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Abstract
Through case study research located in Northland, New Zealand, this thesis
investigates the future of papakāinga (kin-community settlements) and their marae
(ancestral centres of tribal identity). Māori kin-communities have transformed in
response to crisis and opportunity over generations. Due to historical impacts of
Māori land alienation, individualisation, and Māori urbanisation, the binding fabric of
papakāinga – kinship and economy – has weakened.
‘Whakapapakāinga: a template for the cross-generational development of maraecommunities’ investigates the concerns and hopes of the descendants of Oromahoe
regarding the future of their papakāinga. It uses interviews with elders, a Māori land
trust; a questionnaire with community descendants (local and non-local), archival
research, and reflexive ethnography. The key finding of this research investigation is
that papakāinga development should innovate within central needs – energy, housing
and food – that restore economy around papakāinga and reactivate functional kinship
links between community members.
This thesis is a study in the field of the target audience. The findings are to assist the
Oromahoe Trust, the Oromahoe marae and its descendants (local and non-local) in
shaping a strategic direction for their ancestral settlement, their papakāinga. The
findings also provide an kin-insider approach to papakāinga development for housing
development agencies, district and regional councils, funding agencies, banks,
architecture firms, solar technology suppliers and Māori and non-Māori agricultural
and horticultural enterprises that neighbour papakāinga. It is important not only to
New Zealand’s 778 papakāinga, but also small indigenous communities elsewhere in
the world facing similar crises of relevance to descendant diasporas, identity and
development.
Keywords: Papakāinga, whakapapa, kin-community development, housing, energy,
food, hapū, kinship, economy.
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Conventions
Translations of Māori terminology are provided in brackets in the first instance.
Readers are then encouraged to consult the glossary at the end of the thesis for further
assistance on translations in respect of how the terms are applied or used. A further
note on the subject of translations relating to the 1904 Papatupu Block Committee
Minute Books: they are recorded completely in Māori in the original. I have provided
my own English translations. Some interviews were in Māori and in English. Again,
where relevant, I have provided my own translations. At times I have consulted
various Māori dictionaries to assist with meanings (for example, Moorfield, James
Henare Māori Research Centre and William Williams).
In accordance with contemporary university (and publishing) standards on the usage
of te reo (Māori language), macrons are used to indicate the differential meanings of
Māori terms, except when quoting primary (for example, 1904 Papatupu Block
Committee Minute Books and Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust reports) and secondary
sources.
To aid in understanding whakapapa, I present various genealogy charts. The
genealogy charts in this thesis provide genealogical links without necessarily
accounting for all generations, siblings, spouses or order of seniority.
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Introduction
The goal of this thesis is to investigate the continued relevance of papakāinga to its
descendants, focusing on my papakāinga of Oromahoe as a case study.
Papakāinga are customary forms of hapū (Māori kinship-group) living-spaces in New
Zealand. They are hapū-dwellings on remaining pieces of Māori (New Zealand
indigenous people) land, anchored by a marae (ceremonial courtyard, complex)
(Tapsell, 2002). Papakāinga have transformed throughout time and over generations:
as island villages of the Pacific (pa’a), as elevated terraced settlements (pā, pākāinga), and as lowland communities near early towns, missionary stations,
waterways and ports (papakāinga). Today, papakāinga and their marae are the
bastions of ‘tribal’ living and the focal points of a kin-community’s ancestral
landscape and identity. As of 2018, 778 marae and papakāinga remain spread
throughout New Zealand (Te Potiki National Trust, comm. 2017).
This thesis is concerned with the future of papakāinga, which are also referred to as
marae communities or Māori kin-communities. Despite being the centres of hapū life
for over 800 years in New Zealand, papakāinga are home to only a fraction of today’s
Māori population. Over a century of land alienation, legislation and Māori (Native)
Land Court rulings have curtailed the economic and social livelihood of papakāinga
and its peoples’. Also, three or more generations of urban shifts have meant that the
vast majority of Māori live away from ancestral ‘homes’ and beyond tribal horizons
(Walker, 1990, p. 10).
This thesis explores the concerns and hopes of Oromahoe descendants regarding the
future of their community. I underpin this thesis with an aspirational question, “what
will Oromahoe look like in 100-years?” In asking this question, it encourages the
Oromahoe kin-community to contemplate its past and present to think about what
Oromahoe might become in generations to come.
Oromahoe is a rural, predominantly Māori, settlement straddling one of Northland’s
main state highways. Like many of New Zealand’s papakāinga, it is almost invisible
7

to the passer-by. Nevertheless, Oromahoe has been home to the kin-groups Ngāti
Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa for at least ten generations. These kin-groups have also
occupied the wider ancestral region for 18 generations. This thesis seeks to unearth
Oromahoe’s whakapapa (genealogical layering of time and events), and social
stratigraphy across time represented by the peoples’ interactions with the land.
I write this PhD from the perspective of one of the most recent layers in Oromahoe’s
genealogy. I write from the perspective of an Oromahoe descendant who was raised
‘by his village’; who farmed and foraged ancestral lands with family; who fished and
swam in local rivers with relatives; and who worked, celebrated and mourned
alongside wider kin during times of life-crises on the marae. I also write from the
perspective of a descendant who now returns ‘home’ (when possible) from his
‘residence’ hundreds of kilometres away in the South Island. This thesis represents
but one descendant connection to the Oromahoe papakāinga. There are thousands
more. For locals, Oromahoe might be a home-base of unlocked doors, a centre of
village gossip, family warmth, and never-ending cups of tea. For more remotely
connected descendants, it might be a place to pay respects to ancestors, or a summerretreat to escape work and urban life – to live, if only for a moment, among kin. For
others still, it might lie beyond consciousness, a place of unfamiliarity and
intimidation, representing a relic of a former time: when Māori lived as tribes.
This PhD is framed by several influences relating to Māori kin-community challenges
and their growth. Its cornerstone themes tell a story of balancing commercial and
social priorities, leadership and accountability, ancestral values underpinning growth,
marae resilience, long-term, inter-generational planning on from current, historical
and ancestral precedents. As a micro-community marae case study, this PhD also
contributes towards broader studies on community development. It relates not only to
other marae communities, but also similar small indigenous communities elsewhere in
the world who are grappling with their own development and identity issues. I,
therefore aim to uncover ongoing, emerging and new social, economic and political
issues to more formally understand the opportunities and constraints that are
challenging marae community development today. Oromahoe has its own specific
cross-generational development pathway and set of challenges, but as this research
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will show, Oromahoe is a microcosm indicative of far broader issues facing many
marae communities throughout Aotearoa.
The thesis’s title term, ‘Whakapapakāinga’ was coined to capture two aspects of
Māori/tribal (kin-community) organisation (whakapapa and papakāinga) as a
principle of development. In short, whakapapakāinga is the cross-generational
(whakapapa) layering (advancement or development) of a marae-community
(papakāinga). This thesis has seven chapters.
Chapter One, ‘Methods of Belonging: Kin-community research in Oromahoe’
explores the methodological implications of belonging to the field of research.
Through personal narrative, reflexivity and whakapapa (genealogy), I explore my
rural upbringing in Oromahoe, my connection to its lands, its people and marae.
Whakapapa positions me as a descendant-researcher to the kin-community whom I
serve through research. The community is my place of fieldwork. Its descendants are
my co-researchers. Whakapapa also provides a social framework that assists in the
access to resources (grants, sensitive family and land trust records) while framing my
kinship ethics of accountability to community. To note also, Chapter Two considers
the ‘academic genealogy’ from which my research originates including social
anthropology, archaeology and Māori studies. Chapter One ends with a discussion on
the methodological approaches I have utilised in this research, including
interviews/kōrero (discussions), a questionnaire, participant observation, participation
in community affairs during the period of study, and archival research.
Chapter Two, ‘Whaka-papa-kāinga: Whakapapa (cross-generational context) of
papakāinga (Māori kin-community)’ provides a literature-based discussion on core
themes concerning papakāinga nationwide past and present to set out a context for
considering the more specific issues of development relating to the case study. It
begins by examining the title term ‘whakapapakāinga’; first unpacking theoretical
understandings of ‘whakapapa’, second the trajectory of ‘papakāinga’. It is concerned
with discussing historically-defined impacts on papakāinga including Māori land
alienation, the conversion of tribal landscapes to individual estates, and the
depopulation of communities, particularly from the 1920s. It addresses contemporary
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factors such as (dis-)connections between descendant diaspora and marae, and the
influence of Crown-ascribed neo-tribal iwi organisations on papakāinga. To establish
themes of papakāinga development explored throughout the thesis, I consider three
fundament human needs: food, housing and energy. I draw attention to these strands
of papakāinga sustainability throughout the remainder of the thesis.
Chapter Three, ‘Pouerua ki Oromahoe: From pā to papakāinga’ provides a localised
(pre-)historical overview of Oromahoe. Through the lenses of archaeology,
anthropology, historical records and oral narratives, it investigates the rise of the
Oromahoe papakāinga. An eighteen-generation genealogical thread (and its numerous
kinship branches), guides this chapter through tribal settlement from the ancestral pā
Pouerua to the lowland papakāinga of Oromahoe. In doing so, it outlines hapū
resource use, expansion in the region and the changing nature of land tenure. It also
explores outstanding questions about kin-group identity and belonging as reflected by
the Oromahoe marae.
Chapter Four, ‘Oromahoe Trust and Papakāinga’ investigates the weakening of the
Oromahoe papakāinga in kinship and economic terms. It describes the impacts of the
1904 land title individualisation, three generations of land fragmentation, and four
decades of government Māori land reform from the 1960s onwards. Chapter Four also
investigates Oromahoe community’s attempt to overcome economic despair through
land block amalgamation and unified governance under the Oromahoe Trust. Through
a critical assessment of reports and plans, it details the Trust’s difficulties and modern
approaches to Māori land utilisation and attempts at papakāinga development of the
last 30 years.
Chapter Five, ‘Trustee imaginings of Oromahoe and papakāinga’ is the first part of
the participant-based study. It conveys the views of trustees of the Oromahoe Trust
concerning to current operations and future directions. It discusses their perspectives
and aspirations of papakāinga development and land Māori land utilisation and the
challenges they confront. It focuses on the papakāinga study that the Trust
commissioned and the community responses to those studies.
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Chapter Six ‘Community imaginings of Oromahoe and papakāinga’ outlines the
second component of the participant-based study. It turns to Oromahoe descendants’
views on the future of their papakāinga, expressing their concerns and aspirations
about their community, their lands and their marae. In doing so, it teases out
unaddressed questions about the nature of the relationship between descendants and
the Oromahoe Trust; the Oromahoe Trust’s role in future papakāinga, innovation and
land development. The Trust’s role is important for the community because it is the
only entity in Oromahoe that has asset clout and accountability to the remaining
ancestral (and other) lands that it administers. Yet, what its role ought to be is not
easily determined given the constraints of its operating charter (‘trust order’),
personnel capacity and leadership. A further central theme discussed is how
papakāinga development balances the need to improve living standards of
descendants residing at ‘home’, as well as accounting for, or fulfilling, the aspirations
of those who live away.
Chapter Seven, ‘Towards a template: cross-generational development of papakāinga’
explores interpretations of ‘template’ as it applies to papakāinga development. It
considers how papakāinga values of kinship and economy may shape a blueprint to
hapū survival and tests their application and relevance now and into the future. The
chapter shifts its focus from the community to other community initiatives for
development. It is interested in investigating national and international innovation
concerning energy, housing and food that could be explored, tested and applied by
Oromahoe in search of cross-generational solutions to papakāinga. With the
international energy example studied in this chapter, I draw particular inspiration
from the community I visited, the T’Souke, in Vancouver Island, British Columbia
and their long-term, ‘100-year’ view on development. I also analyse innovations in
housing, such as Ōrākei’s Kāinga Tuatahi papakāinga in Auckland, whose
development is rooted on the ethics of kinship. I highlight another cross-generational
approach to papakāinga architecture such as Tūrama in Rotorua. Finally, to
investigate what a kin-community market system might look like, I explore
community approaches to food security like māra kai (community gardens) and food
collectives such as Ngāi Tahu’s Ahikā Kai.
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This thesis concludes by tying together three major strands of this thesis: 1. The
ancestral/historical foundations and values of the Oromahoe papakāinga; 2. The
contemporary Oromahoe community perspectives on papakāinga development; and,
3. The innovation potential in papakāinga development in energy, housing and food.
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Chapter One: Methods of Belonging: Kin-community
research in Oromahoe
By all accounts, I am a pale-skinned, Māori farm-boy from the Bay of Islands,
Northland. Divided by State Highway 10, intersected by a handful of metal roads, and
accentuated with the smell of bush, cowpats and fresh air, Oromahoe is one of New
Zealand’s many ‘blink-you-miss’ kind of places. My childhood here was spent almost
exclusively on the paddocks that flanked all sides of the Oromahoe marae; ducking
between the weather-boarded homes that made up its papakāinga. From this frame of
reference, this chapter describes the methodological implications of my belonging to
the field of research: Oromahoe’s people, land, marae and whakapapa: the
papakāinga. It layers together my rural experiences of land, inherited ancestral values,
elder affections, service to kin, and academic influences in search of a meaningful
way to position my investigation of whakapapakāinga: cross-generational pathways of
development for Oromahoe.
Part I: ‘Layered up-bringing’ reflexively situates myself in relation to the case study
focus of this research. It outlines intersecting strands of genealogy: descent and
kinship – as a framework that describes inherited rights and responsibilities, access to
resources, family shares in land, knowledge transmission, and bias. This part also
explores the concept of ‘belonging’ to people, land and marae, narrating my
experience as a descendant and, until recently, a resident of Oromahoe.
Part II: ‘Understanding people and place’, discusses my motivations for researching
cross-generational development of the Oromahoe papakāinga. It elaborates on my
tertiary pathway, beginning with my Bachelor of Arts in archaeology and culminating
in this PhD thesis. A general theme throughout my university studies has been my
developing interest in understanding the relationship between people and land. This
section contextualises my study as a staged research project continuing from my MA
on tribal leadership and the peripheral research projects that have contributed this
topic and methodology.
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Part III: ‘Belonging to the field: kin-accountable research’ outlines the
methodological approaches applied in the case study of the Oromahoe papakāinga. It
begins by situating this thesis academically to the disciplines and research contexts of
archaeology, anthropology, Māori studies and Indigenous development. I then discuss
the implications of being an insider to the field of research (Tengan, 2005), notions of
reflexivity (Davies, 2008), humility and ethics of kin-accountability between myself
as the researcher and my community as ‘co-researchers’ (Smith, 1999). Lastly, this
chapter expands on the methods I employed in researching with Oromahoe
descendants.
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Part I: Whakapapa: a layered upbringing
A constant theme throughout this thesis is the role of whakapapa (genealogical
layering of people/ancestors). Whakapapa informs both the theoretical platform and
the methodological approach regarding my role as a researcher engaging in a research
project within my kin-community of Oromahoe. I invoke whakapapa in multiple
ways. While theoretical understandings are expanded on in the next chapter, I discuss
the practical implications of whakapapa regarding intersecting strands of descent and
kinship here.

Belonging to People: descent and kinship in Oromahoe
Descent refers to the vertical tracing of ancestry down to living descendants (I. H.
Kawharu, 1975). Descent from ancestors may indicate seniority within whānau
(family group), and hapū (kin-community). These ancestors are genealogically
identified in terms of who held rights of access to resources to associated landscapes.
In my case concerning descent, I am connected to Oromahoe and to ancestors who
have lived, cultivated, died and been buried in Oromahoe, a kin-community of equal
distance between Pouerua and Waitangi. My whakapapa, or tātai (descent), extends
some seven-plus generations into the Oromahoe landscape through ancestors such as
Marupo (a signatory to Te Tiriti o Waitangi) and his elder brother Mahikai. This
whakapapa extends back another six generations to Te Rā, the founding ancestor of
Ngāti Rāhiri, who was born in Waitangi and lived on the nearby pā (terraced
community settlement) named Pouerua, some 13 generations before me. Pouerua is a
central part of the Ngāti Rāhiri/Ngāti Kawa ancestral landscape and features
throughout local and regional narratives (explored further in Chapter Three, p. 114).
Te Rā’s mother Maikuku (a famed ancestress of Waitangi) and father Huatakaroa
(from Whangaroa) held customary authority or mana over the region from Pouerua to
Waitangi 14 generations ago. At 15 generations, I connect to Maikuku’s parents,
Kareariki (ancestress attributed to discovering the Ngāwhā geothermal pools and their
healing properties and Uenuku-kuare (eldest son of Ahuaiti and Rāhiri) (P. Tane,
2013; Sissons, Hohepa and Wihongi, 2001; Waitangi Tribunal, 1993). Another three
generations before Ahuaiti (18 generations from me) is Tahuhunui-o-Rangi, from who
house on the pā, Pouerua takes its name. Genealogies on Rahiri’s (Figure 1) side
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extend further back to the original arrivals of Pacific explorers to Aotearoa, such as
Nukutāwhiti and Kupe.

Figure 1. Author’s abbreviated descent chart from Tahuhunui-o-Rangi to Paratene Tane.

The abbreviated genealogy above (Figure 1) outlines my position as one of the latest
manifestations of 18 generations of genealogy involved in and around the broader
Oromahoe landscape. In more recent times, the leadership efforts of three ancestors,
Te Tane Haratua (Haratua), his son Hoori Poutawera Tane and grand-daughter Mere
Atarangi Tane have influenced my research. Haratua not only had a significant role in
land dealings in Oromahoe, but also in Ngāwhā (see P. Tane, 2013), Te Tii
(Waitangi), Te Ahuahu (Ōmāpere and Okaihau), Kohewhata (Kaikohe).1 He was also

1 Te Tane Haratua (1837 – 1906) was of Ngāti Kawa, Ngāti Rāhiri and Matarahurahu descent. He lived
primarily in Oromahoe. Haratua lead in the Bay of Islands region especially concerning land matters
(see Moon, 2006, p. 56; Orange, 1987, pp. 320-321). For example, in 1891, at the largest gathering of
hapū representatives ever held in Northland, Haratua suggested naming a group concerned with land
and other issues ‘Whaka-kotahi-tanga’ (Northern Advocate 22 April 1891, p.2). Haratua was also a
representative or ‘karere’ for the Bay of Islands District Runanga. On the local front, in the 1870s, the
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a major landholder in Oromahoe. Hoori Tane was a land court assessor and involved
in numerous community committees in the region. After Hoori was the Tane
matriarch Mere, who inherited many of Haratua’s land interests. Interest were
converted to legal shares that became incorporated into the Māori land trust ‘the
Oromahoe Trust’ (discussed at length in Chapter Four). It is also through these shares
that I connect to Oromahoe as a beneficiary in the Oromahoe Trust, on which my
father is a current owner and trustee. It is through this genealogy that I will inherit the
custodianship (along with my siblings) to our family’s land.
Practically (in terms of rights), my descent in Oromahoe assisted in accessing primary
research material such as Trust communications, reports and Tane family documents.
My whakapapa also facilitated in the qualitative participant-based research of my
Oromahoe community (discussed below ‘Inside-the-field’). As a descendant and
beneficiary of the Oromahoe Trust, I have received two tertiary grants throughout the
duration of my time at university. These tertiary grants are derived from income made
by the farming enterprise currently being engaged on the Oromahoe Trust lands.
Kinship, on the other hand, implies manaaki (hospitality, putting others first) and
signifies an edict of service to my kin-community. In terms of kinship connections,
my hapū are primarily Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa. Oromahoe and Te Tii Waitangi
are my marae (kin-community centre). Other marae and hapū connections include
Ngāti Hineira, Te Uri Taniwha and Ngāti Hine among others elsewhere in the North
Island (for example, Ngāti Taewhakaea and Ngāti Tunohopu). For the most part,
however, I identify primarily with Oromahoe and associated hapū. This association
was most strong because I was brought up and lived in the Oromahoe community.
Today, I find I have become more hapū-centric than iwi-centric (tribal collective)

efforts of Haratua and his cousin Himi Marupo established the first native school in Oromahoe in 1872
(M. Kawharu, 2016, p. 22, pt. 88). In 1887, Haratua led a petition that was signed by 79 others,
complaining about land called Ti Ti (sic.) (likely Te Tii at Waitangi) ‘given’ to them by missionary
‘Mr Williams’, but was wrongfully taken by the Crown (Appendix to the Journal of the House of
Representatives Session I, I-03, 1888). Haratua along with other leaders was also involved in a Royal
Commission that met days before a Waitangi Kotahitanga hui. Their purpose, among other things, was
to alert the Commission to their grievances concerning their land (M. Kawharu, 2008, p. 307). “The
underlying theme promoted by Māori was for Māori to retain control over their land affairs and to
exercise their rangatiratanga in ways that complied with principles of western legal title” (M. Kawharu,
2008, p. 308).

17

regarding identity, to the point where I rarely acknowledge the overarching iwi,
Ngāpuhi when describing my kinship affiliation. I prefer to self-identify my hapū and
marae on surveys, enrolments or the like (see Chapter Two for further discussion on
the concept of iwification and iwi identity, p. 84). While my hapū are mostly
unknown to anyone not familiar with the region, it has come to define my stance on
Māori identity (Tapsell, 2017). My hapu-centric approach also reflects the primacy of
marae as a critical identity marker. Together, they represent both my upbringing with
home kin-membership and direct association with ancestral lands in Ngāpuhi.
Like everything, however, identity is relative. At home in Oromahoe, I am a ‘Tane’.
At the nearby mainstream high school of Kerikeri, I was a ‘white-Māori’. The high
school exposed me to implications of choice: in class, I could be the proverbial ‘bee
in the bonnet’ to my teachers on matters to do with Māori: naïve and forthright. I also
could perform kapa haka (cultural performances, group concert) and mau rakau
(Māori weaponry) alongside relatives from nearby papakāinga of Te Tii Mangonui,
Takou, Matauri, Kaeo and Waitangi. My pale skin also meant I could leave my
‘Māori’ aside and play touch rugby among my Pakeha (of British/European descent)
friends. This is not to say that I felt discrimination in Kerikeri, instead, at times I grew
apathetic having to defend negative judgements some of my Pākehā teachers and
pupils had toward the perceived entitlements (such as Māori scholarships) that Māori
received.
At Auckland University, I became ‘Ngāpuhi’, in counter-distinction to the myriad of
iwi identities in attendance there and equally as a point of common connection to the
other Northland Māori. For the most part, however, my identity as a ‘Ngāpuhi’ was
ascribed by the tribal ‘other’ or by the tribal ‘us’ when teams formed for the Māori
Student Association (Ngā Tauira Māori) activities (see Barth, 1969). My underlying
identity throughout, however, was that I was Ngāti Kawa and Ngāti Rāhiri of
Oromahoe. It was a programming that had begun in the early stages of my life when,
as a child, I was formally instructed on the elements of hapū identity through
proverbial sayings or pepeha (aphorisms of ancestral connections to people and land).
Along with my siblings, I would practise pepeha in whānau hui (family meetings) and
later reluctantly recite it such as the following, on the last night of a tangihanga
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(marae mourning rites and funeral) on Oromahoe marae2 at the insistence of an onlooking father:
Ko Pouerua te maunga

Pouerua is the mountain

Ko Ōwhareiti te roto

Ōwhareiti is the lake

Ko Waiaruhe ki Oromahoe ki

Waiaruhe to Oromahoe to the river

te wahapu o Waitangi te awa

mouth of Waitangi is the river

Ko Ngātokimatawhaorua te waka

Ngātokimatawhaorua is the sailing
vessel

Ko Ngāti Rāhiri, ko Ngāti

Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa are my

Kawa oku hapū

kinship groups

Ko Oromahoe te marae

Oromahoe is the marae

In more recent times, the pepeha format applied here is now taught in mainstream and
Kura Kaupapa (total emersion Māori schools). It is not generally considered to be the
way in which we from Oromahoe described our identity and landscape (see M.
Kawharu, 2014 for further discussion about homogenisation of the Māori language).
Nevertheless, this pepeha emphasises my childhood frame of identity construction for
this thesis: one embedded in my relationships with ancestors, landscapes, waterways,
marae and genealogy.

