportion as the representation is of
the European race by European members'' and for the Maori electorates
to be based on tribal boundaries—a plea that was still being reiterated
110 years later.®?

Sometimes rival European factions recruited Maori with the necessary
property qualifications to vote in tightly contested European electorates.
The fact that such Maori were exercising a double vote led to some
pakeha criticism.® In 1879 most of the Maori votes on thé European rolis
were eliminated when their householder franchise was abolished. Now
Maori could only vote in European electorates if they had a £50 freehold
or were ratepayers, whereas the same act gave Europeans the adult
male franchise. But there was no move to abolish the Maori seats lest
the resulting flood of Maori voters onto the European rolls put too many
North Istand seats in jeopardy. According to Jackson and Wood, "any
actual move towards amalgamation..aroused fears as great in the
1870s and 1880s as in the 1850s" %' The 1867 Act was to remain in force
for 5 years; but in 1872 it was extended for another 5 years; and in 1876
it was extended indefinitely. In time, it was assumed, miscegenation and
the steady decline in Maori population, along with the rapid increase in
the European population, would mean that it would no longer be
dangerous to amalgamate Maori and pakeha representation. But, so far
as Maori were concerned, their special representation came to be seen
as their only guarantee that they would be represented at all.

Although the evidence is scanty—neither the government
publications nor the newspapers published the full resuits in Maori
elections prior to 1890, let alone reported electoral proceedings—it
seems that Maori were gradually participating more fully in the electoral
process. One indication of this is the steady increase in the number of
polling places established for each election, no doubt at the insistence
of Maori communities. For the 1875 election 13 polling places were
established for Northern Maori, 21 for Western, 18 for Eastern and 14 for
Southern Maori.#2 By 1887 the numbers had risen to 35 for Northern, 86
for Western, 61 for Eastern and 25 far Southern Maori® Usually a local
schoolhouse or courthouse was used, but quite often a chief's house or
a runanga house was chosen. Moreover polling booths were now

“NZPD, Vol 10, 1871, pp.471-76; see also Appendix 5.
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established in some of the most remote settlements in the North Island,
an indication that participation in elections was no longer confined to
the Kupapa or loyalists. For the 1886 by-election for Western Maori 5
polling places were established in the King Country. In the event the
King party tribes split their votes, with Ngatimaniapoto supporting the
Ngatiraukawa candidate, Hoani Taipua, and the King and his Waikato
tribes supporting Major Wiremu Te Wheoro, a former Kupapa who had
also previously held the seat. Taipua polled a total of 1,158 votes to Te
Wheoro's 516, a result that gave the government agent some smug
satisfaction as "'showing how small now is Tawhiao's following within
the Western Maori electoral district™ .5 By 1887 polling places were
established at Ruatahuna, Fort Galatea and Lake Waikaremoana on the
fringes of the Urewera country 55 Three years later a polling place was
established at Hetaraka Te Whakaunua's house at Maungapohatu, in
the heart of the Urewera, and the hapless Deputy Returning Officer, J.T.
Large, was sent off on a 15-day trek from Lake Waikaremoana 10 record
the votes. But he found on arrival that Te Whakaunua and his people
had gone off to Whakatane and that those who remained "expressed
indignation at a polling place being established under their sacred
mountain”. He was told to count the trees for votes but eventually
persuaded a few of the men to cast their votes. And, despite getting
lost and injured, he concluded that it was all worthwhile: “it has
undoubtedly the effect of maintaining friendly relations between the
government and this isolated tribe”.5¢ With this effort it could be said
that all of the Maori tribes, if not ali of their eligible voters, had been
brought into the electoral process.

Although there is insufficient electoral data to present a full analysis of
Maori voting behaviour in this period, there seems little doubt that tribal
considerations were uppermost in the selection and support for
candidates. They were sufficient, according to Ward, to "'render invalid
an analysis of Maori elections according to the normal criteria of
psephology™ s There were enough rivalries to ensure that elections
never went uncontested, with Government being put to considerable
expense and bother to collect what was often a mere handful of votes
from remote polling places. Election to Parliament had become a matter
of considerable personal and tribai mana.

But in Parliament the Maori voice was often ineffectual on matters of
vital importance to them. Their members invariably opposed the Native
Land Acts that were designed to facilitate settler purchase of Maori
land; but their protests were ignored.s® Although all 4 Maori members
sat on the Native Affairs Committee, set up in 1872 to handle the fiood
of Maori petitions that poured into the House, they were invariably out-
voted on large issues—Ilike the return of the confiscated lands-—but
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sometimes won favourable decisions on lesser matters. According to
Ward, the committee "“was one institution which helped...to prevent the
Maori from quite despairing of the parliamentary system™.* Yet for the
Maori members, despair and despondency must have been common for
much of the time. Unable to speak English and therefore unable to
foliow the normal cut and thrust of parliamentary debates, and very
often ignored or ridiculed when they did speak on important Maori
matters, the Maori members were little more than a token representation
that enabled the pakeha members to salve their consciences while also
relieving the Maori of much of their remaining land and autonomy.

Since Maori members were largely powerless in Parliament, it seemed
to many Maori that they would better protect their interests by
remaining outside the European system. Indeed some Maori groups had
remained outside the system for some time after the last shots in the
New Zealand wars. After the battie of Orakau the Maori King and his
Waikato supporters had taken refuge south of the confiscation line
along the Puniu river in Ngatimaniapoto territory, henceforth known as
the King Country. Here, for more than 20 years, Tawhiac resisted all
Government overtures for the opening of the King Country to land sales
and the law, and the approaching Main Trunk railway, always insisting
on a complete return of the confiscated Waikato lands. As was the case
before the war, the Kingites were trying to preserve local autonomy. In
1884 Tawhiao came out of the King Country and led a Maori delegation
to England to present a petition to the Queen asking her to "grant a
government to your Maori subjects...that they may have power to make
laws regarding their own lands, and race, lest they perish by the ills
which have come upon them".® Once more the Kingites were hoping
that s.71 of the Constitution Act would: be applied to them. The British
had long been sympathetic to this plea—Newcastle, as Secretary of
State for the Colonies, had recommended it to the New Zealand
Government in 1861, but that plea could be ignored since Newcastle
had also agreed to the transfer of responsibility for Maori affairs. In 1884
Tawhiao and his deputation were politely referred back 1o the
Government in Wellington, and that Government had no intention of
applying s.71 to the King Country or any other Maori district. In any case
by 1884 the due processes of law—more especially the operations of
the Native Land Court—were effectively eroding the King's
independence. By that time, the leading Ngatimaniapoto chiefs, anxious
not to let Tawhiao and his Waikato followers establish a title by
occupation to land in the King Country, had agreed to allow the Native
Land Court to adjudicate the external boundaries. They were duly
rewarded when the court in the Rohepotae judgement of 1888 upheld
their titles. In 1885 Ngatimaniapoto allowed the Main Trunk railway to
enter the King Country—thus ceremonially opening it to European
enterprise—and Tawhiao and his Waikato supporters withdrew,
thereafter to follow a peripatetic existence, moving from one reserve to

5 .
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another within the confiscated block. Although territorial autonomy was
no longer possible for the King movement, it still attempted to maintain
political autonomy while also participating in the election of members for
Western Maori. In the last years of his life Tawhiao continued to resist
Government offers of a pension and a seat in the Legislative Council;
and he continued to issue proclamations warning Europeans that they
too were subject to “the laws of the Government of the kingdom of
Aotearoa" ®

Though the King's independent stand earned him much Maori
sympathy, if little practical support, there were other centres of
independency. The Urewera, home of Te Kooti's Ringatu supporters,
also remained beyond the pale of pakeha law, though Te Koot himself
lived in the King Country until he was pardoned in 1883. There was yet
another centre of independency: that of the prophet Te Whiti who
organised passive resistance fo the European occupation of the
Taranaki confiscated lands from his settlement at Parihaka. For a while
in the late 1870s and early 1880s Te Whiti commanded more support
than the Maori King. He caused a succession of pakeha politicians to
over-react. Passive resisters were arrested and imprisoned in droves.
Habeas corpus was suspended. Then in 1881 the Native Minister, John
Bryce, led 1500 heavily armed militia on Parihaka and Te Whiti, along
with his chief lieutenant, Tohu Kakahi, were arrested, and held without
trial for 15 months in the South lsland. H was a heavy-handed
demonstration of the pakeha determination to bring all Maori within the
reach of the law.

But even within those Maori districts ostensibly under the law there
remained some degree of autonomy. Maori communities, particularly at
the level of hapu and whanau, remained very much to themseives,
guided, for most domestic matters, by acknowledged chiefs and local
runanga (committees). Maori matters continued to be regulated by tribal
law and custom, though this was considerably modified by Christian
codes. It was only when they had to deal with local pakeha, whether
settlers or officials, that Maori had to abide by pakeha law. There was
also a huge amount of intra-tribal activity, perhaps most conspicuously
the annual hui held by the King movement and by Te Whiti, but also in
other tribal districts. These gatherings were intensely political: though
tribal rivalries and animosities remained, Kingites rubbed shoulders with
Kupapa, and policies were thrashed out to combat the insistent pakeha
demand for land, the operations of the Native Land Court, and
legislation emanating from Wellington. There was an important attempt
to institutionalise these proceedings when the Ngatiwhatua chief, Paora
Tuhaere, a man with an impeccable loyalist record, tried to reconvene
the Kohimarama conference in 1869. Ten years later he summoned a
Maori Parliament at Orakei. The movement gathered force in the 1880s
with a series of hui culminating with a meeting at Waitangi in 1889 at
which a Maori Union of Waitangi was formed.® Significantly, this

#Quoted by Wiiams, p.45.
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meeting looked back to that earlier assembly at Waitangi, some 50
years ago, at which Maori chiefs thought that they had preserved their
power and authority. Now the chiefs would attempt to regain that
authority, hopefully from the Parliament in Wellington, but if not from a
Parliament of their own. And they looked to their representatives in
Wellington, particularly the member for Northern Maori, Hirini
Taiwhanga, to assist them with this new endeavour.
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CHAPTER Vil

MAOR! REPRESENTATION IN PARLIAMENT: THE SECOND
PHASE, 1887-1935

In 1887 two talented English-speaking Maori won seats in the House:
Hirini Taiwhanga for Northern Maori and James Carroll for Eastern Maori.
Taiwhanga was educated at St John's College in Auckland, and then
worked as a surveyor and government assessor. He was no stranger to
politics, having contested every election for Northern Maori since 1871.
According to Ward, he was "too excitable and radical” for Ngapuhi in
the 1870s but he gradually won their trust in the next decade through
involvement in the Maori Parliament and Treaty of Waitangi movement.®
However Taiwhanga was much distrusted by Europeans, mainly
because of his organisation of Tawhiao's visit to England in 1884.
Taiwhanga quickly made his mark in the House and in 1888 was
involved in a famous “stonewall” when he attempted to delay the
passing of a Native Land Bill designed to facilitate settler purchase of
Maori land.® But Taiwhanga's one-man filibuster was soon put down
and the Bill was passed. His colourful contribution to Parliament ended
with his death on the eve of his re-election in 1830. In 1893 the equally
gifted and rather more stable Hone Heke, a nephew of the leader of the
1845 rebellion, won Northern Maori and represented the electorate until
his death in 1909.

James Carroll, the new member for Eastern Maori, was to play a more
substantial role in Parliament than either of the members for Northern
Maori. Carroll was part Irish, part Maori. Though he had only 2 years of
formal schooling, Carroll was employed as a clerk in the Lands
Department and then as Native Interpreter to the House of
Representatives. It was here, no doubt, that Carroli began to acguire his
knowledge of parliamentary procedure and debate that made him one
of the finest speakers in the House. He stood unsuccessfully against Wi
Pere for Eastern Maori in 1884 but defeated him in 1887. Carroll held the
seat until 1893 when he switched to the European seat of Waiapu until
1908 and then to Gisborne which he held until 1819. To hold his seat he
had to tend the interests of pakeha electars while also trying to protect
the welfare of Maori. As a staunch supporter of the Liberal party, Carroll
was soon appointed to Cabinet: as Member of the Executive Council
Representing the Native Race in 1892, Minister for Stamp Duties in
1896, and Minister for Native Affairs in 1899, holding that office untii the
Liberals were defeated in 1912.

As Minister for Native Affairs, Carroll gained an unprecedented
degree of Maori support for his policy and legistation.® His Maori
Councils Act of 1900 provided for the establishment of 11 tribal councils
and below these numerous village committees. The councils were given
authority to impose sanitation, control liquor, and promote health reform

®p.201,
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and education—belated recognition of the long-standing Maori demand
for local government by tribal runanga. It was also a shrewdly conceived
means of cutting Maori support for a larger form of autonomy, then
being powerfully advocated by the Kotahitanga or Maori Parliament
movement. In 1900 Carroll passed ancther important piece of legislation,
the Maori Lands Administration Act, which established Maori-controlled
land boards to develop Maori land and lease any surplus. The act had
the signal effect of halting alienation of Maori land—only 6,773 acres of
land had been leased to Europeans by 1905. There was a hue and cry
from the press and Parliament, and Carroll was forced to amend the act,
placing the land boards under European control and giving them power
compulsorily to lease Maori land. Then in 1907 the Stout-Ngata
Commission was appointed to determine how much land should be
retained for Maori use and how much could be made available for
European settiement. The Commission examined some 3,000,000 acres
of Maori land, and recommended that some 600,000 acres be made
available for European settlement, mainly by leasehold. Threatened by a
seepage of back-blocks farmer support to the rising Reform Party,
Carroll and the Liberals were having to meet the incessant European
demand for Maori land in the North Island.

Although Carroli was personally opposed to separate Maori
representation in Parliament,® he was party to several legislative
changes that helped to perpetuate that system. In 1893 the Liberal
Government extended the franchise to women, including Maori women
who voted for the Maori seats. At the same time the Liberals ended the
dual Maori vote whereby Maori registered on the European rolls by
virtue of property qualifications could also vote in a European
constituency. When property gualifications were abolished in 1896, it
was laid down that Maori could vote only in Maori electorates. Only half-
castes, hitherto required to vote for the Maori seats, were now given a
choice. Thus the electoral systems were segregated and any hope of a
single amalgamated system, originally envisaged when the 1852
Constitution Act came into force, was left to the piecemeal process of
miscegenation. The 4 Maori seats were more firmly established than
ever.

ironically, Carroll was to ensure that those seats were more effectively
occupied than ever before—by bringing his “young colts" ¢ the gifted
men of the Young Maori party, into Parliament. The first was Apirana
Ngata, who defeated Wi Pere for Eastern Maori in 1905. Born at
Waiomatatini in 1874, educated at the local Native school, Te Aute
College in Hawke's Bay, and Canterbury and Auckland University
Colleges, where he took degrees in Arts and Law, Ngata was the most
gifted Maori of his generation. He was destined to become one of the
great parliamentarians of this century. He held Eastern Maori for 38
years, in that time becoming “Father” of the House. In 1909, following
the sudden death of Hone Heke, Carroll managed to facilitate the

SNZPD, Vol.134, 1905, p.37.
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election of another Te Aute graduate, Pita Te Rangihiroa, better known
as Peter Buck ® Then in 1911 the third of the Te Aute College old boys,
Maui Pomare, like Buck a trained doctor, entered Parliament as member
for Western Maori. Buck had graduated from Otago Medical School but
Pomare had attended the Seventh Day Adventist Medical College at
Battle Creek, Chicago. It was possibly this American experience that led
Pomare to differ from Buck and Ngata in his approach to the place of
Maori in New Zealand scciety. Pomare was an outspoken
assimitationist, and wanted Maori to become pakeha as rapidly as
possible, whereas Buck and Ngata were more cautious, more
sympathetic to Carroll's taihoa (by and by) policy. Though all three were
members of the Young Maori party, this was never a political party in the
European sense. While Ngata and Buck remained loyal to the Liberals,
Pomare supported Massey's Reform Party.

In contrast to Carroll and the Te Aute trio, the members for Southern
Maori were undistinguished. Southern Maori had become a family fief,
held by Tame Parata from 1885 1o 1911, by his son Taare until 1918,
then by JHW. Uru until 1921 and his son Henare until 1928. The
Paratas and the Urus seldom intervened in debates, except on the long-
standing grievance of the Ngaitahu—the failure of successive
Governments to set aside adequate reserves or make sufficient
compensation following the original purchase of the Canterbury block.
But their persistence was eventually rewarded when a Commission was
established to investigate the grievance in 1925.

The contribution of the three giants of the Young Maori party 1o
Parliament cannot be adequately summarised in a few paragraphs.®
Buck can be discussed first since he spent only 5 years in Parliament.
As would be expected, Buck was mainly interested in medical matters;
indeed in 1913 he took leave from Parliament to carry out inoculations
against a small-pox outbreak in his constituency. He was not as strict a
party man as Ngata and at times spoke out sharply against Liberal
legislation which he saw as facilitating European acquisition of Maori
land. On one occasion he lamented that soon the only soil left to the
Maori “will be what they have under their finger nails™.™® However his
commitment to politics was gradually giving way to a consuming
passion for anthropology. Buck took advantage of parliamentary
recesses to visit the Cook Islands in 1911 and Niue in 1913. Even in the
House, he had the habit of poring over anthropology books instead of
contributing to Hansard.”* Buck was also well aware of what he called
the “'absolute impotency" of Maori members, “when a policy measure is
going through that is inimical to them™.” But Buck, like Carroll, was not
committed to separate representation and in the 1914 election stood for
the European seat of the Bay of lslands. He very nearly won it, failing by

P H Buck, “He Poroporoaki—A Farewell Message™, in E, Ramsden, ed., Sir Apirana Ngala Memorial
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only 108 votes. He soon went off to the war—as Medical Officer to the
Magcri Pioneer Battalion—and never again returned to politics.

Pomare, by contrast, remained in Parliament from his election to
Western Maori in 1911 until his death in 1930. His assimilationist views
and support for Reform gave him a rapid entry into Massey's Cabinet, if
not to high office. He was appointed as Member of the Executive
Council Representing the Native Race in 1912, but not to the portfolio of
Native Affairs which was handed first to W.H. Herries and then to
Gordon Coates. However Pomare did become Minister for the Cook
Islands in 1916, Minister of Health in 1923, and Minister of Internal Affairs
in 1928. Pomare's "desertion” of his Young Maori party colleagues
earned him their bitter enmity. Their differences were sharply revealed in
the debate over the Native Land Amendment Bill—designed to facilitate
European freeholding of leases of Maori land—in 1913. Ngata and Buck
attacked the Bill with Buck saying that “under the cloak of enabling the
Maori to individualize his land...the Government is only taking a step in
denuding him of his land™.7™ But Pomare replied that individualisation of
titles was “'one of the chief essentials to the solution of the Native land
problem....Communism has been the death-trap of the Native race".
Ngata interjected that this was just "pakeha clap-trap™. But Pomare
continued: 'No amount of communism will save any race....If the Maori
tomorrow were dispossessed of all his land, and began to go on his own
initiative and commenced to work, he would be a better citizen than
continuing to be a spoon-fed Native...the only way to salvation of the
Maori is by individua! effort....! say there shouid be one law for the
Pakeha and for the Maori...We have one King, one country and we
should have one faw".” And so the interchange proceeded with what
one historian has called *'some of the bitterest remarks ever made by
one Maori 1o another on the floor of the House of Representatives™.™

But in later years there was some reconciliation between Pomare and
Ngata. They worked together to recruit Maori volunteers during the war.
After the war, when Pomare had more mana in Cabinet and the
sympathetic Coates was Minister for Native Affairs, Pomare and Ngata
persuaded the Government to investigate a number of long-standing
Maori land grievances, including the confiscations carried out during the
wars of the 1860s. A Royal Commission recommended compensation. It
was Pomare's finest achievement. Just before his death Pomare
persuaded his Taranaki people to accept an annual payment of £5,000
and Ngata, now Minister for Native Affairs, persuaded his Cabinet to
approve. As Ngata explained, "My honour was involved in the
Parliamentary affirmation of the settlement...but the financial situation
was most difficult and [Prime Minister] Forbes on the eve of departure
for London. A fortnight before the arrival of [Pomare’s] ashes | wrapped
my resignation round the kaupapa [proposal] and handed both to
Forbes. At 5 p.m. of the day he left...the settlement received his formal
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approval and that of Cabinet”.” Despite their earlier antagonism, Ngata
and Buck were generous in their summation of Pomare's contribution to
Maori politics. Ngata said that ''he had made it possible to weld the Tai-
hauauru peoples together for the most important developments ahead
of them. He talked in parables, indulged in ‘whakatauki’ and so on,
because probably greater definiteness would have disappointed his
people. To some extent he filled the role of Carroll who propounded
general ideas in terms indefinite and elastic enough to cover practical
schemes of more prosaic minds. As with Carroll he was able to hold the
interest and support of many of the elders of the Western tribes up to
the last”. Buck in reply referred to Pomare's “oracutar method of
speech based on the methods of Te Whiti....Carroll found it usefu! for,
like the Delphic oracle, the utterances were left to the people to
interpret in the way that suited them best. If it did not come off, it was
the interpretation that was wrong and not the original utterance™.”

Ngata's achievements in Parliament tower over those of his fellow
Maori members. He entered Parliament as Carroll's protege and in his
early years loyally served his chief on Commissions of Inguiry, in the
Native Affairs Committee, and in drafting legislation and steering it
through the House. He was assiduous and hard-working, and, unlike
Carroll and Buck, steered clear of Bellamy’s and the social whirl of
Wellington. Tom Seddon, who sat on the Native Affairs Committee with
Buck and Ngata, gives us an inside view of the Committee at work. He
described it as “the friendliest in the House™. It was presided over by
Carroli, “‘always smiling indulgently at the three of us”, with Ngata “'all
the while most vigitant and prompting his chief”.™

Perhaps Ngata's greatest achievement at this stage of his
parliamentary career was his part in drafting the 1909 Native Land Bill
with the Solicitor-General, Sir John Salmond. The Bill consolidated some
50 years of Maori land legislation and “laid the foundations of modern
Maori land law".7® Although the Bill freed up existing restrictions on
European purchase of Maori land, it also imposed new controls by
giving the land boards authority to approve alienations and, in the case
of land owned by ten or more individuals, requiring the approval of a
meeting of assembled owners. But the Bill also provided for the
development of Maori land by encouraging assembled owners to form
incorporations or consolidate their individual interests, thus giving legal
sanction to the land reforms that Ngata was already carrying out with
his Ngatiporou people. Ngata and Carroll cleverly slipped the massive
Bill through the House in the dying stages of the 1903 session. On 15
December at 11.30 pm Carroll suddenly proposed the second reading;
Massey tried to stonewall with a speech lasting an hour and a half; but
the 441 clauses of the Bill were pushed through before a few
uninterested members. The Bill received its third reading the following
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day.® It was left to Ngata to bring the act into operation. Between them
Carroll, Ngata and Salmond had gone a long way to satisfying Maori
owners on the one hand and European purchasers on the other,
although the emphasis on leasing rather than outright purchase was to
give the Opposition, with their demand for freehold and condermnation
of Maori “landlordism”, a rallying cry that would contribute to their
election victory in 1912,

Ngata's star was still rising. He was taking over more responsibilities
from Carroll, having attained Cabinet rank with his appointment in 1909
as Member of the Executive Council Representing the Native Race. He
was set to succeed Carrolt as Minister for Native Affairs but that
succession was long delayed since the Liberals lost office in 1912 and
did not regain it, in the guise of the United party, until 1928,

In the meantime Ngata had remained loyal to the Liberal Opposition.
But this did not stop him from working very closely with Coates who
said in 1925, “Mr Ngata was not a party man..We form a little
Parliament of five, myself as Native Minister and the four Maori
members. It is all done in private but we appreciate Mr Ngata's help very
much indeed" 8 In this way Ngata was able to persuade Coates and his
Reform Government to back his land development schemes and a
variety of other measures for Maori weifare. Coates twice offered Ngata
the portfolio of Native Affairs, but he remained loyal to the Liberal
party 8 Then, to Ngata's great surprise,® the erstwhile Liberals, now
renamed United, won enough seats in the 1928 election to form a
Government—with Labour's tacit support. Ngata was suddenly
propelled into office as Native Minister.

Ngata was now 54 but he entered upon his long-awaited
responsibilities with the verve and energy of a man of half his age.
Although he had begun fand consoclidation and devefopment schemes
among his own tribe before the First World War and these reforms
spread gradually to other tribes after the war, it was not until he got into
office that Ngata had the opportunity to push rapidly ahead. Ngata took
personal respensibility for many of the schemes, making decisions on all
manner of things with a network of tribal leaders on the ground. The
departmental officers and accountants in Wellington were unable to
keep up with the paper work. Ngata was critical of bureaucratic red
tape® and looked on land development, not so much from a clinical
commercial viewpoint, but also as a way of regenerating Maori culture
through local triba! leadership. He preferred to use local Maori leaders
with mana, like Te Puea Herangi in Waikato, than trained European farm
supervisors. Above all, Ngata was determined to increase expenditure
and get as many land development schemes under way as rapidly as
possible. This was ultimately to be his undoing, since he was increasing
expenditure on Maori land development at the very time that an acute

“lbid.,p.248.
HNew Zealand Herald, 4 November 1925, quoted by McClean, p.59.
©2Ngata to Buck, 17 December 1928, Ramsden Papers, 196/310.