Belonging to Land: people of the soil3
This thesis further grew out of my growing interest in understanding the past, present
and future of the Oromahoe landscape and people. Which, for me, was quite natural
as Oromahoe features as the backdrop for most of my upbringing. From my early
years of childhood through to my first year of university, Oromahoe was home and
still is. Our family homestead rests in the shadow of the Oromahoe marae and its 130year-old church (Figure 4), and on the doorstep to the 140 plus-year-old Oromahoe
School.

On the last night of tangihanga, the wharenui (meeting house) floor is open to wider family members
to speak.
3 The heading ‘people of the soil’ is borrowed from I. H. Kawharu’s translation of the phrase ‘tangata
whenua’ (1975, p. 15).
2
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Figure 2. Oromahoe marae, the neighbouring community located down Porotu and Oromahoe School roads
(circled) and the Waiāruhe River (http://www.topomap.co.nz/)

Figure 3. Oromahoe papakāinga: State Highway 10 in foreground; Oromahoe marae (including the meeting
house with red roof and cemetery) on Porotu Road. Image courtesy of Krzysztof Pfeiffer, 2008.
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Figure 4. Oromahoe Church 'Matiu'. Image courtesy of Krzysztof Pfeiffer, 2009.

The farm surrounding our home was where I spent most of my youth. My early years
included riding on the back of our flat-bed truck, sword-fighting my younger brother
with black poly-plastic pipes while Dad, Mum and my older siblings drenched cows
in the stockyards. We would wield these same pipes in later years to herd cows from
one paddock to another. With pipe in hand, I recall defending the Porotu Road-State
Highway 10 entrance (Figure 2) from the cow herd as it rumbled past Auntie Moko’s
house, the marae and church. I was the last line of defence as an almost stampede-like
frenzy of cows came charging at me in their quest for greener grasses (Figure 5
below).
As I became older, works days would usually start with a not-so-subtle wake-up –
either directly with Dad opening bedroom curtains; or indirectly with the sound of our
old Massey Ferguson tractor heading up the farm. Hearing the latter meant we were
late, requiring a quick breakfast, a change into overalls and gumboots and clumsily
dash to catch up. Weekend hours were filled by fixing fences, mending water lines,
collecting firewood, crushing gorse or some other project concocted in Dad’s mind.
‘Working in the village’ had its perks. Midday would usually trigger an anticipation
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for Auntie Moko’s warm call from the farm gate, “you fullas had lunch?” The
ensuing hot cups of tea, egg salad sandwiches and left-over dinner gave way to
bilingual banter between Dad, Auntie and any other relative who was staying with
her. A small respite before returning to the task at hand.

Figure 5. Tane family land in Oromahoe. Image courtesy of Renata Poutawera Tane, 2018.

To earn pocket money, we would pick ragwort4 heads, with a promise of $10 for
every 40kg bag filled. After several hours, we would return home triumphantly – with
bag, butcher-knife and cowhide sheath tied around our waists - only to have Dad
squash a ‘full’ bag down to halfway, before sending us back out. After-school chores
involved feeding out to cows and dogs or chopping wood. Summer meant hay baling,
on top of any other major unfinished farm project. As a child, the blades, rakes and
conveyor belts of our Pākehā neighbours hay baling machines enthralled me. I
remember watching as they mowed, bound and bailed several months’ worth of our
golden paddocks. Stacking the resulting hay bales would also be a family affair, with

4

Jacobaea vulgaris
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one of the children driving the flat-bed, two children stacking bails and another on the
ground throwing them up.
We also experienced seasonal successes in growing our own gardens of mainly corn,
kamokamo (squash) and peruperu (Māori potatoes),5 We supplemented this by
picking wild blackberries, mushrooms and pūhā (perennial sowthistle). My father and
uncles taught us how to make and use traps and spears, fishing for tuna (eels) from
our rivers. Once a year or so, we would pick up a hogget or mutton carcass from the
Oromahoe Trust farm. The meat was then hauled back into our garage. Our job was to
swat flies with tea towels as the carcass was being carved up into meal-size freezer
portions. Eating from the land extended to our own stock. Every so often, we (my
brothers and I) would eagerly look on as our uncles ‘dropped’ a cow and went about
putting their former years of meat-works expertise into practice by butchering it for
the marae, often for tangihanga (mourning/death rituals).
In our spare time, we fashioned staffs, made flax whips and shot rabbits and possums.
Countless hours were lost in the bush and swamp as we picked out the strongestlooking mānuka to re-enact pā wars or recreate a scene from a favourite cartoon or
movie. In time, these activities came second to TV, video or computer games, until
we were kicked out of the house and had to reacquaint ourselves with the outdoors.
To get to school, we only had to walk a mere 20 metres from our doorstep. The
Oromahoe Primary School has served as an education provider for generations of
Oromahoe locals. The fresh cowpats served as feet warmers for my cousins (their
parents and grandparents before them), who lived ‘up the back road’ (Porotu Road),
walking barefoot through our paddocks to school on frosty winter mornings.
Oromahoe Primary school (previously the Oromahoe Native School) is a mainstream
school. In my time, both Māori relatives from the Oromahoe back roads and children
of relatively wealthy Pākehā farmers attended it – many descendants of early settlers
and missionaries to Northland – some residing on the lands first acquired from local
hapū leaders prior to the signing of Te Tiriti. Friendships with these children were

5

Solanum tuberosum
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inherited from previous generations, beginning with 18th and 19th-century leaders such
as Ruatara, Hongi Hika, Hone Heke, Marupo and Te Haratua; who befriended
missionaries such as Henry Williams, William Williams, and Thomas Kendall among
others (M. Kawharu 2016; Stirling and Towers, 2007). Relationships continued
between the Apiata, Ashby, Taurua, Taituha, Kiwikiwi, Takimoana, Wynyard,
Penney and Tane whānau, among others of the Oromahoe papakāinga, and the
Bedggood, Robinson, Jenkins, Ludbrook, and later Bergman families of the
surrounding farmlands. Friendships and rivalries were forged and reformed through
schoolyard antics and sports, generation after generation. During lunchtime, the local
Māori were often the first to be picked for teams in games of bull rush, Oromahoe
rounders, and long ball; perhaps testament to the genetic physical prowess of our
Polynesian forbearers.
Language of the papakāinga
The transition from Māori to the English language in the playground began in my
grandfather’s generation and took hold on their children (my father). In his evidence
to the Waitangi Tribunal, my father (R. Tane, 2016) talks about the transition from
Māori to English:
I was one of the generation who was hit for speaking Māori at school.
The first students of Oromahoe School began in about 1901, it was a
local community school, and all were taught in the English language by
the teachers. It was very severe in this respect. When I was there, we
were not allowed to speak Māori in the school. It was a strict rule and
we were caned or strapped accordingly for use of the native tongue. In a
Native School. We all lived under the rule of the rod. We only spoke
Māori at home, never at school. My mum Mere (born in 1910) was
fluent i te reo Māori and the reo Pākehā, she used pidgin Māori for when
her thinking was too fast for her words […] (pt. 135)
The uptake and use of English in some families was often a deliberate decision by the
parents to protect their children from previous generations of prejudice. Māori parents
perceived that to prosper they had to learn the ‘bread and butter’ language of New
Zealand, as told by the late Sir James Henare in his submission to the Waitangi
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Tribunal for the Te Reo Māori Claim (WAI 11) (Waitangi Tribunal, 1986).6 This
decision left the children of the 1980s two generations removed from native speakers
(see Walker, 1990; van Meijl, 2006). Nevertheless, te reo made its way back into the
school in the 1990s. Almost overnight, we (Māori) children were all of a sudden
being called on to deliver welcoming speeches and performances in te reo at end of
year school Christmas concerts. Yet, despite these very occasional moments of
making our school look bilingual, te reo was seldom heard or encouraged. Apart from
infrequent performances, conversational Māori was no longer part of everyday school
language. It did, however, remain ‘alive’ in another context: our marae.

Belonging to Marae: Oromahoe Marae
Growing up, my marae had an implicit existence. It was just another part of life: an
assortment of buildings on neatly-kept pieces of land that served as the backdrop for
social catch-ups, welcomes, nose-presses, kisses, tears, laughter, ashtrays, debates and
meals. It was the place we went to as children whenever there was a hui (any form of
community-wide meeting). Attendance of tangihanga, representing the central
purpose of marae hui: ameliorating a life crisis (death of a kin member), was
generally mandatory for my father and three siblings. Back then, whether just up the
road to our marae at Oromahoe, or any other marae in the area, the drive would be
spent looking out the car windows at the banks of dusty metal roads searching for
waewaekoukou (climbing clubmoss)7 to make our tawa (mourning wreath). If not
survey the outside shrubbery, we would be thinking of a response for when our father
would ask “he aha ā tātou nei waiata?” - what’s our song? (Never a particularly
enjoyed trivia amongst us children).

The Waitangi Tribunal is a Commission of Inquiry established in 1975 to hear claims by Māori on
grievances relating to the lack of protection guaranteed by the Treaty of Waitangi, Te Tiriti o Waitangi
1840. Sir James Henare remarked in his submission to the Waitangi Tribunal, stating that while the
Crown had no formal policy or law that banned te reo in schools, there was a ‘very effective
gentlemen’s agreement’ (Waitangi Tribunal, 1986, pt. 3.2.6). Sir James Henare connected to Oromahoe
through his wife Lady Rose Cherington of Ngāti Rāhiri.
7 Lycopodium volubile
6
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Figure 6. Oromahoe marae, whare karakia (church) and urupā (cemetery). Image courtesy of the Oromahoe
Trust, 2007.

Figure 7. View of Oromahoe from marae. Image courtesy of Krzysztof Pfeiffer. 2009.

As is typical in the north, stepping inside the meeting house entailed an almost
immediate barrage of kisses and hongi (greeting by pressing nose-exchange of breath)
26

from vaguely familiar aunties, uncles and relatives who knew us more than we knew
them. Boredom followed the onslaught of affection. Despite our basic home training
in mihimihi (oration) and te reo, the affairs of the whare (meeting house) were foreign
to us native children. Following Dad’s whaikorero (formal oration) and our song, we
would hastily duck outside - heads bowed - lest we be caught by the next karanga
(ritual call/welcome).8 From there on, we would try to create some sort of
entertainment with cousins in our, back then ‘pre-device’ world. The grassy strip to
the side of the courtyard hosted games of bull-rush and touch rugby. The concretesealed spaces outside the dining-hall (wharekai) were the domain of handball or the
locally-invented ‘footsy’ in the absence of a ball. Inevitably, this ‘fun’ would be
interrupted by an Auntie’s summons to prepare tables, serve tea and wash dishes. In
hindsight, we saw our father mostly at mealtime, provided there were breaks in
manuhiri (visitors) or for karakia (prayers) in the evening. Otherwise, we knew where
he was.
On occasion, the dealings of the whare (house) went into the early hours of the
morning, particularly in the instance of tono tūpāpaku (debates over final death rites
or burial). On these occasions, I, or my siblings were sent home to feed dogs and
cows. Rarely would we return to the marae to sleep. In most cases, we would stay at
home and maybe awake later to hear Dad come in the door. Other times I remember
sleeping in the car until the taumata had settled matters, and then we would head
down the hill to home.
Despite the availability of te reo, whakapapa and local knowledge inside the whare,
we had no appreciation at all that it was a learning environment at all. For the most
part, the language was still a barrier to engaging and understanding what was
happening during hui. By the time I was in my later years of high school, attendance
at tangihanga became more of a choice, depending on how closely related, or how

8Northern/Tai Tokerau marae operate a kawa (custom) of ‘rolling pōwhiri’, in that, when new guest
groups arrive while the pōwhiri process is already under way, the kaikōrero (speaker) will pause his
address, so the next group can be called on (Toi, 2014, pp.130-131). This protocol is in contrast to
southern tribes, generally Tamaki/Auckland and beyond, where the tikanga is that hosts will pōwhiri
new manuhiri groups only after they have finished the welcoming ritual for the current guest group
undergoing pōwhiri.
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significant was the contribution of the deceased to the community in her/his living
years of association. Despite the supposed ‘choice’, my participation in marae affairs
continued out of some implied sense of obligation. High school kapa haka expanded
our repertoire from which to provide those songs of support for our father became
easier.

Figure 8. Guiding elders. (From right) Renata Tane (father), Pauline Wynyard (1938-2011), Moko Ututaonga
(1937-2017). Image courtesy of Krzsystof Pfeiffer, 2009.
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Figure 9. Oromahoe marae (www.maorimaps.com; Krzsystof Pfeiffer, 2009).

‘Living away’
It was not until I moved away to Auckland to attend university that marae as a
concept of place and identity, shifted from being an implicit part of my upbringing to
something less taken for granted. Perhaps because my marae was no longer ‘next
door’ it became more explicitly important. Throughout my studies, I have missed
several tangihanga for my community elders and family. Some of these absences still
weigh on my conscience. Nine years later, Auckland is now Dunedin (regarding
where I reside) and getting home has become a far more deliberate undertaking, both
in time and cost. Attending tangihanga requires a three-hour drive after a $150+ flight
(last minute flights can sometimes cost up to $400 one-way), and then there is the
impact on my university-related outputs. Yet, on the other hand, returning home has
(in)formed a core part of my tertiary research.
I realise today, like other Māori students before me, that I am part of the majority of
Māori university students that live away from their marae. But I am also part of the
kin-connected minority who are still drawn to the idea of maintaining identity to
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papakāinga and marae. I further realise that as I am likely to pursue a career within
academia, I will probably have to live away from Oromahoe for a significant part of
my life, returning as time, finances and research projects allow. When home, I see
first-hand the complexities and difficulties of day-to-day marae operations, which
falls on the shoulders of the (local kin-community residents, home people). They feel
obligated to uphold tikanga (customs), manaakitanga (hospitality and service) and
rangatiratanga (leadership and trusteeship) of the marae on behalf of the vast majority
living away from home. In these regards, Oromahoe is like many other marae
throughout the country (M. Kawharu, 2014; Roy, 2011).
My personal experiences of people, land and marae and their influences on the
research topic for this thesis also extended to a logistical issue of where to base
myself when I return home. As family numbers grow, space becomes more and more
limited, to the point where I will often opt to sleep on the floor when returning for
research, meetings, work or holidays. Other people and families connected to
Oromahoe also have similar experiences. These direct observations, therefore, have
further incentivised me to explore (more rigorously) the question of housing
specifically within a kin-community papakāinga development context in my PhD
study.
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Part II: Understanding People and Land
A thesis on Oromahoe has been almost 30 years in the making. Critically and
somewhat incidentally, I have followed an academic pathway that has been interested
in understanding something of the dynamic relationship between people and land in a
Māori settlement context. While undoubtedly influenced by my upbringing, specific
ideas behind whakapapakāinga did not start taking shape until commencing
university. These ideas have been tested, teased out and have evolved reflected by my
academic trajectory, represented by a decade of mentorship, research projects and
mentorship. I now briefly turn to this formative period of my life to explain further
the conceptual shaping of issues addressed in this research/thesis.

Layers of understanding: education and research
I graduated with my B.A double major in Anthropology and Māori Studies from the
University of Auckland in 2010. It is the lenses of social anthropology, archaeology
and Māori studies that set the foundations of whakapapa and papakāinga
academically.
Undergraduate
My tertiary career beginnings were not a premeditated endeavour. In 2007, I moved
from Oromahoe to Auckland. The University of Auckland offered the closest tertiary
education outside of the Polytechnic and a teaching degree in Whangārei. I left with
the intention of completing a Bachelor of Arts/Bachelor of Laws conjoint degree
(BA/LLB) the hope of assisting in the Treaty claims process of my hapū, with little
understanding (at the time) about what Treaty claims were. Unbeknown to me, law
would not be the skill-set from which I would do this. Law held my interest for the
first year of study but was not carried over to a second. My attention shifted to my
BA. Beyond the language papers, Māori Studies expanded my understanding and
appreciation of customary (Māori) knowledge and value systems. Simple yet
significant shifts occurred in this time: what was previously implicit now became
explicit, for example, the concept of manaakitanga (hosting of guests) took on depths
of meaning and complexity concerning a cross-generational edict of service,
responsibility and hospitality, carrying obligations of reciprocity that can last
generations. The concept of tapu is another example: I grew up associating tapu with
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church readings (i.e. sacredness), but as part of my undergraduate exploration of the
implicit tapu came to represent a sophisticated mechanism of social, environmental
and spiritual/psychological management bounded by rules of restriction and respect
associated with the Māori realm of ancestors.
While taking Māori studies was logical, archaeology was far less so. My decision to
study archaeology was seeded by a mentor who pointed out the lack of Māori in the
discipline. It was not until my third year that archaeology became engaging. It finally
focused on the Pacific and New Zealand, overcoming my frustration at a lack of
Māori inclusion, not least ‘local’ perspectives, despite their ancestors being the source
of investigation. At the time, there were (and continue to be) a limited number of
Māori archaeologists.
While I would not pursue a career based on archaeological digs, scraping earth and
sorting through middens, archaeology became a useful tool to understanding aspects
of Māori prehistory, settlement patterns, mobility, land and resource use. Archaeology
is concerned with aspects that sit outside of oral narratives I grew up with - the minute
details discarded into the stratigraphy or ‘papa’ - generally unidentifiable to the living
(Davidson, 1984). Retrospectively, archaeology was equally responsible for shaping
an interest in people and landscapes across layers (strata) or generations. To this end,
archaeology introduced me to ideas on pā and papakāinga, from which further seeds
for this PhD emerged.
Post-graduate
My post-graduate studies elaborated on this interest in people and land. My BA
Honours in Anthropology (Archaeology) expanded understandings on cultural, or
ancestral landscapes in Tai Tokerau (P. Tane, 2010). This was undertaken in a
research dissertation on cultural landscapes in the inland Bay of Islands, through the
case study of pā associated with the historic northern leader Hongi Hika. This
dissertation explored the traditionally strained relationship between the two strands of
knowledge (Māori) oral narratives and archaeology (and to a lesser degree, the
historical record – or ‘history’). The point of this research was not to produce a
synthesised story on the pā in New Zealand pre-history, but more simply to
acknowledge that there are different ways and layers in understanding the past, and
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the relationships between people and land (see also Middleton, 2003; Barber, 1996;
Davidson, 1990; Golson, 1960.
Part of this Honours degree included an entrepreneurship paper. While a significant
part of tertiary study was interested in making sense of the past, entrepreneurship
provided a window into the innovation of Māori ancestors, which shaped questions
for the future, namely how will the technological resourcefulness represented by these
landscapes (and the people associated with them) fare and transform across
generations? These ideas influenced the next stage of research, my M.A in Indigenous
Development, and helped shape further research on community leadership for this
doctoral investigation.

Research projects: people, land, identity and marae
I had research opportunities at the James Henare Māori Research Centre (JHMRC) at
the University of Auckland and with Te Potiki National Trust. The following research
projects exposed me to primary (first-hand) community perspectives on ancestral
landscapes, that is, descendants of the people who have lived, cultivated, defended,
died and been buried in and on their landscapes. This fieldwork experience, in turn,
prepared me to research within my community of Oromahoe.
Te Wehi Nui and Maranga Mai
My community research began with a government Foundation of Science, Research
and Technology (FRST) funded Te Wehi Nui a Mamao project (also described in
Chapter Two). The project’s main aim was to investigate and contribute towards
strengthening the relevance of iwi/hapū marae and regional language among Māori
youth. The research included surveys of youth on te reo and marae. Another part of
our project investigated knowledge about the heritage of marae locales and regional
language from tribal experts.9 Beyond my informal conversations as an Oromahoe

This information formed the basis of a web 2.0 site (www.tewehinui.com). The resource was
developed for introduction into local school learning programmes and to iwi/hapū authorities that have
their own websites and culture and language policy plans. Findings of the research not only
investigated the importance of regionally defined language but also highlight the role of marae in
proliferating the cross-generationally-landscape informed te reo. Te Wehi Nui culminated in the
publication of Maranga Mai: Te Reo and Marae in Crisis? (M. Kawharu, 2014) and my first
contribution to a publication (M. Kawharu & Tane, 2014).
9
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descendant, Te Wehi Nui significantly assisted in the development of a more nuanced
approach to researching and interacting with kaumātua/kuia (community elders) and
community knowledge holders in semi-formal contexts.
Māori Tribal Entrepreneurial Leadership
The next project in which I was involved concerned Māori tribal entrepreneurship (a
Marsden – Royal Society of New Zealand funded project) exploring how community
leaders maximise opportunities in new ways to promote or secure cultural and
economic well-being. The study investigated the complexities of balancing
commercial and cultural priorities, trusteeship, accountability to multiple
stakeholders, and reciprocity between leaders and their people. Many of the
complexities that arose in this investigation are no less relevant in this thesis topic.
This thesis and its underlying proposition were also inspired by a research trip within
the Marsden programme to meet with various first nation communities in Canada and
North America. One topic-defining experience was a meeting with representatives of
the T’Sou-ke Nation on Vancouver Island, B.C. Canada. In 2011, I had the
opportunity to be hosted by T’Sou-ke to share ideas on sustainable development. The
T’Sou-ke Nation ethos, like that of many indigenous communities, is guided by a
cross-generational focus. For T’Souke, their long-term view of development had
seven generations in mind. Their guiding question for intergenerational sustainable
development was, “what are we going to look like 100 years from now?” To this end,
the T’Sou-ke invested considerably in renewable energy and food developments,
including a community-wide solar electricity programme and greenhouse project. I
became interested in exploring whether these initiatives or other similar plans that had
such long-term horizons to marae-communities back in New Zealand, not least
Oromahoe. This intergenerational horizon then became a time reference that I would
subsequently integrate into this doctoral study (T’Sou-ke’s innovations are explored
in greater detail in Chapter Seven, p. 294).

Masters in Indigenous Development: Pārahirahi
My Master’s thesis explored ideas about connection between living (and future)
descendants to ancestors and their landscapes. Initially, my thesis aimed to investigate
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entrepreneurship in the context of Ngāwhā, Northland. Throughout the course of
research into indigenous entrepreneurship, the study underwent a subtle change in
response to the challenges being faced and observed by Pārahirahi/Ngāwhā leadership
at the time of my research. It was difficult to view the Ngāwhā case study through the
lens of entrepreneurship theory because while innovation was on the horizon (i.e. a
complete redevelopment of the four-acre hot pools), there were major historical
leadership issues that were limiting forward-thinking entrepreneurship and
innovation. It was this broader context that became the first step for considering
leadership. My M.A was, therefore, redesigned to explore the challenges of applying
leadership within a tribal context.
The findings of my M.A. revealed a range of contemporary leadership challenges
faced by kin-communities in and around Ngāwhā, its governance - the Pārahirahi
Trust and the broader region of Tai Tokerau. In doing so, the Ngāwhā study identified
three vital contemporary contexts of leadership: tribal, trust and Treaty.10 These three
leadership contexts are no less relevant to the Oromahoe case studydy.
My M.A. allowed sufficient scope for research into the original focus of
entrepreneurial leadership, that is, leadership as it relates to innovation and how it
might respond to the concerns and aspirations of a kin-community. It is timely to
return to this topic as part of my doctorate expanding on the three domains of
leadership and how they relate to the notion of cross-generational development in the
context of the Oromahoe papakāinga. A key motivation in choosing to research within
Oromahoe over Ngāwhā was to focus on a marae-community. While Ngāwhā
consisted of a kin-community and a marae featured in proximity, the Ngāwhā marae
was not at the heart of historical and contemporary leadership challenges. In contrast,
this doctoral study is centrally concerned with marae – its people and the lands that
encompass and surround it.