“bid.

#NZPD, Vol.225, 1930, p.684.



B—35 H.3

depression was forcing the Government {with his approval) to cut
expenditure in other fields. As a result of pressure from the National
Expenditure Commission, Ngata's powers over the Native Land Court
and the Maori Land Boards were curtailed in 1932. But the critics were
still not satisfied. The following year the Auditor-General refused to
endorse the accounts for the Maori land development schemes and was
supported by the Public Accounts Committee. In the face of mounting
public criticism, much of it barely disguised racism, Prime Minister
Forbes decided in 1934 to appoint a Commission of Inquiry. Headed by
Mr Justice Smith, the Commission took a very hard line: the land
development schemes were closely scrutinised, along with all items of
expenditure; some of Ngata's subordinates were found to have been
involved in corrupt practices—one was subsequently prosecuted—and
Ngata himself was criticised for high-handed administrative actions, as
well as having used his position to favour his tribe and his family. The
Commission said that “it was necessary to appreciate that the Native
Minister was himself a Maori. The psychological factors in the
situation...were the result of tribal habits of thought and feelings to
which he was himself subject. These habits involved the care of his own
tribe and the support of any other tribes who assisted him...The
Minister, although ... a member of a tribe, was, as a Minister of the
Crown, bound to refrain from using state funds, without lawful authority,
in the interests of his tribe.... We regret to state that the Native Minister
failed not infrequently in these matters™ %

During the course of the inquiry Ngata said little, except when called
to give evidence, but he did say privately to Buck that "an
administrative system with strong pakeha leanings will not be happy
unless the instruments of its will are of its own colour and outlook™,
adding, with uncharacteristic rancour: “'one has learnt how to eat mud,
to endure vilification and to slave under the mana of other men s0 long
as the objectives of one's life are furthered”.® When the report came
out Ngata merely noted that the Commission had “adopted a hostile
attitude right through, supporting the complaints of the Audit
Department’” and that the report lacked the “hreadth of vision” that he
had expected.® Ngata loyally took responsibility for the criticisms and
tendered his resignation. But Buck, writing from the Bishop Museum in
Hawaii, was much more outspoken on the "frenzy” of government
officials when Ngata had dared "“to set them aside and break through
their taboo restrictions....So long as the pakeha can patronise, he will
say nice things about a noble [Maori] race but when it comes to direct
competition, jealousy of race is very evident..as manifested against
you''# On the pakeha side Ngata had few supporters—the most
notable was Professor LL.G. Sutherland®—but numerous critics. The
New Zealand Herald bluntly proclaimed that after what the Commission
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had found, no Maori should ever be put in charge of Maori affairs
again.»

The affair cannot be examined at greater length, but it is worth noting
that it revealed more sharply than anything before or afterwards the
inability of the pakeha establishment—Parliament, the bureaucracy, the
judiciary, and the press—!to bend procedures to allow a Maori Minister
to do things in a Maori way. But the Commission and its report provided
the Labour Opposition with a golden opportunity to lambast the
beleaguered Coalition Government. Labour were soon to be rewarded in
the 1935 election and Ngata spent his remaining years in Parliament in
the Opposition—until he was himself defeated in 1943.

Ngata's parliamentary career demonstrated more clearly than those
of any of his colleagues both the opportunities but also the ultimate
limitations of the existing system of Maori representation in Parliament.
A trained lawyer with a brilliant mind and an unrivalled command of
English, Ngata was able to foot it with any of his pakeha colleagues or
rivals in Parliament. He was also a loyal party man who frequently put
party before his personal interests and often compromised the larger
interest of the Maori people. Before the First World War he could only
hinder, not stop, the alienation of Maori land; and even after the war,
when there was a more sympathetic pakeha attitude to Maori needs, it
was a long time before he got Government to fund Maori land
development. Even then, Ngata sometimes accepted lower standards
for Maori than were being applied to pakeha--for instance, lower
unemployment benefits. But, as the Commission of Inquiry
demonstrated, there was a limit to how far a Maori Minister of Native
Affairs could go before setting off a pakeha backlash.

Yet it was in the pericd considered here, from 1887-1935, which
spans the high points of the careers of Carroll and his Young Maori party
proteges, that the system of Maori representation in Parliament became
firmly fixed in the New Zealand palitical system. For Carroll and his
young colts brilliantly demonstrated that Maori members could operate
the system as well as any of the European members. Their success
allowed Europeans a little reflected glory, since the Young Maori party,
helping to foster a Maori renaissance, were also giving pakeha New
Zealanders an opportunity to claim success in race relations, if not yet in
amalgamating the races. All provided, of course, that those Maori
members did not overstep the limits, as Ngata unfortunately did.

The abolition of the Maori seats was occasionally discussed. Carroll
sometimes spcke in favour of it, saying in 1905 that the Macri would be
better off without special representation and would receive more
attention if they voted on the general roll.®' In that debate several
European members spoke to the same effect, but significantly Hone
Heke defended special Maori representation by referring to the Cape
Colony where a common roll was in existence and there was a
widespread European fear that the more numerous non-Europeans
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would eventually control the Parliament.®2 Europeans in New Zealand
held no such fears, despite a recent up-turn in Maori numbers, since
they constituted a mere 5.6% of the population.

Although European members saw the abolition of the Maori seats as
ultimately desirable in the interests of assimilation, any such abolition
meant that Maori voters would have to be registered on the common
roll. For many years no Government was prepared to grasp that netile.
An act of 1914, providing for the preparation of Maori rolls, remained a
dead letter for 35 years. In 1919 the Electoral Department made a half-
hearted attempt to prepare a roll, based on the declaration votes
recorded in 1914. Posters calling on them to enrol and enrolment forms
were sent to post offices and other places where Maori were likely to
congregate. A mere 796 enrolled. The Chief Electoral Officer considered
that the task was hopeless, unless the Government made registration
compulsory.® Since the Government was unwiling to pass such
legisation, there was a stalemate. Each time there was a request for the
preparation of rolls, the Chief Electoral Officer, in typical “Yes Minister"
fashion, raised numerous difficulties or said that “it was very doubtful
whether the time was opportune” # Although the United Party election
manifesto for 1928 promised that Maori rolls would be prepared, the
inaction continued. Eventually, in response to several requests from the
member for Southern Maori and Maori electors, the Chief Electoral
Officer reiterated his opinion that the “time was not opportune™. Forbes
referred the advice to Ngata who agreed that the preparation of Maori
rolls was “not practicable’'®—and there the matter rested until the
Labour Government grasped the netile in time for the 1949 election.

Since Maori elections were conducted without a roll of registered
voters and as semi-public affairs lacking an effective guarantee of
secrecy, there was bound to be criticism from time to time. In 1908 one
of the judges presiding at the hearing of an election petition over the
Northern Maori seat roundly condemned the existing practice, which
allowed a vote by a show of hands if a poll was not demanded. As a
result, the Legislative Amendment Act of 1810 abolished this system
and required voting by declaration for all Maori elections. Each Maori
voter had to declare for one of the candidates before a Returning Officer
and a Maori associate who could, if necessary, act as an interpreter. At
the time the Prime Minister, Sir Joseph Ward, said that “more time
should be given to the Maoris before we compel them to adopt the
Eurcpean system of elections”® In the debate the Leader of the
Opposition, W.F. Massey, had spoken of the need to abolish the Maori
seats and complained that the Southern Maori seat represented no
more than 2,000 Maori people, compared with the average European
seat in the South Island which represented some 12,000 persons.” But
“hid., pp.34-7.
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he did not attempt to abolish the seats when he came to power. Nor did
the Liberals when they returned to office as the United Party in 1928,
though they could scarcely do so with Ngata number 3 in Cabinet.

The success of the Young Maori party leaders in Parliament also
meant the gradual demise of autonomous, extra-parliamentary Maori
political movements. The most notable of these was the Kotahitanga
movement which at its height at the end of the nineteenth century
claimed, with some exaggeration, to have the support of 37,000 Maori.28
The ideal of Kotahitanga, or Maori unity with autonomy, had a long but
tenuous history. It began with Busby's confederation of northern chiefs,
continued through the King movement, the Kohimarama conference of
1860, took more tangible form with Paora Tuhaere's Parliament at
Orakei in 1879, and culminated in the formation of a "Maori Union of
Waitangi” in 1899. Over the next 2 years, hui at Waiomatatini, Omahu
and Wanganui supported the proposal. In 1891 the Arawa people
petitioned the Queen for a separate Maori Parliament, 'as your Majesty
has already concluded with us the glorious bond of union in the Treaty
of Waitangi".® The petition was bound to fail since the Queen would not
intervene in New Zealand politics; it was necessary for the Maori leaders
to take their project to the New Zealand Parliament in Wellington.
Meeting at Waitangi in April 1892, they agreed to form a Maori
Parliament. This was to be composed of a lower house of 96 elected
members, and an upper house of 50 members, chosen by the lower
house. It was thus similar to the European Parliament in Wellington,
although the electoral districts were based on tribal boundaries. The
Maori Parliament held its first session at Waipatu in Hawke's Bay later in
the year. It continued to meet annually in different Maori settlements for
the next 11 years,

The Maori Parliament had a very considerable measure of support,
more particutarly from the loyalist or Kupapa tribes, the very people who
had long been involved in electing members for the 4 Maori seats. But it
failed to gain the adherence of Te Whiti's followers at Parihaka or the
King movement. In 1894 the Kingites decided to set up their own
Parliament, or Kauhanganui, at Maungakawa near Cambridge. However
it soon became evident that the pakeha Parliament in Wellington would
brook no rival. Although that Government did not interfere with
meetings of either the Kingite Kauhanganui or the Kotahitanga
Parliament, any attempt by the Maori Parliaments to exercise authority
which resulted in a breach of the law was suppressed. Thus when Kerei
Kaihau, a follower of the Maori King, decided to destroy survey pegs for
a government road in Waikato—because “he recognised no laws but
King Tawhiao's''"™—he and his followers were promptly arrested and
jailed at Mt Eden,

As befitted their loyalist status, the supporters of the Kotahitanga
Parliament had a more law-abiding approach. They sought recognition

BWilliams, p.60.
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B—39 H.3

of their Parliament from the pakeha Parliament, and worked through
their elected representatives in the 4 Maori seats. At the second
meeting of the Maori Parliament in 1893, a Federated Maori Assembly
Empowering Bill was drafted and was sent with a petition to the Native
Minister, A.J. Cadman, for passage through the General Assembly in
Wellington. Cadman did not deign to put it before the House. So in 1894
the Maori Parliament prepared a draft Native Rights Bill which left the
constitutional details of the Maori Parliament to be worked out later. This
time the member for Northern Maori, Hone Heke, presented the
measure as a Private Member’s Bill. But most of the European members
present walked out of the House so that there was no longer a quorum
to debate the Bill. Heke presented it again during the 1896 session but it
was defeated on a vote.™

Clearly, the European members were unwilling to recognise any form
of Maori autonomy, just as they had always been unwilling to set aside
Maori districts under s.71 of the Constitution Act. The most that they
were prepared to concede was Carroll’s Maori Councils Act of 1900,
with its very limited powers of local government. Although Carroll had
been initially sympathetic to the Maori Parliament movement, he had
decided by the end of the century that Maori must rely on the European
Partiament and the young Ngata agreed with him. It was their opposition
and their Maori Councils Act that effectively destroyed the Maori
Parliament, although it continued to meet for several more years. So did
the Kingite Kauhanganui, although as early as 1886 the Kingites had
thrown their support behind Major Te Wheoro in the Western Maori by-
election. Later they supported Henare Kaihau and when he let them
down transferred their allegiance to Pomare in 1811, Moreover the third
Maori King, Mahuta, was inveigled into taking a seat in the Legislative
Council in 1903 and was for 3 years a Member of the Executive Council,
though his was essentially a token membership. Maori autonomy was a
iost cause but with the appearance of the Young Maori party at least
there was the compensation that Maori were now being very effectively
represented in Parliament. Thereafter, with the exception of the prophet
Rua Kenana in the Urewera, Maori leaders invariably attempted to
prosecute their causes in the Wellington Parliament.

The most notable case was that of Tahupotiki Wiremu Ratana.'? He
first gained prominence as a faith healer from 1918 and then as the
founder of the church which still bears his name. But Ratana soon took
on a political function, although he never himself stood for Parliament. in
1922 his son Tokouru stood for Western Maori and came within 800
votes of unseating Pomare. Ratana's supporters lodged a petition
against Pomare's election, alleging corruption and partisanship on the
part of the Returning Officers, but the petition was dismissed.'
T.W. Ratana took up and popularised various Maori causes, including a

0bid., pp.55-6.
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demand for the ratification of the Treaty of Waitangi. Like Tawhiao and
Te Rata before him, he led a delegation to England to seek a resolution
of Maori grievances from the Crown. He began to promote the interests
of the morehu—the landless and unemployed Maori who were now
rapidly increasing in number, despite Ngata's land development
schemes. In 1928 Ratana announced that he intended to capture the
“Four Quarters'"—the 4 Maori electorates. Although Ratana candidates
were unsuccessful in the 1928 election, they ran second in the 4
electorates and Eruera Tirikatene failed only by the casting vote of the
Returning Officer to win Southern Maori. Ngata somewhat mistead the
result by informing Buck that "the wave of Ratanaism which has been
steadily receding since 1922, will have its backward pace
accelerated” .’ |n 1931 the Ratana candidates again came second in
all 4 electorates, but Tirikatene did take Southern Maori in a by-election
in 1832. Then in 1935 Ratana gained his second seat when his son
Tokouru won Western Maori, and Ratana candidates came second in
the other 2 electorates. Moreover the two Ratana members now joined
the Labour Party and supported the new Government in the House.'®®

Though few realised it at the the time, Ratana victories in 1935
marked the beginning of a fundamenta! realignment in Maori politics
from the old tribally-based alliances, astutely managed by a prestigious
parliamentary leader like Carroll and later Ngata, to a class-based grass
roots movement, organised by a network of Ratana branches and in due
course firmly aligned to the Labour Party.’ The influence of the
Ratana/Labour alliance will be discussed in the next chapter, but it is
worthwhile in concluding this chapter to make further reference to the
continuing influence of traditional tribal factors in Maori politics, so far
mentioned only in passing. In Parliament the Maori members had to
behave according to the long established British traditions—and there
is no doubting the ability of Carroll and the Young Maori party
representatives to do that—but out in the electorates they had to
practise their Maoritanga. That term was invented by Carroll at a hui at
Te Kuiti in 1920. But he refused to define it and, in his usual enigmatic
way, said it was up to others ““to give it hands and feet".'”” The others
most certainly included Ngata who eventually did define it as including
emphasis on Maori culture, “pride in  Maori history and
traditions...retention of old-time ceremonial, the continucus attempt to
interpret the Maori point of view to the pakeha in power".10¢

All of those things needed to be cultivated by Maori aspirants for
Parliament. Buck was unusual amongst candidates of the pericd in that
he was not a '‘native speaker” of Maori. In his youth he lost the Maori he
had picked up as a small child and, after graduation from Otago, had to
learn again the language of his Maori kin. Although he was well known in

"“Ngata to Buck, 17 December 1928, Ramsden Papers, 186/310.
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the North from his work there as a Medical Officer, Buck had no lineal
connections with the northern tribes and owed his selection as a
candidate for the electorate in 1909 to Carroll. When the previous
member, Hone Heke, died in Wellington Carroll and Buck accompanied
the funeral cortege to Kaikohe for the tangi. At the ceremony Carroll
announced that Heke's mother wanted to repay the debt for bringing
her son's body back from Wellington by "“‘marrying their son’s widow to
a chief from the south”. He asked the assembly to accept a somewhat
startled Buck as the “husband” for the widow.'®® Buck was duly
elected despite competition from several disgruntled focal candidates.
And he was by no means the last to be launched into a political career
during a tangi for a deceased member.

Pomare's successor for Western Maori, Taite Te Tomo, was selected
on the marae at Waitara in 1930 in the same way. He got the backing of
Pomare's tribal supporters ahead of the Young Maori party candidate,
Pei Te Hurinui Jones, a young man very much in the mould of Ngata.
Though Jones had the support of important Kingite leaders like Te Puea
and some of his own Ngatimaniapoto tribe, he failed to get the backing
of the King, Te Rata, and the bulk of the Kingites. They had given their
support to Pomare in 1928 and preferred to back his chosen successor,
Te Tomo, who had been Pomare's secretary and electorale organiser.
But Jones, with the politician's habitual optimism, thought that he could
win.

His letters to Ngata during the campaign provide a rare and revealing
insight into the conduct of a Maori election at this time. On the eve of his
campaign he wrote: "1 have seen all my kaumatuas and ! leave knowing
their hearts are with me....as far as the vounger people are concerned
they should come with me....Summed up, Api, | think my chances are
not too bad"."® He took up the slogan of the Young Maori party—"Ka
pu te ruha, ka hao te rangatahi'” (when the old net is cast aside, the new
net is used for fishing) and issued a printed party manifesto. Five days
later he wrote

the slogan “Te Ao Hou'' has caught on. Yesterday was a very
strenuous day. We addressed meetings at Meremere,
Waiokura, Manaia and finished up at Parihaka. Our intention
was to return to Hawera late last night, but the response to our
appeal was so exuberant that we stayed up all last night. We
had three Taite supporters...to contend with. We disposed of
all their points and questions to the entire satisfaction of our
audience with the result that they retired in dismay shortly
after mid-night and left us to enjoy the rest of the night with
pois and paos....30 far | have been doing extremely well !

And so the campaign continued, with Jones forever hopeful,
apparently getting a warm respense in south Taranaki—'"'the more

Quoted in J.B.Condlifte, Te Rangi Hiroa: the Life of Sir Peter Buck, Chrisichurch, 19?1. pp.111-12.
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"'Jones to Ngata, 20 September 1930, MA 31/58.
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progressive they were, the surer we were of getting...support™." He
was even allowed to address a meeting at Ratana Pa, despite the fact
that Tokouru Ratana was standing—and got a solitary vote for his
pains. Jones was enthusiatically supported by the local pakeha press.
As the Hawera Star put it, Jones was “the outstanding candidate”
because of his "training and experience and progressive outlook™. '
But he did not win. Indeed he came a poor third to Taite Te Tomo and
Tokouru Ratana. Taite's tribal alliance of the Waikato Kingites and
Pomare's north Taranaki tribes had prevailed by some 800 votes over
Tokouru's burgeoning support from the morehu of the Ratana
movement. Although Taite retained his seat in the 1931 general election,
Tokouru narrowly ousted him in 1935. The politics of tribe were giving
way to those of class.

"2Mick Jones to Ngata, 24 September 1930, MA 31/56.
1323 September 1930.
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CHAPTER Vil

MAOR} REPRESENTATION IN PARLIAMENT: THE THIRD PHASE,
1935-1985

Ratana cemented the afliance with the Labour Party by leading a
deputation to the Prime Minister, M.J. Savage, at Parliament House in
Aprii 1936, leaving with him various gifts “as a mark of unity in
politics'"."* In the same year Ratana's cousin Rangi Mawhete, who had
done much to forge the Ratana/Labour alliance, was nominated to the
Legislative Council. Ratana's quest for the Four Quarters was soon to
be achieved. in the 1938 election the Ratana/Labour candidate, T.P.
Paikea, won Northern Maori but Ngata retained Eastern Maori, though
on a minority vote. The opposition vote was divided between the
L.abour-endorsed candidate, R.T. Kohere, and the Ratana candidate,
Tiaki Omana. Labour did not make the same mistake in 1943 and
endorsed Omana who just beat Ngata for the seat he had held for 38
years.

In view of their growing influence in the Labour Government, the
Ratana members were well placed to achieve their original objectives.
They had entered Parliament on a platform of ratification of the Treaty of
Waitangi, the resolution of long-standing land grievances, the
equalisation of welfare benefits, and electoral reform, including an
increase in the number of Maori seats to 6 to compensate for growth in
Maori population. They attempted to promote this policy through the
Maori Qrganising Committee (later the Maori Advisory Council) of the
Labour Party, in caucus, and on the floor of the House. But neither of the
Maori members was admitted to Cabinet—the Prime Minister, M.J.
Savage, took on the portfolio of Native Affairs—and they had only
limited success in other respects. In the matter of electoral reform, their
main demand for increased representation was ignored, although in
1937 the Government applied the secret ballot, which Europeans had
had since 1870, to the Maori electorates, by allowing Maori voters to
mark their ballot papers in the normal way without the advice of Maori
associates. But, despite a promise from Waiter Nash to Tirikatene that
electoral rolls would be prepared for Maori seats for the 1938 election,
they were not in fact ready until the 1949 election.'™ The Electoral Office
had continued to exaggerate the difficulties of compiling a roll until
Fraser decided to use the Welfare Officers of the Maori Affairs
Department to flush out Maori enrolments in time for the 1949
election s

But in the welfare field the Labour Government was quicker to attend
to Maori needs. Maori were placed on an equal footing with Europeans
for unemployment pay in 1936, though it was some time before they
were brought onto the same rates as Europeans for old age and
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widows' pensions.™” With the passage of the Social Security Act in 1938
Maori were eligible for the child benefit on the same basis as Europeans.
But Labour was slow to act on long-standing Maori land grievances; for
instance the Waikato and Ngaitahu compensation claims, in abeyance
since Commissions of Inquiry in the 1920s, were not finally resolved until
the late 1940s. And Tirikatene's frequently reiterated demand for
ratification of the Treaty of Waitangi was ignored. Altogether Labour's
record in Maori affairs prior to the war was decidedly uneven; as Claudia
Orange put it, the Government “just muddled along™.""® There was little
leadership from the top with the portfolio of Native Affairs nominally in
the hands of the ailing Savage but most of the responsibilty devolving to
the insensitive Acting Minister, F. Langstone, who formally took over the
post on Savage's death in 1940. Moreover the Ratana movement
became divided with the death of T.W. Ratana in 1939 when the
presidency of the Church was conferred on his son, Tokouru, but
leadership of the movement in Parliament remained for the time being
with Tirikatene. The Ratana members "“seem to have remained
peripheral to policy decisions on Maori matters™."® Nevertheless the
Ratana/Labour alliance remained firm since Labour's social welfare and
economic policies were bringing many benefits to Maori—as well as to
pakeha. ‘

The outbreak of war in Europe and later the Pacific was to divert
attention from domestic concerns. A Maori Battalion was recruited and
sent overseas in May 1940. At home a Maori War Effort Organisation
was formed under the chairmanship of Paikea who had been appointed
to the Executive Council as Representative of the Native Race.'® The
Organisation was primarily concerned with recruitment and support for
the Maori Battalion, but it also began planning for rehabilitation of
returned servicemen after the war.'?' The Organisation worked through
a network of tribal committees, was outside the control of the Native
Department, and soon began to develop larger ambitions; indeed some
of those involved saw it as a way of reviving that long-unachieved will-o*-
the-wisp, Maori autonomy. Paikea once described it as fulfiling a
recommendation made by Sir George Grey 80 years before that Maori
could best be governed through their tribal leaders.'”? But the
Organisation did not survive the war, although the tribal committees
were kept in existence under the Maori Social and Economic
Advancement Act of 1945. As Love puts it, “'the government effectively
destroyed the incentive and initiative of a large measure of self-
determination which had been the motivating factor behind the Tribal
Committees during the time of the Maori War Effort Organisation™.™
But, much to the dismay of the Maori members, the committees were no
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longer part of an independent structure; they were made responsible to
a newly constituted welfare section of the Native Department.'* Later,
however, two important Maori organisations grew out of the remains of
the War Effort Organisation: first the Maori Women's Welfare League,
formed in 1951, and then the New Zealand Maori Council, a male-
dominated confederation of tribal committees, formed in 1962. But
neither of these gender-oriented organisations possessed great
independence; they could attend to purely Maori social and cultural
matters within their particular spheres, but otherwise their powers were
only advisory.

The 1946 election was a close-fought contest. There was some
dissatisfaction with the Ratana/Labour members and in the Northern
and Eastern electorates there were unsuccessful attempts to field other
candidates bearing the Labour banner. The National Party, under the
vigorous leadership of S.G. Holland, ran Ngata again in Eastern Maori
and made much use of officers from the Maori Battalion, including J.C.
Henare, son of the former member, who stood for Northern Maori. But in
a high poll in which more than 85% of Maori adults cast their vote,'® the
4 Ratana/labour candidates came home with increased
majorities—and with 63.9% of the total valid votes.'® In Eastern Maori,
where 2521 more votes were recorded than in 1843, there were
allegations of plural voting, but they were not sustained.'”” Since the
Maori election was held a day before the general election, Fraser was
able to capitalise on Labour's victory in the Maori seats. But when the
general election was held, Labour and National won 38 seats each and
Labour clung to office by virtue of the Maori seats.