10

The ‘tribal’ context explored the changing nature of customary land tenure in Ngāwhā, the ongoing
challenges of upholding the customary value system of mana and manaaki within the marae context
amongst a local and non-local descendant community (P. Tane, 2013, pp. 125-126). The ‘trust’ context
discussed the complexities of trusts as contemporary expressions of governance over tribal estates. The
Treaty context explored the domain of leadership in the context of the Ngāwhā land alienation
grievances and the contemporary northern Treaty claims.
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Māori Maps
Another significant influence on this thesis topic has been my work with Te Pōtiki
National Trust and the Māori Maps project. Māori Maps, in association with the Te
Wehi Nui project, aimed to contribute towards addressing the apparent increasing
disconnection between marae communities and their urban-based descendants
(Tapsell & Woods, 2008a, 2008b, M. Kawharu, 2014). It does this by mapping
ancestral marae and associated basic information into a web-based platform. Over
eight years, Māori Maps has mapped 778 tribal marae of Aotearoa; including GPS
data, tribal information, photographs and associated taonga.11 My role in the project
began as a graduate researcher in 2010. Since 2013, led by kaihautū (director) Peter
Dowling, I have undertaken research, marae communication, archiving and content
management of the website data. In the summer of 2014, I joined Paul Tapsell and Ike
Reti (senior advisor, chef, wharekai assessor and man of countless stories and
connections) on the final marae mapping trip. We covered over 9000 kilometres
throughout Te Ika a Maui/the North Island, from the Far Northeast coast through to
the Waikato river-mouth, the western bays of Lake Taupō, the back roads of
Taumarunui and on to Whanganui and Foxton. In total, we visited 26 marae that had
been missed from previous mapping trips. Many were isolated from towns and
located at the end of steep, dusty, muddy, gravel and clay roads, and hidden in beach
coves, lakesides or along rivers. At times, we were required to roll up the shorts to
cross rivers - holding camera and GPS equipment well above the water.

11 Tribal marae is used by Maori Maps to denote kin-community centres represented by hapū and
whanau living on the soil of their ancestors
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Figure 10. Māori Maps 2014 Hikoi (research trip) searching for Waihāhā marae on the western shores of Lake
Taupō. Seen here Ike Reti and myself. Personal image February 2014.

Several marae were in the midst of renovations, which in some cases appeared to have
been the case for numerous years. Two marae, for example, in relative proximity to
each other, but vastly different in appearances. One featured wharenui, kauta (old
cooking building) and a church that had existed for over 100 years. It was surrounded
by a modest, yet humming community. As we pulled up, a caretaker on a quad hurtled
down the road with youth in tow. After brief introductions, we were taken on a full
tour, as the locals showed us the pride of their papakāinga. The other marae, located
only a few kilometres away, stood derelict in a paddock, well hidden from the road
and with no obvious access. To find it we asked locals living nearby, the majority of
whom hadn’t heard, seen or knew of it. The marae was obviously old: an abandoned
relic from another time when it used to be the centre of a thriving papakainga (see
Tapsell, 2014). The twenty-six marae I visited, although only a small sample, told a
common story. Remaining hau kāinga (home people) expressed a concern over the
lack of returning descendants - lost to urban centres. Others described the on-going
challenge of surviving in a state of relative resourcelessness as they confront tribal
politics with iwi organisations over funding grants.
While Māori Maps offers a resource to serve the marae, it is also a platform to which
this thesis is anchored. Since 2017, I have become the site’s webmaster, responding
directly to marae requests, descendant information requests and organisation
inquiries. Working with Māori Maps directly assisted with the shaping my topic of
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whakapapakāinga, contextualising Oromahoe in relation to the national marae
database that we have now developed. Māori Maps also draws attention to the ancient
utility of marae as tribal parliaments, where politics, social and economic issues of
community importance were debated and discussed. In these important regards, Māori
maps’ site visits, data and imagery collation served as primary fieldwork, locating
Oromahoe to the wider cultural, economic and social context of marae across the New
Zealand.
Waka Wairua: the creative potential of Māori communities
The final research programme of relevance to this thesis is the Waka Wairua project.
Funded by Ngā Pae o te Maramatanga (New Zealand's Māori Centre of Research
Excellence), Waka Wairua aimed to deepen understandings of cultural (Māori)
landscape heritage and reflect on commonalities and values that Māori heritage shares
with the Pacific. Research examined customary and contemporary perspectives of
ancestral landscapes in New Zealand. Waka Wairua centralised first-voice narratives
building on existing archaeological, bio-anthropological, historical and linguistic
knowledge on the Pacific expansion. Waka Wairua extended my interest in marae, pā
and papakāinga, situating their evolution with their Pacific origins. Marae have an
800-plus-year-old history in New Zealand, and a 2000-plus-year-old history into the
Pacific (Tapsell, 2014). Critically, Waka Wairua emphasised the importance of New
Zealand as the last living (with an unbroken trajectory) marae (and therefore,
papakāinga) culture in the world. Oromahoe’s papakāinga, therefore, exists within
this broader marae genealogy. Part III will now detail the methods of data acquisition,
analysis and recording engaged, seeking deeper understanding of Māori community
cross-generational development from an Oromahoe perspective.
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Part III: Belonging to ‘the field’: Kin-accountable research
This chapter has focused on two threads of whakapapa. Part I outlined what Tapsell
(2011) describes as my ‘whakapapa of blood’, eliciting how I belong to a particular
genealogy line in Oromahoe, its people, land and marae. Part II outlined my
‘whakapapa of knowledge’, my intellectual inheritance through engagement in
research and knowledge systems of Oromahoe (these two threads are discussed
further in Chapter Two ‘Whakapapa: layering of people’, p. 59). Part III now explore
the weaving of these two threads as they relate to the methodological implications of
belonging to the field of investigation: Oromahoe.

Belonging to discipline: Anthropology, Maori Studies and Indigenous
Development
The methodological approaches applied in this thesis can be understood from the
lenses of anthropology, Māori studies and a broader research context of Indigenous
development. These disciplinary influences might be considered the ‘academic
genealogy’ from which this study descends. The discipline of anthropology
monopolised research on Māori communities for over 100 years. From the 1880s
emergence of amateur ethnographers (for examples, see the Journal of Polynesian
Society) through to academic professionals of the mid-latter twentieth century (for
example, Best, Smith, Buck, Hamilton, Firth, 1929; Skinner, 1921; Metge, 1976)
anthropology defined the Māori Other as part of a wider colonising manifesto. While
many of these texts have become seminal to the development of Māori community
research, they were nevertheless observations of ethnic otherness from a perceived
perspective of colonial superiority.
The genesis of ‘outsider’ Māori community research began from first arrival of
British explorers and botanists such as James Cook and Joseph Banks (see
Beaglehole, 1967). This same approach continued with missionaries of the mid 1800s
by the likes of Henry Williams (see Williams, 1961), Samuel Marsden (see Elder,
1832) and Nicholas (see Nicholas, 1817). By the mid-to-late 1800s, Military
observers, Crown agents and ethnographers (professional and amateur) including T. J
Hobson, J. J Grant, Merrett, Ensign Best (for example, Taylor, 1966), Julius von
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Haast (1866), George Grey, Elsdon Best (see Best, 1942; 1929; 1927; 1925; 1924), S.
Percy Smith (for example, 1906), Edward Shortland and John White (see White,
1888) had published their observations, recording Māori ‘as-they-were’ (Best, 1924).
They were later followed by H. D. Skinner (see, for example, Skinner, 1921),
Raymond Firth (1929) and Ralph Piddington (who established the first university
anthropology department). The Pākehā-dominated discourse on Māori society was
interrupted for a time by university-trained Māori scholars such as Apirana Ngata
(BA/LLB) and Te Rangi Hiroa (Peter Buck) (medical anthropologist) (see Ngata,
1940; Hiroa, 1949; Buck, 1938), and then later anthropologically-trained Māori
scholars including I. H. Kawharu on his Ngāti Whātua community (1975) and Hohepa
on his Ngāpuhi community (1964) (discussed further below).
Following the anthropology-dominated works on Māori communities, Māori studies
developed from the 1970s out of a perceived need by Māori to wrestle control of
research processes and projects as they relate to Māori people (Smith, 1999, p. 130;
Te Awekotuku, 1991). The separation of Māori Studies and anthropology coincided
with wider international concerns of ‘western’ anthropological research on and within
indigenous communities (see Tengan, 2005; Clifford, 2001; Asad 1973). Being
Indigenous and the process of ‘Indigenous research’ were also reactions to early
‘western’ anthropological and ethno-botanical categorisations like ‘indigene’, ‘Indian’
or ‘native’ to describe endemic fauna, flora and humans. Fundamentally, Indigenous
is a reclaimed terminology by descendants of original inhabitants to (re)define
themselves as ‘first peoples’ in counter-distinction to the ethnic-majority,
colonial/state or institutional ‘Other’ (Tapsell, 2017). The growth of literature on
indigenous knowledge, rights and the concept of ‘indigeneity’ in the latter twentieth
century and into the 2000s is notable both in New Zealand and abroad (for example,
see Hokowhitu, Kermoal, Andersen, Petersen, Reilly, Altamirano-Jiménez and Rewi,
2010; Maaka & Fleras, 2005; 2000; Durie, 2004).
The emergence of Māori studies is also contextualised by a growing dissatisfaction
with non-Māori appropriation of Māori knowledge, unravelling the long tail of
colonial process and unequal power relations between university
institutions/researchers and Māori as ‘subjects’ (Pihama, Cram & Walker, 2002;
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Smith; 1999, p. 130; Bishop, 1998; Bishop & Glynn, 1992). Research within Māori
communities has since proliferated in universities, corporate tribal entities, state
organisations (e.g. Te Puni Kokiri), and health and social service providers (see Cram,
Smith & Johnstone, 2003). In the last 20 years government funding has fuelled much
of this new research, focussing support toward Māori-led research outputs and
initiatives.12
Māori education specialists Graham and Linda Smith promoted a Kaupapa Māori
Theory which advocated research led by Māori and guided by Māori values and
practices concerning research design, processes, communication and outcomes
(Smith, 1999). This chapter acknowledges this ethnically-Māori orientated
methodology but pursues an approach tailored to the specific history, identity and
tribal affiliations of Oromahoe, and my place in them.
Inside-the-field: reflexivity, kin-insiders and boundaries
In acknowledging this contested disciplinary background, this study advocates an
anthropological research methodology that is empathetic to the value systems of the
kin-community under study: Oromahoe. I am an ‘insider’ to the Oromahoe kincommunity. As an “insider” I also belong to the field of investigation, am a kin
community member and have a close understanding of my connection to participants
involved in the study.
This research, therefore, adopts the stance of an anthropological kin-insider. I make
specific reference to research conducted by Hohepa (1964), I. H. Kawharu (1975)
and Tapsell (1998). Hohepa (1964) researched his kin-community of Waima.
Amongst other aspects, Hohepa explored community and family structures,
urbanisation and cultural elements of Waima. I. H. Kawharu’s (1975) work with his
community of Ōrākei was concerned with understanding the community environment
in the education of Māori children (I. H. Kawharu, 1975, p.vii). In a similar stead to I.

12 One such major Māori research government policy directive is ‘Vision Mātauranga’ (VM) which
targets explicitly Māori research, science and technology vote funding to contribute to Māori research
aspirations, goals, knowledge and outcomes. VM is now firmly embedded across all government
research funding arms (operated by, for example, the Ministry of Business, Innovation and
Employment, the Royal Society and the Health Research Council).
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H. Kawharu's (1975, p.x) research in Ōrākei, my close personal association with
Oromahoe for the greater part of my life made the normal extended period of
anthropological fieldwork (for example, living in a community for several months)
less imperative. In contrast to the experiences and protocols (e.g. introduction period,
gaining support or trust of research participants) of an, external, ‘outsider’ researcher,
I had already undertaken these steps.
Tapsell’s doctoral study (1998) dealt with the place of kin-communities, museums,
and the taonga within. It was a research project conducted within the field of the
target audience, that is, the overall aim was to produce research that is relevant to the
community from which the knowledge was co-researched. By adopting the ‘in the
field of the target audience’ approach, whakapapakāinga is not only informed and
shaped by community values and (service, reciprocity and humility) perspectives, but
it is also this community to whom I aim to disseminate findings. This thesis also adds
to the growing body of more recent anthropological kin-insider investigations for
example, Muru-Lanning’s (2010) investigation into the relationship between the
Waikato River, her community of Ngaruawāhia and wider Tainui marae communities;
and Aikman-Dodd (2015), who explored the 21st century relevance of his affiliated
marae in the Eastern Bay of Plenty. A recent work by M. Kawharu (2016) also
informs this thesis. Kawharu writes about Ngāti Whātua entrepreneurship and her
position as an ‘included researcher’; someone who is both an insider and outsider,
who was also intimately connected to her community, but at the same time remains a
non-active participant in the study subject (entrepreneurship) that evolved.
The notion of positioning as an insider-researcher ties into discussions regarding the
notion of reflexivity and the concept of ‘reflexive ethnography’ (Davies, 2008). My
study is broadly ethnographic, that is, a research process based on fieldwork using a
variety of techniques, mainly (but not exclusively) qualitative techniques, including
“engagement in the lives of those being studied over an extended period of time”
(Davies, 2008, p. 4). I argue here that the ‘extended period’ could be considered an
entire life of inclusive of informal/formal data gathering. Further, that ‘those being
studied’ includes myself. Reflexive ethnography acknowledges that the influences of
the researcher are inherently present in all phases of the research process from initial
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selection of topic to final report (Davies, 2008, p. 4). Davies suggests the context of
the researcher is critial in defining the topic, scope and methodology of study.
Reflexive ethnography also advocates complete transparency (not invisibility) in the
research process. In contrast to the anthropology practices of the 1970s and earlier
decades where the influence of the ethnographer was rendered invisible, this study
does the opposite by advocating total reflexivity through full and uncompromising
self-reference through whakapapa (Davies, 2008, p. 4, 7; Smith 1999, p.137).
Insider-outsider positioning extends to male/female, parent/non-parent, Māori/nonMāori, indigenous/non-indigenous. In the context on this study, I refer to myself as an
insider of the community (papakāinga/hapū), connected in descent and kinship terms,
as well as an actively involved resident. There is a further insider-outsider distinction
to be made here concering whakapapa. Internal to the hapū, described above I
descend from the Tane whakapapa line, which comes with its own set of political
dynamics to the various other family descent lines in Oromahoe. Under certain kincircumstances, I would therefore be an outsider to these other families and their
knowledge systems. Either at a conscious or subconscious level, this can impact upon
the willingness of individuals to share particular information with me. Of further note,
a significant portion of the historical information is from private family archives and
early land cases, both of which carry a bias toward my own Tane whakapapa.
These reflexive considerations are linked to anthropological ideas on social-boundary
theories (Barth, 1969). While Barth’s 1969 body of research is concerned primarily
with ethnic groups, his insights also have applications in tribal or kin-community
contexts. He describes the existence of boundaries as a socially active mechanism that
defines and distinguishes one group from another (Barth, 1969, p. 15). At an
individual level, it is the assessment of who belongs within the community and who
does not that perpetuates kin-groups. Those that are not within the boundary, become
the categorised ‘other’, be that of an enemy, rival, ally, related or ethnic/tribal ‘other’.
Boundaries are, therefore, social and mental boundaries, and play both a theoretical
and practical role in daily occurrences of groups. In their theoretical sense, boundaries
are perceived borders/buffers where one community distinguishes themselves against
another, being an imagined line where one group stops, and another begins (Barth,
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1969, p. 15). Ideas on boundaries are important in this study as they provide a
theoretical framework that guides understanding of my positionality as a kin-insider
to Oromahoe.
Another important aspect of reflexivity to acknowledge how my personal interests
influenced data gathering. The experiences described above relating to my upbringing
and research have all shaped this thesis’s scope of investigation. My emphasis on
housing, food and energy development can be broadly attributed to 1. the
housing/accommodation pressures I face at Oromahoe; 2. my exposure to Oromahoe
produce and; 3. observations of solar innovation in T’Sou-ke. While there are many
other avenues (fundamental human needs) that could have been explored regarding
papakāinga development (for example, clothing/warmth, health care, employment,
economic development), limiting this thesis to three domains was an exercise of
constraint. Each domain on their own could have been the subject of an independent
investigation. Due to the focus on housing, food and energy, the data on these
domains from the Oromahoe study is more comprehensive than they might have been
otherwise (i.e. had the scope of investigation been left open). It is necessary to detail
then, that housing, energy and food are not definitive aspects of any conceptualisation
of ‘whakapapakāinga’ or papakāinga development in general. As the case study with
Oromahoe will reveal, there are further community-defined conceptualisations
economic, employment and social development.
A second consideration concerns what is meant by the thesis title term ‘template’. As
described further in ‘Chapter Seven’ (p. 331), usage of the term ‘template’ does not
entail a ‘one size fits all’ model of development. ‘Template’ is taken instead to mean
a scaffold that frames development of papakāinga – the contents of which to be
tailored to the individual papakāinga needs, aspirations, resources, environment,
landscape, descent diaspora engagement, history and genealogy. Energy, housing and
food are but three strands explored in this thesis. Whakapapakāinga could also be the
‘template’ of investigation, that is, marae-community development across generations
informed by the history, contemporary community perspectives and energy, housing
and food initiatives.
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Inside Oromahoe – kin-accountability and co-research
Researching within the community of question comes with its inherent duties and
obligations that might normally sit outside anthropological work. Hawaiian
anthropologist Ty Tengan (2005) describes the internal accountabilities of researching
from an insider perspective:
For anthropologists who claim a native identity, as well as others who
collaborate as allies with indigenous causes, this may be felt more
keenly because of the multiplicity of obligations, responsibilities and
audiences they are held accountable to, especially given the stakes riding
upon their work. These issues have become increasingly important for
all ethnographers to reckon with, as distinctions between insider/
outsider, home/away and engaged/disengaged have become difficult to
maintain, especially in the Pacific. (p. 247)
In terms of kin-obligations or responsibilities, throughout the course of my entire
tertiary studies, I have returned home to Oromahoe whenever possible. I attended
tangihanga and made a point of participating at Oromahoe Trust Annual General
Meetings (AGM) for several years. A deliberate action since I started receiving
Oromahoe Trust tertiary grants. While it is not a requirement to return to AGM
meetings to receive the grant, I returned home, when possible, to deliver an update of
my university progress at the Oromahoe Trust’s AGMs. A reoccurring question of
accountability in response to the ‘education report’ at these meetings is ‘where are
these people?’ (i.e. tertiary grant recipients). I view returning, at the very least then, as
an attempt to support the notion of kin-accountability back to the Oromahoe Trust and
community. It provided an opportunity to explain how the Trust’s investment in me
(through grant support) has aided my studies on socio-economic issues of importance
to my kin, represent by the Trust and community attendees.
The Oromahoe Trust also directly supported this thesis (discussed in further detail in
Chapter Four, ‘Oromahoe Trust and Papakāinga’). The trustees were offered a period
to review the study objectives and questionnaire before they were sent out for
distribution. The intention here was to make the thesis a co-researched production, in
so far, the investigation into Oromahoe would dually serve or support the Trust’s
general development aspirations alongside my research. I presented at the pre-AGM
Oromahoe trustees meeting to further detail the questionnaire process and received
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unanimous support. Ultimately, the Oromahoe Trust can also use this thesis to assist
with their strategic planning and development agenda, hopefully leading to further coproduction or innovation with, in and beyond the Trust.
Accountability to my co-production researchers continued throughout the research
and writing process. In 2016, I was financially supported by the Trust to return and
present on preliminary findings of the questionnaires and interviews at the Oromahoe
Trust Farm Field day. The Trust recognised the potential of my study and assisted the
development of its strategic planning. During the writing of thesis, I also took on the
role as website administrator for the Oromahoe Trust.13 Managing the Trust website
provided a direct “blog” of communication with an online community of Oromahoe
descendants. As described below, it also served as a useful recruitment portal for the
questionnaire.

Figure 11. Reporting back to shareholders and trustees at Oromahoe Trust Field Day. Image courtesy of
Oromahoe Trust, May 2016.

13

See https://oromahoetrust.jimdo.com/
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Figure 12. Oromahoe Trust Field Day farm visit. Image courtesy of Oromahoe Trust, May 2016.

In 2017, at the mid-point of writing, I became involved in the Oromahoe Trust review
of its Trust Order. In March that year, I facilitated a Trust-led wānanga/ workshop
with Trustees, shareholders and beneficiaries to capture their longstanding concerns,
frustrations and aspirations of the Oromahoe Trust order and distribution policy
(described further in Chapter Four, ‘Governance in review’, p. 177). Following this, I
supported a subcommittee that extracted key themes from the wānanga workshop and
drew on ideas from existing Māori land trust orders. In June 2017, I returned to
Oromahoe to co-facilitate a second wānanga, to report back to shareholders and
beneficiaries. While anticipated, I did not fully appreciate the impact my involvement
with the Oromahoe Trust would have on completing my thesis. My role in Trust
affairs consumed time and energy, and ultimately had implications on extending my
thesis completion deadline.
My kin-obligations extended to becoming a member of a Ngāti Rāhiri/Ngāti Kawa
Treaty claim team. In this capacity, I presented to Trust meetings (in 2013 and 2015)
on wider regional claim issues and the status of the claim. I also assisted with research
for our hapū Treaty claims at the 2016 Waitangi Tribunal hearings held at Oromahoe.
Furthermore, I became a technical witness for a neighbouring community concerning
the Ngāwhā Treaty claim (as a direct result of my M.A. thesis, which I re-casted into
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evidence for presentation before the Waitangi Tribunal in November of 2015 (P.
Tane, 2015).
‘Kei Mōhio Kei Whakahīhī’ – humility in the pursuit of knowledge
In addition to the value of kin-accountability, a family saying (that has been passed
down my family since at least the time of my great-grandfather Hori Poutawera
Tane), guides this thesis: ‘kei mōhio, kei whakahīhī’. The saying invokes two
meanings of the term ‘kei’. The first ‘kei’ translates as ‘having, with, in possession of,
has’. In combination with the word ‘mōhio’ (to know, understand), it reads, ‘to know’
or ‘to have knowledge’. The second ‘kei’ translates as ‘beware lest, might, do not’. It
is a particle that suggests that something might happen and operates as command not
to do something (www.maoridictionary.com). ‘Whakahīhī, is to be ‘vain, conceited,
arrogant, smug’ (www.maoridictionary.com). Kei mōhio, kei whakahīhī, therefore,
warns that the acquisition of knowledge may lead to arrogance, and is a caution
against the misuse of knowledge in self-service and the pursuit of mana. The saying is
also likened to a general reservation of kaumātua to not “divulge too much from their
personal kete kōrero” (kits of knowledge held privately) particularly in marae
contexts (Toi, 2014, p. 130). Whakapapa charts presented in these thesis are
deliberately abridged. These chart make no claim to authority – seniority, descent
lines, kinship order – one generation to the next. The purpose of each whakapapa is to
provide a social (descent & kinship) structure that assists the reader contextualise
Oromahoe across spans of genealogical time via key ancestors.
The saying also invokes the word ‘whakaiti’: ‘to make little/small’. It is both a
caution against the overt performance of knowledge and whakapapa to belittle another
or embellish oneself over another; as well as an encouragement to make ones-self
diminutive, to be humble. So, in the context of this thesis, kei mōhio, kei whakaiti,
demands humility. As I am accessing public and private family (ancestral) archives,
whakapapa and Oromahoe Trust documents, I am mindful of the context in which
these are used. This research it does not materially benefit myself or my family, over
or at the cost of another, nor does it benefit larger shareholders over smaller. Kei
mōhio, kei whakahīhī, tests/guides my intention behind knowledge acquisition and its
use, consistently reminding me that the primary goal of this doctoral study is to be of
service to the Oromahoe papakāinga, its lands and people.
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Methods of kin-community research in Oromahoe
This thesis analyses historical and contemporary literature and written material. It
utilises a mixed-method research approach, reflecting on the varied nature of my
academic pursuits. It is underpinned by a combination of qualitative and quantitative
methods, investigating cross-generational development in Oromahoe. The qualitative
methods of participant-based research and literature reviews are the main tools on
which I draw.
Literature review
The first source of data was a survey of Oromahoe Trust-held literature (annual
general meeting reports, the Oromahoe Trust Order, Trust reports); Tane (Hori
Poutawera Tane, son of Te Tane Haratua) and Rankin family papers; and academic
sources on marae and papakāinga. This study also investigated Waitangi Tribunal
evidence and reports, Native Land Court and Papatupu Block Committee rulings on
tribal land tenure (see Chapter Three, p. 143). Also consulted were government
sources including the Journals to the House of Representatives, Papers Past and
Archive New Zealand material such as title orders, title transfers and primary
government correspondence and Newspaper articles. Together these resources
provide a historical foundation for understanding Oromahoe.
This study also investigated New Zealand current affairs (newspaper and radio
reports) regarding regional (Northland) and national concerns on the economy,
farming industry, impacts of droughts and floods in the context of rising energy,
housing and food costs (see Chapter Two, p. 96). To contextualise the Oromahoe case
study in wider New Zealand, I examined government reports (for example, the New
Zealand census, iwi socio-economic data statistics and Te Puni Kokiri reports)
regarding changing Māori demographics. At an international level, I investigated the
United Nations Development Program material regarding the Sustainable
Development Goals.
Participant based-research: Surveys and Interviews
“What will Oromahoe look like in 100 years?”
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This aspirational question guided the two participant-based research methods,
underpinning this study: questionnaire and interviews. The above question challenged
participants to imagine a future Oromahoe beyond their lifetimes: to reveal their ideas
toward the issues and aspirations of a papakāinga. The rationale behind the two
approaches was largely primarily due to scope and scale. It is beyond the scope of
study to collect narratives of all members of the Oromahoe community (both local
and non-local) as its numbers in the thousands. Participants were a selection of the
Oromahoe community. The number of participants for surveys was primarily based
on, but not limited to, the attendance of community members at the Oromahoe Trust’s
Annual General Meeting (AGM), which vary from year to year, but generally number
between 20 to 50 persons (see Appendix B for Participant Information sheets).
I utilised the Trust as a vehicle of recruitment and dissemination of research findings,
complementing its existing network. Trust meetings represent the few regular
occasions where Oromahoe descendants meet at the Oromahoe marae outside of
tangihanga. I planned for 20 to 30 individuals to undertake the questionnaire,
depending on the effectiveness of the snowball sampling method (also known as
chain referral sampling). The snowballing approach engaged AGM attendees to act as
access points to others within their genealogical network who may have also wished
to participate in the survey (see Noy, 2008; Arcury & Quandt, 1999; Biernacki &
Waldorf, 1981 for further discussion on snowball sampling). A potential limitation of
this recruitment method, however, was that the study was biased toward individuals
connected to, or who have ownership interests in the Oromahoe Trust, and not
representative of the broader kin-community (hapū).
To seek some balance, I widened the pool of participants to include descendants
beyond the Trust, connected to Oromahoe by virtue of whakapapa (belonging) or
marriage. They were generally approached directly through my connections and
consequent snowballing efforts. Further participants voluntarily added themselves
through the Oromahoe Trust website. Other demographic factors guided selection
including resident and non-resident, mixed ages (age spread) and mixed male/female
respondents. The study was designed to be accessible. Based on previous research
experience (Te Wehi Nui; Tribal Māori Entrepreneurial Leadership), semi-structured
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interviews over surveys were effective means of capturing kaumātua/kuia voices.
Meanwhile, the questionnaires captured a variety of opinions from those with a
connection to Oromahoe beyond local residency (Oromahoe Trust shareholders,
beneficiaries, descendants).
Questionnaires
Questionnaires was the first approach employed in the community engagement phase.
I had originally hoped that the majority of the questions would be open-ended and
unguided, allowing freedom and flexibility for participants to detail what she or he
wished. After refinement, I employed a mixed qualitative and quantitative approach
of closed-ended, simple (yes/no), multiple choice (ranged e.g. age) and open-ended
questions. In some cases, the open-ended questions include examples or prompts to
assist participants toward answer areas. The risk of prompting is the participant could
be led to particular answers, biasing the data received; or if the questions were left
completely open, then I risked receiving unfocused answers, no answers at all, or
answers not connected to the intended topic. I, therefore, aimed to make the
questionnaire short, simple and as unencumbering as possible, so they were
straightforward to complete. The ‘Whakapapakāinga questionnaire’ was designed for
shareholders, beneficial owners and Oromahoe marae-community members not
included in the interview process. The purpose of the questionnaires was to gauge
varied opinions within the Oromahoe local and non-local descendant community,
regarding their perspectives of the future of Oromahoe.
The questionnaire had three sections. Section A quantified the make-up of the
Oromahoe community, for example, demographic information like gender, age range,
hapū, status in the Oromahoe Trust, and their general living proximity in relation to
Oromahoe. Section B explored participants’ connection to Oromahoe. Finally,
Section C was interested in their aspirations for Oromahoe. Sections A and B were
primarily close-ended, yes-no, multi-choice question, whereas Section C was mixture
of yes-no with follow up open-ended questions (see Appendix C for questionnaire).
Questions included:
-

Have you thought about the future of Oromahoe?
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-

-

Do you think Oromahoe has any social, cultural or economic development
needs? (for example, needs concerning the local community or the wider hapū
that lives in and beyond Oromahoe)? What are they?
Do you think the Oromahoe Trust should have a role in shaping the future of
Oromahoe in the ways you mention? What is, or could this be?
What does ‘papakāinga development’ mean to you?
Do you think energy (electricity) issues are or will be important for
Oromahoe?
How important is energy at Oromahoe now or in the future? Why?
Is housing important for Oromahoe, either at Oromahoe or amongst the
descendants living away? (e.g. new housing at Oromahoe)
How important is housing for Oromahoe itself or amongst the descendants
living away?
Can you describe what housing issues are important?
Would you buy Oromahoe grown/reared produce if you had the opportunity
to? Would you buy it if it cost more than supermarket produce? Why?

The key period of circulation for the questionnaire began in 2015. I first sent the
questionnaire to the Trust and family members as a testing period and as a means to
obtain feedback. With minor modifications, I then began general circulation at the
October 2015 Trust AGM.
Interviews
To elicit further detail beyond the questionnaire, I conducted interviews with
Oromahoe marae elders (kaumātua, kuia) and trustees of the Oromahoe Trust. There
are seven trustee positions, all of whom I planned to interview. The general line of
inquiry was the same as the questionnaire. Once fieldwork interviews commenced
and I engaged with participants, questions became further refined. They were shaped
according to context and type of dialogue/discussion, i.e.: ‘fit for purpose’. The
specific questions above were, therefore, indicative only and not prescriptive. I
conducted semi-structured interviews, that is, guided discussions that closely
resembled a naturally-occurring conversation. In other words, according to Davies
(2008), semi-structured interviews mean that, I, as the researcher:
[…] may alter the wording and order of the questions, perhaps omitting
some that seem inappropriate. The participants may introduce new
topics and supplementary questions not included on the list, and
respondents are encouraged to expand on a response, or digress, or even
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go off the particular topic and introduce their own concerns. Most
important, their responses are open ended, in their own words and not
restricted to the preconceived notions of the ethnographer. (p. 106)
This method recognises and encourages interview participants to direct the
conversation to discussion points that interested them, without being restricted to one
particular line of inquiry. It also recognises that the researcher and co-researcher are
both actively engaged in information sharing and knowledge creation. While the
approach to research is broadly anthropological, I also acknowledge that the
philosophical basis of my inquiry is Māori as well. My interaction as researcher
(representing academia and recipients of a discipline from anthropological forebears)
and co-researchers (representing community-based, marae and whakapapa-structured
worldviews) provides the context out of which my study emerged. The research
processes outlined here was approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics
Committee on 28 July 2015 (Ethics Committee reference number 15/095).
Method applied
On 17 October 2015, I attended the Oromahoe Trust AGM, held at the Oromahoe
marae. On entering the whare, attendees were able to collect a questionnaire sheet
alongside AGM booklets before the meeting commencement. My father formally
introduced the questionnaire to AGM attendees during the opening welcome
(whakatau). Over the course of the meeting 11 questionnaires were returned to me
directly. For those who were unable complete the questionnaire on the day, or
preferred to take it home to complete, I distributed pre-paid and addressed envelopes.
I sent further questionnaires to those participants who I have a direct relationship with
or had previously signalled an interest when I first outlined my proposed research at
the 2014 Oromahoe AGM. Two digital versions of the questionnaire were also made
available either for download on the Oromahoe Trust website or through the
questionnaire construction website Surveymonkey.com. Following the meeting the
questionnaire was also distributed digitally by related land trust Te Tii Waitangi B3
Trust amongst their beneficiary and shareholder list. Many of the shareholders and
beneficiaries are both genealogically connected to Oromahoe or have shares in the
Oromahoe Trust. Ultimately, I received 33 completed questionnaires.
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Over and above the questionnaires, I conducted five interviews with trustees, with one
trustee opting to only fill out a questionnaire, and another was unable to participate.
Outside of trustees, I conducted one interview with a kuia (senior female elder). I
approached other kaumātua (senior elders) to be interviewed as well, but due to time
and travel constraints, I was unable to organise times. Nevertheless, three of the elders
completed a questionnaire. Methodologically, therefore, despite being ‘an insider’, it
did not automatically guarantee time to interview others.
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Chapter One Conclusion: Methods of Belonging
This chapter began with a narrative about growing up in the backwaters of rural
northland. It layered knowledge, personal experience and a methodology built on kinengagement, including themes of generations (descent), affiliations (kinship),
experiences (my upbringing), education (tertiary studies) and research programmes
(community and academic). These layers of belonging have culminated in the
investigation of the Oromahoe papakāinga.
I anchor this thesis topic and my methods in whakapapa and the concept of belonging.
My whakapapa, or genealogically framed worldview, is according to descent and
kinship. This chapter outlined the practical implications of these intersecting strands
of whakapapa to researching within my community. Descent defines my genealogy to
ancestors, inherited rights, access to resources, shares in land, knowledge
transmission and bias. I invoke my descent as an inherited ‘right’ to contribute to
research on the topic of the Oromahoe papakāinga. To balance this, I used kinship as
frame for my accountability to the kin-community, belonging to hapū, and being an
(kin-)insider of Oromahoe. Kinship is the principle by which I co-designed the
research questions with Oromahoe trustees. Kinship provided access to the network of
participants: the Oromahoe descendant-community members. Ethics of kinship also
imply that I make myself accountable and transparent to my kin by maintaining
regular contact with the participant community members throughout the research
process. Finally, kinship guides the ultimate dissemination (amongst descendants) and
implementation, with the community and Trust (should they see benefit in the
findings of the thesis).
The methodological stance developed in this research programme is deemed here as
‘belonging to the field of investigation’. It may also be coined as a ‘kin-community
research framework’. ‘The field’ is the Oromahoe papakāinga, its land, people and
marae. The kin-community research framework advocated in thesis is informed and
adapted not only from genealogy and knowledge systems of Oromahoe; but also,
from the discipline and research contexts of anthropology, Māori studies and
Indigenous development. Anthropological approaches adopted included reflexive
ethnography, insider-outsider positioning, and social boundaries. It is through these
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lenses that this thesis is interpreted, understood and articulated. It is also from this
academic base that I conducted participant-based study of interviews and
questionnaires. This methodology, therefore, had to conform to both to University of
Otago ethics as well as kin-community and family ethics of whakaiti (humility) and
kin-accountability.
The next chapter will now provide a contextual examination of Oromahoe. While it
has its own set of challenges to overcome in the pursuit of cross-generational
solutions, nevertheless, Oromahoe is a microcosm indicative of far broader issues
facing the 778 marae and papakāinga throughout Aotearoa.
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Chapter Two: Whaka-papa-kāinga: Whakapapa (crossgenerational context) of papakāinga (Māori kin-community)
For over 800 years, marae and papakāinga have been the centres of a hapū economic,
social, cultural and political activity. Today, some 778 marae and their papakāinga
occupy the New Zealand landscape (Te Potiki National Trust, 2017). Of these, many
are now struggling to remain vibrant in their communities and, in some cases, are
collapsing, both metaphorically and literally (Tapsell, 2017, p. 353).
‘Whakapapakāinga’ is a response to this growing crisis facing marae and papakāinga;
the crisis of social and economic relevance to their scattered descendants. This
chapter provides a contextual (historical and contemporary) background to the thesis
on cross-generational development of papakāinga.
In Part I of this chapter, ‘Whaka-papa-kāinga: layering people and place’, examines
the two key values, whakapapa and papakāinga, that underpin the term
‘whakapapakainga’. It begins by describing the intersecting strands of whakapapa:
descent and kinship, followed by a discussion of whakapapa threads of blood,
knowledge and beliefs as they apply in marae and the wider-encompassing
papakāinga. Whakapapa is also expanded as a philosophical framework for crossgenerational development and is comparatively similar to First Nation approaches to
community development as well as international ideas of sustainable development. It
then explores the second component of papakāinga: the centre-piece of kinsettlement, the marae. It unravels key post-European contact historical factors that
have impacted upon marae and papakāinga sustainability nationwide, including land
alienation, the 1860s Native Land Court individualisation of land title and post-World
War urban migration of papakāinga descendants.
Part II: ‘Papakāinga in crisis? Descendant dislocation and iwification’, examines the
contemporary realities of identity maintenance and local community maintenance. It
explores issues concerning the (dis-)connections between descendant-diaspora and
marae. It then examines the influence of Crown-ascribed corporate iwi entities on
marae and papakāinga economic, political and social status. In doing so, it examines
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the Treaty claim settlement issues facing the Tai Tokerau iwi of Ngāpuhi and how
this may impact upon the development of their 80 plus affiliated papakāinga
(including Oromahoe).
In Part III: ‘National context: food, housing and energy’, I outline current national
issues regarding food, housing and energy as they impact upon the survival and wellbeing of individuals, families and papakāinga. It first explores themes related to food,
including access to food, quality of food, food production issues and impacts on land
and waterways. It then looks at the nature of papakāinga housing, challenges to
families returning to papakāinga and problems associated with poor states of homes
(which are often old, uninsulated, cold and damp). This chapter concludes by
exploring further challenges for papakāinga concerning energy (i.e. electricity) and
considers how alternative energy generation can counter increasing costs.
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Part I: Whaka-papa-kāinga: Layering of people and place
The title term, ‘Whakapapakāinga’ was coined to capture and combine two central
components of Māori/tribal living as a development principle. The term emerged in a
conversation with one of my supervisors. While the term itself is not customary, the
root words that make it up are, that is, whakapapa and papakāinga. There are multiple
ways to interpret ‘whakapapakāinga’. It can first be compartmentalised as whakapapakainga. The root word ‘papakāinga’, meaning village, home or maraecommunity, with the prefix ‘whaka’ gives the meaning of ‘to do’, ‘to cause’ or to
indicate the act of something. Papa-kāinga refers to the settlements/housing (kāinga)
that occupied terraces (papa) on pā. Whakapapakāinga might then translate as ‘the act
of creating a village or marae-community’ (papakāinga is explored further below
under the heading ‘Papakāinga: layering of place’ and in Chapter Three, p. 129).
Whakapapakāinga also draws on the term ‘whakapapa’. Similarly, whakapapa is a
combination of two components, ‘whaka’ and ‘papa’. The root word ‘papa’ translates
as ‘layer’; whakapapa is then ‘the act of layering’. It is likened to the arrangement or
deposition of layers of stratigraphy in the earth (i.e. Papatūānuku), where older layers
are found deeper in the ground (Golson, 1959; Davidson, 1984). From an
archaeological perspective, landscape layers change and build over time due to
weather, erosion, waterways and human interaction (for example, cultivation, farming
and settlement). Observing the layers can go some way to understanding the nature of
interactions between people, their settlement (papakāinga), land and the wider
environment over time and generations. Whakapapakāinga thus accounts for both the
act of layering people and land past, present and future. In other words, it is a concept
of cross-generational development (past-present-future layering) of a maraecommunity (papakāinga). This part now thematically deals with whakapapa and
papakāinga.

Whakapapa: layering of people
There are further ideas on whakapapa. Whakapapa is the genealogical layering of
people, time, space and events. Whakapapa traces genealogy not only to ancestors,
but is also a mechanism to understand relationships between humans, their ancestors
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and the landscapes they lived, died and were buried in. In essence, whakapapa is a
philosophical ordering of the universe from a deep time Māori ancestral perspective,
likely three or more thousand years old (Tapsell 2011a).
Whakapapa consists of two intersecting strands: descent and kinship. Ideas on descent
and kinship have theoretical groundings in social anthropology, reflecting whakapapa
(see Firth, 1959; I. H. Kawharu, 1975; Webster, 1975; 2002, p. 358). Descent is the
vertical tracing of ancestral birth lines down to living descendants. Genealogy aligns
individuals according to seniority and rights of access to resources in associated
landscapes. Kinship, on the other hand, is concerned with the interconnectedness of
individuals to wider kin (Firth, 1959, p. 110-114). So, while descent is primarily
concerned with the exclusive, vertical connections between ancestors and
descendants, senior versus junior as it relates to mana; kinship is inclusive and
concerned with the lateral connections and inter-relationships between kin - captured
in the concept of manaakitanga (I. H. Kawharu, 1975, p. 71). Anthropologist
Raymond Firth emphasises the role of kinship in binding a community together for
the sake of economy and survival. Firth (1959) continues:
The more inclusive kinship group, the hapū, was correlated with the
major village activities […] all the land surrounding the village,
incorporating of course, the rights of the individuals and of whanau, was
under the ownership of this group, while important tasks involving
considerable labour power saw a muster of all its members. (p.126)

Whakapapa and Kete o te Wānanga
Tapsell describes three threads of whakapapa as deriving from Ngā Kete o te
Wānanga (the baskets of learning) (2011b, p. 23). By layering Tapsell’s
understandings of the ‘kete’ with that of Hokianga kaumātua Fraser Toi, the three
kete are described in the following way (Toi, 2012). Te Kete Tuauri, literally, the
basket (kete) beyond (tua) descent (uri – descendant), otherwise known as the
‘whakapapa of blood/kin’. Tuauri concerns kinship, descent, genetics and ancestral
lineage of an individual (Toi, 2012; Tapsell, 2011b, p. 23).
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Te Kete Tuatea or Tua-ātea, is interpreted as ‘the basket of that which is beyond
space/heavens (ātea)’, also known as the whakapapa of belief. Tuatea relates to
inherited beliefs (that manifest as behaviours), tapu (restriction), karakia (recitation,
ritual prayer) and esoteric knowledge of the atua (deities) who lived in the
heavens/ātea/space (Toi, 2012; Tapsell, 2011b, p. 23; Rerekura, 2008). The belief
systems of East Polynesian marae-ātea integrated te kete Tuatea. Marae-ātea were
elevated and rectangular courtyard plazas constructed from coral and basalt slabs
often dedicated domain of atua (Tapsell, 2014; 2006, pp. 29-30; Walker, 1992, p. 15).
Tohunga ahurewa (spiritual specialists) maintained Te Kete Tuatea and marae-ātea.
Tohunga, at times, could manipulate a person’s beliefs, both positively (protection
and immunity) and negatively (makutu, such as in mental/spiritual unbalancing,
cursing).
Te Kete Aronui refers to ‘aspects to do with one’s mind’ - ‘aro’ meaning to focus,
understand, have interest and ‘nui’ meaning the many, great, major or important. Te
Kete Aronui represents the whakapapa of knowledge and relates to the knowledge of
everyday things, skills, noa (profane), survival and cross-generational observations of
the environment, resources, climate/weather, stars, animals and oceans (Toi, 2012;
Tapsell, 2011b, p. 23).14
Kete of kinship, community and land
The three kete, or three strands of whakapapa, also manifest within the marae and
papakāinga context. Whakapapa of blood, for example, encompasses the genealogical
kinship framework of a hapū described above. By tracing descent, kin-groups formed
under the name of a common ancestor who represented a strategic point in a group’s
whakapapa to encompass a kin-group identity. The Waitangi Tribunal describes hapū
as unfixed collections of kin or whānau (families) bounded in descent to a near
ancestor. These provided a person’s primary source of security and identity - because
members lived, acted and belonged together as a community (1998, p. 17).

14 Tapsell differs slightly from Toi, by attributing Te Kete Aronui with whakapapa of beliefs and Te
Tuatea with whakapapa of knowledge (Tapsell, 2011b, p. 23).
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Figure 13. Northland genealogies and hapū (Sissons, Hohepa & Wihongi, 2001, p. 93).