The Maori members had a golden opportunity to extract the maximum
advantage. Unwilling to hand over the portfolio of Native Affairs to one
of the Maori members, Peter Fraser reluctantly took it on himself—and
became the most successful pakeha holder of the office since Coates.
Tirikatene was eventually given a minor portfolio: Minister in Charge of
the Government Printing Works and Stationery Supplies. But he had
little influence in Government since Fraser could net "swallow him™.'®
The other Maori members were even less influential. Matiu Ratana, who
had succeeded his brother in a 1945 by-election, was not fluent in
English; and neither Omana in Eastern Maori nor 7.P. Paikea, who had
succeeded his father in Northern Maori, was at all forceful.'® So the
initiative remained with Fraser, a shrewd and astute politician, and his
Ministerial Secretary, M.R. {Mick) Jones. It was he who persuaded
Fraser to have the term ‘“Native” replaced by “Maori” in all official
documents and communications. Commissions were set up to examine
outstanding land grievances in Taranaki, Northland and elsewhere.
Fraser personally settled the Waikato, Whakatohea and Ngaitahu
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claims. When G.P. Shepherd retired Fraser appointed Tipi Ropiha as
Under-Secretary to the Maori Affairs Department, the first Maori to hold
the position, thus out-flanking Ratana critics who complained that the
Department was run by pakeha. But despite further initiatives from
Fraser in housing and welfare, little else was achieved. The
undeveloped state of some Maori land, exacerbated by rapid
urbanisation, provided the Opposition with an opportunity to attack the
Government.

As the 1949 election loomed, it became increasingly risky for the
Maori members to exploit their mandate, This was ceaselessly panned
in the pro-National press, as, for instance, in Minhinnick's cartoons in the
New Zealand Herald which showed Fraser for ever pandering to a grass
skirted Maori “mandate”,'® |t seems likely that Labour's dependence
on the so-called Maori “mandate’ was a significant factor in their defeat
in the 1949 election.’™ After the election Nash ruefully admitted that
“Fraser laid too much stress on the Maori side of his campaign-to the
detriment of his pakeha voters. The Tory press..playved it up for all it
was worth and with the winning of the four Maori seats in the first day of
the election, | think a lot of pakeha voters changed over night'.'%
Separate representation did guarantee the Labour Party 4 seats, thanks
to the strength of the Ratana movement and the increasing
proletarianisation of the Maori population. But there was no effective
way those Maori Labour members could demand of their Government
the affirmative action that was needed to lift their people in the social
and economic scale to the level of the pakeha population, without
causing a pakeha backlash at the polls. Nor was anything to be gained
by crossing the floor and bringing down the Labour Government since
National offered a worse alternative. The 4 Maori members considered
but rejected this strategy.™

Without any Maori in his Party, Holland appointed E.B. Corbett, a
Taranaki farmer, as Minister for Maori Affairs. Ngata feared that the
National Government, drawing much of its support from pakeha farmers,
would make a last raid on Maori land, ""at what remains of Naboth's
vineyard'.** But the elder statesman was able to give Corbett some
salutary advice and the land development schemes which Ngata
himself had initiated were continued under the National Government, as
were the urban housing and trade training schemes initiated by Labour.
Yet, although National won the snap 1951 election with ease, and the
1954 election, it could not capture any of the Maori seats, despite
Holland's advice to the Maori voters to back the winning horse. ' In fact
the National percentage of Maori votes in this period steadily declined
and, as a consequence, the 4 Ratana/Labour members, despite
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lacklustre performances in the House, continued to increase their
majorities.™®

Though National was philosophically inclined towards assimilation, it
did nothing to abolish the Maori seats. Just before his death in 1950,
Ngata told Corbett that “the Maoris themselves will demand the
abolition in the course of a few years".'¥ But Maori leaders made no
such demand. National, unwiling to eliminate the Maori voice from
Parliament, continued to hope that it would win back at least one of the
Maori seats. In the meantime, it was content to tinker with the existing
system. Thus in 1950 and 1951 legislation was passed to schedule
Maori elections on the same day and same hours as the general
election; and in 1954 there were changes to the electoral boundaries,
mainly to increase the Southern Maori electorate by bringing it into the
southern North lsland. There was some concern over the state of the
Maori rolls, but Corbett adamantly refused requests from the Electoral
Office to use Maori Welfare Officers to recruit Maori voters. In
September 1954 he told the Minister of Justice, J.R. Marshail, that "it
would be unwise to have officers of my department engaged in matters
related to the enroiment on the Electoral Roll...It was previously
reported to me that when Welfare Officers were engaged in this work
that their enthusiasm went further than the business of enroliing
electors and took the form of political propoganda [sic]".™*® Evidently
Corbett regarded the Welfare Officers as recruiting agents for the
Labour Party. To get round the problem Maori enrolment was made
compulsory in 1956, in line with European enrolment which had been
compulsory since 1927. But now a new problem arose because the old
rolls were destroyed and all Maori voters were required to re-enrol.
Though the Electoral Office sent out re-enrolment cards to all Maori on
the previous roll, only about half replied within 2 months and the Office
once more requested the aid of the Welfare Officers, only to be turned
down again by Corbett.'®

In the longer term, Corbett was looking for a way of eliminating the
Maori seats. He told Marshall in July 1857 that “the time has arrived
when consideration should be given to amendments being made to the
Electoral Act whereby Maori electors are given the option of enrolling on
European Rolls if they so desire”. He claimed that there was a feeling
among Maori "that their interests could be best served by local
European members of Parliament, and that the time has arrived when
the Maori electorates should be abolished™. But “rather than place the
responsibility on the Government to arbitrarily abolish the electorates, it
would be better for the Maori people themselves to decide the issue by
going on the European Rolls if they so desire and if the numbers on the
Maori Electoral Rolls fall below a fixed minimum, then the time will have
arrived for doing away with the electorates™.'® But the Government did
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not introduce amending legislation before the November election.
Ironically, there was also talk among pakeha members of the Labour
caucus of abolishing the Maori seats—in the hope that Labour would
pick up more than 4 urban seats—but the Maori Advisory Council of the
Party, headed by Tirikatene, came out firmly against the idea. instead,
the Council demanded that Maoti representation be increased in line
with the increase in population. It was now evident that in terms of total
population, if not registered electors or valid votes, Maori were
considerably under-tepresented in comparison with Europeans.™' This
was to be a constant refrain of Labour's Maori members for 30 years.

In the 1957 election Labour was narrowly returned to office—with 41
seats to National's 39—and was once more dependent on the 4 Maori
seats. The 4 Ratana/Labour members had been returned, though 2 with
decreased majorities as a result of the intervention of Social Credit
candidates. Nevertheless Labour's share of the qualified Maori vote
increased to 56.4% while that of National decreased to a mere 14.4%.'
But once again high hopes of the Maori members were soon dashed.
Walter Nagh took the Maori Affairs portfolio, though Tirikatene was
named as the Associate Minister and was also given the comparatively
minor portfolio of Minister of Forests. Moreover Nash refused to allow
Tirikatene to play any effective role in the formulation of Maori Affairs
policies, keeping these, as indeed many other aspects of government,
under his sole control. The Maori Policy Committee of the Party was also
ignored. Though Tirikatene frequently represented Nash at Maori
gatherings, he was unable to give firm answers on problems that were
raised: everything had to be referred back to Nash in Wellington, and
Government became paralysed by the bottleneck in the Prime Minister's
office.1%

Unable to take decisions himself, Nash brought in J.K. Hunn from the
Justice Department, made him Acting Head of Maori Affairs, and
instructed him to carry out an "'accounting of Maori assets to find a way
of using them for the good of the Maori people as a whole™.* Although
the Report was ready by June of 1960, Nash refused to consider it
before the November election. Nash and Tirikatene were also publicly at
foggerheads over the 1960 All Black tour of South Africa. Tirikatene had
forthrightly condemned the decision of the Rugby Union to send a team
without Maori, but Nash refused to intervene, carefully avoiding a
commitment for or against the tour.™s There was continued criticism of
the Government by the Maori Policy Committee, but, as the election
approached, the Maori members decided that loyalty to the party was
more important than threatening its defeat. Once again, the Maori
“mandate” had proved of little value, though a more skilled and
energetic leader than Tirikatene might have gained more in Cabinet.
Even Love, who is very sympathetic to Tirikatene, admits that he was

| gve, pp.440-2; and Appendices 1 & 2.
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“S_ove, pp.477-8.
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not popular in Cabinet, over-stressed his points, and built up resistance
from colleagues to Maori issues.'® He concludes that, “‘as in the 1947-
1949 period, the Ratana members lost their chance to take a more
forceful role in securing their objectives” ¥

National, now led by K.J. Holyoake, won the 1960 election with a
majority of 12 seats. But Labour retained the 4 Maori seats though with
diminished majorities in all except Tirikatene's seat. There was some
recovery of the National vote and a strong challenge from Social Credit,
whose candidate for Eastern Maori beat the National candidate into
second place.'® The portfolio of Maori Affairs was handed to J.A.
Hanan, a Southland lawyer on the liberal wing of the Party. One of
Hanan's first tasks was to consider the Hunn Report. Hunn had not
been content with the simple "accounting” of Maori assets but had
spoken out boldly on broad matters of policy. He recommended that the
policy of assimilation, promoted by New Zealand Governments for more
than a century, should be replaced by integration. This he defined as an
attempt to “combine (not fuse) the Maori and pakeha elements to form
one nation wherein Maari culture remains distinct”."® Hanan and the
National Government accepted integration as the basic objective of
their Maori policy, but it was regarded with great suspicion by Maori
leaders, many of whom saw it as a new euphemism for the old
assimilation policy.'® The rest of Hunn's Report was concerned with
land, housing, education, employment, health, crime, and legal
differentiation. It provided the National Government with clear guidelines
for future action. To their credit, Hanan and the Holyoake Government
accepted many of the recommendations. Some, like the proposal to set
up a Maori Education Foundation, met with Maori approval; others, such
as the attempt to eliminate uneconomic fragments of land (later
reiterated by the Pritchard-Waetford Report and incorporated in the
1967 Maori Affairs Amendment Act), provoked bitter Maori resistance.

The Hunn Report made only brief passing reference to Maori
representation  in  Parliament—under the heading ‘'Legal
Differentiation”. Hunn's research team had compiled a list of 264
instances of differentiation in New Zealand legislation. Of these, 58 were
said to have conferred a Maori privilege, 35 a Maori disability, 69 a Maori
protection, and 102 merely set out a different procedure. The electoral
provisions were described as conferring a Maori privilege, a disability,
and a different procedure. Hunn did not make recommendations on the
items of differentiation, but merely suggested that they should not
“endure indefinitely by default”.®* But he did go on to include the
electoral provisions as one of 9 items meriting “sceptical scrutiny™.'s?
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Since the National Government was without Maori representation in
Parliament, and now committed itself to the integration of the races, it is
surprising that it did not take advantage of Hunn's recommendation for
a “sceptical scrutiny’” of separate Maori representation. Hanan himself
was against separate representation, saying on one occasion that he
did not think that in the electoral field there should be special privileges
for anyone.™ But he was unwilling even to take up Corbett's pian to
allow Maori voters to register on the European rolls.’® However from
time to time National members spoke mildly in favour of integration of
the seats. In 1965, during a debate on an Electoral Amendment Bill to
peg the General seats in the South Island at 25 and increase those in
the North Island, Tirikatene made yet another plea for an increase in the
number of Maori seats in fine with increased Maori population. But
Holyoake replied that "“Maori representation had never been regarded
as being on a population basis.... Over the years, whether the population
justified it or not—and mostly it did not—the Maoris have been
represented by four members in this House, and in all the years | have
been here the general understanding in the House has been that the
next step in Maori representation should be complete integration; that
we should join together and be on the same rofi".'® The [Labour
Opposition defended separate Maori representation but as the debate
became increasingly acrimonious Holyoake charged that such
representation was 'a form of apartheid".'s

Nevertheless Holyoake did not take the next step to integration.
However in 1967 an Electoral Amendment Act was passed which
removed the disqualification preventing Maori, other than half-castes,
from standing for European electorates, and allowed Europeans to
stand for Maori seats. The act did not confer the same rights on voters,
although this had been recommended by Corbett in 1957. But, in an
odd reversal of party attitudes, the new Leader of the Labour
Opposition, Norman Kirk, said, "it might have been a much wiser step to
have moved towards integration by leaving the Maori an area of choice
to enrol either as a European or as a Maori elector, thus automatically
giving him the right to contest a seat either as a European or as a
Maori”.'’ The amendment, and Labour's new stance, were to be
significant in the future. In the meantime, however, National had to
soldier on without Maori representatives in Parliament. In the 1969
election, which National won with a slightly reduced majority, the Party
failed to put up Maori candidates for winnable General seats and the 4
Maori seats, now all fielding Ratana-aligned candidates, were won by
Labour, all with enhanced majorities.’®® The Maori Affairs portfolio was
now in the hands of Duncan Mcintyre, a Hawke's Bay farmer who
developed a warm rapport with Maori in some rural areas. He began 10
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shift policy pronouncements from integration towards bi-culturalism, or
rather, in recognition of the growing number of island Polynesians
residing in New Zealand, towards multi-culturalism.'?

Although such statements were usually politely received by Maori
gatherings, important new divisions were appearing in Maori society
that were not fully reflected in Maori representation in Parliament.
National Governments did have a measure of Maori support—albeit not
nearly enough to win Maori seats—which was expressed through the
tribally-organised and ruralty-oriented New Zealand Maori Council. The
three chairmen of the Council-——Sir Turi Carroll, Pei Te Hurinui Jones and
Sir Graham Latimer—were at one time or another unsuccessful National
candidates for Maori seats. While such leaders controlied the Council
there was little danger that it would claim more than advisory powers
and set out for the long-lost goal of autonomy, as some of the urban
radicals who had captured the Auckland District Council would have
wished. The Maori Women's Welfare League represented yet another
but more progressive strand of Maori opinion, although the women
confined their attention largely to social issues. The Ratana/l.abour
alliance held the middle ground, with Maori trade unionists like Matiu
Rata (who won Northern Maori in 1963), Steve Watene (a Mormon who
won Eastern Maori in 1963) and Paroane Reweti (who replaced Watene
in 1967) beginning to occupy prominent positions, thus reflecting the
massive shift since the war of the Maori population into urban areas and
unskilled occupations. Then, on the left, there appeared from the late
sixties several radical groups, coming partly from the trade unions,
partly from the universities, including Nga Tamatoa (a student group at
Auckiand University) and the Wellington-based Maori Organisation for
Human Rights. Inspired by the Civil Rights movement in the United
States and the nationalist movements which had secured
independence from European colonial rule in tropical Africa, the
Carribean, and the Pacific, these Maori movements attacked
expressions of racism they detected at home, and the “internal
colonialism® which they saw as suppressing Maori rights, aspirations
and culture,

In 1968 there was an attempt to revive the Kotahitanga movement,
some 80 years after the movement was founded, this time at a meeting
on Otiria marae at Kawakawa. Proposals were advanced for Maori self-
determination, the ratification of the Treaty of Waitangi, and a symboalic
unity under the Maori Queen. Matiu Rata, the Member for Northern
Maori, attended the meeting and reported that the Kotahitanga
movement was a “long-standing one and occasionally comes to the fore
at apparent dissatisfaction”, as in this case over the recent Maori Affairs
Amendment Act. Rata admitted that many people expressed concern at
Maori demands for self-rule, but he thought, from his discussions with
them, that they were more interested in getting recognition of the right
of Maori to have a greater say in their affairs. He saw the demand for the
ratification of the Treaty in the same light: “as a symbolic recognition of

%Gee, for instance, his stalement reported in Te Maori, June-July 1970, pp.53-4.
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Maoris within New Zealand society in a broad context, although they do
not seem to realise that the ratification does not or cannot bestow on
individual Maoris what they want from life".® Rata's comments here are
a useful demonstration of the role of Maori MPs in Maori community
affairs at this time. They tended to follow and even to moderate the
demands coming frem Maori organisations. But they had also to lend
their weight to the growing cultural renaissance and more particulaly the
revival of Maori language that Nga Tamatoa had called for. it was no
longer sufficient for Maori members 1o be competent in English; they
had to embody and promote Maoritanga in their constituencies.

The radicals also became involved in the campaign against sporting
contacts with South Africa which raged unabated from 1960, and
divided Maori as much as it divided pakeha. Inevitably the Maori
members of Parliament and the political parties were dragged into these
controversies. Tirikatene had opposed the visit of the All Blacks to
South Africa without Maori; Rata was one of the first to say that it was
no better for Maori to go to South Africa as “honorary whites”, as
happened in 1970.'' The National Governments under Holyoake and
Marshall were content to “'build bridges" with South Africa, once Maori
could be included; Labour, pressed by radical and trade union groups,
was forced to oppose any further sporting contacts.

In 1972 a reinvigorated Labour Party, led by Norman Kirk, had a
landslide victory with a majority of 23 seats. Labour's Maori members
again came home with increased majorities and accurnulated 82.4% of
the valid votes in the 4 constituencies, compared with a mere 12.8% for
National.’ Kirk, having failed to persuade, then told the Rugby Union
not to proceed with the planned Springbok tour of New Zealand for the
winter of 1973, The following summer Christchurch triumphantly hosted
the Commonwealth games, attended by athletes from black African
Commonwealth nations. Later in the year Tanzania's president, Julius
Nyerere, made a state visit to New Zealand. Kirk was a dominant figure
at the Montreal Commonwealth conference.

He also quickly developed considerable empathy with Maori and
made Waitangi Day a national holiday—the closest a Labour
Government came to the long-espoused Ratana demand for the
ratification of the Treaty—taking full advantage of the Waitangi
ceremonies to bring the races together. This third Labour government
gave its Maori members a full part in Cabinet. Rata and Wheiu
Tirikatene-Sullivan were elected to Cabinet, and Rata was given Maori
Affairs, the first Maori to hold the portfolio since Ngata. There was also
an important electoral change, already foreshadowed by Kirk in 1967. In
the Maori Affairs Amendment Act of 1974 the definition of a Maori had
been broadened to include any person descended from a Maori, and in
the 1975 Electoral Amendment Act Maori as so defined were given the
option of registering on the Maori or the General roll. Hitherto this option

'®Rata to Mira Szaszy, 7 November 1968, Rata Papers, 2/23, National Archives.
©Tom Newnham, Apartheid is Not A Game, Auckland, 1975, p.36.
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had been confined to half-castes. The option was to be exercised at the
next census. Then the number of Maori seats was to be calculated on
the same basis as General seats.'® The Maori electoral population was
to be made up of all Maori who opted for the Maori roll, plus their
children under 18, and each Maori electorate was to have a similar
electoral population to General electorates. This left open the possibility
of an increase—or a decrease—in the number of Maori seats.

In 1974 the Labour Government began to founder. Kirk's
deterioration in health and death left it rudderless; his successor, W.L.
Rowling, lacking Kirk's charisma, was unable to establish himself before
the election. The economy was hit by a rapid escalation in oil prices and
ensuing inflation. Some of the Cabinet, including the 2 Maori Ministers,
were not on top of their portfolics, and were ruthlessly targeted by an
invigorated National Opposition, led by R.D. Muldoon. There was racial
tension in the suburbs where many new immigrants resented being
unable to obtain houses. There were smouldering resentments over the
cancelled Springbok tour. All of these opportunites were exploited by
Muldoon during the 1975 election campaign and this time National won
handsomely, exactly reversing Labour's majority. But once more the 4
Maori electorates remained faithful to Labour, withstanding the landslide
in the General seats, though it was notable that the 2 Maori Ministers
had diminished majorities while the 2 non-Ministers increased their
majorities.®

Yet National also got some Maori representation for the first time
since 1943. Two candidates of Maori descent won General seats: Ben
Couch in Wairarapa and Rex Austin in Awarua. As new members of
Parliament they could not expect immediate promation to Cabinet and
Mclntyre was again made Minister for Maori Affairs. Having got some
Maori members, the National Government was content to retain the
existing system and those members began to defend it. In 1976 Couch
said that it was National Party policy to retain the 4 Maori seats, and
Austin added that the seats would not be abolished until the Maori
pecple said that they did not want them.'®™ Minor changes were
introduced by the Electoral Amendment Act of 1976. Although Maori
electors retained their right to choose between the Maori and the
General rolls, the number of Maori seats was pegged to 4, irrespective
of the results of the Maori exercise of their option during the 1976
census. According to Elizabeth MclLeay, the result was not made public,
and Muldoon simply announced that the 4 Maori seats would remain
“until such time as the Maori people indicate their desire to be on a
common roll with no special Maori seals”.'® But the result was
eventually published in The New Zealand Census of Population and
Dwellings, showing that 145,087 Maori electers and their children had
opted for the Maori rall, just over 40% of the tetal Maori population.

'@W.L Rowling, NZPD, Vol.401, 1975, p.4547.

*®Appendix 4. :

'SNZPD, Vol 406, 1976, pp.2848-9.

*®sQuoted in EM. McLeay, "Political Argument about Representation: the Case of the Maori Seats”,
Political Studies, XXVl {1980}, p.48.



H.3 B—54

There was much bickering over the state of the rolls for the 1978
election which National won comfortably, though losing some seats.
Couch was made Minister for Maori Affairs. He lacked the guile of more
sophisticated politicians, and was much criticised for supporting
sporting contacts with South Africa, but was well regarded by some
rural Maori. In 1979 National gained a third member of Maori descent
when Winston Peters was awarded the Hunua seat after a judicial
recount and inguiry. In 1980 there was a spiit in Labour's Maori ranks
when Matiu Rata, complaining that the Party machine was giving
insufficient attention to Maori matters, resigned his seat, formed the
Mana Motuhake Party, and contested the ensuing by-election for
Northern Maori. He lost by less than a thousand votes to Labour's
official candidate, Dr Bruce Gregory.

The 1981 election was one of the most bitterly fought in New
Zealand's recent political history. Held in the wake of the 1981
Springbok tour, which had torn the country into warring camps, it was
much influenced by that traumatic event. Muldoon, who tacitly
encouraged the tour and used the full force of the state to enable it to
proceed, held on to the rural seats, where support for the tour had been
strongest, but he lost seats in the cities and in the end scraped home by
a single seat. The Maori were equally divided over the tour but their
decisions at the hustings were probably influenced more by the
vigorous intervention of Mana Motuhake in all 4 seats. The new Party
plugged a more nationalist line than any before it—more so than even
the Ratana candidates in their heyday—but it failed to win any of the
seats from Labour. However the Mana Motuhake candidates did come
second in all 4 electorates.'®

In the 1984 election Mana Motuhake made a bigger effort, fielding 4
candidates in General seats as well as 4 in the Maori seats. This time
they conceded second place to National in 2 of the Maori seats and their
total vote was considerably lower than in 1981.'% Once more the 4
Labour candidates won handsomely—as did the new-look Labour Party
under the leadership of David Lange. Labour's Maori candidates had
obtained 77.6% of the total valid vote, compared with 9.6% for Mana
Motuhake and 7.1% for National candidates.’®® Now membership of
Ratana church was only incidental—only 2 of the 4 Maori members were
of the Ratana faith. lLabour's Maori support was based on
class—working class—rather than religious lines, even if most of its
Maori representatives, like most of its other members, were now from
the professional midddle class. Once more 2 of the 4 Maori were elected
to Cabinet: Koro Wetere, who was given the Maori Affairs and Lands
portfolios, and Peter Tapsell who became Minister for Internal Affairs.

The 1984 election result was but another phase in the remorseless
accumulation of Maori support for the Labour Party which has
characterised the whole of the period considered in this chapter. This is
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more fully explained and clearly depicted in Professor Chapman's
commentary and graphs which are printed as an Annex. The loss of
Maori support by National has been even more dramatic, since National
has not been picking up Maori voters eccasionally disillusioned with
Labour. They have voted for minor parties like Social Credit and, more
recently, Mana Motuhake. A good many have not voted at all. National
hopes that Macri voters would eventually support candidates for the
party in Government, as usually happened (with the notable exception
of Ngata) before 1935, were dashed. The growing Maori support for
Labour since 1935 exactly parallels the shift in their socic-economic
position from a rurally-based people, with sadly depleted and under-
developed land resources in the inter-war period, to a largely urban
proletariat after the Second World War. Ngata's land development
schemes, continued by the first Labour Government and by National,
could not arrest that process. The great bulk of a now rapidly increasing
Maori workforce had to turn to unskilled jobs on the wharves, in the
freezing works, on public works projects, and in the factories. They
became unionised and supported Labour, the party of the unions. In
Government that party first gave Maori full unemployment benefits—in
due course full employment—child benefits, and a full range of other
welfare benefits and services. As Ngata ruefully put it in 1940, “the
Labour policy of increased social benefits, higher wages for less work,
and equality of pakeha and Maori was striking a severe blow at the
things | had come to regard as fundamental to the maintenance of the
individuality of the Maori people'.'7® But Macri voters knew where their
material interests lay and have remained loyal to Labour ever since.

That loyalty is an expression of the growing significance of class in
Maori politics. As Paul Potiki put it in 1971: *'I| see most of our problems
as being identical with the mass of the working class—made a little
more difficult and intensified perhaps by the fact that our skin
pigmentation is different” 7! There was an accompanying diminution of
tribal if not yet of family considerations. Candidates were still selected
on a marae, with the tangata whenua having an advantage over carpet-
bagging manuhiri, but traditional tribal factors were now usually
outweighed by family or party considerations. The former were
particularly important when a sitting member retired or died in office. In
Southern Maori Whetu Tirikatene-Sullivan succeeded her late father, Sir
Eruera, in 1967. In Western Maori Matiu Ratana succeeded his late
brother, Tokouru, in 1945 and on his death in 1942 was replaced by his
wife, Iriaka. in Northern Maori, Tipi Paikea succeeded his father in 1843,
But it is notable that Steve Watene's son, Apanui, failed in a bid to
secure the Eastern Maori nomination on his father's death in 1967. It
went instead to the Ratana nominee, Paraone Reweti, a Tauranga
waterside worker. The Arawa hosts, who had never had a member of
their tribe in the seat, failed to get their candidate nominated, although
they eventually succeeded when Reweti retired in 1881 and Dr Peter

'™Ngata to Buck, 15 July 1940, Ramsden Papers, 196/310.
"Quoted by Bernard Kernot, "Maori Strategies: Ethnic Politics in New Zealand™, in Levine, ed., New
Zealand Politics: A Reader, op. cil., p.233.
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Tapsell was selected.’ It should also be noted that National could not
work miracles with prestigious family candidates. Neither Turi Carroll,
nephew of Sir James, nor Henare Ngata, the distinguished youngest
son of Sir Apirana, could win back Eastern Maori. Nor could J.C. Henare,
whose father Tau held Northern Maori from 1914 until 1938, win it back
for National. Yet they were opposing sitting Ratana/Labour members
whose parliamentary performances had been undistinguished.

Nevertheless it would be unreasonable to measure the worth of Maori
members since 1935 purely on the basis of performance in debate, and
even on the rare occasions that some of them held ministerial office,
though even in these respects they were probably on a par with the
average pakeha MP or Minister. Like other members, the Maori MPs had
the usual array of duties to constituents—somewhat exacerbated in
their case by numerous social problems facing a rapidly growing and
urbanising Maori population. According to David Tabacoff's sampling of
Matiu Rata’s correspondence from constituents from 1968 to 1972, 149
out of 221 letters were concerned with housing, land, education and
social services.' But Maori members had a number of additional
problems which did not affect pakeha members. Maori constituencies,
especially Southern Maori, were very much larger than any of the
European electorates, and impossible to service properly. Maori
members were expected to attend numerous important, though time
consuming, Maori functions, like annual hui of the Ratana and King
movements, or tangihanga, and when there to perform political
functions. It is notable that all of the Maori MPs whose constituent
activities were surveyed by Tabacoff in 1972, except Mrs Tirikatene-
Sullivan, regarded attendance at tangi as a necessary obligation.'™
Popular members like Matiu Rata were in much demand as speakers
who would provide a Maori viewpoint at student or civil rights meetings.
He seldom turned down invitations.'s

Although the concerns of Maori politics were responding o changes
in the socic-economic condition of the Macri people and the
internationalisation of race issues, the practice of Maori poliitics did not
change very much after 1835, Having followed Pei Jones on the
campaign trail in the 1930 by-election, it is worth accompanying another
Maori MP at a later date—this time Paraone Reweti for Eastern Maori in
1967. Thanks to S.K. Jackson's M.A. thesis on the Eastern Maori
electorate, it is possible to present an intimate, though necessarily
much abridged, account of that campaign.”® Reweti set himseif a
punishing schedule of 46 meetings—in fact he held several more—with
2 or 3 per day in different settlements of his wide-flung electorate. Most
of the meetings were held on marae; and even when they were not the
protocol was distinctly Maori. Reweti's political speeches were always

25 K Jackson, Politics in the Eastern Maori Electorate, 1928-69, M.A. thesis, University of Auckland,
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preceded by a ceremonial welcome in which he was aided by several of
his kaumatua who travelled with him. The length of these ceremonies
meant that Reweti could be late for his next scheduled meeting, but he
accepted the fact that he could not abide by "pakeha time™. Meetings
were also prolonged by religious services and, although Reweti was a
member of the Ratana church, he readily accepted services by
spokesmen for other denominations as part of the kawa of different
marae. This illustrates how a candidate had to know the customs,
traditions, psychology, and religious affiliations of his hosts; or, if not, to
take some kaumatua who could act correctly for him. Reweti’s National
opponent, Henare Ngata, did this too, as his famous {ather had done
before him—a reminder that no matter what mana a Maori MP might
gain from his membership of Parliament, he must always accede to the
greater mana and wisdom of local elders on a particular marae. For the
most part Reweti's meetings were conducted in Maori, with Reweti only
using English when a questioner had done so. By contrast Rata, who
accompanied Reweti at several of the meetings, preferred to speak in
English to get across the finer points of Labour policy. On the marae
Maori voters were quite open about their party allegiance. Even when
they opposed Reweti, as was usually the case in the Ngatiporou
territory of the East Coast, they politely told him: “We vote for Henare
because he is ours...we fike your policies but Henare is our man™.""
This was a quaint reminder of tribal loyalty to the Ngata family, but of
course it was no longer sufficient to put a Ngata back into Parliament,
given the support for Labour elsewhere in the electorate. It is also a
reminder of the gentlemanly conduct of Maori elections. There was no
heckling of candidates—at least in rural areas and small towns not yet
touched by the rise of urban Maori radicalism. There was not a great
deal of detailed discussion of policy, though Reweti carried with him a
Maori version of the Party manifesto, and took the opportunity to conjure
up memories of the first Labour Government's efforts for Maori welfare.
There was much more concern in the electorate about the intentions of
the current National Government, especially in view of its recently
passed Maori Affairs Amendment Act, with its powers of compulsory
purchase of uneconomic fragments of land; and National's apparent
intention to abolish the Maori seats. On this last point Reweti promised
that Labour would give electors a choice of registering on the Maori or
the European rolls and would, if necessary, increase the number of
Maori seats. After 2 years in Parliament, in which he had maintained a
fairly low profile, Rewiti was no longer a novice, but he was generally
held by his electors to have acquitted himself well. He had a decisive
victory, increasing his vote by just over 12% to 60%.

So far as Maori constituents were concerned, performances in
Parliament had still to be accounted for and matched by performance
on the marae. To pakeha separate Maori representation was a
constitutional oddity, a hangover from the nineteenth century, but Maori
had made it something of their own. It had been indigenised.

Quoted ibid., p.196.
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CHAPTER IX

CONCLUSION

Separate Maori representation in Parliament, introduced in 1867 as a
temporary expedient for a 5-year period, has endured in the New
Zealand constitution for 119 years. It is not an entrenched clause and
could be abolished by legislation passed by a simple majority in the
House. Yet, although European opinion in the country has been solidly
in favour of abolition'™ and politicians of various hues have often spoken
of it, no one has attempted to abolish the seats. And the political
parties—other than the New Zealand Party during the last
election—have been remarkably coy in committing themselves to
abolition. This does not mean that the parties have become
philosophically cormmitted to the idea of separate racial representation,
but merely that they have seen no sufficient political advantage in
abolishing the seats in the face of what was bound to be considerable
Maori opposition. That opposition has effectively stopped the abolition
of the seats.

In the early decades of Maori representation it seemed more
important to bring Maori fully into the political process, especially those
tribes still disaffected by the wars, than to attempt to abofish the seats.
That process was complete by the 1890s when Maori in the remote King
Country and Urewera were recording votes and the franchise was
granted to Maori women. Thereafter aspiring Maori politicians competed
vigorously for representation in Parliament. Indeed since 1890 there
have been only 2 uncontested elections: in 1911 and 1919 when Ngata
was re-elected unopposed for Eastern Maori. Very often there were
numerous candidates, most of whom lost their deposits.'™ During the
long reign of the Liberal Party, the first modern party in New Zealand
political history, Maori representation was securely established under
the aegis of Carroll—though he personally favoured abolition—and the
leaders of the Young Maori party. Even though Reform was inclined
towards abolition, it failed to take up the idea and during Coates'’s
premiership relied considerably on the co-operation of the Maori
members—even of Ngata who remained in the Opposition. And United
could not move on abolition at all since Ngata was a powerful force in
their Cabinet.

With the advent of the first Labour Government an enduring alliance
was forged between the Ratana movement, which had captured 2 of
the seats by 1935, and Labour. By 1946 Labour was beholden to its
Maori “mandate' and there was little chance that it could abolish the
seats without endangering its hold on office—or at least of losing 4 safe
seats. Hitherfo the Maori members, with one or two notable exceptions,
had supported the party in power. But after 1949 they stuck with Labour
through long periods in Opposition—a recognition of the proletarian
status of the bulk of the Maori electorate. For more than 40 years

'"#Fleras, p.26.
'"See Appendix 4.
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Labour's Maori members have pleaded for the retention of the seats,
and frequently requested more on the ground of increasing Maori
population. They won the batile for retention and gained at least the
possibility of an increase in seats with the Electoral Amendment Act of
1975. But that possibility was negated when National pegged the seats
at 4 in 1976. The position remains unchanged, though Labour is
currently committed to a return to the 1975 situation. The Party believes
that “Maori people are entitled, as of right, to representation in
Parliament in proportion to the number of people who elect to put
themselves on the Maori roll”, and that the number of Maori seats
should be determined on the same basis as General seats. In this way
Maori representation would be retained “'as long as the Maori people so
wish because as the original tangata whenua they have a special place
in the New Zealand political system". Since Maori people comprised a
disproportionate number of the unemployed, the prison population,
under-achievers in education and of those with health problems,
separate representation allowed such matters to be more effectively
represented and articulated.'®

In contrast to Labour, National has not been beholden to Maori
members: it has been without a Maori seat since 1943. Moreover it has
been in office most of the time since 1949 and has thus had ample
opportunity to abolish the seats. But National Governments have been
extremely cautious in moving towards abolition. In the 1950s Corbett
was thinking of a gradual erosion of the Maori electorate through
allowing Maori to register on the European rolls and the eventual
abolition of the Maori seats. But that policy was not followed through by
National Governments in the 1960s, since National still hoped to win at
least one Maori seat, but possibly also because the Party hierarchy
deferred to the plea of its Maori Advisory Committee, led by Mat Te Hau,
not to abolish the seats.”® But in 1967, in a final admission of its inability
to win back even one of the Maori seats, National altered the electoral
law to allow Maori to stand for European seats. Little advantage was
taken of this opportunity'® and it was not until 1975 that National put up
Maori candidates in winnable General seats. Couch and Austin were
elected. With this National decided to peg the Maori seats at 4, hoping
that in due course the seats would be whittled away by transfer of Maori
voters to the General rolls. Currently the party is in favour of a “phased
abolition'" to be carried out over the next two or three elections.’®

Critics have charged that separate representation amounts to
apartheid. This is a considerable distortion since in South Africa blacks
have never been allowed parliamentary representation, whereas in New
Zealand Maori have been represented in the national Parliament on
conditions similar to those applying to Europeans. On the other hand,
supporters of separate representation for Maori say that it has been the
only guarantee that Maori would be represented in Parliament at all. This

®|_abour Party submissions 1¢ the Royal Commission on the Electoral System.

®Pargonal communication, f.M.Chapman, 28 March 1986

'®3ee Appendix 6.

"®Final submissions of the National Party to the Royat Commission on the Etectoral System.
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was largely true for the 1870s and 1880s, but less so afterwards, as
Carroil and much later Couch, Austin and Peters demonstrated. Had the
Maori seals been abolished, then it would have been necessary for
Maoti candidates to secure the nomination of one or other of the main
parties. In this century independents and representatives of small
parties have found it well nigh impossible to get elected, given the first
past the post electoral system. However it is likely that the main parties
would have felt morally obliged to put up more Maori candidates for
winnable seats, as National, unable to win Maori seats, ultimately
decided to do. But whether Maori would have got more than 4 seats, as
they deserved to get on the basis of their total population, remains a
moot point; probably not, since pakeha New Zealanders have never
been able to take their tokenism very far, as can be seen from their
apprehension whenever the Maori representatives in Parliament have
held the balance of power, the disparaged "“Maori mandate”.

in fact the advantages to Maori of occasicnally holding the balance of
power in Parliament have been more apparent than real, since taking
too much advantage would have brought a pakeha backlash, and the
Opposition to power. There was more to be gained by getting powerful
positions in Cabinet, especially the portfolio of Maori Affairs, as Ngata
above all demonstrated. But, as his fall showed, a vigorous Maori
Minister could go too far for the pakeha bureaucracy and electorate to
stomach. There were some signs of a similar reaction to the Maori
Ministers and policies of the third Labour Government. In short, Maori
representation in Parliament and in Cabinet has been acceptable to
pakeha New Zealand so long as it has not gone too far. It has remained
a comfortable form of tokenism to be tolerated until the Maori became
assimilated or integrated into the dominant community. This was long
assumed to be the inevitable destiny of the Maori people, but it has not
come about. They have retained a distinct identity, if not a political
autonomy, and jealously guard separate representation as an
expression of that identity. But separate representation has never really
been seen by pakeha New Zealanders as a proper expression of bi-
culturalism. If it were to be so recognised, there could be a demand
from other ethnic communities, like the various Island Polynesian
groups, now integrated into the General seats, for their own
representatives in Parliament.

But, so far as Maori are concerned, the 4 seats have become a last
guarantee of their tangata whenua status and their rights as a minority
in their own country. Progressively, since the Treaty of Waitangi was
signed and New Zealand was annexed as a British colony, Maori
autonomy has been whittled away. Once the colonists got self-
government under the 1852 Constitution Act and subsequently gained
responsibility for domestic, including native, affairs they gradually
asserted their control over the Maori population and brought them within
the realm of law and order, much of it locally made by the settler-
controlled Parliament. Maori resisted the complete fulfiment of this
process for many years, particularly by creating extra-parliamentary
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organisations of their own, like the King movement and fater the
Kotahitanga Parliament. These were condoned by Europeans so long as
they remained innocuous, but were never officially recognised, let alone
permitted to exercise legal powers. At best the European Governments
were prepared to recognise lower level tribal committees with strictly
confined powers of local government, as happened with Carroll's Maori
Councils Act of 1900. Every Maori effort to create a national
organisation with effective and autonomous powers was fenced off, as
happened with the Maori War Effort Organisation which Tirikatene
wanted to vest with real and enduring power. Instead, the New Zealand
Maori Council was created in 1962, but it was no more than an advisory
body whose advice could be and was ignored.

So, in the last resort, Maori organisations have had to come back to
Maori representation in Parliament as their last vestige of a lost
autonomy. The King movement, hitherto ostentatiously aloof and
haplessly trying to erect their own Parliament, did so when they backed
Major Te Wheora, a former Kupapa, for the Western Maori seat in 1886.
The Kotahitanga leaders, fruitlessly mancevering between their own
Parliament and the real Parliament in Wellington, ultimately had to come
behind Carroll and the Young Maori party. Ratana was shrewd enough
not to go his own political way, but merely sought to capture the Four
Quarters; so too the latest to attempt to construct a new nationalist
party by Matiu Rata, though his Mana Motuhake has failed to capture
any of the Maori seats.

iIn the meantime some Maori radicals, frustrated at the
powerlessness of Maori in the parliamentary machine, have been trying
to reclaim their lost autonomy, or'* Maori sovereignty” as they now call
it. According to Dr Ranginui Walker, Maori sovereignty has been
perpetuated all along in the "rangatiratanga (chieftainships) over their
lands, homes and treasured possessions” guaranteed to the Maori in
the second article of the Treaty of Waitangi. If only 3 million acres of that
Maori land remain today, the ''turangawaewae (nurturing ground) of
Maori sovereignty consists of the 600-700 marae reserves throughout
New Zealand, and the hearts and minds of the people who know that
they are the tangata whenua”.'®* An English constitutional lawyer would
hardly agree, and would point to article 1 of the Treaty whereby Maori
sovereignty, equated with kawanatanga (governorship}, was transferred
to the British Queen. The differences are irreconcilable, with each side
interpreting the different articles of the Treaty according to different
linguistic and cultural traditions, but they are an earnest of the guif
which still divides the races in New Zealand. That gulf has not been
bridged constitutionally—except by that long-standing "“temporary”’
expedient, the 4 Maori seats.

However the Maori dilemma remains: the 4 seats have so far proved
to be the maximum concession they can extract from the pakeha
parties; frequent Maori requests for additional seats, on the strength of

WwSee "Korero", New Zealand Listener, 1 February 1986; see also Donra Awalere, Maori Sovereignly,
Auckland, 1985.
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the increasing Maori population, have always been turned down, often
on the ground that in terms of votes cast Maori have been considerably
over-represented by 4 seais.'® By operating within the system Maori
leaders have not been able to gain very great benefits, even when they
have been in Government, without attracting a pakeha backlash. All that
can be said is that they have done considerably better in this century
than in the last, thanks to a fall-off in the European demand for Maori
land and a willingness of twentieth century Governments to allow Maori
a share of development and welfare expenditures. But such
Governments have seldom gone far in providing the affirmative action
that would be necessary to lift the Maori population in the socio-
economic scale to the level of the European population.

Although most articulate Maori opinion favours the retention, indeed
the increase, of the Maori seats, a few prominent Maori have recently
spoken out in favour of abolition. Robert Mahuta, Director of Waikato
University's Centre for Maori Studies, has supported abolition on the
ground that an influx of Maori voters onto the General rolls would force
members for those constituencies to “become more knowledgeable
about, and pay more attention to, Maori voters and interests”.*# Hiwi
Tauroa, then Race Relations Conciliator, wrote a series of pamphlets
under the general title of Let's Work Together, taking a similar
approach. But neither has attracted much support. The attitude of the
rank and file is harder to estimate, although a poll conducted in 1976
showed that 56% of Maori respondents favoured the continuation of the
separate seats.'®

Yet despite the continuing Maori plea for separate representation,
there has not been a corresponding grassroots support for the Maori
seals in terms of registration and voting on the Maori roll. Since the
introduction of a Maori roll in 1949 there has been a persistent, if
sometimes slightly fluctuating, fall-off in the percentage of eligible Maori
registering on the Maori roll, despite the introduction of compulsory
registration in 1956. In 1949 77.7% of the eligible Maori population were
registered, but by 1975, when the basis of registration was changed
from half or more to anyone descended from a Maori, the percentage
had fallen to 58.3. There has been an even larger fall-off in valid votes as
a percentage of the total eligible population—from 84.8% in 1949 to
27.7% in 1975. Though the change in 1975 increased the potential Maori
electorate very considerably—from some 118,180 persons of half or
more Maori descent in 1975 to some 154,400 who were descended from
a Maori—there was no corresponding increase in the number of
registrations on the Maori rolls.’® The increases in total enrolments
since 1975 have been more or fess in line with the natural increase in
population, plus the additional numbers resulting from the lowering of
the voting age from 20 to 18 in that year. At the time of the July 1984

"®In fact both arguments can be supparted by statistics. See Appendices 1.& 2.

"®"Maori Political Representation: a case for change™, in Evelyn Stokes, ed., Maori Representation in
Parfiamentt, Hamilton, 1981, p.25.

WE|eras,p.26.

®See Appendix 7.



B—63 H.3

election only 77,564 Maori, out of an estimated 209,600 who were
eligible, were registered on the Maori electoral rolls. Some 132,000 were
registered on the General rolls or not registered at all."™ This suggests
that nearly two-thirds of Maori voters do not care about maintaining the
Maori seats—or that they have chosen to vote in marginal General
electorates where their vote can be more useful, something that party
organisers have been only too willing to encourage. There is probably an
advantage for the Labour Party here: with 4 safe seats from the Maori
electorates, there is much to be gained by getting as many "Maori”
voters as possible onto the rolls in marginal General electorates.'®
According to one recent analysis, there would have been a slight gain
for National in the 1981 election if the 4 Maori seats had been abolished
and the votes redistributed among the existing General seats.™
However any future abolition and redistribution would also require a re-
drawing of electoral boundaries and that would not necessarily confer
advantage on one party or the other,

Another feature of Maori electoral behaviour over recent years has
been the high and increasing percentage of Maori who do not vote or
who cast invalid votes. Maori voting has always been hampered by
insufficent polling booths over their wide-flung electorates, although this
has been less so in recent years when improved transport and
urbanisation have meant that it has been easier for the bulk of Maori
voters to reach polling booths. Yet, as Professor Chapman's graphs
clearly indicate, there has been a steady rise in non-voting from the
1950s. Since 1966 Non-Vote has been the second largest “party” after
Labour.™? "Special Votes Disallowed” have also risen alarmingly,
especially in the 1981 and 1984 elections, due to largely to failure to
register or to technical errors in the exercise of the Maeri option.” Here
is yet another indication that separate Maori representation, though
desperately defended on principle by most articulate Maori, has now
become so complicated in electoral terms that it is increasingly failing to
involve the rank and file of the Maori population. And for a long time
both major parties have tended to accept the status que while awaiting
a clear statement from the Maori people for abolition. That has not been
forthcoming.'9

Nevertheless the present system does provide thase persons
descended from a Maori with a free choice to vote on the Maori or the
General roll; and an opportunity to change from one roll to another after
each census. The Maori option exercised in 1982 resulted in a net loss
of 4,544 voters from the Maori roll, although there was a net gain to the
Maori roll of 973 from the 1986 Maori option. The total Maori electoral
population in 1984—made up of those Maori opting for the Maori roll,
plus their children—was 140,421, giving an average electoral population

®ibid.

WFlaras, p.34.

WA C.Simpson, “Redistributing the Maori Vole: 1972-1984", Universily of Waikato, 1985.
“8ee Chapman Annex, Graph 7.

9See Appendix 4,

“Fleras, p.36.
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of 35,105 per Maori seat, some 2,500 more than the average for the 91
General seats. This is not enough to justify the creation of another Maori
seat. On the other hand the average valid votes per seat in the Maori
electorates in 1984 was 14,783, compared with an average of 20,550 for
the General seats; as ever, the Maori members have been elected by
fewer voters than the pakeha representatives,1%

Such cold statistics mask a more complex human situation, including
the fact that the Maori people, depressed economically, frequently
changing addresses, and not yet fully literate in an alien European
culture, are notoriously reluctant to fill in and return registration forms.
Many eligible Maori voters—the precise number is unkown, though it
could be as high as one-third—are unregistered on either roll, and thus
take no part in the political process. Many are young Maori who are
unschooled in their rights as citizens, let alone in the niceties of the
constitution. They have not been politicised by the Maori members of
Parliament, or by the political parties. Nor have they been recruited to
the siim ranks of the urban radicals. Politics, particularly that distinctly
Maori variety waged mainly on the marae, is very much an activity of the
middle-aged and the elderly. For them separate Maori representation
remains as the best that they could secure: the crumbs that have fallen
from the pakeha table.

%5ee Appendices 1 & 2.
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APPENDIX 1

NON-MAORI REPRESENTATION IN PARLIAMENT: SEATS AND VOTES
PER CAPITA

Average

Na. of Average Total Valid

Non-Maori  Non-Maori  Population Valid Votes

Election Year Population® Seals Per Seat Votes  Per Seat
1830 . . 626,658 70 8,852 150,025 2143
1633 . .. 672,265 70 9,603 303,076 4329
1896 . .. 698,706 70 9,981 258,254 3,689
1902 . .. 807,929 76 10,630 416,962 5,486
1905 .- . 862,462 76 11611 390,189 5134
1908 .- .. 960,642 76 12,640 428 648 5,640
1911 . . 1,008,468 76 13.269 488,769 6,431
1914 . - 1,095,994 76 14,420 515,907 6,788
1919 . .. 1,177,405 76 15,482 535,153 7041
1922 . . 1,218,913 76 16,038 614,070 8079
1925 . . 1,325,037 76 17.434 671,971 8,841
1928 . . 1,388,700 76 18,272 735,391 9,676
1831 . . 1,442,746 76 18,983 693,072 9,119
1835 . . 1,485,046 76 19,540 827,795 10,892
1938 . . 1,517,712 76 19,969 917,684 12,074
1943 . . 1,537,637 76 20,232 911,370 11,991
1946 . . 1,656,706 76 21,799 1,011,087 13,303
1949 . . 1,780,228 76 23424 1,085,520 13,625
1951 .. . 1,823,796 76 23897 1032507 13,856
1954 . . 1,973,042 76 25961 1,069,251 13,937
1957 - .o 2,086,097 76 27448 1,120,557 14,744
1960 . .. 2212051 76 29106 1,133,483 1434
1963 . .. 2306803 76 30353 1,157,176 15,226
1966 . .. 26576419 76 3222 1,167,691 15,364
1969 . .. 258315 a0 32289 1,299,039 16,237
1972 . Lo 2720320 &l 32,774 1,359,204 16,375
1975 .. .. 2833100 83 34856 1560932 18,806
1978 . .. 2867600 88 32586 1653431 18,902
1981 . .. 2916604 88 33144 1,746,062 19,841
1984 .. .. 295673 91 32491 1,870,069 20,550

*Numbers for non-census years are official estimates.