In whakapapa of beliefs terms, marae are physical manifestations, representing
values, ideas and concepts that have been shaped, passed on, inherited and adapted
generation after generation for over 800 years within New Zealand, and over 2000
years within the wider Pacific. Kawa and tikanga, for example, are marae protocols,
regulations and permissible behaviour derived from intergenerational practices (Toi,
2014; Mead, 2003; Marsden, 1992; I. H. Kawharu, 1977, p. 217). Tikanga represents
a kin-community belief system regarding the correct or ‘tika’ way of doing things
(‘nga’ is a suffix used to make verbs into nouns). In short, tikanga are the reasons
‘why’ something is done a particular way. Kawa are the application of tikanga, the
customs of a particular community or marae and are enforced through restriction
(tapu) and the maintenance of social boundaries. Kawa represent the manifested
behaviour (the ‘how’ things are done), which vary from marae to marae, region to
region, kin-group to kin-group.15 Tikanga and kawa were centred on individual and
group survival, and were concerned with risk-adversity (such as by manaakihospitality, tuku-gifting or taumau-marriage), crisis management (such as tangihanga-

For example, the ‘tikanga’ behind the ‘kawa’ of ‘rolling pōwhiri’ is the prioritisation of the visitors’
purpose: to pay respects to the tūpāpaku (deceased), and to support the grieving family. As such
manuhiri (visitors) will be welcomed continuously (without delay) and throughout the day and night.
15
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death, raupatu-conquest or mate-illness) and sanctions (such as tapu-restriction/rāhui
or kaitiakitanga-resource management) (Tapsell & Woods, 2008b, p. 195; see also
Mead, 2003).
In marae contexts, tikanga are customarily maintained and marked by kaumātua and
kuia. Aspects of tikanga can also be considered as belonging to the whakapapa of
knowledge, that is, information that is passed from one generation to another, or from
one individual to another. Formalities, such as whaikōrero (formal oratory), pepeha,
mita (local language subtleties), tātai or whakapapa (genealogical recitations),
karanga (call, ritual boundary negotiation) and the performance of taonga (ancestral
belongings) are similarly knowledge systems taught by elders to younger kinmembers. Another marae-knowledge context is the wharekai (dining hall, house of
hospitality). Cross-generational knowledge of running the kitchen, processing meat
carcasses, hangi preparation, catering for large numbers of guests, gathering
customary foods and the responsibility of manaakitanga (hospitality, service) is
absorbed, procured and transferred over time, through observation and first-hand
experience.
Whakapapa of knowledge also extends beyond the marae and papakāinga to
surrounding lands (M. Kawharu, 2002). Experiential knowledge concerning the
environment, animal movements (birds, insects and fish), plant/forestry growth
patterns, waterway quality and ecosystems, climatic changes and stellar/lunar cycles
are key aspects of cross-generational survival. Collectively, these knowledge systems
represented by the three kete informed a sophisticated approach to kinship-framed
resource management.
Whakapapa as a ‘template’ for cross-generational development
While whakapapa is generally concerned with the past, as in previous generations or
layers in the land, this thesis is equally interested in what future layers and
generations might be added. Whakapapakāinga is, therefore, concerned with the
layering (past, present and future) of both people and land within a papakāinga
context. Whakapapakāinga speaks to the ‘cross-generational’ focus of this study,
capturing both ends of the spectrum, from past to future and from ancestor to
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descendant, with the Oromahoe community and myself stratigraphically placed in the
present.
The idea of accounting for future generations is not new. Many North American First
Nations communities advocate a seven-generation approach to their community
development initiatives, that is, developments are designed to be sustainable with
seven-generations in mind (for example, see T’Sou-ke, 2009; Jorgensen, 2007;
Clarkson, Morrissette & Regallet, 1992). This future cross-generational focus is
aspirational. For Oromahoe, the future and even current population is unknown.
Simply, ‘cross-generational’ is a long-term principle that might be applied to any
development agenda of Oromahoe.
Sustainable development
‘Cross-generational development’ is a whakapapa-like response to a wider
international focus of ‘sustainable development’. Sustainable development has gained
critical attention as a philosophy of social, environmental and economic
improvement. Broadly the concept is, according to Hopwood, Mellor and O’Brien
(2005):
…the result of the growing awareness of the global links between
mounting environmental problems, socio-economic issues to do with
poverty and inequality and concerns about a healthy future for humanity.
(p. 39)
By way of background, ‘sustainable development’ as a development agenda gained
widespread usage following the World Commission’s report on Environment and
Development’s Our Common Future (the Brundtland Commission report), written in
1987. The Brundtland Commission Report provided a global focus to consider the
environmental aspects of development from economic, social and political
perspectives (Redclift, 1993). The Report interprets sustainable development as
“development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs” (WCED, 1987, pt. 27). Since at least
1987, ‘sustainable development’ has entered international and national policy
vernacular, Non-Government Organisation (NGO) mission statements, business
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planning, environmental tag-lines, if not also everyday language (Redclift, 2005, p.
212; Lélé, 1991, p. 607).
In the early 2000s, the New Zealand Government applied the Brundtland Commission
interpretation of sustainable development to assess its progress on sustainability New
Zealand (PCE, 2002). In its view, the Parliamentary Commission for the Environment
(PCE) considered that “sustainable development had not progressed in New Zealand
in a coordinated and meaningful fashion over the past ten years” (PCE, 2002, p. 15).
The PCE did acknowledge that local authorities, business organisations and
community groups have made progress with their own initiatives (PCE, 2002, p. 15).
The concept of ‘sustainable development’ has since become the pillar to international
development agenda set by the United Nations via the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs), which is the successor to the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)
(UN, 2015; Sachs, 2012).16 In 2015, the UN released 17 sustainable development
goals and 196 targets to expand the scope of the MDGs to address poverty in
particular as well as major issues facing humanity including climate change,
renewable energy, food, health and water provision. Nation states need to develop
their own targets but coordinated global monitoring and modelling of many factors
are also required if successes in addressing the themes are to materialise (UN, 2015).
The SDGs were designed to influence the development agendas of nationstates/countries and their governments, to guide NGOs (non-government
organisations), and provide pathways of contribution for business and corporations.
The New Zealand Government’s position on SDGs has been outlined by the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Trade (MFAT). MFAT (2017) states:
New Zealand will contribute to achievement of the goals through a
combination of domestic action, international leadership on global

16 The MDGs include eight goals that all 191 UN member states agreed to try to achieve by the year
2015. The goals concerned efforts: to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger; to achieve universal
primary education; to promote gender equality and empower women; to reduce child mortality; to
improve maternal health; to combat HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other diseases; to ensure environmental
sustainability; and to develop a global partnership for development (WHO, 2017).
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policy issues, and supporting countries through the New Zealand Aid
Programme. (n.p)
Although the SDGs are non-binding targets, the key ways New Zealand aims to
contribute to the SDGs are through ‘global policy influence’ and ‘aid investment’
(MFAT, 2017). To date, the government has yet to report on the implementation of
SDGs. There has also been limited independent analysis of whether NZ is meeting its
expectations of the SDGs. As the goals cover a broad range of issues, each goal lends
itself to critical analysis. M. Kawharu (2015) for instance, investigates the SDGs and
the question of poverty and young Māori in New Zealand. While it is beyond the
scope of this thesis to examine in detail specific clauses of the SDGs to the topic of
cross-generational development, several goals are useful as guides for communities
like Oromahoe in developing its cross-generational stance. These include, for
example:
Goal 2: End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and
promote sustainable agriculture
Goal 3: Ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all ages
Goal 4: Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote
lifelong learning opportunities for all
Goal 6: Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and
sanitation for all
Goal 7: Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern
energy for all
Goal 8: Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth,
full and productive employment and decent work for all
Goal 11: Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient
and sustainable
Goal 15: Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial
ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification, and halt
and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss
This thesis is interested in localising the focus of sustainable development to a
particular community, its landscape and associated resources; in this case Oromahoe.
The goals noted above provide the broader international instrument policy context for
local communities in terms of, for example, focusing discussions, ideas, planning and
actions towards concerns of our time. Then, from a local community perspective, or a
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ground-up view, more specific values may further guide steps to action. The
Oromahoe focus emphasises the notion that any development should be designed for
the benefit of future generations. The original title by-line of this thesis was initially,
‘a template for the sustainable development of marae-communities’. This was
replaced with ‘cross-generational development’ a year into writing to capture the ethic
of kin-accountability to descendants, home kin/marae-community and landscape of
Oromahoe. The phrasing “cross-generational development” concerns understanding
the social, environmental, economic and political future of the community concerning
its people, landscape and resources. In this time, new layers will be applied over
Oromahoe, i.e. people, generations, their exploits, alterations to, and utilisation of, the
Oromahoe landscape and papakāinga. Before delving into these issues in more detail
through examining the views of Oromahoe descendants and the Oromahoe Trust
(explored in Chapters Four, Five and Six), it is timely to more fully consider what is
meant by ‘papakāinga’.

Papakāinga: layering of place
Papakāinga have an essential place in the history of Māori settlement, representing the
ancestral home or village with a marae at its centre. Papakāinga perhaps cannot be
fully understood without reference to marae and pā. The remembered beginnings of
marae stretch back at least 2000 years to the islands of Samoa and Tonga (Tapsell,
2006, pp. 29-30; Kirch & Green, 2001; Walker, 1992, p. 15). Marae in East Polynesia
(such as Tahiti, Marquesas, Tuamotu and Rapanui) evolved approximately 2000-1500
years ago as layered courtyard plazas (ātea) constructed from coral and basalt slabs
(ahu). Here, ‘marae’ might refer to a number of courtyards in close proximity to each
other, with the surrounding village known as the pa’a (papa in Māori). Marae had
several roles – they were used as institutions for family, fishing, healing, worship,
politics, religion and navigation (Walker, 1992, p. 16). Once in New Zealand, marae
transformed in response to changing religious beliefs, or wider challenges to survival
in a new environment (Tapsell, 2011b, p. 26; Buck, 1949; Kirch and Green, 2001).
Marae evolved as a space of economic and political authority over the surrounding
landscapes and people. They became centralised courtyards of a kin-community and
integrated into the landscape, often in the form of pā.
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Pā: terraced kin-settlements
Pā were engineered ocean cliff-tops, waterway outcrops and volcanic cones that had
been earth-worked with features that honoured their Pacific marae heritage (Tapsell,
2011b, p. 26). In 1769, Tahitian navigator Tupaea (also spelt Tupaia) of Ra’iatea, who
interpreted the interactions with local Māori for Captain Cook in his first voyage to
Aotearoa in 1769, compared his observation of pā in Aotearoa with the structurally
layered form of marae of the Society Islands (i.e. Ra’iatea) (Sutton et al., 2003, p.
237). Almost two centuries later, anthropologists and archaeologists Patrick Kirch and
Roger Green identified three key marae components of ritual architecture across the
Pacific - fale (or whare), platforms (papa), and post (pou) or upright stones (ahu)
(2001, p. 254). Sutton et al., (2003, p. 236) outlined several ‘archetonic resonances’
identified by Kirch and Green that were present on pā including: formal ‘open spaces’
or courtyards (some of which were enclosed by fences or palisades); raised platforms
in form of terraces and large isolated posthole, many of which are recognised as
marae-like features. The raised platforms or terraces described by Sutton were papa,
or papa-kāinga, literally translating as the ‘layered housing, homes or settlement’ on
which hapū lived.17
For the greater part of the 16th, 17th and 18th-centuries, pā functioned as political
expressions of hapū authority and economic hubs that captured carriers of energy
(carbohydrates, proteins) from land, water and associated resources. Firth describes
the economic utility of pā and associated settlements, stating that they were the
centres of economic life of the people of the surrounding district, each papakāinga
was composed of households, which functioned as economic units (Firth, 1927, p.
124).

17
A further perspective on ‘pā’ and ‘papakāinga’ can be seen within the subtleties of te reo
Māori(Māori language). There appears to be a relationship between the terms pā and papakāinga on the
one hand, where both are directly connected linguistically and in meaning to the terms Papa-tūānuku
(ancestral mother) and whakapapa (literally layering). In other words, pā and papakāinga can be seen
as deriving in meaning from Papa-tūānuku, literally, the ground or earth, as well as whakapapa,
literally layering, as in the ‘layering’ that refers to successive generations living in a settlement over
time. The words pā, papakāinga and kāinga have been used interchangeably (and in combination such
as ‘pā-kāinga’) because of these meanings.
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Papakāinga: lowland villages
By the 1830s onward, papakāinga transformed again, as immigrant British settler
populations expanded. Many marae were shifting in favour of lowland papakāinga
closer to cultivations and emerging ports and townships in order to better access new
trade opportunities (I. H. Kawharu, 1977, p. 67). At the same time, significant areas of
land had begun shifting out of hapū control, ‘sold’ to missionaries and other settlers
(discussed further concerning lands neighbouring Oromahoe in Chapter Three
(p.126).18 It is in this time, settlements such as Oromahoe (roughly five kilometres
north-east of Pouerua) began to rise in prominence as permanent kin-community
settlements.
He Whakaputanga, Te Tiriti and papakāinga
The influx of British settlers caused papakāinga leaders to seek a direct relationship
with the British Crown. At first, the formalised relationship was with the Crown’s
representative, James Busby, signified by the 1835 He W[h]akaputanga o te
Rangatiratanga o Nu Tireni (the Declaration of Independence).19 The Declaration was
considered by He Whakaminenga (the gathering of mostly northern leaders), signed
34 at first, and a further 18 leaders in the three years that followed (Waitangi
Tribunal, 2014). It recognised the leader’s authority over their own lands as part of an
independent country, thus countering French sovereignty interests in New Zealand.
Kawharu states that the He Whakaputanga was an opportunity for northern leaders to
affirm their mana internationally by receiving recognition at the highest level, by the
King of England (2008b; see also Waitangi Tribunal, 2014, p. 199). Cox (1993, p. 43)
says that the Declaration was the earliest attempt at a formal constitutional
arrangement for Māori. Busby envisioned a ‘Confederation of Chiefs’ that would
collectively make and execute decisions for the welfare and advancement of their
people. Busby also intended rangatira to give up their separate authority as leaders of

18 To what extent these early transactions were understood by hapū leaders as final alienations from
their tribal estate has been discussed elsewhere (see Asher & Naulls, 1987, pp. 15-16; Mutu, 1992;
Riseborough & Hutton, 1997, p. 36; Stirling & Towers, 2007; Walker, 1990).
19
In similar vein to the Waitangi Tribunal’s 2014 report on He Whakaputanga me Te Tiriti: The
Declaration and the Treaty, this thesis uses Te Tiriti o Waitangi or Te Tiriti, when referring to the reo
Māori text; and The Treaty of Waitangi (capitalised), when referring to the English text . I use ‘the
Treaty’ (lower case) to refer to both texts together or the event of signing.
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their hapū, and instead make themselves subject to the laws (ture) they would agree at
the annual gatherings (Waitangi Tribunal, 2014, p. 200). The rangatira, however, were
interested in a new form of collective leadership that could oversee the immigration
and developments occurring in their backyard, but also one that complemented their
hapū leadership, that is, one that enhances their ability to advance their people,
papakāinga and lands. In the Waitangi Tribunal’s perspective, leaders likely saw He
Whakaputanga as applying only to the territories of their own hapū, not on the
country as a whole.20
In 1840, the relationship developed further in the form of a treaty (Te Tiriti o
Waitangi) (M. Kawharu, 2008b; King, 2003, p. 135; Walker, 1990, p. 88). Te Tiriti o
Waitangi represented a negotiated boundary by which Māori invited the British
Crown and its subjects, across the ‘threshold’ and into their homelands (Tapsell,
2011b, p. 33). Critically, Te Tiriti, in bestowing rights of governorship
(transliteration: kāwanatanga) to the Crown (Article One), guaranteed protection of
the leaders’ undisputed chieftanship (rangatiratanga) over their lands (whenua),
kāinga (villages) and taonga (ancestral belongings) (Article Two) (I. H. Kawharu,
1989, 319-320).21 I. H. Kawharu (1989) ties these elements to marae in the following
way:
While each of these factors has unique properties and various frames of
reference, all nevertheless may be made to fit together as facets of an
20

Comprehensive contemporary understanding of the Declaration, particularly from a northern
perspective, are detailed in the Waitangi Tribunal’s 2014 report He Whakaputanga me Te Tiriti: The
Declaration and the Treaty and M. Kawharu (2008). There is a significant body of literature concerning
translations of concepts such rangatiratanga (for example, Mutu, 2010; Belgrave, Kawharu &
Williams, 2005; Hill & O’Malley, 2000; Maaka & Fleras, 2000; Waitangi Tribunal, 1998; Kawharu,
1989). For the purposes of the Treaty, the suffix ‘tanga,’ was added to ‘rangatira’ to grammatically
emphasise the action of ‘chieftainship’ where the root word ‘rangatira’ has been interpreted as ‘chief’
(I. H. Kawharu, 1989, pp. 319-320; see also my M.A thesis on leadership in tribal, trust and Treaty
contexts Tane, 2013).
21
This thesis emphases the Māori text of the treaty (represented hereafter as Te Tiriti o Waitangi or Te
Tiriti) that the vast majority of leaders (500) signed from 1840 onwards (39 signed the English text)
(Waitangi Tribunal, 2014, p. 386). Fundamental differences and translations of the Treaty and Tiriti
texts have explored elsewhere, for example, Mikaere (2011), Belgrave (2005), Ward (1999), Kawharu
(1989), Sorrenson (1989), Orange (1987) amongst others. The translations have also been the subject
of debate in legal, policy and Waitangi Tribunal contexts (see Waitangi Tribunal, 2014, pp. 407-442).
A crucial point of difference is that the English version of the Treaty, as translated by Kawharu (1989),
states that Māori give the British Crown ‘absolutely and without reservation all the rights and powers
of sovereignty’ over their lands, in return, the Crown guaranteed ‘undisturbed possession’ of their
lands, forests, fisheries, and other properties.
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institution of the most profound importance for the Maori people: the
marae. (p. 211)
Te Tiriti represented not only a continuation of marae-community values and forms of
leadership – in the eyes of those who signed – but also an opportunity. Māori were
eager to trade directly with newly established markets (such as timber, flax and gum)
abroad under the British flag (Article Three). For a time at least, many leaders were
able to leverage community energies in horticulture (particularly potatoes) and flour
milling among other commodities (see Petrie 2006; M. Kawharu, 2008; Waitangi
Tribunal, 1987 for examples of hapū industry).
The post-contact period marked a period of significant economic growth for both the
emerging European population and papakāinga. The wealth of the latter, however,
would be reduced in the years to follow, not least because of warfare (i.e. economic
disruption) and the reduction of the tribal estate primarily due to lands transferring out
of hapū control. In the years following the early land transactions, hapū of Oromahoe
continued to live on the estates that had just been acquired by missionaries and others.
But as years passed, control, and consequently, the ability to utilise lands for personal
and market ends, legally shifted beyond Oromahoe control (discussed further in
Chapter Three). This period is highlighted by the Crown’s assertion of sovereignty
over New Zealand by way of Treaty and proclamation (Waitangi Tribunal, 2014, pp.
385-389).22
Native Land Laws 1860s
Soon after Te Tiriti was signed, the three tenets that were promised protection in
Article Two (whenua, kāinga and taonga) were threatened by the steadily expanding
powers of the colonial office, and later the settler government. Critically, kāinga
(inclusive of marae and papakāinga) and the whenua that surrounded them were
subjected to new land laws (beginning with the Native Land Act 1862 and 1865) and

22

By May of 1840, Governor Hobson issued a proclamation of her Majesty’s sovereignty over the
North Island by cession and over the South Island on the basis of Cook’s discovery. A point rejected
outright by claimant groups in the Northern District Inquiry – Te Paparahi o te Raki. Findings against
Māori cession of sovereignty were supported by the Waitangi Tribunal in its report on He
Whakaputanga and Tiriti (2014; see also M. Kawharu, 2008 and Miller, Ruru, Behrendt, Lindberg,
2010 for discussion on a British Crown misappropriation of sovereignty over New Zealand).
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the enactment of the Native Land Court. The Court the investigated customary lands
and the grant of freehold titles to specified owners “...to encourage the extinction of
(native) proprietary customs” (Native Land Act 1865 preamble; see also, I. H.
Kawharu, 1977, p. 16; King, 2003, p. 228; Riseborough & Hutton, 1997, p. 49;
Waitangi Tribunal, 1987, p. 40; Williams, 1999). The Court caused profound changes
to Māori land tenure and leadership and was described by I. H. Kawharu as a
‘veritable engine of destruction for any tribe’s tenure of land’ (1977, p. 15).
Genealogically integrated landscapes became individualised and fragmented, having
been surveyed in a grid-like fashion.23 Once titled, new owners, now released of kincommunity accountability and no longer protected or limited by leaders, began
seeking new opportunities on their own behalf (Tapsell & Woods, 2008b, p. 198).
Some were not averse to subdividing and transferring tribal lands for the immediate
pay-out offered by the Crown. By the 1870s, most pā – elevated or lowland – had
been abandoned. Some were left as remnants of a former era and were tied up in
Native Land Court block investigations, becoming subsequently part of individualised
estates and sold. “Pā were pā in name only” (I. H. Kawharu, 1977, p. 86).
People of the pā(kāinga)
Through this period of intense political, social and economic disruption, marae
transformed to continue playing a central role in kin-group life. Often isolated, marae
and papakāinga became fixed to the last remaining pieces of Māori land. By now,
marae were courtyards in front of a meetinghouse. Since the latter half of the 1800s,
they provided the requisite leadership forum for political debate, hosting and
hospitality (Tapsell, 2011b; Walker, 1992, p. 49; I. H. Kawharu, 1977). Hapū
boundaries between host and visitor, albeit significantly limited, continued to be
symbolically negotiated, represented and reproduced in the marae space. Just as pā
had before them, in time, the wharenui too inherited status of its own; enough to
warrant an ancestral name depicting those who belonged to the landscape (I. H.
Kawharu, 1977, p. 45).