Sources: This table has been compiled from population statistics in The New Zealand Official
Handbook, 1892, The New Zealand Official Yearbooks, at 3-yearly intervals from 1834 to
1984, and from electoral returns in AJHR from 1890.
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APPENDIX 2

MAORI REPRESENTATION IN PARLIAMENT: SEATS AND VOTES
PER CAPITA

Average

No. of Average Total Valid

Maori Macri  Population Valid Votes

Election Year Paopulation* Seats Per Seat Votes  Per Seat
1890 . . 41873 4 10,468 6611 1,652
1893 .. .. 41,017 4 10,254 11,263 2817
1896 .. . 39.854 4 9,963 13,008 3,252
1899 .. .. 41827 4 10,457 13,625 3406
1802 . .. 44,061 4 11,015 14,271 3,567
1805 .. .. 46813 4 11,703 16,038 4,009
1808 o .. 48,576 4 12,144 16,365 4,081
1911 . .. 49,844 4 12,461 11,768t 3923
1914 . . 51,416 4 12,854 18,550 4,637
1919 . .. 82,636 4 13,158 10,2311 3410
1922 . . 54,934 4 13,733 20.658 5,164
1925 . . 61,486 4 15,73 15314 3828
1328 . .. 67,401 4 16,850 20,940 5235
1931 . . 72,998 4 18,249 21,439 5,359
1935 .. . 80,455 4 20113 24,842 6210
1938 . .. 85,074 4 21,493 28,709 7177
1943 . .. 85,095 4 23,774 30,458 7614
1946 . .. 101,566 4 25,391 36,118 9,029
1949 . . 110,032 4 27,508 38,084 9,521
1951 . . 114,676 4 28,669 37.284 9,321
1954 . . 128,561 4 32,140 37,642 9,365
1957 . . 143,138 4 35784 36,808 9,202
1960 . . 161,099 4 40,275 37,020 9,255
1963 . . 180,715 4 45178 40,869 10217
1966 . . 210,159 4 50,289 37.404 9,351
1969 . . 216912 4 54,228 41,129 10,282
1972 . . 235938 4 58,985 41,948 10,487
1975 . . 261,510 4 65,378 42801 10,700
1978 . . 2713723 4 68,430 45,742 11,685
1981 . o 278,255 4 69,813 55,241 13810
1984 . . 289.800 4 72,475 59,132 14,783

"From 1830-1926 Maori population includes half-castes living as Maori; from 1926 1o 1876 includes all

persons of half or more Maori descent; after 1976 persens describing themselves as half or more

Maori. Figures for non-census years based on average decrease or increase between censuses.

10nly 3 seats contested.

Sources; This table has been compiled from Macri population statistics in The New Zealand Official
Yearbooks from 1893. The total valid votes are from MA 23/15, National Archives for 1830,
and AJHR for subsequent elections.
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APPENDIX 3

MAORI CANDIDATES ELECTED TO THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES, 1868-1887

Northern Eastern Western Southern
1868

Russell, F. Te Moananui, T. Paetahi, N. K. Patterson, J.
1871

Katene, W. Takamoana, K. Parata, W. Taiaroa, H. K.
1876

Tawhiti, H. K. Takamoana, K. Nahe, H. Taiaroa, H. K.
1879

Tawhai, H. Tomoana, H. Te Wheoro, W. Tainui, 1.
1881

Tawhai, H. Tomoana, H. Te Wheoro, W. Taiaroa, H. K.
16864

Hakuene, |, Pere, W. Te Ao, Te P. Taiaroa, H. K.
1885" Parata, Tame
1886* Taipua, H.
1887*

Katene, W.
1867

Taiwhanga, H.  Carroll, J. Taipua, H. Parata, Tame
*By-elections

Source: J.O. Wilson, New Zealand Farliamentary Record, 18401984, Wellington, 1985



B—68

H.3

62
L8E

6vS

£51

N ‘] ‘adey
{qr) swe] 'ejerey

awe ‘ejeied

v LM
pwet 'ejeled

B ' ‘uosl|3
‘WY 'ecuee]

H 'nyeepy

swe) ‘ejeled

wRYInog

960°S
5wl
el
661
vy
185
€8
6892

W2
vee
vie
PEE
GoE
el
118

6.5'L

£l
85
0L
9r
146

T "M ‘medeB
1 "1Bury

‘H ‘Busiey
"M obuediH
0y 3L WIMIN
*H 3L "ounnL
" H ‘neyey

H 'neyey

‘3 'NueByeUM
o ‘eweyesody

. ‘d 'auojang
. 'y oy 8]

9} | oyodeyzum

o ‘|, ‘adeiey
ay ¥ uneyeyeLm
o 'd ‘auc)an3
o 'H ‘endie]

UIgisa

¥861-0681 'SIAILYINISIHLIY 40 ISNOH

199'G

9z1
108
(3
aLgL
ity

5089
6l
zrs
£99
SLO'L
9v2'|
Gya'z
200

90v'L
985't

‘a|gejieae Jou saunby Bunoa 'Ajuo satepIpUERD [)$S820NG,

o "L 'lleMEH
. L9
v 3 "BILNN
"H 'Inuedy

W 'eIoNIYRlY B
Q) "m ‘sind

‘M 29

‘H "eiyexebuey

H 81 ‘eunA)

‘H 'BuBOWO|

d 'erefin

‘H “Buennwng

o ‘M 'elad

- "M '9idd
(@) ' ‘lowed

uigjseg

e
SFy

org't

213

gog

SIS
74

Slejel

o 'd 'owenin
Yy 8f

‘H ‘eoinif)

‘W 813 ‘edey
(@) H 'aau

"H 843
s|eloL

. *d "ewreniny
"W 81’3 ‘edey
{an) H ‘eeH

s[ejol

81 M INUEIBYM
‘Y 'nGnpmey
H 'hmay

- ‘M ‘SUBIEY

.. "1 "dyng
‘W aL'] ‘edey

wayLoN

6egt
9681

£681

0681

{suonewaiqae Aued Joj g2 abed 2ag)
‘SLINS3Y NOILDI T3 IHOVYA

¥ X1ON3ddV



H. 3

B—69

oeL

2 3 1S9
158 ) "MHT ™D
gse v {q) "1 "ejered
i)

v W "luecH
g '] "BIRUBMEN
gL (W) M ‘eoserRy
2L () MHT PN
we {qn) ‘1 ‘eleey
909

£92 - WL ‘e
ge {ar) swe) 'emered

usaLINog

vzt
gzl

8Ll
GIE'l
819
g
S80'9

74

z9l
L6
166
BEE'
920'c
992'9
9L
668
£49
o8
56
yee's

'3 'nyey

" Moy aL
'H 8L ‘oupny

() d 'auoien3
{4) "H ‘neurey

v ‘H .mcmE_m._.
: ‘A 1Bury
{i) d ‘endie

(Qr) -3 'nyexel

{i) "H a1 "oupiny
() *H 'neyey

oL ibury

"0 ?] 4as)

o 3yey 9

" 8L ‘oupn]

- N EHIEY

- H 'neyiey
wasam

0449

0eL'l
orLY

£169

26
S0E
<8l
b5t
069'}
'z
592'S

G5}
895'L
2812

(4} "L 'eveed
{ar) 'L v "erebn

(H) Y "mayoy

.. eley|
. | "eveed
- oW
(ar) "m ‘s1ed
{ar)} L'y "eredN

‘W BIORIRIY 2L
‘d 'BauMEIEIEWN
{ar) 'm ‘aled
wia1ses

1681

X4
8gv'L -

ez

e

8l
1¥5
BSH'L
YEL'E

61

S99t

- s[e0]

‘H ‘Buey
{an) W ‘e
s[elol

- 'H 'e0l010H
’ ‘g4 ‘BONIN
‘H 'uueyny

o o ImaY
(ar) "H ‘a%sH
S[el0l

o 3 'exey|

- "H 'alguaH

"% NUERYM 81

'H ‘eiyexebuepy

{ar)) "H 'a%8H
UsByHON

8061

Soet

2061



B—70

H.3

a6L €649 pLL'L e6'E SIe10),

gL {q) v “exemeby

;e v {1} "d "nooH

7] (1) 1 "eusieg gz {) "H "Bieym aL

99 {1} "1’k "eioed /e ‘N 'eineseded

0L (an) "y "areymen 288 ()N mey

291 .. .. n: ‘H “aloy w0l HQ—JU "d 'auolay3 Vi . pamg|esip S2j0p 869 o Aw_w ‘Y 'idiyng

98 {(4) 'L 'euequz  BOEL o (hM'oval  BOLEZ o (WH'Bed gL (q) H'eegd 3y,
ey (qr) asee] ‘mered  SIYE () "W 'aiewod  vEEY T (qr) L'y 'meBy  ggg (g) 'y 'sreusy  piBL

08 £669 GO6'E sgya)

sz "~ H oL

%2 - 'Y 'BUB}EN

g - "M 'BUMEY

lgg . ¥ ‘U010

Fi: A " "3 'eyey|

8l - . H'ewed 61 T 'deyeledy gz "H "eueyidey

I - T'sedy 095 B N By Py (v eed 8L

2 I .. IN-LTT7E T 1 'emeebue] sy - "M 'BUYEN

ey (1)) 'uosiems QKL (an) 4 "suoiey3 IS9INQOON Q05 {d) r "eiejeRp

£®we ) mHr N g88Y © () H neyey e ()Y dyng
v9g (qr) eseel ‘ejeled  pO¥'E ) ‘W ‘arewod () 1w 'eebN  ze0t (an) d "eciyibuey a1 L6l

wayinog WIoISoM wiajseg wayLoN



H3

B—71

S0L 10F'S 2EE'S 08 S[EI0L
82 . {4} 'r "‘mned
LL () "Bwend
sy () -L'eueguy Q11 () 'L "eusieg g {1} -g "Buoyim
TR (W)L ‘mievenseny  282') Q) H ewymeny  ¥98 {) Heusewy Gz8 (1 H "eEiEy
ng W) mwH'IN Oy (W) w'erwod  BIFY ()L v 'eebN  pEvE {g) "L ‘ereusy 5761
6L 2182 1y ISy sfeloy
a4 v Y usem goe - (artey
oL {)'mmereg gL " 1 ‘eusied ke (o) v ‘eyemedy
gsL () L'evegss 28 ) 'd "staymep 68 . () H 'axeH
oz (1) g 'prevogon B0 ()L 'eumley  8S0C ()1 wBuesewen g6 (N mmey
Mmoo (W) MH'™N GERE {4) w'armwed 8557 Q)L v eEbN  Zevz {4) "L ‘aseuaH 226}
889 §/9'S £86'E sejoL
Y PAMO|[ESID $310A
Zi " (1) "9 "nuerRyM,
A )3 eseyD
e )0 "eed
oo {1) o 'y 8L
s {1} "L 'suamesy
g1z {1} "H ‘neyley W PamMO|[EsIp SBIOA
az {1} "1 "eysue] & (I} an ‘aseUBH
@ - O Hmew 95 (i) - "eusied [V - ¥ ‘oson]
B () Leuequs  s95 " ()1 "woug ISIINODON  SEBL (i) v "exemeby
8t (am) y 'eorese]  SpE1 )N emey 980t N My
98 ) "mHrP ' 899z (4} W “eseWwod am v eeby 5997 {u) | "aleuay 6161

uleynog UIBISaM um)sel wBylioN



B-72

H.3

ov0't

g . i |BuHojY|
8 (1) "d ‘preuopoEy
oz () 'L 'Bbeig
StL (3} 13 "ausjexpil]
936

89 o () 'L ‘eeuenyey
ne (1) 3 ‘aa0T0Y
BlE (N) 'L "B0eig
¢ {ed) 1'3 ‘ausyequ]
116

e {1 "MH ‘sualey
GIg {ey) "L'3 "ausyexu]
PEE (N0} "L ‘ereusipen
128

g€ (i) "L "eveyu3
2p - (i} m Bweny
6. " (an) 'Hd ‘Preucpaep
g9l - {d) H'nn
Fis TR . (4 T oeyL
861 {ed) "1'3 ‘euseyu]
66l {n) "L ‘ereueney

Emr::Dm.

e

S6Ee
EEVE T
B6LL

£62

v6E
8EL'g
73N A
oe's

S/0°€
vigy

fewo

(I} 21 ‘edoy

(N} L "owa] 8]
) "1 8L 'd 'sauop
() "L'H "=ueiey

(1) 1 "eworey

() 'H 'miamey
(Q) ' '8ysy

(N) 'L ‘owoy a1
(ey) "L'H 'eueiey

{1} L "urae)

{) 'H 'eueyely

(I} g ‘sumay3

() 'y "ensexem
{ey) "L'H "euejey
(40) °3, ‘owoy 3]

(ed} "I'H "euejey
(H) ‘W ‘asewod
uIBIsa

yeeo
65
68
orE
%17
670
g1ty
858

90¥
yove

B/9S -

660'L

66’
qoL's
0502

$G2
o8l
056'y

e [euLOp|
() ‘w "Buey

{1} "H ‘Aesueq

{ey) ] "BuRWQ

(1) "y "ayoy

(N) 'L v "eiEfn

{1} g ‘saoyoy
(et} "1 "euewq
(N) L v "esefiy

(1) d 'ovow
{17) 1 v 'meby

(qr) 1 ‘pemag

- {) "d "osowy

(N} v "eeby
warsey

854

9

BL
Git
8592
699’y
5029

vie

202
1434
0ze'e

9l
goe'e
089S

44

6012
162
0

261
G2z
Ei4
19
169°L
1£5¢

Se0|

|ewoju)

) "W reyme ]
(I} "H 'Buelae]
{N) "L 'a1eusH
(W g "eaxeg
sjejoL

{1} 'H 'Bayapm
) ioke]
(Q) 1 'aioieyg

{ed) "Wd ‘earied
I w ausl0

{1 'Y ey

(N} L ‘eeuay

S[el0] .

) 'H "BayoImM
(ed) W d "evEd
{gD) "L "aseuay
S[eI0]

(1) 1 ‘&0

(1) "d "Buoyipm

(4N 'H "eMeH

(N} L "esiepm

() H "ererepm

{ed) "y d ‘eayred
(1) '}, ‘sseusy

LIS LION

8E6L

gesl

LE6L

8261



H.3

e

[3° A
06

55111

B—73

143
gz
g

02kt

0§ .
1
gL
17

Jeutou|
(N) ‘N'H 'sateq
{7) 13 ‘auspequ)

[ewuoju|
(N} "A 'sewoy]
{7} 19 rausyeyin)

[RUMOL|

(1) a1 "ewend

(N} "A 'sewoy)

{t ' maeg-oBy,

() "1'3 ‘suajeyi]
waiinog

655'EL

9 TV
g (1) 'y "ebueyowy
Gl N Y 'wnepbuey
174 {) 'H “Ioroy
@2 v (g eney
21 N (1) “mn ‘eruexem
g1z {} ¥ ‘BumInN
e {0 "L "eueyUIM
9@e () "5 *smauep
2542 (N) 'H "njewnsep
6906 ' (1) | "eueiey
14924

g8l v [ewsop)
Pi:] R () 'y "neyney
Hnz (1) g “eBueyowy
80R'2 (N) 'H "niewnep
00e's {1 "N "euetey
898'0L

e " [Bwioju;
£l " )W "esed
8l " - () "L ‘wimay
T {1} eineybuey
a6 {N) 4 8 's1ewoy
Zr0'e {# 'H ] g 'ssuop
I5E'9 (7 "L'H "eumiey

uIBISeM

GLOFI

P2 " pRLIOjLE
912'S {N) "L noues
mrg () 'L "euzwp
P95'eL

i - [ewIojuy
v08'S (N} L v ereln
b2e'L (0 1 "eurwiQ
SHE0L

—wm ot v _mE._E:_
ees {N) "L "y "ejefy
2or's (1) L "evewq

Wwalsey

£06's

121
(114

£6
LR
148'S
1096

Zel
9.
G20'E
089'9
454
£0F
9l
Lpl
Evl
¥z
652
1754
08s
096'
86E'Y

S[EIo]

- leuwojL)

() "W “areymn

() w 'su210

" {N) Lo aleuay
(3 4L 'eavied

sfelol

t |leuoiuy

() 1 'esod

: (N} Lo "areusy

(1) oL ‘eavied

$[10]

- o |BWIOfY|

. (I} *d "airyme]

. () "m'S "euoEl

(1) *d "edysum

(I} -q 1orfey

(1) 'y 'eameiey

() 'd "edol

{1 "M "eyeod

- (N) '3 ‘nog

B () 'd'L 'eaxed
usetflion

66l

ovGl

EbBl



B—74

H3

926'9

seL o [ewIoju|
vir (D8} ‘W "BINEIN
sgl'L (N} 5 "mrEing
ZES (3 '1'3 ‘susiequly
9689

b o [BLIOjUf
1 {3} euBIRLNEN
e {ng) eyidoy
256 . . (N} uoiEng
GEE'S (1) 'L'3 "eusiesisl
V60'L

gpL |euoju
89l © v meny
192 R ()
7 (Do ey
885+ (N) L'V ‘lloue))
i A () "3 rausiesIL
2ies

£l o JeuLOU|
gze (N} ‘M ‘uciesg
66 (3) "L'3 BusiEyEL

waynog

69101

8.€
¥i8
6202
§69'9

#0¥'0L

0s2
L
6l1
val
L'
gzg't
9.0'4
9E0'0s
{E
£82
S05
L
8L
BE92L
05e
e
7%t
JLxA
6856

€61

[BULoU|

T (%) Bussey
(08g) 1eBueymn
(N) 'H 9L 'd ‘sauop
{1) 1 "eueley

e " [ewioy)
{HN) erered

" (W) B2 3L
(") 'S "neye
(08) "d 'aimemy
(N} H L g 'sauor
(1) ] "euejey

- |ewlou;
() 's 'neurey

()L enng

(N) "M ‘WBuuag

(1) 1 "euejey

[BULOI|
(I} ¢ "neyney
(1} 9 ‘smayre
(N) "H ‘nsewniep
(3} 1 "euejey
walsem

9Ll

oge v [RuLIO|
161 " {1y 1ayeD
96r'2 (N) |0048p,
veLre {05) H 'Apasy
608 {1) 'L "sueWQ
6L

See Jeweyu|
1202 {7g) 'H *Apasy
gLz (N} llomxeyy
6959 - (7) "L "euBwQ
LB 1L

e [eu2ou|
vl v () "M nyed
lgee () ¥ "nreuy
S04 (7} 'L "eURWQ
BFE'YI

S : {BwIIO)|
6Bl's (N} "L ‘osre)
5068 (7)1 *euewp

wiopses

8EL'6

<9l

Trl
2802
FSP'S

ovie -
12/

Gt
BlE
626
ELL
¥or'L
PLLS

VELB

#0g
ovZ
FIE'L
6L
¥GL'9
££9'8

Il
089'c
Z18's

$[210)

’ o |BuIofu
(08) "M "ED
(N} uosieH
(3 "LH "eaxied
o S[elo)

v LT

{H) Bayanm

(051 ewed 3

{n7) puepsying

(DS} "L "urew

' - (N} s1neQ
{1} "L'H "eaned

siel01

[

- - () L wrew

() W 'euai0
(N} "M puopoem
(1) d'4 "eavreg
S[BJOL

. [BeLiop|

(N) "L'oyp ‘aseuay
. () d'L 'eavieg
wsLlIoN

0961

4561

¥S61

LSEL



)
T

B—75

11801

a9
0S¥
18
8.0'6

159'6
2124
343
062
2
2084

664'L

g%

15

kgL
rir's
510'8

byl
662
186
80
5509

v ey
(38) "9 'ninyely
(N} ™ "weied

(T WL 'ueayng
-AUSfBYUIL

v {eusoju|
{ig) -y 1Buey

(08) "i "BIRUBINEN
{N) N 'aimwog

) WML 'ueaiing
-auajeul|

o [eLIouf
(08} ' "pleuogoeyy
o N) W raseg
{7} *L'3 “suzteyin),

{eunou|

(08} W "miNEIN

{WA) 'H ‘moisug

(M} M8 “Uone)

(3 13 'susjexuy
wBInog

299’}

T AN
ee
904

698
5556
9gg'zl

o
€0
919't

arL's

982°01
gee
6

veLL

voe'L -
YE6'0L

Orp

6692 °

564'¢

[Buno|

{an} H "eoury
(og} L'eaH 8t
(N) ' ‘uimey
(M o 'asmem

n |BUICU|
(08) 'L 'eaH AL
 {N)d ey
(1) "X ‘a1miepm

i [BUNOY|
(28) ‘m 's81peg
{N) 'L 'naH moH a8}
(1) | "euesey

o [BLLLIGH|
{N) 'H 8L 'd 'sauor
(7} | eueiey
LisrsaM

reeel

002
Ll
505
92
LE8'B
0I6'kE

v8e
6.9
09s'e
el
g2’

Ble -

85Ly
gIv'e
1859
1652t

gz

26
ghl
51
0EzT
372
602"y
G119

|ewoju|

(an) L ‘oD
{28) "y "1Buey
(N} " 'samaq)
(1 °gd "emay

|euwoju|

(08) 0 'Ined
{N) ‘H "eebN
() g "amay

[euLo|
(DS} 0 'Ined
(N) 'H ‘Apaay

(7} *g "ausiem

[ewICjU|
(ng)) selpeg
{ar) 'y "Buey
(wi) d '1ove@
{085) g ‘edoyney
{NA) Y 'ynwg
(N} 'H "Apaey
(7) "d ‘ausjem
urelsey

ZoL'g

98 ’
98
M
19§
a0’
9/e9
926'01

422
83
BBEL
619
¥68'8

et
AT N
629l
926
65601

BEl
or

Zhe'e
596'S

s[e10)
[BUKOJU|

(DSh W "15|peg
(an} g "sienweg
{08} H "eio]

(N} ' "roume

o (1 W ‘eved
S[elo]

{eLo|
{23) 'd ‘eniep
(N) "D ‘1owne]
(1) W 'ered
sjejoL

{elrO|

{0S) 'd 'eniepm
(N) "4 ‘xoam
() W 'erey
s[ejo),

o |ewoju

- (1) -8 "uoag

{0S) 'm ‘D

(N} "LOf "1RusH

" (1) ‘W "=iey
wayLoN

¢i61

6961

9961

£961



B—76

H.3

169'91

02l

151
082
090'L
6rL'L
ort't
GB9'0L

619'2L

g -

1
ELO'L
0.0t
052'0L

ELg'LL
18z
991

9vZ
85€
865
9521
80L'L

pamolestq

sa10p [Eadg
|eLsofu|

(I} ‘58l "Bxeun
(N) ‘g “eremi

(D8} Y ‘mnyeLely
(W) ‘N 'Apaay

(3 'wWm'y ‘ueang
-guajexulL

- Teusoj|
(A) e 'weping
{ng) "M “Aobainy
(N} D 'tevteny

o |ewoy|
(WS L ‘uosiem
N 8]
{(A) A ‘aund
(W) M e
(D8} 1 ‘newey
(N) N 'nIeWY
() W1 uealng
-SUBIENUI |
wisyineg

gaLrn

968'L
w2
169'1
6e8'L
£25'01
BEG'EL

682

2l

£68
m5ey
g
Bea'el

gz

128
02g
SF10L

" pamojlesi]
$9)0A [B10adS

o [LETTIE
(N} "M "auajey
(0g) 'L B4 2L
() “1 Py
(1) M ‘eimiEm

|ewosu)