While titles could be awarded to entire tribes, the land block in question needed to be greater the
2000 hectares in size - locks that were not, could be awarded to no more than 10 people (Kingi, 2008,
p. 137).
23
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Marae not only represents a courtyard, but has since come to include carved-houses,
family-homes and community-hall type buildings, the latter of which became
common in Northland, such as at Oromahoe. These buildings and the land they stood
on were among the remnants of hapū mana o te whenua (authority of, over, from the
land). In other words, they were symbols of hapū authority over surrounding ancestral
lands and resources. I. H. Kawharu (1977, p. 86) states that hapū continued to owe
their identity to the marae-meeting house complex. In a sense, marae gained even
greater significance as wider land estates had been transferred out of hapū control.
Often, they were all that was left, alongside perhaps a much-reduced area, often a
‘reserve’. It was also during this period that the connection between marae as a
decision-making forum over land was lessened or even lost. These rights were
generally conferred on a selected few, who were named as “owners” in Court
hearings and titles. This individualisation of land title not only alienated maraecommunities from their economic livelihood, but also created deep rifts between
those who became owners and those excluded – forever undermining the marae
leadership structure throughout New Zealand.
By the 1920s, many of the Northland rural industries (mostly timber and gum) were
collapsing. Many communities had become cash dependent on the Pākehā economy,
sometimes left with little choice but to labour on their ‘alienated’ landscapes. North
Hokianga Panguru (Northland west coast) leader Dame Whina Cooper (cited in M.
Williams, 2015) lamented the poverty that had descended on her community during
the 1930s:
… the people were very poor. Most of them were road-making, gumdigging, and bush-felling … they had no money to go [dairy-farming] on
the land. After the timber was worked out and gum-digging became
unprofitable, the people became poorer than ever. They were living in
shacks and did not have any land in which to plant a few kumaras or
other vegetables… some of them went around to [Pākehā] farmers and
did a lot of work. (p. 42)
For Panguru members, like many rural and remote papakāinga members elsewhere in
the country, seasonal work was sought away from home communities on both local
and distant farms. They worked as labourers and sheep shearers, on market gardens
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and in forestry, on county drainage and roadway development schemes. These
incomes, however, generally went toward supporting whānau units living in homes
erected on partitioned lands beyond the papakāinga (Tapsell, 2014, p. 49). When
income could not be found locally, people looked beyond papakāinga horizons. Some
Northland/Tai Tokerau Māori, for example, sought work in forestry in the Central
North Island or in the freezing works as far south as Invercargill. Many families
remained in these places for the rest of their lives, bringing up families on other
tribes’ alienated landscapes.
In response to increasing land challenges, the government, largely through the
leadership of the Member of Parliament Apirana Ngata (of Ngāti Porou), developed a
strategy that sought to amalgamate Māori land blocks and direct government funding
to assist Māori-led farming enterprises (I. H. Kawharu, 1977; Harris, 1997; see
Sorrenson, 1996 for further information regarding Ngata). Simply put, Ngata guided
several owners to incorporate their individual titles under a single administration and
management structure. From this, a management committee would be elected to be
responsible for developing and managing the incorporated lands, often in the form of
a farming enterprise (Kingi, 2008, p. 139). It was hoped that the revenue made from
these farms, primarily producing butterfat, would be reinvested back into the
papakāinga. To some extent this programme was successful, particularly amongst the
incorporations within the East Coast tribal region. Other farms around the country,
however, struggled, and accumulated debt (I. H. Kawharu, 1977).
From the 1930s, many newly established Māori farm businesses worked up
considerable loans and mortgages, partially because of reforms to the land
development schemes made midway through the first Labour government (M.
Williams, 2015, p. 49). Land development schemes in general proved to be an uphill
battle, and support for rural communities was scarce as New Zealand struggled with
the economic depression of the 1930s. King (2003, p. 404) suggests that many of the
dairy units that emerged out of the land development schemes had become
uneconomic by the 1950s. Unbeknown at the time, and perhaps inadvertently, the
Land Court of the 1860s also introduced ‘absentee landlords’ to Māori land and
communities (I. H Kawharu, 1977, p. 81). I. H. Kawharu explains that land titles
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conferred by the Court to “owners” who lived elsewhere, carried no enforceable
requirement to be accountable to the local community. These absentee landlords
could influence decisions that were not necessarily aligned with helping sustain the
local community (ahi kā) (I. H. Kawharu, 1975, p. 36).
World War II and urban migration
The full effect of absentee landlords was felt in the wake of two World Wars.
Papakāinga around the country contributed almost 3600 men toward World War II
between 1939 and 1945. Collectively, 16,000 Māori volunteered for war service, out
of a total population of fewer than 100,000. Of the 3600 Māori soldiers, 649 were
killed in action or died in active service (Soutar, 2008).24 The loss of life entailed a
loss of marae-calibre. For Northern Hokianga, and elsewhere in the country, this void
of leadership forced marae to promote ‘second tier men- and women-folk’, into
leadership positions, as ‘replacements for a generation lost.’ Northland kaumātua
Fraser Toi (Toi, 2014) explains the post-war impact on marae leadership in his
community:
The required intensity and expectation of such position did not suit most
of them, and their deficiencies and lack of experience were exposed.
Given the feelings of inadequacy that many of these younger people had
about fulfilling the customary roles expected of them, marae witnessed
their deliberate non-attendance at, or non-support of, hui tangihanga.
This alone had a prolonged and devastating effect on most marae, not
only in the post-war period but also in the decades to follow. (pp.131132)
Elsewhere, such as in Oromahoe, leadership was maintained by senior matriarchs,
some of whom also controlled family economy and inherited land interest (discussed
further in Chapter Four, p. 153). On top of losses suffered by marae of those who
fought in the war, in its the aftermath a phase of urbanisation escalated, further adding

In addition, 1712 men were wounded and 237 were prisoners of war. In the words of LieutenantGeneral Bernard Freyberg, who commanded the 2nd NZ Division, “no infantry battalion had a more
distinguished record, or saw more fighting, or, alas, had such heavy casualties as the Maori Battalion.”
Northland kaumātua Fraser Toi (2014) describes the acute impacts of the war on Northern marae
communities in the decades that ensued in the following waiata tangi mōteatea (lament):
24

Auē - taukiri ē. Kei hea wa tāua rangatira mo āpōpō, kua riro, kua riro, kua riro atu i a tātou
Kei te mura o te ahi rātou e hingahinga nei ē, kei tāwahi e whawhai ana i tētahi pakanga nui
Ia rangi āio te noho o te katoa. Aue – taukiri ē. (p. 131)
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to rural papakāinga decline. Many Māori, both owners and non-owners alike, began
depopulating their virtually resourceless papakāinga to seek new prospects in fastdeveloping post-WWII cities (Tapsell & Woods, 2008a, p. 198). Members left home
to make for a town with at least a hope of opportunity (I. H. Kawharu, 1977, p. 31).
For many Māori, an escape from poverty-stricken communities and regions into cities
was a dream come true. Recent returnees from both the gloom of war and new
overseas experiences also had no desire to return to poverty. They and wider family
units left behind rural, isolated, government neglected papakainga, shifting into urban
located houses with running water and electricity (M. Williams, 2015, p. 62; Walker,
1990, p. 197). Children could access better education and families could access
significantly improved health services. In the cities, Māori sold their labour for wages
on the wharves, in factories, in freezing works and in transport, experiencing
prosperity not unlike their ancestors once did in the trade boom days of the 1830s1850s. Both city lifestyles and government policies favoured and encouraged the
concept of the nuclear family. From family benefits to state housing, new urban Māori
migrants embraced ideas of integration and associated access to resources, but at the
expense of the local communities on whose lands cities were being built (Waitangi
Tribunal, 1987). The stories of the Māori urban migration have been described at
length by historians King (2003, pp. 403-4); Walker, (1990, pp. 197-8); Belich;
(2007); Paringatai (2013); and recently by M. Williams (2015) and Bradford (2018).
When income provided, the now urban-based kin-members were still able to maintain
connections with their tribal homes and relations. Younger members might return to
the lands and assist kin (perhaps their parents) with operating remaining farmland
(Williams, 2015, p. 59). In time, they might even return to retire or to be buried.
However, a second generation of urban-raised marae-descendants found it
increasingly difficult to return ‘home’ as the 1970s brought about significant changes
to the labour market (Tapsell, 2014, p. 52; King, 2003, p. 359). Demands on
employment meant members could no longer afford to leave work for a few days to
attend tangihanga back at their marae. Māori, who made up a significant part of the
labour force, were hit hard when the United Kingdom withdrew from New Zealand’s
primary export market, particularly dairy. Now, 2018, three if not four generations
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have been raised away from marae communities in urban centres such as Auckland,
Wellington, Dunedin and later Australia (see M. Williams, 2015; Paringatai, 2013).25

Figure 14. Themes underpinning ‘whaka-papa-kāinga’

Māori who still wanted to engage in a sense of community found solace in the urban, non-tribal
Māori committees such as the Waipareira Trust of West Auckland and marae-like centres that had built
in the 1960s and 70s (Tapsell, 2014, p. 56; 2002; 1997, p. 154). The Waipareira Trust described itself
as an attempt to ‘recreate and iwi environment for urban people who could not trace their links to their
traditional iwi’ (Waitangi Tribunal, 1998, p. 6). Māori migrants sought an (ethnic) Māori identity only,
not a tribal one, and through marae that would be pan-tribal, multi-cultural and regional (Waitangi
Tribunal, 1987, p. 129). For some Māori, urban marae supplemented the thirst for whānau cultural
connection, for others, it had replaced all sense of kin-community identity and tribal affiliation
(Tapsell, 2002).
25
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Part II: Papakāinga in crisis? Descendant dislocation and iwification
Despite the historical political, economic and social pressures facing papakāinga, they
have endured, adapted and transformed according to crisis or circumstance, be it as a
fortified village to resist enemies or their relocation to be near new sources of
economy. Since the mid-1800s papakāinga have become increasingly alienated, and
when urbanisation set in post-World War II, many of the 778 marae-communities
have struggled to respond to the cross-generational flight and consequent geographic
dislocation of descendants. Since the 1980s, the cultural renaissance of language (Te
Reo), the introduction of new education systems (kohanga and kura kaupapa),26 the
settlement of historical Treaty claims, and subsequent decades of Māori urbanisation,
there has been a developing interest in understanding both the state of marae,
descendant connections to marae and the role of iwi (kin-groups linked by common
descent from remote ancestors (Waitangi Tribunal, 1998, p. 17)).

Beyond the pā: marae-descendant diaspora research
Some 30 years ago, Walker (1990, p.10) reported that the vast majority (over 75
percent) of Māori people lived in towns and cities. In 1995, a team from Massey
University, led by Māori studies and health scholar Dr Mason Durie began the
longitudinal research project, Te Hoe Nuku Roa. It was concerned with measuring the
well-being of Māori households by focusing on Māori development in cultural, social
and economic terms (Te Hoe Nuku Roa Research Team, 1999).27 In regard to marae
engagement, the study revealed that although 40 percent of 1574 individuals and 655
households had not visited their marae at all in a 12-month period, 14.4 percent
appeared to be active, attending to marae affairs more than once a month. Te Hoe
Nuku Roa’s novelty was that it quantitatively demonstrated the weakening connection
of descendants to their marae for the first time. Overall, the statistics suggested the
marae participation and sustainability was in decline (Te Hoe Nuku Roa Research
Team, 1999).

Total emersion pre-school and primary school.
The study was conducted among 655 households from Manawatū-Whanganui, Gisborne, Wellington
and Auckland regional council areas. 1574 individuals were interviewed (Te Hoe Nuku Roa Research
Team, 1999).
26
27
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A decade later, in 2008, the James Henare Māori Research Centre (JHMRC) began
the Te Wehi Nui a Mamao Project (Te Wehi Nui; refer to Chapter One, ‘Research
projects: people, land, identity and marae’ for further discussion, p. 33). Te Wehi Nui
was interested in understanding the extent of connection (or disconnection) between
Māori youth and marae within the Tai Tokerau region (Northland).28 Of the
participation group of just over 500, just over 75 percent said that marae was
important to them. When asked why, participants had to think beyond the practical
reason for going, such as being taken by parents, caregivers or family (M. Kawharu &
Tane, 2014, p, 196). 42 percent of participants stated that they attended their marae on
a regular basis (weekly, or once or twice every month). This number, when added to
the percentage of those individuals who attend every six months or more, increased to
over 62 percent (M. Kawharu & Tane, 2014, p. 202). This situation reflects the
importance of schools being in proximity to marae. Compared with Te Hoe Nuku Roa
study, participants of this study were more engaged with their marae. That said, 17.5
percent rarely participated, while 3.4 percent never attend. Together, these figures
suggest that 20 percent of school children in Tai Tokerau may be either minimally or
not connected with their marae (M. Kawharu & Tane, 2014, p. 202).29 The youth or
‘taitamariki’ quantitative data on marae connection in the Te Wehi Nui research was
supplemented by narratives of Tai Tokerau marae-community elders and leaders
Merimeri Penfold (Ngāti Kuri), Fraser Toi (Ngāpuhi), Kevin Robinson (Te Rarawa)
and Hōne Sadler (Ngāpuhi) (see M. Kawharu, 2014). All spoke about or lamented on
the difficulties that community members were experiencing in fulfilling marae roles
such as whaikōrero, karanga and manaakitanga of the wharekai.
As mentioned in Chapter One (p. 36), the Māori Maps project ran in tandem with Te
Wehi Nui. In 2009, a team of researchers began a pilot project that involved visiting
the 179 tribal marae in Tai Tokerau (northern tribal district) (Tapsell, 2014, p. 55; Te
Potiki National Trust, 2017).30 The project aimed – for the first time – to

A total of 502 individuals from eight schools were involved in the study through a questionnaire and
focus groups.
29 The total percentage could be higher (or lower) as 16 percent of participants did not answer this
question.
30 At the time of writing the total number of marae in Tai Tokerau recorded was at 188. Since this time,
the number has been revised to 179 through systematic content management of the Māori Maps data
base.
28
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geographically record (by global positioning system – GPS) the locations of every
tribal marae. From the gate, the team collated a basic overview of the marae,
geographic data (GIS) data, and took high-resolution images. Where available
historical images were also collated (Tapsell, 2014, p. 56). On completing Tai
Tokerau, Māori Maps extended nationally. Nine years later (2018), 778 kincommunity marae of New Zealand have been mapped on www.maorimaps.com. The
research trips offered useful research insights into the various states and conditions of
marae. Within Tai Tokerau, while the Māori Maps team visited many vibrant marae,
on the other hand there were numerous marae left derelict, sometimes even
abandoned (Tapsell, 2014, p. 56). Māori Maps founder, Paul Tapsell (Tapsell, 2014)
recalls his observations from the various research trips of marae-communities:
The affluent Pākehā homes on well-kept farms would seemingly give
way to tree-size gorse weeds escaping through broken fences in all
directions. Run-down dwellings began appearing and many times the
team had to slow for stock wandering dusty roads as if they owned them.
The anticipated marae eventually appeared around the next corner […]
Whare hui were found in various states: some in very good condition,
others badly decaying and surrounded by long grass with no community
in sight, and no mokopuna (grandchildren). (p. 56)
The scene described above replayed time and again, from one region to the next. The
further away marae were located from urban hubs, generally, the more
geographically, if not socially disconnected the away-descendants had become from
their source communities. In responding to the apparent crises facing marae, the Te
Wehi Nui and Māori Maps research projects created two digital web-based portals of
kin-group knowledge as told by elders. Each offer descendants a means of accessing
marae-community knowledge as told by elders (in the case of www.tewehinui.com),
or via a digital mapping platform designed to assist descendants’ reconnection to their
marae (in the case of www.maorimaps.com).
Government research into marae connection
Since initiating these key projects, attention on marae has also emerged in state-led
research. In 2009, Te Puni Kōkiri (TPK) launched the 2009 Marae Development
Project. This project aimed to: 1. support individual marae development by assisting
their planning; and 2. research detail common experiences and challenges faced by
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marae to inform TPK (and other government agencies) policy development and
operational decisions (Te Puni Kōkiri, 2012, p. 6).31 The study was open to different
‘marae’ such as whānau/hapū, iwi, community, church, pan-tribal, school, kōkiri
(Department of Māori Affairs facilitated marae), and institutional marae (e.g.
university/polytech) (Te Puni Kōkiri, 2012, p. 13). As marae respondents could
identify with more than one category, the total percentage of identification was well
over 100 percent, at 204 percent. It was therefore impossible to identify the number of
‘tribal marae’ (arbitrarily ‘whānau/hapū’ and ‘iwi’ marae, or perhaps ‘community’)
with any accuracy. It appears this was the likely reason why the Government study
was unable to provide a breakdown analysis into marae categories.
The resulting report, ‘The Status of Marae in 2009’ published in 2012, revealed that
in terms of marae attendance, fewer people seemed to be engaging with marae than in
the past. 72 percent agreed (or strongly agreed) that they saw fewer kuia and
kaumātua on the marae. 49 percent agreed that they saw fewer youth on the marae
than previously (Te Puni Kōkiri, 2012, p. 22). In regards to marae knowledge, 34
percent of respondents shared concerns about the abatement of marae history, tikanga
or kawa. Key causes included disconnection from whānau and younger Māori, loss of
elders, and diminished transfer of knowledge from one generation to the next (Te
Puni Kōkiri, 2012, p. 16).
The report also discussed marae capacity to host hui. In terms of marae roles, 63
percent of marae said they had sufficient kaikaranga and kaikōrero, while 20 percent
said they did not have enough of either. In relation to the ability of marae to host a
hui, most stated that they possessed enough ringawera (kitchen workers) for both
weekdays and weekends, at 81 and 90 percent respectively (Te Puni Kōkiri, 2012, pp.
16-17). Finally, in describing the physical infrastructure of marae, 75 percent stated
they have at least one building in need of major renovation (particularly ablution
facilities and the wharekai – for 40 percent of respondents). For marae with

744 marae were invited to participate in the project. Of this total, 544 marae agreed and completed
an assessment either through survey (self-completion) or face-to-face with marae representatives (Te
Puni Kōkiri, 2012, p. 7, 9).
31
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independent water systems, 33 percent reported that their water supply was
‘unreliable’, and 25 percent responded that sewerage systems were no longer
adequate (Te Puni Kōkiri, 2012, p. 26).32 TPK’s report supported the general trends
being observed by the Te Hoe Nuku Roa and the JHMRC teams, concerning diasporic
widening community disconnection from their marae; and difficulties for hau kāinga
local communities to sustain their home marae.
Two years later in 2014, Statistics New Zealand’s released the findings of their first
survey on Māori well-being, Te Kupenga. In a similar vein to Te Hoe Nuku Roa, Te
Kupenga is concerned with the social, cultural, and economic well-being of Māori in
New Zealand. Te Kupenga accessed information and participants from the 2013
Census to survey individuals 15 years and older, of Māori descent and ethnicity, and
primarily resident in New Zealand. A total of 5,549 individuals were involved in the
questionnaire survey (Statistics NZ, 2014, pp. 21-22). The findings were organised
into several themed reports including, the determinants of life satisfaction for Māori;
patterns of Māori trust in institutions; te reo Māori and connecting to ancestral marae
(discussed in a separate report ‘Taku marae e). The findings also offered tabled results
of iwi statistics.33
‘Taku marae e’ reported that 71 percent of Māori adults knew their (tribal) marae (in
distinction from pan-tribal/urban marae). Just over half of all Māori adults, 62
percent, had been to their ancestral marae and 34 percent had done so in the last 12
months of that year (Statistics NZ, 2014, p. 8). ‘Taku marae e’ supported the notion
that an individual’s proximity to marae influenced their ability to engage with it.
Interestingly, the report ignored the bigger issue buried in their figures: that only 15
percent of participants described themselves as ‘living-close’ (living-close was

32 Almost one third of marae (32%) were designated as a Civil Defence Centre, and 27% reported that
they had provided accommodation or resources during a civil emergency.
33 Neither Te Kupenga or ‘Taku marae e’ provided a total population of Māori for whom their study
represents; they state, “the statistics in this report are based on the total population of New Zealanders
who identified with Māori ethnicity and/or Māori descent and are aged 15 years and over.” It appears
that the 5,549 individuals were taken as a representative sample of the 598,602 people that identified as
Māori in the 2013 New Zealand Census (2013 Census ethnic group profiles: Māori, StatsNZ.govt.nz).
To calculate the total population of Māori represented in the study i.e. Māori over the age of 15 years
(20.4 percent), was subtracted from 598, 602 to give 478,884 (2013 Census ethnic group profiles:
Māori, StatsNZ.govt.nz).
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considered as living within a 30-minute drive from (one of) their marae).
Notwithstanding thirty-minute drive could mean living up to 50 kilometres away the
more alarming figure is that 85 percent of Māori live ‘away’ from their tribal marae
(Statistics NZ, 2014, p. 10).
Tai Tokerau iwi descendant statistics
In extending the discussion on descendants who ‘live away’, data from tribal
authorities (for example, Te Rarawa and Ngāpuhi) and the 2013 Census considered
the placement of iwi descendants in relation to their tribal areas. The iwi of Te
Rarawa in the Far North reported that only 15 percent live in or near their rohe (tribal
geographic district) (Te Rarawa Deed of Settlement, 2012, p. 73). In 2013, as
revealed in the Census, the wider Te Hiku iwi (including Te Rarawa, Te Aupōuri,
Ngāti Kahu, Ngāti Kurī and Ngāi Takoto) had 33,714 affiliated people. Of the 33,714
members, 27.5 percent lived in the Northland Region (Statistics NZ, 2013a).
Ngāpuhi have a relatively similar spread of their people. In 2001, Te Rūnanga Ā Iwi o
Ngāpuhi reported that 78 percent of their 103,000 members lived outside their rohe,
with 22 percent living within the tribal Ngāpuhi area (Te Rūnanga Ā Iwi O Ngāpuhi,
2001). Then in the 2006 census, disconnection issues deepened. Of the 122,214
individuals that listed Ngāpuhi as their iwi, only 13 percent lived in Northland. 60
percent lived in Auckland (by far the majority of Ngāpuhi people) and 27 percent
lived elsewhere in New Zealand (Te Rōpū o Tūhoronuku, 2011, p. 6). As of 2013, the
number of Māori belonging to Ngāpuhi rose to 125,601 descendants. The percentage
of Ngāpuhi descendants residing in Northland actually rose to 19.9 percent, leaving
81.1 percent living outside the Northland region, and of that, 40.9 percent were said to
live in the Auckland region (see Appendix A for an approximate map of tribal
boundaries) (Statistics NZ, 2013a). Despite the population increase for Ngāpuhi over
the last of the three census periods, general trends within the iwi and within other iwi,
still point towards a great majority of descendant members living beyond their maraecommunities (papakāinga), hapū territories, and wider iwi associated landscape.
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‘Iwification’: people and tribal organisation
The above discussion on iwi-descendant geography raises a discussion about iwiidentity. Iwi have become an important and common form of Māori identity.
Nevertheless, there are concerns about the apparent obfuscation of ‘iwi as a people’
and ‘iwi as a legally incorporated tribal group’. Te Kupenga described that 89 percent
of Māori adults indicated that they knew their iwi. Meanwhile, only 55 percent knew
their hapū (Statistics NZ, 2014, p. 1, 5). This follows a trend especially by the Crown
that has seen an emphasis on the concept of iwi as a tribal identity alongside the
proliferation of iwi as political and economic units since the early 1990s. Factors
encouraging the emphasis on iwi include the Runanga a Iwi Act 1990, iwi becoming
recognised as decision-making authorities for their people (or ‘iwi’) in the Resource
Management Act 1991 processes (discussed further below), and iwi as large natural
groupings that may represent a collective of Treaty claimants. Tapsell describes this
proliferation as ‘iwification’ (2017, p. 361). The principle of iwification, however, is
not necessarily new and is akin to the corporatisation of iwi described elsewhere (see
Hokowhitu, 2013; Sissons, 2004, p. 24; Levine, 2001; 2002; Poata-Smith, 2004;
Webster, 2002; and Barcham, 1998).
Iwi as people
Despite the prominence of iwi today, iwi were never socio-political entities of
permanence in customary or early-colonial eras. It was the whānau and hapū that
were the effective and autonomous units of Māori social and political organisation
(Waitangi Tribunal, 1998, p. 17; Ballara 1998). Hapū who were linked by common
descent from a more remote ancestor did, from time to time, pursue a greater benefit
from a particular undertaking by voluntarily and temporarily submerging their
separate identities and federating together as an iwi (Waitangi Tribunal, 1998, p. 17;
see also Webster, 2002, p. 358). This may have been the case particularly in times of
warfare, crisis (such as land loss) or where political (hui) or economic opportunities
(horticulture, harvesting) were sought. Tapsell (2017) summarises the temporary
nature of iwi formation in the following way:
This kin-driven coalition was inherently unstable and only lasted for as
long as required to ameliorate a profound crisis, overcome a shared
challenge or mutually benefit from an external opportunity. (p. 359; see
also Waitangi Tribunal, 1998; Ballara, 1998; and Firth 1959)
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Historically, groups may not have necessarily assembled or organised as ‘iwi’, but as
collectives. Notable instances of collectives forming include the Whakaminenga and
the signing of He Whakaputanga in 1835 (described above), the Kingitanga, the
several Kotahitanga movements from the 1860s onwards and tribal rūnanga. The
1835 Declaration and the 1840 Te Tiriti represented moments where hapū leaders
converged at Waitangi and elsewhere to negotiate the Crown’s position with respect
to their own. Although leaders continued to meet throughout the 19th-century on a
semi-regular basis under this cause (i.e. the pursuit of the protection of kincommunity authority and well-being), no permanent iwi structures emerged. Te
Kotahitanga was the closest amalgamation of hapū leaders, but from many related and
unrelated iwi. Among other things, it was a response to the dissatisfaction with half a
century of rapid alienation of Māori land by a wayward colonial government. Lindsey
Cox (1993, p. 39) who wrote on the Kotahitanga movements, states that the impact of
alienation and diminishing political standing drew autonomous iwi together within a
bond of mutual concern. Once again, however, cohesion was pan-hapū and did not
take shape as a cohesive iwi socio-political unit. Notwithstanding its fiercely
independent tribal marae ethos, The Kingitanga movement is one of the few examples
of an iwi-level initiative that has survived since the 19th-century until today. It is now
widely viewed as an extremely influential tribal authority, particularly amongst Tainui
(Cox, 1993, p. 61).
Other iwi-level organisations in the 19th-century included the tribal rūnanga, which
were a growing reaction to the exclusion of Māori from the political system beginning
in the 1850s (Ballara, 1998, pp. 45-7). The Māori initiative of hapū rūnanga,
broadened to form tribal and supra-tribal rūnanga. They were not, however,
community-driven or initiated. Governor George Grey saw rūnanga as an opportunity
to adapt the Māori structures to serve Crown purposes in the form of District Rūnanga
(Cox, 1993, p. 80, see also O’Malley, 1998).34 The rūnanga were created through a
series of statutes including the Native Districts Regulation Act, the Native Circuit
Courts Act and the Native Territorial Rights Act, and were introduced in 1858 (Cox,
34 The boundaries of the rūnanga districts were Crown defined and ignore tribal spheres of interest
(mana o te whenua).
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1993, p. 80, see also O’Malley, 1998). The rūnanga comprised of hapū leaders and
were designed to be: intermediaries between the people and government; pass Acts,
regulations and by-laws; and settle disputes over land title (Cox, 1993, p. 84).
Ultimately the Crown sought to prescribe Māori affairs by offering their leadership
the ‘semblance of authority’, at the same time limiting decision-making powers
through ‘fiscal and procedural restraints’ (Cox, 1993, p. 84).35 Rūnanga operations
and subsequent dominion by the Crown over tribal structures, not least marae, set
precedence for future ‘iwi’ organisations.
Iwi as an incorporated tribal group
Iwi as an incorporated tribal group have become permanent fixtures of ‘tribal’
authority through legislation and Treaty claim settlements. Iwi in this context refers to
legally constituted rūnanga, iwi trust boards and Post Settlement Governance Entities
(PSGE). These governance entities have become the predominant decision-makers
over tribal resources, including being recognised as recipients of state target Māori
funding, and Crown legitimised holders of commercial and cultural redress assets
from Treaty claim settlements. The catalyst for corporate solidarity at iwi level, in
most, if not all, cases has been the need for direct engagement with the Crown. From
the Crown’s perspective, it can respond more usefully with a legally mandated ‘large
natural grouping’ compared to many smaller groups represented by marae.
Over a century after the 1860s rūnanga, Crown-defined rūnanga re-emerged, along
with iwi trust boards to head Māori engagement with the government. Legislation that
ushered in incorporated tribal groupings include the Incorporated Societies Act 1908,
then many years later, the Māori Trust Boards Act 1955. The next legislative jump
was the 1988 Maori Trust Boards Amendment Act, then the Resource Management
Act 1991, the Rūnanga A Iwi Act 1990, and a raft of independent Treaty claim
settlement acts (e.g. Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu Act 1996 and Te Rūnanga o Ngāti
Whātua Act 1988), the Maori Fisheries Act 1989 and 1992 and the Māori
Commercial Aquaculture Claims Settlement Act 2004). The Rūnanga A Iwi Act 1990
provided iwi with the opportunity to be legally recognised and deliver state-funded

35 Most District Rūnanga where short-lived with the outbreak of civil warfare in 1863 between the
Crown and the Kingitanga-associated hapū.
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services and create mechanisms for the establishment of iwi authorities to foster
relationships between iwi and government (locally and nationally). Despite these
benefits, there were several concerns over the 1990 Act including:
-

-

The Crown motive behind its introduction; competition between iwi to
secure Crown resources;
A concern over dissension within iwi;
That the process would create “status and non-status iwi” which might
lead to favoured engagement with the Government to those willing to
adhere to state directives; and,
That the iwi would now become ‘state defined and prescribed’. (Cox,
1993, p. 170)

The final point, as Cox suggests, would mean that the state would be in a position to
amend the constitution of iwi. In Treaty terms, ‘kawangatanga would define
rangatiratanga’ (Cox, 1993, p. 170). Although the Act was repealed, the principles of
the act would resurface in later legislation (discussed below). So too would the
concerns over iwi organisations such as Recognised Iwi Organisations (RIOs) and
Post Settlement Governance Entities (PSGEs).
In addition to the above foci by the Crown on iwi for Treaty claim settlements and
legislation for iwi-level administration, an early influencer that gave iwi new
prominence was the Māori Fisheries claims brought by Ngāi Tahu and Muriwhenua
(Webster, 2002, p. 350). The Māori Fisheries Claim sought to recognise tribal
interests in the governments Quota Management System of Fisheries, an asset worth
NZ$400 million at the time (Webster, 2002, p. 348). The Māori Fisheries Act 1992
created structures such as a Maori Fisheries Commission, succeeded by Te Ohu Kai
Moana (The Treaty of Waitangi Fisheries Commission) to receive and manage the
allocation of 10 percent of the fisheries quota to be held in trust on behalf of Māori (I.
H. Kawharu, 1992, p. 228). Accordingly, the commission’s concept of iwi was
derived primarily from the repealed 1990 Rūnanga Iwi Act (Runanga Iwi Act Repeal
Act 1991) (Webster, 2002, p. 351). These iwi organisations had to meet certain
structural criteria set by the Te Ohu Kai Moana, if they were to receive an allocation
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of the fisheries quota.36 Notably, the (Te Ohu Kai Moana) 1992 Act required iwi to
have a legal/corporate structure. Webster calls this process as the “retribalisation in a
capitalist form” (2002, p. 342); Sissons (2004, p. 29) describes the phenomenon as
corporate tribalism. Barcham (1998, p. 305) defines it as re-Iwi-isation.
The concept of the Crown’s ‘iwi’ was tested in 1995 when urban Māori authorities
challenged for a portion of the fisheries assets to service urban-based Māori. In a High
Court case, the urban Māori authorities argued that because 80 percent of the Māori
population lived in urban areas, the Commission had a duty to include urban Māori
who had no tribal connections (Webster, 2002, p. 356).37 Only a year earlier, in 1994,
Te Whanau o Waipareira Trust (Waipareira) of West Auckland lodged a claim with
the Waitangi Tribunal alleging the Crown (through the Community Funding Agency
and the Department of Social Welfare) had failed to recognise Te Whanau o
Waipareira as a Māori organisation. They also accused the Crown of failing to
properly consult and deal with Waipareira in accordance with the Crown's obligations
under Article Two of Te Tiriti o Waitangi (Waitangi Tribunal, 1998, p. xxiii).
Waipareira claimed although they are not ‘iwi’ in the tribal/customary sense, if ‘iwi’
is taken to mean ‘the people’, then it is iwi (Waitangi Tribunal, 1998, p. 6).
Both the fisheries and Waipareira cases were concerned with the key questions: What
are iwi? Could urban Māori authorities be considered as iwi? Are iwi based solely on
the customary whakapapa strands of descent and kinship, or could non-kin affiliated
Māori come together under a legal office (trust) structure to represent iwi? Ultimately,
in the case of the Waipareira claim, the Tribunal reported two major findings in 1998.
First, the Trust was not an iwi and thus not considered to be a Treaty partner of the
Crown (entitled to consultation as such) (Waitangi Tribunal, 1998, p. 207). Second,
notwithstanding this, the Tribunal did uphold that the Waipareira Trust be involved in

The Ohu Kaimoana Commission stated that ‘iwi’ referred to tribes as the original social formations
under the Treaty and that settlements could be divided out accordingly. It defined ‘iwi’ as a composite
of: (i) share descent from tupuna; (ii) hapū; (iii) marae; (iv) belong historically to a takiwa
[geographical district] and (v) and existence traditionally acknowledged by other ‘iwi’ (Webster, 2002,
p. 350).
37 The case was brought by the Manukau Urban Māori Authority and Te Runanganui o te Upoko a te
Ika Association of Wellington. And supported by the Waipareira Trust of west Auckland, and Te
Runanga o Mataawaka of Christchurch (Maaka, 1994).
36
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welfare responsibilities through government funding, as part of its delivery and
accountability to its ‘people’ or ‘iwi’. Meanwhile, in the fisheries case, the High
Court ruled it did not recognise the urban Māori authorities’ status as being ‘iwi’.
Later, however, the new 2004 Māori Fisheries Act allowed 5 percent of the total
Māori fisheries assets (roughly $20 million) to be reserved for them. Importantly, the
cases highlighted the place of ‘Recognised Iwi Organisations’ (RIOs) and subsequent
‘mandated iwi organisations’ (MIOs) in the Crown’s dealings, as well as the place of
pan-tribal organisations like Waipareira not as iwi, but as organisations who can
deliver to ‘iwi’.
RIOs are organisations recognised by Te Ohu Kai Moana Trustee Limited who
represent a particular iwi (each iwi can have only one recognised legally
representative organisation). Mandated Iwi Organisations are described in the Māori
Fisheries Act. They are entitled to receive fisheries assets for their iwi. Iwi had once
again been defined by the Crown as the only partner with whom they would both
negotiate and settle. According to historian Ballara, this reflected the government,
Crown and general Pākehā understanding of the equation: iwi = tribe = recognised
status (1998, p. 319).
The third key piece of legislation related to ‘iwi’ is the 1988 Maori Trust Boards
Amendment Act. This Act was concerned with strengthening iwi and helping restore
their independence by developing their own structures, administrative procedures,
negotiating skills and measures of performance (The Urupare Rangapu/Partnership
Response 1985, p. 5, Minister's policy statement; as cited in I. H. Kawharu, 1992, p.
236). Kawharu describes that in such a manner was hapū-tanga and iwi-tanga given
statutory recognition, responsibility, and hope (I. H. Kawharu, 1992, p. 236).
Recognition perhaps in their legal status; responsibility to serve their (registered)
beneficiaries, or people; and hope to pursue justice for their people through Treaty
claim settlements. For all intent and purposes, the Government wanted to the
strengthen iwi, helping to:
[R]estore their independence and develop their own structures - with
their own administrative procedures, negotiating skills and measures of
performance — so that they can make their own decisions about what is
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important to them. That is, it wants to see the iwi ultimately become
independent and self-sustaining. (The Urupare Rangapu/Partnership
Response 1985, p. 4, Minister's policy statement)
Despite the creation of new legal structures that consolidate leadership over resource
administration, iwi ‘authorities’ or organisations have not always had good track
records in management, especially in their early years. Reflecting on his own
community in Ōrākei, I. H. Kawharu (1992, p. 237) states, “…it would have to be
said that tribal kin-based systems were in 1988, and still are, poorly placed to meet the
expectations either of Government or of their beneficiaries.” Sadly, as described
below, some iwi are still struggling in the management of economic affairs, even in
the preparation, receipt, and administration of Treaty claim settlements.
Mandated Iwi Organisations and Post-Settlement Governance Entities
Now turning to the Treaty claim context, experience has shown that the claim
settlement processes have similarly perpetuated the concept of the ‘corporate iwi’.
Crown policy dictates that historical Treaty claims be negotiated and settled with
‘large natural people groupings’ as part “comprehensive settlement of all claims of a
claimant group” (O.T.S, n.d., p. 44). These large natural groupings most often take the
form of iwi. Before Treaty negotiations can start, a group representing the claimantgroup/s must be mandated by claimant groups (and in Ngāpuhi’s case, hapū and the
descendant population). The Crown must then decide whether it will recognise this
mandate. This process can be highly controversial, as claimant groups do not
necessarily accept that the (proposed) mandated organisation adequately represents
the interests of all hapū (Joseph, 2012, p. 156). An example of this is in the Northland
region Treaty claim context (Te Paparahi o te Raki), in which papakāinga like
Oromahoe sit. In Te Paparahi o te Raki, debates have arisen because several groups
and clusters have contested the mandated position of Tūhoronuku, the entity
representing Ngāpuhi to negotiate with the Crown. The disagreement between
Tūhoronuku and another group, Te Kotahitanga (representing a collective of smaller
Ngāpuhi hapū/marae/claimant groups and communities) has resulted in several interhapū and mediated meetings, and an urgent Tribunal hearing to halt Crown
negotiations. Te Kotahitanga (Pou, 2011) stated that the primary breach is that:
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“the Crown has invoked a large natural grouping policy inconsistently
but in a way that ensures that the only groups that make the threshold are
those that it wants to negotiate with [...] In doing so, the Crown have
been complicit in the active diminishment of the tino rangatiratanga of
Ngāpuhi whānau and hapū” (p. 9; see also Dinsdale, 2014).
After lengthy debates and almost $4 million dollars of Crown funding spent on
Tuhoronuku’s mandating process, the Crown agreed with Te Kotahitanga and entered
into discussion with the group (Colins, 2015a). Despite this progress (and perhaps
encouraged by this), two Bay of Islands hapū Te Patukeha and Ngāti Kuta left Te
Kotahitanga in hopes of engaging directly with the Crown on their own (Colins,
2015b). Other groups are similarly seeking to negotiate with the Crown directly, such
as Ngā Hapū o te Takutai Moana which represents multiple hapū from the Bay of
Islands area that also encompasses Oromahoe.38
Where mandate is successful, the settlement template involves the Mandated Iwi
Organisations, representing multiple claimant groups, to negotiate settlement, for all
descendants/tribes who are constitutionally listed under the ‘large natural grouping’.
Settlement is then handed to a Post-Settlement Governance Entity (PSGE) that
receives and administers settlement packages. The central feature of the settlement is
that settlements will only be transferred to tribal organisations with a ‘legal status’.39
This implies that hapū, the core groups of Māori social organisation, and marae who
were/are the economic and political hubs, become legally subordinated to iwi and
waka as beneficiaries (van Meijl, 2003, p. 276). Hapū have no formal structure or
legal status in New Zealand, and only iwi or waka (in the case of Tainui) are
recognised under trust board legislation (van Meijl, 2003, p. 270). If they are not iwi,
such groups cannot register for a share of the assets being claimed as tribal property
(Levine, 2002, p. 77).

38 In some cases, smaller groups, concerned that their interests will be submerged in those of the larger
negotiating group without their consent or involvement, have challenged settlements in the courts.
Such challenges occurred during the Te Atiawa, Ngāi Tahu, and Ngāti Ruanui settlements amongst
others (Birdling, 2004, p. 270). Dissension in negotiation stages can create costly problems postsettlement.
39
Settlements do not represent ‘compensation’ of grievances, rather a Crown defined ‘quantum’ in
monetary value. Other than cultural redress, iwi sometimes use financial settlement to buy their land
back from the Crown.
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Iwi and the redistribution of energy
The shift of power from hapū to iwi is one of the more contentious aspects of the
government’s strategy to settle Treaty claims. What has become a common criticism
is that rangatira signed Te Tiriti on behalf of hapū, not iwi (Waitangi Tribunal, 1998,
p. 17; see also Levine 2001, p. 166). Put simply, it was hapū that were dispossessed of
land, yet it is not hapū or marae per se to whom the land/resources will be returned (if
they are at all). From a government perspective, settlement with large natural groups
is necessary for practical reasons - it would be otherwise difficult, if not impossible,
to settle with all claimants, small or large. Hokowhitu states that, in the government’s
view, “a hierarchical model was most “re-cognisable,” with iwi leadership at the apex
of the triangle – a hierarchical structure that would facilitate the funnelling of power
and resources downwards and outwards via hapū, whanau, and eventually to the
indigenous citizen” (Hokowhitu, 2013, pp. 368-369). The approach actually shifts the
focus away from the once women-controlled economy of papakāinga and marae to
higher-level, centralised pan-hapū or iwi organisations dominated by men sitting in
boardrooms beyond the gaze of kin-accountability (Tapsell, 2014, p. 54).
From this male-dominated political space, settlements continue to take place between
iwi and the Crown. Some iwi have proved successful in a commercial sense by
expanding on initial financial settlement packages, for example, Ngāi Tahu and
Tainui. Whether commercial success has translated into the well-being of iwi
descendants and kin-communities remains to be investigated. Managing these
settlements have not been without challenges - Tainui assets initially declined by $40
million four years after their settlement in 1995 (van Meijl, 2003, p. 261). More
Recently, the Far North Te Aupouri Māori Trust Board lost up to $3 million because
of problems with financial management (de Graaf, 2016a).40

These debts have been inherited by the subsequent entity Te Runanga Nui o Te Aupouri and will
affect the tribal body’s recent $21 million Treaty claim settlement (de Graaf, 2016a). Problems leading
to the loss, included: accounting inaccuracies; no formal monthly reports; and no monthly balance
sheet, which would have allowed management and trustees to grasp Aupouri Māori Trust Board's
financial position (de Graaf, 2016a). Post-settlement issues such as this highlight the flaws in Crown’s
settlement plans. The debts attributed to Te Aupōuri Māori Trust Board were in fact debts that the
Crown was responsible for but did nothing to manage or reduce. These debts were then deducted from
Te Aupōuri’s settlement.
40
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The concerns raised in 1990, regarding the introduction of the Runanga A Iwi Act
(outlined by Cox above), are no less important today in regard to contemporary iwi
tribal organisations. There are indeed numerous examples of dissension within iwi,
particularly regarding “status and non-status iwi” (or ‘recognised and non-recognised
iwi’). In other cases, hapū, for example, Ngāti Hine in Northland, have elevated their
organisation to iwi status to gain access to state resources such as fisheries assets, and
not least engage in direct Treaty negotiations with the Crown (Barrington, 2011;
Northern News, 2008).41 Ngāti Hine’s criticism is that the Crown is favouring
engagement with certain tribal organisations based on status, not least Te Rūnanga A
Iwi o Ngāpuhi. Other issues concern proportional representation of iwi which
represent numerically small communities, for example, Ngāti Kuri and Ngāi Takoto
in the Far North.
Iwification of marae and papakāinga
What relationship then, do iwi organisations have with the marae within their tribal
constituency? While marae struggle with a crisis of remaining relevant to their many
dispersed descendants, the influence and asset base of iwi organisations expand and
increase. In relation to Treaty claim settlement contexts, Tapsell (2014) argues:
While some Crown agencies appear to be awakening to the role that
marae can still play in recovering Māori well-being, the contemporary
policy approach to historical Treaty settlements is perpetuating a state of
crisis for marae […] Treaty settlements should provide opportunities to
empower marae – marae have continued in much the same way as prior
to settlement. (p. 55)
A positive outcome of Treaty claim settlement is that financial settlements given to
claimants for historical breaches of the Treaty have assisted iwi authorities in
delivering services to their marae. An example is contributing to marae revitalisation
through marae restoration grants. Further, regarding to the papakāinga, iwi
organisations, in general, aim to distribute wealth to the hapū that they represent.

41 In genealogical terms, Ngāti Hine’s ancestor Torongare, mother of eponymous Ngāti Hine ancestor
Hineāmaru is a sibling to Te Ra, ancestor of the hapū Ngāti Rāhiri. Iwi status of Ngāti Hine under the
Māori Fisheries Act 2004: Section 24 states that if Ngāti Hine withdraws from the joint mandated iwi
organisation of Ngāpuhi in accordance with the constitutional documents of Ngāpuhi, Ngāti Hine
becomes, upon completion of its withdrawal, an iwi for the purposes of the Act
(http://www.tkm.govt.nz/rmagroups/te-tai-tokerau/)
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Non-commercial and charitable arms of iwi structures have also emerged to
administer social, cultural and educational services to their beneficiaries. Many
organisations now offer tertiary, business and kaumātua grants to students,
prospective entrepreneurs and elders respectively. Further examples include housing,
health services, wānanga (regional language and heritage learning programs) and
sporting event sponsorship (Chapter Seven, provides two notable examples of iwi or
pan-hapū engagement and investment in their marae, through housing and electricity
initiatives, p. 299).
One downside is that iwi-funded tertiary scholarships are generally awarded beyond
marae control. In most cases recipients are not ever required to make themselves
accountable back to their marae-communities. For example, the Te Rūnanga Ā Iwi o
Ngāpuhi scholarship eligibility policy requires applicants to “[b]e able to whakapapa
to Ngāpuhi and be registered on Te Rūnanga Ā Iwi O Ngāpuhi’s register” (Te
Rūnanga a Iwi o Ngāpuhi Scholarship Policy, 2014). Genealogical connection alone
is sufficient to be able to claim a ‘right’ to apply to the iwi organisation for a grant.
Although Ngāpuhi asks applicants to list their hapū and marae in the scholarship
application form, this is the extent of how marae feature in the application. Applicants
are then asked how the applicant will contribute to the Te Rūnanga Ā Iwi O Ngāpuhi
Strategic Plan (Ngāpuhi Scholarship Awards Bachelor Degree Application, 2015, p.
6). As this example demonstrates, in order for descendants to access resources (such
as funding from fisheries assets or Treaty claim settlements - which were derived
from customary marae-community interests in resources), descendants should engage
directly with the iwi ‘funder’ authority. Recipients are also not required to engage
with their marae in these contexts. Some iwi organisations, however, ask its
descendant applicants to write essays on their marae, or fill out surveys related to
hapū involvement (for example, Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei). Other models, such as Ngāi
Tahu’s Papatipu Rūnanga Scholarships divest decision-making over applications to
their Papatipu Rūnanga (Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, 1997). To what extent these
initiatives have led to more meaningful engagement between marae and descendants
is worthy of its own investigation.
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Tapsell (2017, p. 369) suggests that the issue of “iwification has become all
pervading: a convenient delivery mechanism of tribal identity in absentia that does
not require the individual to make themselves accountable to their kin or marae.” In
Tapsell’s view, iwification of Māori is a “sophisticated continuation of colonisation in
New Zealand: deepening-disconnection of people (tangata) from their ancestral soil
(whenua)” (2017, p. 368). While iwi have their role in progressing community
development, as Tapsell suggests, their role is not without ramifications to marae,
who by contrast, do not have the same level of financial or human resources as iwi
tribal corporations. The act of encouraging descendants to connect with their iwi as a
listed beneficiary – to access various economic opportunities – may act as a
disincentive from seeking to re-engage with their ancestral communities of origin.
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Part III: National Context: food, housing and energy
Notwithstanding the above historically-defined and largely Crown-perpetuated
challenges, marae kin-communities must also negotiate broader contemporary
national (and international) issues. Among others, three areas that have persisted as
development needs include energy, housing and food. This chapter now explores
these three domains as fundamental human needs that affect all sectors of society, not
least marae and papakāinga, like Oromahoe.