(A) "0 'wuroid

{N) "L ‘neMnsH AL
{18) ' ‘ewayig
() "y ‘2is1m

o JewLIoq|
{A) "W 'uoisnoy
{08) 'L "eiH B,
{N) '3 "buey
(3 A ‘asmam
wiasam

809'v1
G66'1 ° : pamojesiq
s8]0/ |eoadg
2] v [euso|
Ay {08) d ‘|lqa)l
S051 (N D 'En
066 (W) 'Y ‘eueye]
zees (1) "d 'lesdeL,
88721
12 o [ewcu|
| S - {A) H 'eey
SeLL (08) "L 'BiH 8]
triticl B {N) ‘W 'aqouBsReg
G806 {71) ‘g4 memsy
128'11
e [T
80 ‘() 'suaAng
85 (D8} W 'alad a1
ogge () ‘W “esoueieag
16¢'8 () ‘g " ‘nemay

wIB)Se3

IE9EL
90

86
¥2)
w00t
£45°1
£0L'2
BIE'D
BOG'6

gL

gyl

122
G0’
L0
99.'8

og
IEg

00%
fis: gt
886'S

S[B10),

: " pamo|iesi]
33104 enadg
Jeuncut
- (i} 'H ‘uoug
(N) ‘W ueine
{03) d 'ileqdwen
(i} ‘W ‘=1ed
{1) g ‘Awobain
s[e10]

v [euuopy
{A)'D "0
D]

(08) H "BloL
v o (N)N U
v (W miry
s[eio]

° [BwlO|

(A D g

-JSUILIBN

(08} H 'mioL

(N) "M 's1913d

v o (1) W eved
LaLIoN

1861

8161

56t



H.3

B—77

LIE'gt

mh

14!
19l
Ll
9¢2
iy
86
621
26L1L

pamojfesiq
59104 [B3dg
Jeutiou|

H UM

{1y 'H AL "exeUIN
(08) H ‘minewesy
{ZN) "M ‘nieuwy
(N) v 8l o

(W) ‘N “Apaay
(WL 'ueang
-aUIIBYL]

waynog

18091

e
Gt
£25
6v0'L

SIZ'L
gze't

pamajesi]
satop, [eadg
[eusIC)|

(ZN) 'L '2yswey
{0S) "L =M 8L
() 'L ‘prevory

WIS,

(N} "M “auaiey
() M ‘asstam

09l

69"

yel
e
i
Gor
Se0't
S822)

pamo(esig
$9)0A [B1Dadg
v [BtLIOj}
(05} omyamy 8],
(W) g 'ves1oN
{zn) 'Y "elEWamBH
(M) g "esemiy
{1 d “llesdey,
wajsel

09r'9L siEoL
A N - pama|esi]

$8j0A, [EI108dG
mm_. t 0t _mE._EE
BlE (g} | ‘avher
[7: (ZN} "3 'umoig
66 (N} M 'sewsueH
£81z (A} W ‘eled
urolL (1) g ‘AoBaig

uistlIoN

¥e6)



B—78

H.3

206
0s1'e *°
0i6'c

. 161

{WA)} 'H 8] g 'sauop
{ed) "L'H "euejey

a (4) "1 'owe) 8]
Loy uisisem

oe6t

AL
5S¢

5
89¢

295

grd'e
0g0'e -

[t
goL

[e10]
|BWLOU|

() “W'H "=Hed
{i} 'H "evesesiop
(1) *d "evoL
{1} "m “sedoo)
|| R
(DS) M 'axieID
{3 'ned
(N} LD "eseusH
{7 ‘W “Biey
OB UBYLION

£g6!
[eieL

{1} M “Haueq
() “m Bwelld
(W) 'L ‘eueyu3
{4} "WH TN
LB Wiayinog
2261

958

v

BiE

0962 °
189

g5k

g

162

’ {E10L

(1) ney

' (i) yanuz
(1) mmay

. (1} nBueyoury
) {1} eaedny

" (1) eueyed

() 'H 8L ‘d 'seuopr

a (3 "W "eueley

LB UIBISaM
Gbbl1

" (Bl

- (1} L ‘eueusy

(9N} miered

o e nin

OBy LIBYINOS
8161

156 - B0}

£ . a () "M "exedIn
6 o () -1 ‘B6eig
g o {1} 1 'voleag
FA5] S () d 'plRUOCoRN
8L e {n) "m 'eiered
Gy {ey) "L°3 ‘sustequ]
LOBW UIBYINOG

ZE61

£86C o [@o)
G v () 'd "eueiaN
16 o (I} eoarun
58 - {1} ey
[ . .. (1) a1ey
G ” (i) ereyey
061 . {1) edey
06z - {1) eueyidey
gl v () > ‘wimoscd
sel'y (qr)) g "eosyiBuey a1
HOBW UIBYJION

6061

SNOILOT13-Ad



H.3

B—79

£ze'8
BEYT

£l

6852

089

Aueg uoepy Bunoy
sanjea
pauun

wepuadapy) ybieng
1upsI) 1908

BUEJEY

wiogey

Aled pugEaz maN

JUBUALIBADT) [BUOHEN
211RJO0WSI0 MaN
JEUONEN

SYEYNION BUBH
Inoge eBuspioepy
[EIMjOUN INoqeT

eiEqn qn
neqe 1
inueBueyney) M

HORW WSYIN0S Juapuadapul WS
WparD eoog wepuadapyl '8l

euejey Juapuadspul Wl
oep Juapuadspy Wl
InogeT juapuadapu| T
ebuelueioy wapuadspu M
Juapuadspu) b

Jeioowaq 'q

PalLM LORIED) MO

wiojay LOWEOD YD

dniseyy Ny

uglun) JMerdowag uelsuys DOO

SNOILYIAZHETY AlYYd

"suaNSEd URnkEsans Joj HRMY WOl PUE S0BRL 10} SBAIUSRY [BUONEN 'GL/E2 WA Wwoy pandwod saoinog

€101 €606 -
o pamofeslg
$810A |B1dadg
[BuLo|
v (1) g oumpm 18
(Nao) »L'leam  9¥Z
(Muo) m exereley 119
: [0s) H el G121 -
(W} W oered 919’z
(1 g hoBesg  ogr'y
HOBW LigiIoN

ogsi

o [BloL

o [euwnojy|
)0 ey eeny

{1} Q 'mauusg

(08) D ‘Ined

v (N) 'H "Apeey
: () "g'd "nemay
OB Uig)sET

weg v - BoL
85 v [
we (08} r ‘pieusoeN
LEL - (N) ‘W "a1ag
896y (1 WL ueang
-BuSBYUL

HOBW UiyInog

1961



H3 B—80
APPENDIX 5

MAORI MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

Mokena Kohere
Wiremu Ngatata
Hori Kerei Taiaroa

Ropata Wahawaha

Henare Tomoana

Mahuta Tawhiao Potatau Te Wherowhero
Wiremu Pere

Tame Parata

Wiremu Kerei Nikora

Te Heu Heu Tukino

John Topi Patuki

Sir James Carrol!

Wiremu Rikihana

Rangi Mawhete

Sir Apirana Ngata .
Hoeroa Taraua Utiku Marumaru

11/10/1872-25/4/1887
11/10/1872-8/11/1887
17/2/1879-25/8/1880
15/5/1885-4/8/1905
10/5/1887-1/7/1897
24/6/1898-20/2/1904
22/5/1903-21/5/1910
21/1/1907-27/6/1912
13/6/1912-6/3/1917
26/6/1913-15/7/1915
7/5/1918-1/6/1921
7/5/1918-6/5/1925
2/9/1921-18/10/1926
1/6/1923-31/5/1930
9/3/1936-8/3/1950
22/6/1950-14/7/1950
27/7/1950-31/12/1950

Source: J.0. Wilson, New Zealand Par!:amen!ary Reacord, 1840-1984.
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APPENDIX 6
KNOWN MAORI CANDIDATES FOR GENERAL SEATS, 1967-1984*

C.M. Bennett (L) Rotorua 1969

D.l. Sinclair (L) Raglan 1969

T. Tuhimate (L) Franklin 1969

T.S. Mihaere (L) Ruahine 1972

W.R. Austin (N) Awarua 1975, 1978, 1981, 1984
R.R.R. Te Rite Pahi (Lib) Manukau 1975

P.W. Tapsell (L) Rotorua 1975, 1978

M.B.W. Couch (N) Wairarapa 1975, 1978, 1981, 1984
W.R. Peters (N) Hunua 1978, 1981, Tauranga 1984
H. Te H. Ruru {(SC) Central Otago 1978

T. Gemmell (L) Wairarapa 1981

P. Tahere (L) King Country 1981

H. Te M. Kaa (V) Palmerston North 1981

W.K. Amaru (N) Pencarrow 1981

M.T. Metekingi (I) Porirua 1981, (MM) Porirua 1984
P.P. Tairua (SC) East Cape 1984

D.M. Terei (SC) Onehunga 1984

B.T. Hoera (NZ) Otara 1984

R.B. Tamihere (MM) Otara 1984

N.F. Rangi (N) Tongariro 1984

N. Te Hira (MM) West Auckland 1984

H.H.E. Maxwell (MM) Whangarei 1984

B. Matthews (NZ) Mt Roskill 1984

H.3

*This list could be incomplete since candidales with Maori ancestry did not always identity

themselves as Maori.

Only one European is known to have stood for a Maori seat since
1967: T.K. Weal {C.D.U.) who stood for Northern Maori in the 1980 by-

election and got 13 votes.
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Annex
Voting in the Maori Political Sub-System, 1935-1984
Robert Chapman'

This Annex is offered with the twin purposes of adding recent voting
details to Professor Sorrenson’s historical account, and of helping to
clarify the operations and outcomes of the parallel Maori electoral
system over the last 50 years. The essence of the evolution to be
examined can be read from the graphs included, but perhaps a
commentary on the indicative trends they display, some of the factors
behind the trends, and the methodology and limitations of the graphs
may be of assistance.

Graph 1 shows the party outcomes of the last 17 general elections in
the 4 Maori seats taken as a whole and percentaged on the
conventional basis of 100.0% equalling all valid votes cast. Insofar as
MPs, the press and the public have moved on from attending to the
relative size of majorities in numbers of votes from one election to the
next, it is to valid vote percentages and comparisons they have gone.
The advantage of basing percentaging on valid votes is that the figures
are carefully scrutinised and compiled and widely published. They cover
all the votes which “count” in deciding seats and therefore appear to
cover all the trends which affect the final result.

The main features of the last 50 years of Maori voting shown by Graph
1 are first, the rise of the Ratana-then-Labour vote from a shade above
one-third of the combined electorate to the current level of nearly three-
quarters of the vote over the last 6 elections. The rise was rapid, very
much so between 1935 and 1938, then strongly so until 1946 and was
still lifting until 1951. Between 1951 and 1957 Labour support formed a
plateau somewhat above two-thirds of all valid votes. Then, at the end
of the second Labour Government, there was a minor to middling
reverse (down 4.9 points). The climb was thereupon resumed both in
1963 and 1966 and more strongly again in 1862 and 1972 until it
reached an absolute peak of 80.4 per cent or four-fifths of all Maori valid
votes.

Once more a 3-year Labour period in office was followed by a minor to
middling reverse {again down 4.9 points). In 1978 the regaining of
ground began as it had in 1963. Only this time the process was
suddenly interrupted by a heavy fall. This Labour fall seemingly
reflected the appearance of Mana Motuhake alone, for all other
competitors were simultaneously declining (down 2.3 points in sum)
save Independent (up 0.7 points). In 1981 Labour continued to draw
nearly two-thirds of the vote, but such a result raised the guestion of
whether this new party of the articulate and'those alienated from parties
as they had been would manage to reduce Labour to its plateau of the
fifties and keep it there. That question was answered for the time being
in 1984 when Labour support made its largest single leap since the

* Professor of Political Studies, University of Auckland.
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Ratana-to-Labour surge between 1835 and 1938. The three-guarters
level had again been overtopped.

The second major feature of the developments set out in Graph 1 is
the unsteady but continuing decline in support for the National
candidates. The unsteadiness of the decline and at times the decline
itself are linked to the third feature on the graph, the proneness of
Labour's opposition to divide and even, as in the earliest and latest
periods covered, to fracture into competing fragments.

Why the opposition to National was so divided in 1935 and why it
continued divided against Labour for a time, why National descended
so decisively and, reciprocally, why Labour rose, paused and rose again
are all highly complex questions. The answers are intermingled with a
change in the Maori political system which sprang from politically
induced changes in the social and economic situation of Maori voters.
There were changes in the way parties were organised, in candidature
and in basic loyalties. In turn the altered system was tested by a
profound social transformation in the shape of the accelerating
urbanisation and industrialisation of the Maori people. It is true there
were changes in the formal electoral system: the secret ballot for the
1938 election; general elections held on the same day as the pakeha
voted from 1951; a new and more equal boundary distribution for 1954;
and workable rolls for 1957. The effects of these alterations were,
however, minor by comparison with the effects of refocused loyalties
which foliowed a Government acting upon matters of general Maori
concern.

The situation as it had been still dominated the general election of
1935. Graph 1 begins with National possessed of a clear majority over
Ratana at a time when the "European’ electorates were returning a
large Labour preponderance. As Graphs 2 to 5 showing the individual
Maori seats bring out, Sir Apirana Ngata with his great mana, personal
achievements and long tenure as a Liberal since 1805 had no trouble
holding Eastern Maori by 37.8 points. Likewise the Reform MP, Tau
Henare, who had sat for Northern Maori since 1914, was able to gather
an ample majority of 14.7 points. In Western Maori, by contrast, Sir Maut
Pomare, the Reform stalwart, had died some years before in 1930. His
successor, Taite Te Tomo, had proved unable to equal Sir Maui's
attractive powers and in 1935 a full fifth of the vote was split away by
Democrat and Independent Labour candidates. Even so, Te Tomo
barely lost the seat by half a point to Haami Tokouru Ratana. He was the
Prophet's eldest son who had contested the electorate 4 times before
and was widely known and respected.

Only in Southern Maori was the prestige of occupancy working for
rather than against the Ratana candidate. Eruera Tirikatene had fought
the pocket borough electorate—it had just 966 valid voters in
1935-~twice before finally becoming the first of Wiremu Ratana’s “Four
Quarters” to become an MP. Tirikatene had lost by 1 vote in 1828 and
19 in 1931. Then death removed the Coalition United MP in June 1932
and at the ensuing by-election on 3 August the way was further opened
by a B-candidate struggle which Tirikatene won easily. The general
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election narrowed his lead to one-fifth of what it had been but the main
challenger proved to be an Independent while the National aspirant
worsted only the Democrat.

In 1235 the name “National" was new and did not yet represent a
fresh organisation or a different reality. Beneath the labei the faces were
the same and the tradition was stitl of candidates lining up loosely
tagged as one or other of the 2 old former parties, Liberal and Reform,
or parading their hopes and independence usually in vain. There was
still fittle or no organisation and few benefits for Maori from the old
parties to point to. Belonging to the party of Government was of value
and, because Maori since 1919 had to vote the day before Europeans,
they had less chance to pick up the tremors and excitement of
impending change in Government from the rest of the voters on the day.
S50 the mana of notabie men, their efforts to ventilate land and fishing
grievances, the cumulative prestige of cccupancy and links with tribes,
federations and churches all mattered the more when there was no
history of effective political change to the status quo.

The “'party of the morehu”, Ratana, was different in manner, basis
and objectives. Prophetic in leadership and inspiration, supra-tribal in
aim, it was congregational and sectarian in fundamental organisation
and this made it unusually strong in experienced speakers, ministry and
committee work. Moreover Ratana was an entirely Maori party with
easily-grasped objectives flowing out of Maori concerns and ideals for
the land, health, education, their economic needs and opportunities
and, above all, the proper place of the people under the Treaty of
Waitangi. Yet the party stood checked at general and by-elections
between 1922 and 1935. Its church adherents, supporters and political
sympathisers could muster between one-quarter and two-fifths of the
voters. Such limits on support, apart from the quirks of one by-election,
had proved too narrow to win seats until 1935.

Had there been a system of strict proportional representation in a 4-
MP Maari electorate there might well have been a Ratana MP in 1931
and perhaps 2 in 1935. As it was, there was 1 by 1932 and 2 in 1935.
Given that proportional representation would also have yielded a new
and Labourled Government in 1935, albeit probably dependent for a
slim margin on Country and Independent allies, then the adherence of
"the 2 Ratana members to that governing coalition or alliance would also
have resulted then as it did in fact. PR would have made the conjunction
far, far more of a critical matter even while PR at the same time rendered
the new Government so shaky that it would not have risked the active
programme which in reality it could and did safely undertake. As it was,
Eruera Tirikatene had voted with Labour through the depths of the
Great Depression so, after the Prophet and the new Prime Minister had
formalised the Ratana-Labour alliance early in 1936, both Tirikatene and
H.T. Ratana voted with Labour and joined the Labour caucus.

The major changes after 1935 1o the shape and outcome of the Maori
political system were neither the result of having 2 Ratana members in
Parliament nor simply the consequence of their joining Labour in alliance
and caucus. It was not until 1946, long after Labour's principal
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innovative legislation was passed and after the “post-war™ initiatives
like the Maori Social and Economic Advancement Act of 1945 were in
place, that Labour found its majority down to 4 and every last MP in
caucus needed for defence.

What profoundly altered the Maori relationship to Government was
the presence of a party in power which was prepared to make
successive changes in the legal and administrative status of Maori, to
include them as citizens in the structure of welfare and social security it
was building, and ready to spend disproportionately on the health,
education and housing of individual Macri in the name of more equal
opportunity for all. This was not done on an ideological basis nor done in
the name of “affirmative action”, "positive discrimination’ or “‘cultural
identity” for those concepts and terms were two decades off in the
future. Nor was it done in a coherent, consistently executed fashion. On
the basis of a philosophy of the value of the common man, the new
Government felt its way forward and found its way, for example, to the
structure of tribal executives and committees which was later crowned
by National with the New Zealand Maori Council. Before 1935 there had
been leading politicians such as Sir Apirana Ngata and Gordon Coates
who individually achieved much for Maori causes. After 1935, however,
a party in Government began to achieve what only Governments can
carry into effect.

Certainly the major change came after and not at the 1835 election
which was in most respects, as has been indicated, in the style of the
first 3 decades of the century as modified but not transformed by the
advent of the Ratana candidates and the deprivations of the
Depression. Graph 1 shows the change came in 1938 following the
torrent of legislative and administrative activity which characterised the
intervening years. In 1938, Sir Apirana Ngata and Tau Henare stood
again, still with their mana, still sitting members but, as Graphs 4 and 5
demonstrate, with very different results from those of 1935. Tau Henare
lost Northern Maori after 24 years to Paraire K. Paikea who had tried 3
times before and not once reached two-ifths of the valid vote. Sir
Apirana's reputation, deeds and connections had not altered but his
margin shrank from 37.8 to 10.7 points in the face of a divided
candidacy which set an endorsed Labour candidate—Reweti Kohere,
30.6%—against the regular Ratana standard-bearer, Tiaki Omana, who
took 21.3%. As for the 2 sitting Ratana and Labour MPs, Tirikatene's
lead of 4.5 became 47.0 points while Tokouru Ratana's climbed from 0.5
to 20.6 points.

One is always wary of the fallacy in post hoc, ergo propter hoc (“after
this, therefore on account of this'). Nevertheless only a sweeping and
powerful set of factors could have moved so many voters so far and
simultaneously in the same party direction. Voters changed to Labour
despite opposition candidates’ occupancy, mana or connections, more
easily in their absence, but whether the opposition possessed them or
not. Plainly, the motivation was Maori approval of Labour's political
upheaval of the status quo. That had the strength and
comprehensiveness in its emotional and practical effects to produce
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such a widespread result especially when action contrasted so
positively with the dull endurance demanded by the Depression. The
conseguence was a climb in Labour support which outlasted the Labour
Government and only paused in 1954 and 1957,

There was no sign of the new Maori loyalties being shaken at or after
the first Labour loss of office in the way Liberal and then Reform had
seen their vote eroded and some of their MPs displaced. By the time the
Labour setbacks of 1960 and 1975 arrived it would be more reasonable
to ascribe Labour's sags in Maori support to great expectations
disappointed by the party's performance in office than to reverse the
sequence and view the diminished vote as the product of losing the
prestige engendered by governing. Moreover the reversion of some
Maori seats to National as the new party of Government did not occur as
it had when Reform succeeded Liberal. Instead the process had yet to
begin although National had been the party in office for more than three-
quarters of the time since 1949,

What this long succession of Labour members in Maori seats
suggests, like the exceptionally high percentages of the valid votes cast
in their favour, is that the separate Maori seats permitted their voters to
choose and maintain a different course of political action from their
fellow New Zealanders, one to which they have shown remarkable
fidelity for over 4 decades. The Maori political system is part of and
contributes to the general party system in that Labour continues to be
one of New Zealand's two major parties from which Governments come.
But the Maori course is removed from pakeha practice in that a very
small portion indeed of Maori voters shift back and forth from one to the
other major party. Furthermore the origins of earlier Labour candidacy in
the Ratana movement gave an independent and Maori style as well as a
Maori organisation to this distinct and only partially parallel Maori
political system.

At first the Labour leadership did not fully grasp the advantages the
Ratana alliance had conferred on them. A small group of Maori Labour
activists believed, in the face of failures in 1925 and 1928, that the
general pattern of Labour organisation and selection could be applied
within the Maori context. Kohere's endorsed Labour candidacy for
Eastern Maori in 1938 was a challenge to Ratana selection and to the 4
men chosen by the Prophet and, in particular, to Tiaki Omana, the
Eastern Maori "koata'. Both candidates and both movements lost by
this test of whether either could do without the other. Looking at earlier
and later results on Graph 4, it is debatable but unlikely that Sir Apirana
Ngata would have lost in 1938 even if the test had not been permitted
and if the alliance had been upheld in all 4 seats instead of in 3. Just the
same the sudden, sharp dip in the trend tine for Ngata—followed by a
subsequent rise in 1943—shows that the combined extra pull exercised
by running a pure Labour candidate plus a pure Ratana candidate could
drag National's result down by 8 to 10 points. Both the Labour and
Ratana men did well but neither, thanks to the other, did well enough to
win or come close to winning the seat. Having learned the
consequences of unfaithfulness to the alliance and rediscovered the
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penalties of disunity, Labour endorsed Omana in 1943 and Sir Apirana's
long and distinguished tenure ceased.

By the point at which National's last MP in a Maori seat was defeated,
National as a whole had descended from 50.7% in 1935 to 27.2% in
1943 partly as the converse of the secular shift towards Labour which
has been examined. There was a recovery (+4.8 points) for National in
1946 when the men of the Maori Battalion were home from the War. But
it did not represent a National success in relation to Labour for at the
same election Labour had grown nearly twice as fast (+8.2 points). In
search of an explanation for both major parties rising simultaneously,
one has only to look down at the base of Graph 1 to see that the
succession of Democrat, Independent and Independent Labour
candidacies had at last subsided in 1946, pulled down eventually by
their persistent and complete lack of success for individuals. Adding all
the Independent and mini-party candidates together, they had in 3
elections successively preoccupied 14.8%, 19.0% and 17.1% of the
voters. Released at the coming of peace, and with 5,660 acdditional valid
voles in the 1946 total, the result was a rise for both major parties in the
ratio of roughly 2 Labour to 1 National.

The years from 1946 to 1951 saw National climb to its zenith in
General voting, followed by the Korean War boom, soaring prices,
industrial battle on the waterfront and Sidney Holland's successful snap
election of 1851. Despile all these stirring developments on the general
political stage, those same years were, by contrast, stable years in
Maori politics. This would have been paradoxical if Maori politics had
been simply a subdivision of pakeha politics. As a Macri political sub-
system taking its own course, however, its independent results were
clear enough. Labour moved up very faintly (+0.1) as it sank from
power among other voters, then went up definitely (4+3.8) during the
"'Strike Election”. Independency rose slightly and fell again. National
sank in the Maori seats (—1.2) as it came to power elsewhere and sank
again (—1.1) as it acquired a massive majority of 24 in the other 76
seats.

This was the era of the Hon. E.B. Corbett as Minister of Lands and
Maori Affairs in both the first and second Holland Ministries and the first
Holyoake Ministry of 1957. The new Government might have been able
to strike out with fresh policies and to a degree overlay with National's
activity the deep impression Labour's changes had made. For the need
to go on adapting to and providing for the consequences of the
spreading urbanisation and industrialisation of the Maori people was
increasing with the acceleration of the transformation itself. The first
Labour Government's thinking in relation to Maori apprenticeships, job
training and professional opportunities had moved on from the once
universal conception of rural sclutions, but not so fast towards an
evolving mixture of urban and rural answers as the facts now required. It
was an opportunity which the conventional Corbett administration
chose not to seize even though the Minister's regular and friendly
presence on marae was welcomed.
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Without initiatives to counteract Maori loyalty to Labour, National's
descent became steeper in 1954 and reached a nadir of 17.1% at the
1957 election which returned Labour to power in the country at large.
Among Maori voters there was no build-up to this event nor any visible
addition from National's exodus. Labour's vote stayed above two-thirds
of the valid vote for 3 elections while declining gently in 1954 (--0.3) and
more gently (—0.2) in 1957. Little was happening in Labour's Maori
ranks with the party out of power and a stable set of MPs. Eruera
Tirikatene had been there since 1932, Tiaki Omana and T.P. Paikea
since the general election of 1943, while Mrs Iriaka Ratana had
succeeded her deceased husband, Matiu, at the general election of
1949,

If they were not going to Labour, where then were National's departed
supporters going to and why? Here again we encounter the
phenomenon of splits in the anti-Labour opposition such as could be
found in 1935, 1938 and 1943. Among Maori voters in 1954 the 3 Social
Credit candidates took 5.8% while Independency went from 1.5% to
4.5%. In net terms National's outflow contributed 85 points and
Labour's trickle 0.3 points. The 1954 rejection of National and the
consequent filling up of the ranks voting for an alternative conservative
or at least non-Labour party was by no means a peculiarly Maori
phenomenon. Among General voters the economic strains and
discontents of the early fifties drove National down even further (—9.8
points) and that pushed the newcomers in the Social Credit Political
League up far further to 11.3%.

Maori and General voters alike felt the pressure of credit squeezes,
import cuts and exchange allocations as participants in a common
economy. Resentment at this pressure had conjured forth within the
General system a hastily-assembled party to express this indignation
without having to vote Labour and, in that, it was successful. The
enthusiasts for Douglas Credit and the League leadership no doubt
hoped for power or, at a minimum, a change to National's economic
policy. In those aims the League's activists failed and, instead,
prolonged the Holland Government's life for 3 years in a way that a
traditional transfer of support between alternative governing parties
would not have done.

The Maori sub-system's variations displayed in 1954 were, however,
ta prove indicative. Independency in General seats went from an
insignificant 0.1% in 1951 to an insignificant 0.3% in 1954 while
Independency showed a clear secondary response in Maori electorates
by lifting 3.0 points. Social Credit found 76 candidates for 76 seats in
the General system but could fill only 3 out of 4 Maori slots. Most
important for the long term was the disparity between the 11.3%
accorded by General voters and the 5.8% from Maori electors. After 2
further elections which embodied a noteworthy Maori departure to
which we shall return, the generally lesser but parallel Maori share for
Social Credit was to reassert itself and continue through to 1984. The
following table illustrates this. The bracketed figures indicate fewer than
the optimum number of candidacies.
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Table 1
Election 1954 1963 1966 1969 1972 1975 1978 1981 1984
“Europzan” SC% 13 8.1(73) 148 92 6.7 75 162 210 78
Maori SC% .. 5B 3.4(3) 100 65 53 58 105 01 24

Seemingly, the conclusions are obvious. The Social Credit Political
League was ulilised as a fluctuating opposition within the opposition to
L.abour both by General and by Maori electors, although to a diminished
extent by the latter. Social Credit's best years were those elections
reflecting a degree of rejection for both major parties, in 1954, 1966,
1978 and 1981. The appropriate rises and falls show up in Table 1 along
both the “European” and Maori lines, so that conclusion stands and
represents a common response to political and socio-economic
circumstances among both General and sub-system voters. But is the
other conclusion that there was a 'lesser” or ‘“diminished” Maori
tendency to split the opposition to Labour correct?

To doubt it one has only to recall the major difference between the
Maori sub-system with its decisively declining line of support for
National and contrast it with the situation obtaining in the General
system where the battle lines of National and Labour intertwine around
the 50% down to 40% parallels. In the General system, opposition to
Labour—in the sense of voters for all other parties or
independents—will normally constitute over 50% and even 60% of the
entire valid vote. A look at the height of Labour in Maori voting
emphasises the contrasting fact that the anti-Labour opposition there
may run from a third to a quarter and as low on occasion as one-fifth. For
Social Credit to have picked up, say, 10% of an opposition amounting in
all to one-third of the Maori voters could be to display a greater
propensity for third party splitting than for Social Credit to capture, say,
156% of an anti-Labour sector of 60% of the whole General vote.

Table 2 tests the proposition by expressing the points scored by
Social Credit as a percentage of all points won by non-Labour
candidates at each election among, first, Maori voters and, second,
General voters.

Table 2

1954 1957 1960 1963 1966 1969 1972 1975 1978 1981 1984
Maori Election

A, Total
ron-Labour. 325 327 376 349 325 262 196 245 217 362 224
B. Sociat Credit share 58 118 150 34 100 65 53 58 105 101 24
B/A as % 178 361 399 97 308 248 270 237 484 287 107
“European’/"General” Election
A Total
non-Labour. 567 523 572 523 594 568 526 614 606 618 581
B. Social Credil share 113 71 84 71 146 92 67 75 162 210 78

B/Aas % 199 136 147 136 246 162 127 1§22 267 340 134

By comparing the last lines for Maori and for “European” it can be
seen that Social Credit's share in each non-Labour sector was close in
1954. It then shot up in the Maori case in 1957 and 1960 when Social
Credit's share among Maori was greater than among General voters



B—O1 H.3

regardless of the size of the non-Labour sector. In 1963 the Mauori figure
fell sharply back but rose again to be greater than Social Credit’s share
in the General sector for the next 5 elections, far greater indeed. The
last 2 comparisons reverse, though not very markedly when it is
remembered that the appearance of Mana Motuhake in 1981 and 1984
threw the Maori non-Labour sector into an unprecedented realignment
when the new party at once became the principal non-Labour party at
both elections. Furthermore, the irruption of the New Zealand Party in
1984 upset the General side of the comparison when Mr Jones's
creation notably out-polled Social Credit.

Seven cases of larger Social Credit proportions in the Maori sector, 5
of them much larger, weigh heavily against 4 reverse instances, 2 of
them confused by extraneous developments, 1 clear case and 1
reasonably close to even. It is to reiterate this same point about the
greater Maori propensity for splitting its opposition to Labour to
emphasise that Mana Motuhake's share of the Maori non-Labour sector
was as high as 42.9% both in 1981 and 1984 whereas the New Zealand
Party's proportion of the General non-Labour sector in 1984 was 21.7%.

It would seem safe enough to say that, if cumulative National
weakness was one peculiar feature of the Maori sub-system, so was the
linked phenomenon of a greater Maori tendency to divide its opposition
to Labour. 1t was not a new feature which arrived with Social Credit for it
can be seen in 1935, 1938 and 1943 when Independency was far better
supported among Maori than among General voters. It reaches back to
the twenties and earlier when there were other dominant parties. It was
a particular feature of Maori by-elections when, in the absence of a
sitting member and his mana, candidates positively fiocked in to try
their fortunes. And now this fractionalisation of the opposition to the
dominant party can be seen stronger than ever in the eighties.

How, then, did Maori Social Credit's contrary performance in
continuing to rise both in 1957 and 1960 fit in with National plumbing a
new low point in 1957, then shooting up again by 1863 to its best result
in a dozen years? Partly it was a matter of overall political developments
but the prestige of the candidates played an increasing role, especially
in 1963. National's inactivity in Maori affairs and its tightening of the
economy continued to drive its results down whether its team of
candidates were widely-known or not. In 1954 such distinguished names
as Carroll, Bennett and Waetford all lost points and when they retired
from the fray in 1957, their replacements—with the exception of Pei Te
Hurunui Jones in Western Maori—fared worse again.

On the other hand, in 1957 the now familiar Social Credit League was
reinforced by 2 outstanding candidates. Instead of finding no candidate
in Western Maori, this time Colonel Awatere appeared and captured
11.5%. At the same time in Eastern Maori, H.T7. Reedy's manifold
connections on the East Coast raised Social Credit's level from 5.3% to
18.4% (Graphs 3 and 4). Elsewhere results were mixed with —5.2 points
in the North and +2.1 points in the South. Nevertheless, overall Social
Credit rose 6 points in Maori voting while it was falling (—4.2) in General
electorates.
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Now the record of a one-term Labour Government came into play.
Great expectations were disappointed particularly by the Prime Minister
being both Minister of Maori Affairs and a supporter of the Rugby Tour
of South Africa despite the “No Maoris, No Tour'" movement. There
were other factors which | examined in New Zegaland Politics in Action2,
but suffice it to say that they all produced a strong reaction which
appears as the loss of 4.9 points. That and a minor decline of 2.3 in
Independency made possible the simultaneous rise of both opposition
parties, National gaining 4.0 points and Social Credit 3.2.

For Social Credit H.T. Reedy continued te gain {(+6.3} in the East, W.
Clarke succeeded T. Maihi in the North and rose (4-7.3), while Southern
crept up (+1.2) and Western descended (—2.7) when H. Tuwhangai
replaced Colonel Awatere (Graphs 4, 5, 2, 3 respectively). Only Pei
Jones was a notable candidate for National and all the others were new
since the last election, yet just the same they went up in percentage
terms in 1960. The lesson of 1960 was that a strong tide carries
candidates up or down almost regardless of quality or mana. The same
lesson appeared to have been taught in 1954 but then was partially
contradicted in 1957. Now 1963 was to reinforce the 1957
demonstration of the importance on occasion of the Maori candidate's
heritage, reputation, achievements and tribal and confederal
connections.

Meantime National was back in power and the Rt. Hon. Keith
Holyoake calmly disposed of a similar but smaller foreign exchange
crisis than the one Nordmeyer had dealt with by taking the opposite
tack. The Prime Minister had his Minister of Finance borrow and wait for
export prices to rise—as they did. His Government was rewarded by
the General electorate with a fall in support of only 0.8 points in the "No
Change Election''. The Hon. E.B. Corbett had retired in 1957 and this
time Keith Holyoake chose the third-ranking man in his Cabinet, Josiah
Ralph Hanan, to be Minister of Maori Affairs as well as Attorney-General,
Minister of Justice and Minister of Island Territories. A lawyer from
Invercargill, Hanan claimed no experience or expertise on Maori Affairs
but he had strong opinions about equality before the law in all matters
and a growing suspicion of institutions like the Maori seats which might
recognise and actively express cultural differences.

Above all Ralph Hanan was a contrast to Ernest Corbett in being a
widely influential and indefatigable legislator. By 1961 the Maori
Education Foundation was established because education was the key
to integration as set forth in the Hunn Report which, ironically, was a
deferred and interpretative summation of much data-gathering under
Walter Nash's regime. From 1961 separate registration of Maori births
and deaths was abolished and Maori became eligible for jury service.
The following year came the New Zealand Maori Council which
federated the district and tribal committees, thus producing an
alternative leadership system at the centre with which the Government
could have more sympathy than with the 4 Labour Maori MPs. From this

2R.M. Chapman, W.K_ Jackson AV. Mitchell, New Zealand Politics in Action. The 1960 General Election,
London, 1962, pp. 71-2, 283-4.
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period also there was an acceleration in the phasing-out of the
traditional and valued system of Maori schools with their dedicated
corps of teachers and emphasis on Maori "language, history, arts and
crafts”. By 1963 they accounted for only 20% of Maori pupils at primary
and 6% at secondary schools. Such changes and innovations received a
mixed reception because they at first appeared to point in different
directions and their full effects were hard to anticipate. The Education
Foundation seemed to many, however, to promise particularly well.

It was plainly time for a special effort on the National Party’s part to
break Labour's hold on all 4 Maori seats. Before this could be attempted
at a general election, there was occasion for a trial run at the iNorthern
Maori by-election which followed on the death of Tapihana Paikea in
January 1963. Nine candidates contested the by-election on 16 March
including 2 unofficial Labour and 1 Independent Labour candidates, 2
independents and 1 Kauhanganui. National secured J.C.T. Henare, a
former Colonel of the Maori Battalion, son of the Reform member for the
seat, and himself National’s contestant in 1946, 1949 and 1951. Social
Credit continued with J. Clarke, their representative in 1860

Labour with Ratana advice selected a surprise candidate in Matiu
Rata, a registered minister of the Ratana Church, a youth worker and
unionist aged 28, who was well-known in Auckland but less so in
country districts despite coming from Te Hapua in the far North. The
result startled Labour when the majority dropped from 3,372 to 447
votes and their percentage from 608 to 42.0. Social Credit was
disappointed to see Clarke go from 16.0% to 4.6% while National was
much encouraged by James Henare lifting their results from 23.2% to
36.0%, the kind of level he had maintained in the late forties.
Incidentally, the 6 unofficial and Independent candidates collectively
drew 17.4% with E.M. Pou, a former National candidate now running as
“unofficial Labour”, taking 7.7%.

When the gereral election arrived, National had gathered its
strongest team in many years. James Henare stood for the fiith time in
Northern Maori and Pei Te Hurunui Jones represented National for the
third successive time in Western Maori. There was a fresh candidate in
Southern Maori, an ex-All Black and future MP for Wairarapa, M.B.R.
Couch. National's unexpected- acquisition in Eastern Maori, however,
was the Social Credit League's leading vote-gatherer, H.T. Reedy, who
changed party banners presumabiy in the hope of combining his own
following with National's steady 22%.

The results only partially justified the hopes that were held for them.
Reedy raised National from 22.1% to 34.2% which was still 12.6 points
short of a total combination of the 2 parties' forces in 1960. James
Henare improved his by-election result by adding 1.6 points but had to
watch Matiu Rata rise from 42.0% to 58.4% which was within 3 points of
the last Paikea victory. Pei Jones added another 5.4 points to reach
25.7% but that was less than the 33.6% he had garnered as
Independent in the February 1945 by-election or his 28.5% as
Independent Labour in 1943, although rather better than his 21.5% as
Independent in 1938 or his 11.5% as Young Maori Party in the October
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1930 by-election. Only Couch's vote was less than his predecessor’s, by
3.5 points. As for the Social Credit team, it was symptomatically back to
3 people again with nobody once more in Western Maori. As the by-
election had foretold, all those who stood lost heavily; Smith in Eastern
down to 6.0% from Reedy's 24.7%, Clarke in Northern down from his
own 16.0% to 3.6%, and Nia Nia in Southern reduced from 7.0% to 3.8%.

Can one conclude that this was a limited victory for National
personalities and personal connections? In part no doubt it was. But
what contribution was made by Ralph Hanan's active role, probably
perceived on balance at the time as beneficial? And what share in it all
should be attributed to the disappointment and disenchantment of
Social Credit's ex-supporiers who for 3 elections past had been
investing vates, each time in increasing numbers, in the hope ultimately
of dislodging a Labour MP or 2, or at least surpassing National, but had
succeeded in doing neither? Moreover what part was played by the
fortuitous occurrence of the by-election? It came at such a point that its
results could well have roused more National voters, who duly turned
out; discouraged Social Creditors, who in fact did not; and stirred
Labour voters to take corrective action at the following general election,
which they did do with enthusiasm.

No precise allocation of weights or percentages to these 4
considerable factors can be made. We cannot take the results of the
1963 general election as demonstrating the predominance in Maori
voting of personal attributes like achievements, mana, and tribal and
confederal connection because the 3 other factors were not personal
but impersonal political sequences which, taken apart or together, may
well have been far more important to the outcome within the sub-
system. The 1957 result may assist an argument for the importance of
the personal factor in 1963, but then 1954 and 1960 show that personal
factors can be quite swept aside.

What can be said is that, by comparison with General New Zealand
politics, the factors we have reviewed take on rather different
proportions in Maori politics. Whakapapa, mana, achievements and
connections can combine to work individual variations in results that are
on occasion noticeably greater than those seen in General voting.
However, they remain within fimits set by the characteristics of the sub-
system itself. Moreover, because in 19683 there were no parailel pakeha
factors nor in the outcome any National rise or sudden fall for Social
Credit such as Maori voting produced, we have been confined in
explaining these Maori results to examining factors working on or arising
from the sub-system alone. This powerfully underlines the fact that
Maori politics do define and constitute a sub-system.

At this point we can also sum up or point to the continuation of other
characteristics of the sub-system that have appeared before or
confirmed themselves by their works or have begun to do so. First, in
1963 Maori Labour sailed up 2.7 points in the Maori seats as a whole,
apparently little affected (Graphs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5) by the hubbub within the
opposition below. Maori Labour was on its way up to a higher peak than
ever from which only discontent among its own supporters with the
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performance in Government of the Party itself could dislodge it—as it
had done in 1960 and would do again in 1975.

Second, the battle within the opposition between National, Social
Credit and Independency was once again confined there in 1954, 1957
and 1963. National's “ups™ again corresponded with third party and
Independent "downs” and, as in many earlier and later elections, vice
versa. Third, the amplitude of the waves of opposition within the
opposition in 1957 and 1960 had again proved far greater
proportionately among Maori voters, given the size of their opposition
sector compared to Maori Labour, than did the General surge to Social
Credit in 1954 or in 1966 given the size of the General non-Labour
sector. Indeed, that was shown over the whole range of elections to
have been normally the case.

Fourth, despite hope springing up with National's two rises in Maori
voting in 1960 and 1963, analysis showed the underpinnings to be
transitory, unrepeatable and as fragile as baulked political ambitions.
Moreover the high point of this second National recovery in 1963 was
distinctly lower than the first in 1946, The third ‘rise’ rather than
“recovery” in 1975 was to prove no more than a slight elevation lasting
for one election only. In truth, notwithstanding the second recovery, the
National Party had been and remained in decline.

If one sets aside the 1935 election result as the last of the previous
era of Maori politics, and disregards National's disastrous fall of 21.6
points in 1938 as the equivalent of what happened to National in the
General seats in 1935, then the whole span of 46 years from 1838 to
1984 may be seen as the single, latest era in Maori politics that it is, an
era with common characteristics. If one of those characteristics is a
prolonged National decline, then a straight trend line should
economically describe the general run of resulls and evenly divide all
the variations. Just such a trend line starts at 34% in 1938 and runs
down to 7% in 1984. There are B elections above the trend line and 7
below it while the last result is, naturally, almost on trend.

The actual results begin below the trend line in 1938 and 1943 for
these are the years—like 1935—of lingering Independency. The results
are above trend in 1246, 1949 and 1951, the years of 2-party contests
which followed the subsidence of Independency and preceded the
appearance of Social Credit. Actuality for National then drops sharply
beneath trend for 1954, 1957 and even 1960, the elections of Social
Credit's cumulative growth. At last in 1963 National’s result climbs out
to an inspiriting peak for reasons already pondered and in the election
year which marked Social Credit's first Maori disaster. So far, then, all
the variations above and below the trend line have to do with the
presence or absence of Independent or third-party competition.

Results for 1966 and 1969 are in quickly descending order but do not
fall below National's overall trend untit 1972, Social Credit did rise much
faster than Labour in 1966 and can take most of the credit for pulling
National back in that year. But in the next 2 elections in 1969 and 1972
the Social Credit l.eague's resuits themselves declined. Therefore it was
the net effect of National’s own policies and of Labour's pull in those
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boom years for the Party which brought National back under trend by
1972.

In the most recent Muldoon phase National was almost 3 points above
trend in 1975, the year when Maori confidence in Labour was deeply
shaken and a reduced Maori National contingent could still overcome
the appearance of a little Values vote (+2.2) and a faint upturn (+0.5)
by Social Credit. In 1978, however, Social Credit doubled its share and
for the first time surpassed National in Maori politics. The National trend
line was now so far down that the actual National result was only driven
a half point below that line. Mana Motuhake's advent in 1981 was so
successful that it soared (+15.1) into the opposition lead. Social Credit
fell slightly (—0.4) but still managed to come second, which left National
in third place in an opposition sector which had grown by 13.5 points
thanks to Labour's apparent collapse. Paradoxically that put National,
which had fallen further (—0.7) and lay third, nevertheless a half point
above trend. At the terminal election in 1984 Nationa! sat one-tenth of
one percent above its trend line.

it was a trend which had carried National from dominating the
opposition to Labour down to the position of having to concede that
opposition leadership to others for the final 3 elections. Overall
National's actual results had come closer and closer to the trend,
particularly as they reached the bottom of the line. It was a case of
increasing congruence between projection and reality. The party was
losing support at an average rate of six-tenths of 1 percent every year
for 46 years so that prolonged National decline did indeed characterise
this era and lay at the heart of the overall decline of the opposition which
was the converse of Labour's rise.

In a way National seems to have concluded that its recapture of Maori
seats was out of the question after the 1966 result and recognised that
the trend was what it was so long as the sub-system was permitted to
continue. For 1966 did come as a blow. Matiu Te Hau, who became
Maori Vice-President of the National Party, told me before the 1966
election that he believed they would take a seat, probably the Northern
electorate because of James Henare's fine showing there in the 1963
by- and General elections. Alas for such hopes, F.R. Wilcox contested
Northern and his result halved National's percentage (—18.0). In
Western, M. Te Heu Heu succeeded Fei Jones and the new man
dropped 8.4 points. H.T. Reedy fought again but saw his score diminish
by 3.4 points. Only in Southern Maori where Baden Pere replaced Ben
Couch was there a gain of 7.8 points. What had happened was that
both in General and Maori seats Social Credit bounced back at
remarkably similar rates (+6.5 and +46.6 respectively). National's
second term was seen as lacklustre with farm protests, Vietnam
debates and economic difficulties. National fell {(—3.4) in General seats
and faster (—6.5) in Maori electorates, the difference being that Labour
rose (+2.4) among Maori but among pakeha it just as definitely
descended (—2.4), new leader, Norman Kirk, notwithstanding.

Ralph Hanan's conclusions as Minister of Maori Affairs can be judged
from his words and his acts. He spoke with approval of the eventual
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removal of separate Maori representation and thought the right time
would come in about 10 years. In Parliament he introduced the Maori
Affairs Amendment Bill in 1967 and, despite widespread and bitter
opposition to major and minor aspects of the Bill from all over Maoridom,
even inciuding objections on several points from the New Zealand Maori
Council, the Bill with minor alterations became an Act. At the next 2
general elections National lost 3.2 points then 8.5 points to reach the
hitherto unprecedented level of 12.8%. Not that some notable names
did not appear to struggle for National in 1969. H.K. Ngata in the East,
G.S. Latimer in the North and N.W. Pomare in the South tried for the last
time, but the die was cast. The gains Labour made in these elections
were made primarily at the expense of National and secondarily from
Social Credit which was also sinking modestly.

Labour also successfully negotiated the risks of changing the guard
among its MPs during these years. The first challenge was met and
overcome when Matiu Rata won his by-election entry and proceeded to
gain back most of the support formerly accorded the Paikeas at the
general election of 1963. At that same point Tiaki Omana retired after 20
years as MP for Eastern Maori. His selected successor was P.T.
(“Steve”) Watene, a Mormon of 53 who had made his name as a
chairman and initiator of Maori and social policy within the Labour Party
organisation. The relationship between the Ratana Church and the
Labour Party was altering publicly when a non-Ratana candidate could
be accepted, albeit in the least Ratana of the 4 seats. The Ratana
Church remained a very significant force, but it tended increasingly
henceforth to concentrate on refigious and welfare concerns.

Two deaths and a retirernent then widened the break in generation.
Sir Eruera Tirikatene died in January 1967 after 34 years of service in
the House as Member for Southern Maori. The first and last of the
original 4 of the Prophet's “'koatas” to be an MP, he died aged 71 and
his daughter, Mrs TW.M. (Whetu) Tirikatene-Sullivan, at the by-election
triumphantly improved on her father's high standing by lifting Labour
from 72.3% to 74.3%. Unexpectedly Steve Watene died in June of the
same year. Labour made a more conventional selection in choosing P.B.
Reweti who was a well-iked trade unionist and watersider and a most
effective speaker on the marae. Brown Reweti was 51 when he won
Eastern Maori against H.T. Reedy for National, C.M. Paul for Social
Credit and two Independents including D.M. Bennett. Labour's vote
dropped from 58.8% in 1966 to 49.5% but it rose above Watene's 1966
level to reach 62.0% by the next general election in 1969. That election
also marked the retirement of Mrs Iriaka Ratana at the age of 64 after 20
years as MP for Western Maori. Koro T. Wetere who was selected to
succeed Mrs Ratana was 30 years her junior, a farmer, and worker for
church and party who formed close links with the King movement and
the Maori Queen. In his first election Wetere managed the feat of
improving on Mrs Ratana's 1966 vote of 73.4% by contriving to capture
77.5%.

Thus between 1963 and 1989 all the electorates had acquired new
members, 3 of them born within 3 years of one another: Mrs Tirikatene-
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Sullivan, Matiu Rata and Koro Wetere. The first 2 were to become
Ministers of the Crown in 1972 at the ages of 40 and 38 respectively.
The third had to wait for the fourth Labour Government to become a
Minister in 1984 at 49. Their thinking was of an uiterly different era from
that, say, of Paraire Paikea who was a Member of the Executive Council
from January 1941 until his death in April 1943. Eruera Tirikatene was in
a way an important bridging figure. He was in the Executive Council
from May 1843 to the end of the Fraser Cabinet in 1949 and Minister of
Forests in the Nash Cabinet between 1957 and 1960. Tirikatene urged
Fraser to go further and faster towards Maori institutions and self-
administration by extending the advances in the Maori Social and
Economic Advancement Act of 1945. In the second Labour Government
he broke away from Nash and his Cabinet colleagues to publicly oppose
the Rugby tour—both of them issues that lasted and grew in
importance.

Nevertheless the way that Matiu Rata's views on the land issue
developed, for example, was keyed not to the past but to his own
leading role in the parliamentary struggle against the Maori Affairs
Amendment Act of 1967 and his determination to undo the policies and
attitudes it represented. Likewise, as Maori Studies developed in the
universities and teachers’ training colleges, new or revived views on the
value of Maori culture and language were aired by Maori lecturers,
students and graduates. In parallel the spread of television
documentaries, debates and news film of protest marches and
occasions provided popular extra-parliamentary arenas for political
activity. So much visible exhortation doubtless promoted some broader
changes in attitude but it conjured up resistance to them at the same
time.

The scene was being set for a new Labour Government to produce
the most active legislative programme on Maori affairs that Cabinet
support and 3 crowded years would permit. Such were the
expectations, however, and such the interested public's swirling,
altering conceptions of what was possible, which directions the
Government had pursued and which in the critics' view it should, that
the result was bound to be confusion and disappointment. Years of
effort concluded with a Maori Minister of Maori Affairs looking out on a
Land March which, for example, loosely united the protests of a Naticnal
stalwart in her seventies with those of hundreds of all ages, most of
them young people from all 3 parties and from none except the activism
of the streets.

However busily these events filled the lelevision screens they were
marginal to the life and work of most pakeha New Zealanders and most
Maori. They provided emotional colour and stereotypes for political
argument but the structures of politics generally and of Maori politics
did not alter. The 1975 election brought big swings in General voting to
the National Party and a sharp drop to Labour in Maori voting. These
were traditional forms of rejection with normality in control and in
demand. Yet the taste of change mixed with the fear of too much
change left the electorate uneasy and half expectant.
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The verdict in 1978, bringing the sudden rise of the Social Credit
alternative to both the major parties, suggested that the third National
Government had not been able to deliver a reality which matched the
vague and multiple promise of “New Zealand the way you want it"’ any
more than the third Labour Government had been able to answer "Time
for a Change" with the correct amount of it. We earlier noted that
pakeha and Macori ran roughly paraiiel in the rise of Social Credit with the
Maori line lower and slower to rise. National lost 7.8 points among
General voters and 5.3 points among Maori voters while Labour rose 0.8
points and 2.8 points respectively.

This was in fact the commencement of a minor change in the
structure of Maori politics. Social Credit had briefly become the first
party of opposition and fragmentation was on its way-—but within the
opposition, not the system as a whole. The precondition of this
alteration was the aiready-examined cumulative decline of National
going back in its latter phases to the sixties rather than to the swings
and arrows of the early seventies. The emotional force behind the
searching expressed in fragmented opposition arose from the dragging
economic pressures of "stagflation” and rising unemployment, a dreary
cramping of opportunity and continued strain and stress which, from
1974 onwards, fluctuated but did not cease whatever the policies of the
Government of the day. Proportionately far more of the Macri than of the
General population suffered it and sought relief. Yet most Maori voters
continued to rest their hopes with Labour.

A minority did not. For them the personal wrangling between the
leader of the Labour Party and his front-bench Maori spokesman which
led to temporary demotion, indignant independence and resignation for
Matiu Rata were the occasion for action. The process of creating Mana
Motuhake brought the ex-Minister and his personal assistant from that
period of legislative effort together with critics of party and pakeha
institutions, theorists of autonomy and self-direction, believers in Maori
resources for independent economic and social ventures. The Treaty of
Waitangi was to be given its full meaning in Maori culture and applied to
redress the past and the present. Above all, the language was to be
saved by recognition as an official language and every educational
measure available.

No-one could be sure of how far the appeal of such ideas might
stretch. Matiu Rata chose the by-election in an electorate he had
represented for 17 years as the most favourable testing ground and
medium for advertising the ideas and policies of the new party. Labour
responded by selecting a 43-year-old, Anglican, medical practitioner. He
was well-known in the North, a former chairman of the Tai Tokerau
District Maori Council, on the Kaitaia College Board of Governors and
with an active interest in social services. Incumbency, mana,
achievements and the fact of the ministry in the Ratana Church were all
with Rata. The Labour Party's standing was Dr Gregory's principal
asset. Instead of the 71.5% Rata had secured in 1978, at the by-election
on 7 June 1980 Dr Gregory took 52.4%. Dr Gregory dropped 19.1 points.
Matiu Rata 17 years before had dropped 18.8% from the 1960 results.
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J.C.T. Henare had achieved 36.0% against Rata. Rata managed 37.9%
against Gregory. It was a tribute to continuity in Maori politics, while the
fact that Social Credit took 8.2% and that National did not run a
candidate was a sign that the opposition to Labour was in flux.

In the months before the oncoming 1981 general election, health
problems and his 65 years brought the particularly popular member for
Eastern Maori, Brown Reweti, to announce his forthcoming retirement,
The Labour selection was a critical one in that the party organisation
was vividly aware that a challenge of unknown size and from a new
direction awaited them at the general election. Their choice fell on a
second medical practitioner, Peter Tapsell, 51 years old at selection as
Brown Reweti had been when selected, a University Rugby Blue and
former Maori All Black, and a prominent orthopaedic surgeon in Rotorua.
He had served on a Tribal Lands Incorporation Board, been on the Maori
Health Advisory Committee, and was chairperson of the Maori Arts and
Crafts Institute in Rotorua. His most unusual recommendation was that
he had already twice stood for a General electorate, Rotorua, in 1975
and 1978, It recalled the figures of Carroll and Buck who had stood for
both Maori and “Eurcpean’” electorates. At the election of 1981 Peter
Tapsell easily withstood the challenge of A. Tahana for Mana Motuhake
who drew 15.0%. But Tapsell's result at 64.1% was 10.7 points down on
Reweti in 1978, a fall Tapsell recovered amply when Labour went up by
20.1 points in 1984.

These 2 changes of MP in the early eighties were little affected by
guestions of denomination. One was a committed Anglican, the other a
churchgoer but eclectic. The important alteration to the Maori Labour
team was the fact that in 2 further steps it had become heavily
professional in background: a graduate social worker, a general
practitioner and a surgeon in Mrs Tirikatene-Sullivan, Dr Gregory and Dr
Tapsell. The changes in the sixties had been generational, with
consequences for ideas as the seedbed of policy. The replacements of
the early eighties, because they had entered politics later than the two
who came on from the sixties, brought all 4 Labour MPs into a cluster
aged between 44 and 51 at the 1981 election—a cluster into which
Matiu Rata would have fitted neatly at 47.

The ideoclogical and attitudinal fit would naturally have been less
happy. Matiu Rata was out of the party and Parliament which formed
him politically and into a vigorous exchange with other groups. Labour’s
4 MPs were by now less crusading, more interested in the detailed
workings. of institutions and measures, more moderate and pragmatic
than their predecessor appeared, and certainly more suited to the
Government that was to come. Given that the conceptual challenge of
Mana Motuhake had proceeded primarily from tertiary institutions and
those professionally concerned with teaching about Maori language and
society, this re-balancing of the Labour team towards professionalism
could be seen as a parallel but different outcome of the same process of
change in Maori political and social leadership, or as a riposte to the
graduate middle-class element in Mana Motuhake, or as both.
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One question the nature of the new party and the balance of the new
Labour team both raised was which would attract the urbanised,
unionised, lower to middle income workers—and unemployed—of the
cities and provincial towns? And what of the people still on the land, the
older more traditional folk? The Northern Maori by-election had given a
strong hint. Indeed the same thoughts could well have moved the 1984
Labour caucus when it chose Koro Wetere, the experienced politician
with a country base, and Peter Tapsell, the oldest of the quartet and
from a provincial town, to be the fourth Labour Government's two Maori
Cabinet Ministers.

That was in the future, however. After the Northern Maori by-election
and the Tapsell selection, the question in November 1981 was how well
would a Maori party, running on a platform of Maori issues as conceived
by the policy-makers of Mana Motuhake and running in all 4 seats,
compete against the party which had been chosen by an increasing
majority of Maori voters for more than four decades? Those seeking
guidance on how Mana Motuhake would fare in the 4-electorate total
now had the warrant of the by-election result to look to the past for
precedents. They could have taken the height reached by all the
Independent Labour and Democratic Labour candidates in 1943 which
was 14.8% {Graph 1); or picked Social Credit's zenith in 1960 which was
15.0%. Of course National had been much stronger in those days, so in
1981 one might expect there to be less National opposition within the
opposition sector. Or would it mean that there would just be fewer
opposition voters to persuade into the new party? It might have cut
gither way.

The actual result was that Mana Motuhake took 15.1% of the whole
Maori valid vote, which was remarkably close to the 2 likeliest
precedents of well-prepared and widely-known opposition within the
opposition. Had this support indeed come over from other opposition
parties? On the face of the net trends in the results, apparently very
fittle. Values was down (—1.2 points), National down slightly (=0.7),
Social Credit faintly (—0.4), and Independency was actually up a touch
{+0.7). By contrast it was Labour which had shed 13.5 points. The
conclusion seemed plain that in the main it was Labour loss which had
fuelled Mana Motuhake's rise and that in turn might possibly indicate
that Labour's long-term increases, only dented sharply in 1975, were at
last to be eaten into seriously, if not this time, then next.

There was another and firmer conclusion to be drawn. Looking at
Graph 6, which aggregates all non-National, non-Labour support into
one category of “Other” valid votes, makes the matter very visible. This
opposition to both major parties comes at the beginning, the middle and
the end of the latest era. Comparing the 3 with each other shows that
they have not greatly attered in magnitude over the whole era which
otherwise was characterised by a long-running Labour climb and a long-
running National decline. Periodically, then, there have been waves of
opposition amongst Maori voters against the 2 parties of Government in
the overall party and electoral system. These have risen to successive
crests of 19.0% in 1938, 16.5% in 1960 and 25.9% in 1981, or between
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one-sixth and one-quarter of the whole, then subside over a total cycle
of 3 or 4 elections.

The breaking of the 2 previous waves could have brought
reassurance to Labour's 4 Maori MPs after 1981, even though Mana
Motuhake came second in all 4 seats. What did reassure Labour's MPs
was that the new party was not a credible threat to them anywhere, not
even in Northern Maori where Matiu Rata had lost 16.6 points of his by-
election percentage and was now down to 21.3%. Mana Motuhake
persisted to fight again in 1984 only to find it was facing a Labour Party
invigorated by a change of leadership, major improvements in
organisation and the circumstances of the snap election.

In 1984 Labour picked up once more by 12.8 points which was only
0.7 points less than all it had lost in 1981. With so much of substance
removed by Labour, Mana Motuhake sank by more than one-third of its
previous strength {—5.5) and lodged at 9.6%. That the fall stopped
there must be attributed principally to the net effect of Social Credit’s
major collapse of 7.7 points, National's descent of 2.2 peints and to the
New Zealand Party in Maori seats being held down to a gain of only 2.7
points. There were therefore enough voters departing from Social Credit
and National to compensate in net terms for between one-half and two-
thirds of Labour’s retrievals.

In earlier describing the 1981 election the words claimed only that the
“conclusion seemed plain that in the main it was Labour loss which had
fuelled Mana Motuhake's rise”. The caution indicated that we had
arrived at a classic instance of the limitations of analysis based on valid
vote percentages. There was in fact a force in the vicinity of that 1981
struggle other than Labour's regiments and the battalions of National
and Independency. This was the leaderless and fluctuating force it has
been my habit since 1960 to refer to as the "non-vote”, the thousands
of non-participants, abstainers or protesters who are entitled and
gualified to vote and registered yet who, with reason or without, choose
not or neglect to do so.

When the non-vote shrinks then one party, some parties or all parties
may gain. When discontent or disillusion grows and the non-vote swells
then its expansion may take from one, some or all but there are no party
gains, simply losses. A change of party adds to the new and takes from
the old, a double effect. When the non-vote enlarges, a particular party
may lose much more than the others or be more prone to desertion yet,
equally, it may be more likely to receive back its losses when the mood
of protest fades. This is not only associated with other characteristics of
the party, it is also normally the case that parties are differentially open
to losses into non-vote and to recoveries from non-voting. This is
especially significant in the Maori sub-system where the non-vote is
normally at least double the non-vote percentage in the "European” or
“General” electorate,

Much research overseas has established that in Western countries
there is an association between poor voting participation and lesser or
low levels of information on and interest in the political scene, weak
identification with parties, reduced feelings of personal efficacy, and
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lesser educational attainments and economic resources. There are a
multitude of further factors at work such as societal change breaking up
the formation of voting habits or, on the grand scale, the size, party
history and federal constitution of a country which can complicate and
obscure from the voter the lines of political responsibility so that a fringe
or even a major sector of voters may retreat into apathy interspersed
with sallies out to support colourful personalities. Suffice it to say that, in
the huge, federal entity that is the United States, the general rate of
voter participation is low and, within it, the participation rate of black
voters is lower again. The University of Michigan vote validation study
reported white voter participation in the 1984 Presidential election as
70.2% and the parallel figure for black voters as 52.0%3. In New Zealand
in 1984 the General rate was 92.3% and the Maori rate 77.0%. Neither in
General nor Maori seats do New Zealanders approach either of the
American levels. Yet the choice of not voting is always an exercised and
often significant option in New Zealand electicns both General and
Maori in differing proportions.

Graph 8 on its left half makes 100.0% equal the whole valid vole and
on its right half makes 100.0% equal all those qualified to vote. Looking
at Graph 8 one can compare the pictures of the Maori voting record in 2
different mierors, one reflecting all the qualified potential participants
including those who do not vote or vote informally, and in the other, only
those who do vote and formally so. In the gqualified vote half, the
inclusion of more potential voters has lowered National's sithouetie
while making no major change to its shape. Something the same can be
said for "All Other Valid” down to 1960 although thenceforth there are
certainly changes especially in the period since 1972, Labour's climb is
reduced then flattens out sooner and after 1957 the shape is quite
different and altered in significant ways.

Lastly we come to the other force on the outskirts of electoral battles,
those temporarily or normally withdrawn, together with the platoon of
informal voters. First they decline somewhat in proportion and are then
recruited so fast that they surpass National in 1954 and then rise from
1957 onwards in 3 successive surges o reach a peak only 6.6 points
below Labour.in 1975, only thereafter to fall away to the 23.8 level by
1984. Undoubtedly one's understanding of the record of Labour,
Independency and National in that order is increased to greater or lesser
degree by using an analysis which comprehends all the factors
available,

In order to see what the comprehensive analysis tells us which the
partial valid vote analysis did not, let us take the latest phase from 1972
to the present when the greatest differences appear by comparing
Graphs 6 and 9. According to the valid vote Graph 6, Labour fell by 4.9
points between 1972 and 1975, a middling response to the Muldoon
onslaught. Graph @ reveals a devastating desertion of 14.9 points from
the Labour regiments. Who benefitted in net terms? According 1o the
valid vote trends the middling loss from Labour was picked up almost

P.R. Abramson, and W. Claggett, "Race-Related Differences in Self-Reported and Validated Turnout
in 1984", The Journal of Polifics, 48 {1986), pp. 416-41B. i
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evenly by National (+2.5) and “All Other” (+2.4). On the qualified vote
trends National lost a shade (—0.4), “All Other” picked up very little
(+40.3), while Non-Vote and Informal made a huge leap of 15.0 points
upwards. The comprehensive record shows the net movement. The
essence of the result was an alarming desertion from Labour and a
formidable fresh contingent of non-voters off the battlefield. The switch
had left the other battalions much where they were.

The exchanges between 1975 and 1578 are altered only mildly by
comparison. Labour now recovers faster on qualified vote figures (+4.2
not +2.8), National loses less (—2.9 not —5.3) because the largest net
source is now some former non-voters {— 3.3} returning to the struggle.
“All Others"” are +2.0 points instead of +2.5. The lesson from this is
that where non-voting does not alter greatly, the valid vote picture of
what was happening corresponds much better to its reflection in the
qualified vote. Of course it can be and has been objected that this
picture of net movement itself does not represent all the cross-
cancelling exchanges between the various forces which also take place.
That is obviously so. But as | found in designing and analysing a large
questionnaire survey of the 1975 election which did pick up these cross-
cancelling exchanges, it is still the net movement which carries the
message and measures the operative trends of the election.

Now we come to the altered picture of the 1981 election and what
really happened when Mana Motuhake appeared on the field. In order to
pick out Mana Motuhake and other battalions and companies from "All
Other", it would be clearest if the comparison were now made between
Graphs 1 and 7. The valid vote version on Graph 1 shows Mana
Motuhake shooting up (+15.1 points) and Labour tumbling (—13.5), the
one seeming to draw upor the other. Graph 7 reduces Mana
Motuhake's ieap to 11.0 points but at the same time dramatically arrests
t.abour's tumble and turns it into a modest descent of 2.8.

The cause of the contrast is easily detected. The gualified vote record
attends to non-voting and reveals that its huge increase and the
corresponding desertion from Labour occurred back in 1975, Non-vote’s
battalions shrank in 1878—while Informal rose, equally unnoticed—and
this shrinkage helped to recruit not only Informal but Labour and Social
Credit as well, but not National or Values. Then in 1881 a much larger
detachment came back out of non-voting (—6.9). The Labour loss in
1981 was as mentioned 2.8 points. Informal dropped 2.1 while Values
disappeared with a loss of 0.8. Adding the 3 together, they do not equal
the detachment from non-voting. Add the 4 together and they indicate
the net sources for Mana Motuhake’s leap, with enough left over for
slight gains of 0.7 points for Social Credit and 0.4 for National.

Finally between 1981 and 1984 both kinds of calculation—on a valid
vote and a qualified vote basis—agree that it was, within the Maori sub-
system, a case of Labour up drastically and the New Zealand Party a
little, with every other party or group down. Table 3 sets out the 2
versions of the changes.
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Table 3
Voling Changes between 1981 and 1984
In % of Valid Vote In % of Qualified Vote

LAB  +128 SC =77 LAB  +118 SC —56
NZP +27 MM —55 NZP +21 MM -36
NAT -22 N—-V —32

IND —0.1 NAT ~14

IND -0

INF -

Total +155  Total —155 Total  +138  Total —139

It can be seen that the qualified vote measurement reduces every
component because of the larger numbers in its base of 100.0%.
Nevertheless it keeps the same order and roughly the same proportions
although its additional elements—the non-vote, and Informal which in
this instance did not change—can alter those proportions radically if
movement into or out of non-vote is a major trend. This was so0 in 1960
(+8.5 points), 1966 (+10.6), 1969 (—5.6), 1975 (+14.8) and in 1981
(—6.9). By following through changes in the non-wvote and
interconnected changes in other parties and especially in the Labour
vote, one can see why on Graph 7 the "w" formation appears in
Labour's silhouette between 1957 and 1972 and again between 1972
and 1984. On valid vote’s Graph 1 the shape is a steepening climb from
1960 to 1972 followed by a small “v"" from 1972 to 1978 and a much
deeper "'v" between 1978 and 1984.

The characteristics of the Maori sub-system of electoral voting which
remain much as before in this deeper qualified vote analysis are:

1. The continuing decline of National with limited recoveries in 1946
and 1963 and the reduction of this party of Government to second or
third place even within the opposition to Labour in the last 3 elections.

2. The greater tendency of the opposition to Labour within the Maori
sub-system to -sustain an opposition within itself; and the larger
proportion that internal opposition constitutes relative to the size of the
opposition sector as a whole when compared with similar elements in
the General system.

The characteristics of the sub-system which are shown by the
qualified vote analysis to have altered, or to be additional, are:

3. - Labour’s climb to dominance flattens out one election sooner,
while the plateau now stretches from 1946 to 1957. Labour thereatter
plunges in 1960 twice, and in 1975 three times as far as the valid vote
calculations revealed. Consequently, after 1957 instead of 6 buoyant
elections on or above the plateau line, there are only 3. Nevertheless,
the Labour Party continues to dominate this latest era of the sub-system
with an average support of 50.3% of all those qualified to vote as
compared to 65.8% of all valid voters.

4. A fourth force in non-voting and Informal is thereby added to
Labour, National and Independency with third-party voting included.
This fourth force shows up on the graph in third place, its 2 elements
together pass National in 1954 while the non-vote alone does so in 1960.

Sig. 18
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With a 1-election exception this continues to be so. The real contest for
dominance after 1963 is between a surging non-vote and the Labour
Party, an unequal contest in which non-vote falls away after 1975.

The 2 analyses employed have, to change the metaphor, introduced
different sets of actors in the amphitheatre of Maori politics. First the
adolescent Labour giant soon grown to full stature, the mature National
figure bending with increasing years and ever less with time, and a tribe
of changing, cartwheeling patch-coated Independents thrust aside by
the privates and sergeants of Social Credit until, as a finale, a second
adolescent warrior climbs to the top of the giant's boots. Next the
qualified vote analysis introduced a chorus of non-voters—and the
Informal dwarf—who commented on the economic fates and the
success of the play and often took off their masks and walked on as bit-
players as it pleased them.

Now there is a last and numerous group who remain in the shadowy
audience, the unregistered potential voters who therefore are not even
qualified to vote. Their thousands among the rapidly growing Maori
population impressed me a quarter century ago when doing research
for an article. It was the increasing disparity between the estimated
population and the first “hard" reliable roll numbers in 1957 which
alerted me, while the trends backwards and forwards showed the
problem to be growing as rapidly as the urbanisation which helped
cause it by interrupting or suspending the teaching by family example
and small community interaction of those political attitudes and habits
like voting which have to be learned.

Anthony McCracken explored the problem and expanded on and
reached beyond my answers in a fine MA thesis.? The problem grew and
the necessary research on the underlying figures which could only have
been done officially was never undertaken. Instead there were ex-
cathedra pronouncements by Ministers that ever larger numbers of
Maori were “going over to” or, from journalists and fearful candidates,
“being put onto" the “European” or later the General rolis. So one can
only introduce the subject and hope that, before any conclusions are
drawn, resources and officially-conducted research will clarify the
numbers and the motives involved, and discover also whether the
neglect of the recent past may not have left tens of thousands quite
outside the patterns of participation as well as the records of our
electoral system.

For if there is, particularly after the reforms of 1975, a permeable
boundary between the Maori political sub-system and the General
electoral system, then is not that a further creditable adaptation by
Maori of a special representation system they have made their own and
use for their own purposes? If National declines in the sub-system, it
usually governs in the General system. indeed, as Maori candidates

“A.M. Chapman, “The response to Labour and the question of paralielism of opinion, 1928-1860", in

gogtéré Chapman and Keith Sinclair (eds.), Studies of a Small Democracy, Auckland, 1983, pp. 24752,
79-80.

sA.. McCracken, Maeri Voting and Non-Voting: 1928-1969. A Study of Change in Voling Patters

Preceding and Accompanying Urban Migration, Unpublished MA thesis, University of Auckland, 1971.
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have come onto the General roll and been selected for National, and
subsequently won, they have reflected a transition by individual Maori
before them in time and who shared their values. Nor is the choice of
voling on the General roll confined to National voters. Labour and Social
Credit organisers have sought and enrolled those available in marginal
General electorates. For it is now an entirely free choice and, despite
the accusation in the 1960s that it smacked of apartheid, it has been
largely choice for decades.

Those who chose to stay on the rolls of the Maori seats are
participating in a unique and valuable sub-system. Here electors can
choose representatives of their own culture who can express their
constituents’ attitudes, views and responses, articulate their needs, and
attend to their contacts with Departments and officialdom and mediate
ong to the other. No MP in a General electorate could consistently
perform such a task, for he or she is tied in terms of time and is
responsible for expressing the interests and considering the views of
constituents predominantly or overwhelmingly of another culture.
Reading Hansard or the newspapers with an attentive eye will reveal the
force of this fact.

This Annex has been devoted to showing how the sub-system differs
from the General system with which it interacts in many vital ways. The
sub-systern is distinct and different because it is supposed to do the
different job of representing the other culture in our country in its
Parliament. Maori electors and MPs see to it that it does.

Maori voters have invented their own parties, adapted other people's
parties, and coalesced where it suited them. Maori voters display
different policy priorities, values and party choices from those of the
system in general. Ironically, by their consistent choice of 4 Labour MPs,
the voters have made the sub-system work to balance the tilt in favour
of National as against Labour displayed by the "European” or General
system over more than 3 decades. The great merits of the present sub-
system, however, lie in the uses to which it has been put. Maori have
thus made it their creation. They have endowed it with functions they
need to have performed and which only MPs representing voters of their
own culture could perform. They are supported by a political sub-
system which has its own characteristics and uniqueness.
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GRAPH 19 :

1935 to 1984—Phases in the 4 Maori mmm:m Qo of n:m__:mq vote) : Eastern
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GRAPH 20 : 1935 to 1984—Phases in the 4 Maori Seats (% of ncm_:,ma vote) ; Northern