Food
Food is a fundamental human need for all communities, families and individuals.
Food represents energy. As described in Part I, papakāinga were strategically placed
to capture energy (carbohydrates and protein) of soils and waterways. In this, marae
and papakāinga could be established or relocated to best access these resources.
Marae were the centres of energy redistribution amongst a kin-group.
As late as the 1950s, Oromahoe elders recall memories of large communal gardens
and farms still operating. Up until then, produce from the community gardens and
māhinga kai (ancestral hunting/fishing/foraging sites) might be distributed among the
members, supplemented by produce from markets from nearby townships such as
Kaikohe, Kerikeri, Waitangi, Moerewa and Kawakawa. Collectively, these food
sources are the foodscape of the Oromahoe kin-community. Foodscapes are a sociospatial manifestation of human–food activities, foodstuffs with subsequent social and
health implications (Panelli & Tipa, 2009).
In time, markets overtook customary food sources, followed by their supplanting by
national and international supermarket chains.42 Meanwhile, remaining productive
Māori lands entered into ‘traditional’ economies of sheep, beef and dairy. Despite
Māori agribusinesses making significant contributions to the New Zealand economy,
papakāinga descendants are rarely able to freely enjoy produce derived from their

Panelli and Tipa (2009, p. 456) refer to the marginalisation community foodscapes with to the
increasing economic power of ‘pseudo-food’ manufacturers and supermarket chains to affect spatial
colonisation and adverse dietary and health outcomes.
42
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own ancestral lands (see Panelli & Tipa, 2009). Many Māori land organisations, in
general follow, a standard business model, where, whether it is meat or milk, all is
sold for revenue. I. H. Kawharu surmised the change in economy and subsistence of
his community Ōrākei, stating, “no longer is there a livelihood to be wrested from the
sea or the land by communal effort; today, all who work do so as individuals and for
wages” (I. H. Kawharu, 1975, p.1).
Individual and Household: Food access and quality
Today, Māori families and individuals are almost wholly physically and economically
disconnected from their hapū, reliant on income and supermarket chains to sustain
themselves (Griggs, Bruce & McKegg, 2015, p. 1). At the individual and household
level, concerns regarding food range from the rising costs of food (inflation), to the
access of quality (nutritious) food (Gorton, 2009a, p. 85). For Northland, the number
of locals growing produce has dropped dramatically over the last three decades.
Meanwhile, supermarkets have consolidated their domination of the supply chain
(Griggs, et al., 2015, p. 1). In addition, the average cost of food is continuously
increasing. Statistics New Zealand’s Consumers Price Index (that measures the rate of
inflation of foods, among other household goods and bought services) as well as
media releases throughout indicates that prices have been rising steadily (Statistics
New Zealand, 2015; 2014; 2013; 2012; Meadows, 2016a; Scoop, 2016; NZHerald,
2015; McAvinue, 2014; ODT, 2013; Edmunds; 2012).
Income and the cost is a common barrier, preventing for Māori accessing both quality
and healthy foods (Gorton, 2009a, 85). Lower incomes generally restrict families to
cheaper, lower quality of foods (concerning nutritional value) (UNICEF New
Zealand, 2016; Parnell, Reid, Wilson, McKenzie, & Russell, 2001; Turrell, 1996). It
is, therefore, no surprise then 47 percent of adult obesity statistics in New Zealand are
Māori; and Māori children have equivalently high rates of obesity (Ministry of
Health, 2015, p. viii, p.19; Panelli & Tipa, 2009, p. 456). Furthermore, the prevalence
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of diabetes in Māori and Pacific populations is around three times higher than among
other New Zealanders (Ministry of Health, 2015, p. viii).43
Community and National context: Food quality, production and environment
Food security is also a relevant factor. Marae communities regularly host gatherings
that require catering for multitudes of people. As with the above, limited budgets
equates to limited healthy food choices, and quality is sacrificed in favour of quantity
(Panelli and Tipa, 2009, p. 457). Meat selection, for example, can be determined by
price: cheaper, fattier cuts of meat are chosen over the more expensive leaner, highquality cuts. Research also indicates that there is a lack of knowledge and skills in
areas such as healthy food, safe preparation, portion size, understanding nutrition,
cooking and budgeting (Lanumata, Heta, Signal, Haretuku & Corrigan, 2008; Bowers,
Carter, Gorton, Heta, Lanumata, Maddison, & Signal, 2009). Food selection on the
marae is also determined by what is standard or normal within that community. A
University of Otago study on food security and physical activity revealed that
education was a key issue, regarding future access to quality (high nutritional) food.
One participant stated, “We don’t know how much to eat of which kind of foods or
why you should eat this way” (Lanumata, et al., 2008, p. 16). This general lack of
nutritional understanding is what is known as a lack of ‘food literacy’ (Truman, Lane
& Elliott, 2017), otherwise known as ‘food illiteracy’ (Benson, 2010).
Food security in the community and national level also relates to the sustainability of
the production process and market pressure on primary industries. Māori involvement
in the food sector is limited mainly to the production end of the value chain, that is
agriculture, aquaculture and horticulture. For example, the contribution of the Māori
pastoral sector is estimated to be around at eight to ten percent of the national milk
solids production and ten to 15 percent of national sheep and beef stock units (Kingi,
2013, p. 1989). At the time of writing this thesis, New Zealand’s primary industries,
particularly the dairy sector, was experiencing unprecedented challenges, particularly

See Cummins and Macintyre (2002), Smoyer-Tomic et al. (2006) and Whelan, Wrigley, Warm,
Cannings (2002) for comparative international discussion of food access and quality produce food-rich
and food-poor areas.
43
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plummeting milk-solid prices (Gray, 2016a; Gray, 2014a; 2014b).44 In 2016, New
Zealand’s largest dairy collective Fonterra (to which many farmers, Māori and nonMāori sell their milk)45 face a total debt estimated at NZ$7.5billion (Gaynor, 2016).
This was a result of many factors. In 2013, Fonterra offered their supplying farmers
an all-time high of $8.40 per kilogram of milk solids (Meadow, 2016b; Statistics New
Zealand; 2015). To capitalise on these returns, many farmers intensified, extending
mortgages and expanding stock per hectare. Within months, there was an oversupply
on the international market (particularly in Europe), demand fell, and prices for milk
solids offered to farmers followed suit (Meadows, 2016b). The price per kilogram of
milk solids fell dramatically over the next few seasons. At its lowest, the prices fell to
$3.90kg/MS (NZHerald, 2016).
In the process of intensification and expansion, many farmers financially overextended themselves. The collapse of milk prices on top of two previous seasons of
drought and flooding in the North deepened farmers’ negative cash flow (McRae
2013; NZHerald, 2013). The 2013 drought was described as the most severe in
history, preceded by droughts in 2010, 2008 and 2007 (Johnston, 2013). The year
2014 brought both droughts and floods, with particularly wet winters in the North
(Barington, 2014; Norton 2014). Many farmers in New Zealand today are struggling
to service their significant bank loans. The worst affected farmers require a milk price
of $5.25 to break even (Gray, 2016b; Piddock & Leaman, 2016). Options available to
farmers are, to reduce stock numbers, diversify or, in a worst-case scenario, sell their
farms (Barrington, 2016; NZHerald, 2016b; Piddock & Leaman, 2016). Overstocking
is similarly impacting New Zealand’s other significant agribusinesses of sheep and
beef. Māori are heavily invested in all three and subjected to the same market
challenges that are facing non-Māori agribusinesses.
Over recent years, pressure has been mounting on farming practices and its effect on
the environment (Dewes, Bolt, Mudge, Bunyard, Barber & Edlin, n.d). In 2013, the
Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment released a report on water quality.

Limited sources were available regarding Fonterra’s financial challenges at the time of writing. This
section relied heavily on current affairs.
45 Māori dairy farmers own an estimated 100 million shares in Fonterra (Te Puni Kōkiri, 2008).
44
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This report highlighted how sediment (soil runoff) and nutrients (phosphorus and
nitrogen) are some of the most pervasive and detrimental stressors to waterway
health, inclusive of fauna and flora (Dewes et al., n.d; MFE; 2017, p. 26;
Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment, 2013; see also Dench, 2017).
Increased media attention on the state of water pollution supports this (Deavoll, 2016;
Hutching, 2015; Piddock, 2015; MacDonald, 2014; Burns-Francis, 2013; Young,
2013). These concerns represent the front end of over one hundred years exploitative
ecological colonisation through farming. Historian Michael King (2003, pp. 376-380)
documented scientists concerns back in the 1970s that ‘four or five generations of
colonial national builders’ had directly pushed New Zealand’s farming practices
beyond ecological limits.
Another four decades on, the net effect of unchecked intensification is now at crisis
point. Animals and humans are exposed to unacceptably high levels of water toxicity,
proliferation of uncontrollable aquatic algal blooms, soil degradation, and unchecked
greenhouse gas emissions (Foote, Joy & Death, 2015; Foote & Joy, 2014; Gudsell,
2015; Doole, 2012; Paterson & Dewes, 2011; Dewes et al, n.d). New Zealand’s once
taken for granted access to clean rivers, lakes and seaside recreation is under direct
threat (for example, McMichael, 2017). Waterway contamination has even more
direct implications for papakāinga, particularly those with customary fresh and
saltwater resource interests such as Oromahoe and Waitangi.46

Housing
Housing is similarly a fundament human need at individual, family and community
levels. As outlined in Part I above, hapū settlement was customarily structured as
papakāinga. These pā settlements once adorned hilltops, outcrops and prominences,
before transforming into modest lowland villages we recognise today. Many

As of the 15 May 2018, the Ministry for Primary Industries issued a public health warning against
collecting shellfish in the Bay of Island (http://www.mpi.govt.nz/travel-andrecreation/fishing/shellfish-biotoxin-alerts/). Also listen to
https:www.radionz.co.nz/national/programmes/morningreport/audio/2018654720/environmentalistspush-for-commissioner-at-horizons-council (24 July 2018) to hear directly from a marae community
(Ngatokowaru ki Hokio) regarding recent loss of customary freshwater fisheries due to toxicity and
pollution.
46
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papakāinga remain situated near resource-rich, but often non-hapū owned land and
waterways. Despite being rural, the majority are still relatively close to the same
urban centres (towns, settlements), which in the 19th-century captured control of more
extensive papakāinga resources (ports, harbours, rivers) and descendants (labour).
Despite marginalisation, many marae remain anchored on, or close to, remnants of the
original papakāinga lands prior to British colonisation.
Papakāinga layout
The layout of papakāinga varies from community to community. In most cases, marae
feature as focal points of the papakāinga. Some marae, however, stand-alone, isolated,
surrounded by alienated lands, with the associated papakāinga somewhere further
down the road. In a few cases, papakāinga feature more than one marae (for example,
Te Tii Mangonui in Northland has two marae – Whitiora and Hiruharama; the
papakāinga of Ohinemutu in Rotorua has four: Te Papa-i-Ouru, Para te Hoata,
Waikite and Utuhina). In such cases marae are usually differentiated by exclusive
genealogical descent – rights to belong – based on particular hapū or families.
The number of households in papakāinga also varies. There can be anywhere from a
modest 10 or so houses to 50 plus. It is often difficult to define where a papakāinga
begins and ends. Oromahoe for one is split into two main housing areas across two
roads that intersect with State Highway 10, with households located on the fringes of
the Oromahoe (and associated) land blocks. The land in which hapū houses sit is
owned individually in Māori freehold title or owned individually in general title.
Arbitrarily and perhaps conservatively, the area known as Oromahoe extends
approximately three to five kilometres outwards of Oromahoe marae. The majority of
land beyond five kilometres is in private, non-Māori ownership. In reality, there is no
one typical layout to papakāinga, each uniquely responding to particular social,
environmental and cultural constraints and opportunities of the landscape and
associated people.
Returning ‘home’
The above section ‘People of the pā(kāinga)’ described how only a small proportion
of hapū members live near their marae. For the most part, papakāinga are occupied by
a few key whānau on a permanent basis. Observations from Māori Maps research
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trips revealed that this is the case all over the country. A ‘hint of vibrancy’ within
papakāinga was seen particularly during summer. Pitched-tents in paddocks – whānau
reconnecting with kin and offering the marae, urupā, and perhaps the surrounding
residual lands some much-needed attention and labour. For a couple of weeks at least,
marae communities seemed to thrive (Tapsell, 2014, p. 56). At other times of the year,
marae appear to be abandoned. But closer inspection generally reveals mowed lawns,
carefully kept urupā (cemetery) and looked after amenities despite no obvious village.
In times of life crisis (tangihanga) or celebration (for example, 21st birthdays and
family reunions), the marae comes back to life as the wider kin community does its
best to support the family concerned, overcoming often limited accommodation
options for returning descendants.
For hapū members who are interested in moving permanently home to their
papakāinga, there are limitations or complete lack of available lands, notwithstanding
banks’ reluctance to secure mortgages against inalienable Maori title. Other barriers
experienced are difficulties in accessing employment and affordable housing. A social
service provider reported families moving to Northland to escape poverty in Auckland
are finding themselves worse off (MacLean, 2017). Affordability, accessibility and
habitability are dominant issues underpinning relocation. Any week between 2015
and 2017, it was difficult to avoid any current affair source (i.e., newspaper, internet,
radio, television) that did not mention the property market and the difficulties
regarding access to housing, particularly in cities such as Auckland.
There is another housing story for kin that live ‘at the pā’. For many, the quality of
housing infrastructure is often substandard. Many could do with new coats of paint,
roofs replaced, instalment of insulation and general maintenance. In addition,
dampness, coldness and crowding are identified as key impacts on Māori habitability.
Of the 16 percent of children reported to be living in substandard houses, the majority
are Māori, Pacific and Asian children (Simpson, Duncanson, Oben, Wicken &
Pierson, 2015, p. 69). Research points to insufficiently heated homes as a key
contributor to Māori (and Pacific) families’ significantly higher rates of
cardiovascular diseases, asthma, rheumatic fever and respiratory infections than the
general population (RNZ, 2013; EHINZ, 2016).
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Energy
Electricity is the core requirement to people being able to maintain their modern
living standards and needs in New Zealand. It is a staple commodity for warmth,
comfort, hygiene, employment, food preparation, entertainment and connectivity
among other things. Access to electricity, however, is not enjoyed freely. In the last
few years, electricity prices have climbed dramatically. Alongside housing and food,
increasing costs of electricity, sustainability of production and its diminishing
affordability regularly captures media and political attention.
New Zealand’s electricity industry
Electricity has long been a critical part of the New Zealand economy. There are four
main methods of electricity generation in New Zealand: hydroelectric, geothermal,
wind and fossil fuel combustion. Hydroelectric provides the majority of electricity
needs, making up 65 percent of the New Zealand electricity supply. Geothermal
offers 15 percent; wind generation makes up around five percent; and combustion of
coal, oil, and gas provides around a quarter of New Zealand’s electricity generation
(Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment, 2015). After generation (of
electricity) there are three further components in the electricity industry: long distance
transmission (high-voltage national grid), distribution (local lines networks) and retail
to consumers (Kalderims, 2000). Electricity prices are generally set by power
companies, according to the source of generation, line supply, infrastructure costs,
tariffs, shareholder dividends, retailer location and not least customer demand.
Electricity affordability
Around one-third of New Zealand’s electricity demand is from households (the rest is
split between, commercial and industrial consumers). In 2014 energy companies and
the government came under pressure to manage or regulate electricity prices in the
face of rising household power bills (Howden-Chapman, Isaacs, Crane & Chapman,
1996; RNZ, 2014; Weir, 2014). Households in the lower socio-economic bracket
spend a significant proportion of their income on electricity alone. The impacts of this
are felt most during winter month as families try to maintain warm homes (Perry,
2015; Robinson, 2015; Simpson, Duncanson, Oben, Wicken & Pierson, 2015).
Families are also having their power cut off by electricity companies (Waldergrave,
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Love & Stuart, 2000; Houkamau & Wilson, 2016; Robinson et al., 2015). This
situation is what has become known as ‘fuel poverty’ (O’Sullivan, HowdenChapman, & Fougere, 2011, p. 734). The health effects of fuel poverty include, but
are not limited to, respiratory distress, exacerbation of respiratory conditions
including asthma, arthritic/rheumatic symptoms, accidental hypothermia, and
increased risk of cardiovascular events (O’Sullivan et al., 2011, p. 734).
Alternative energy generation
While these problems do not only impact Māori families, due to their prevalence in
the lower-socio-economic bracket, Māori rank high in vulnerability (especially for
elders of papakāinga). Energy issues also affect the ability of marae to provide
hospitality (cook, clean, heat, light) to the thousands of guests that visit annually.
Marae and papakāinga are increasingly seeking alternative forms of electricity
generation to lower these costs.
In recent years, there has been an increased effort across New Zealand to utilise
alternative energy generation to offset increased household and business electricity
prices, supply security and contribute to lowering carbon emissions (Miller, Williams,
Wood, Santos-Martin, Lemon, Watson and Pandey, 2014, p. 2; Kelly, 2007). Solar,
for instance, can be utilised either as heat (e.g. solar hot water systems) or as
electricity (through photovoltaic systems) (Gosh & Vale, 2006). Solar (photovoltaic)
energy has become a viable option to supplement or replace grid-connected power.
Uptake of solar in New Zealand, however, has been impacted by high solar unit costs,
coupled with lines’ and electricity companies’ introduction of reduced electricity buyback rates alongside increased tariffs (RNZ, 2016; 2014). The issue from the
electricity companies is that “someone putting a solar panel on a roof would reduce
their contribution by $300, and that $300 would have to be made up by someone who
does not have solar panels on their roof” (RNZ, 2016).
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Chapter Two Conclusion: Whaka-papa-kāinga
This chapter has explored the pre-contact and conceptual tikanga elements of
papakāinga and their marae. It then examined the multiple challenges (and
opportunities) facing papakāinga in the post-European contact period. These
challenges are complex and deserve multi-tiered solutions. Papakāinga faced
considerable challenges in the nineteenth century following early land loss, the
Crown’s neglect of Te Tiriti guarantees and the establishment of the Native Land
Court process that saw customary land titles becoming individualised legal titles.
Influential Māori leader Apirana Ngata introduced marae renovation and land block
amalgamation initiatives in the 1920s, but papakāinga development has either been
non-existent or incremental for many of New Zealand’s 778 marae-communities since
at least this period if not earlier. The depopulation of papakāinga in the wake of the
World Wars impacted on marae leaving a diminishing base of ritual callers, orators,
knowledge holders, hospitality experts and leaders. The silent crisis of human
resource depletion emanated throughout villages and across generations as
descendants vacated ancestral lands, and sought a livelihood in towns, cities and
places of industry. After two or three generations, obligations to kin and service to
papakāinga lessened or was relinquished altogether as perceived or practical
relevance of papakāinga faded, particularly in the eyes of descendants who lived
away.
A looming question is whether the righting of the Crown’s historical wrongs through
Treaty claim settlements can reinstate the vibrancy and relevance of papakāinga, if
not become central to any settlement. It appears the overdue reinvestment in
papakāinga has been constrained by decades of government legislation and policy that
has shifted economic, political and social power away from the dispossessed
communities, and bestowed in the hands of corporate ‘iwi’ entities. The same
organisations, while supporting registered ‘iwi’ descendants (through scholarships
and grants), require little or no form of accountability to kin, marae or papakāinga: the
source of tribal identity. This scenario takes for granted iwi such as Ngāpuhi who
have yet to settle Treaty grievances, which also possess limited resources to support
papakāinga and descendants. A further question remains whether the 80 plus Ngāpuhi
affiliated papakāinga should passively wait for an end to disputes, negotiation and
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settlement (on top of the decades needed to build financial capital) before they can
begin to redevelop. This thesis instead advocates exploring proactive pathways to
papakāinga development irrespective of a Treaty claim settlement that may or may
not occur within the near future. In doing, this chapter highlights the theme of hapū
‘independence’ as captured in He Whakaputanga. Chapter Seven explores how the
concept of independence in economic and kinship terms - which might serve as a
platform to re-engage Oromahoe hapū political independence.
Kin-communities must also address growing concerns that include a lack of adequate
housing, challenges regarding food security and affordable, less externally dependant
energy solutions. These three domains represent fundamental human needs to all
sectors of society. They also offer focus areas for whakapapakāinga to begin.
Whakapapakāinga frames development in these areas in genealogical terms. It
advocates a ‘past-present-future’ approach to development that honours papakāinga
ancestral origins while inviting transformations to remain vital to future generations.
The following chapter localises investigation more specifically to Oromahoe, to draw
specific historical layers and themes that may guide potential pathways of papakāinga
development.
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Chapter Three: Pouerua ki Oromahoe: From pā to
papakāinga
While this thesis has so far explored contextual issues regarding whakapapakainga,
this chapter and those following are more specifically concerned with Oromahoe as
its case study. Oromahoe sits in a wider tribal district that stretches from the ancestral
pā of Pouerua, through to the eastern coast of Waitangi, roughly 20 kilometres away.
This area is strongly associated with the hapū, Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa, and has
been referred to in recent times (particularly in the Treaty claim context) as the
Pouerua ki Waitangi rohe (region). This chapter offers a two-part (pre)historical
overview of Oromahoe through people and place. It investigates the relationship
between people and place through the lenses of archaeology, anthropology,
historiography and oral narratives. Whakapapa is the backbone to the chapter in that it
follows genealogical lines important to Oromahoe and the events and actions
associated with ancestors.
Part I: ‘Pā ki papakāinga: Pouerua’ explores the precursor to the settlement at
Oromahoe. It follows settlement patterns of the ancestral kin-community on the
(terraced) slops of the pā Pouerua (briefly highlighted in the previous chapter, p. 67),
covering a genealogical period of approximately 13 generations prior to the signing of
the 1840 Tiriti o Waitangi. Through the lens of archaeology, it first examines the
changing nature of settlement on Pouerua and the neighbouring landscape. It then
layers tribal narratives and whakapapa, identifying key ancestors, genealogical
relationships and changing geopolitical climate of the pā and wider region. A third
layer of historical-missionary and settler written accounts is then applied to the
Pouerua story, covering the early Māori-British contact period, from the late 1810s
through to the late 1840s. This period details a transitional period when kincommunities strategically relocated and invested their energy in lowland papakāinga
like Oromahoe.
Part II: ‘Papakāinga ki papatupu: Oromahoe’, details Oromahoe’s rise of prominence
as a papakāinga for Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa. In the 1820s-1830s elevated pā
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throughout Northland became redundant. They were no longer capable of servicing
hapū economic, social and political needs (I. H. Kawharu, 1977, p. 67). Hapū
mobilised and transitioned from elevated and terraced pā like Pouerua to more easily
accessible lowland papakāinga like Oromahoe. This section explores the Oromahoe
landscape and associated resources, from various ancestors’ perspectives recorded in
the Oromahoe Papatupu Block Committee hearing of 1904, (a government mandated
committee that determines ownership of Māori land, similar to the Native Land
Court).47 These perspectives include claims, descriptions and connection to Oromahoe
lands and waterways. It then addresses questions of descent and kinship in Oromahoe,
and how these have influenced hapū and marae identity today. This chapter concludes
by investigating the Papatupu Block Committee’s role in individualising land title in
Oromahoe. In doing so, it identifies the resulting historically-defined tensions leading
to the imbalance of descent and kinship in tribal leadership, land tenure and identity.

47 All the translations of the Papatupu Block Committee minute book provided are my own unless
otherwise stated. Many of the landmarks and rivers are emphasised in bold.
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Part I: Pā ki papakāinga: Pouerua
The story of Oromahoe begins at Pouerua pā, the major ancestral landmark of the
Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa tribal landscape. It provided a physically-dominant
settlement, refuge, economic hub, storage and expression of hapū authority over
surrounding resources. Pouerua is also the key platform from which numerous hapū
emerged within the area. The first remembered layer of settlement was established by
the ancestor named Tahuhunui-o-rangi (Tahuhu), eponymous ancestor of the kingroup Ngāi Tahuhu.48 Some 18 generations ago Tahuhu migrated north and settled a
volcanic cone, then known as Pukenui, literally translating as ‘big hill’. In the
construction of his house, Tahuhunui-o-rangi used two central supporting posts to
prop up its ridgepole. Thereafter his pā and by extension the whole of the volcanic
cone became known as Pouerua, literally pou (post) – e-rua (two). Despite the
significance of Pouerua to many Northland hapū, there is limited detail within tribal
narratives about its usage. I turn to the archaeological and historical record to leverage
further understandings of Pouerua and the surrounding landscape.

Waitangi

Oromahoe

Pouerua

Figure 15. Pouerua ki Waitangi Rohe (www.toponz.co.nz). Oromahoe is centred in the middle, between former
papakainga sites and now settlements called Pakaraka and Puketona, also indicating the locations of Pouerua and
Waitangi.

48

Reputably from the southern Whangarei district.
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Layered lands: archaeology of Pouerua
The archaeological studies on Pouerua which focus on material remains and
stratigraphy over time to help understand the human interaction with a significant pā
landscape. Geographically, Pouerua is a volcanic scoria cone, situated in an extensive
lava field. It consists of two craters, a steep-sided main crater and a secondary
breached southern crater (Sutton et al., 2003, p. 13). Pouerua has an elevation of 282
metres at its highest peak, and a circumference of roughly 600 meters at its base
(Sutton et al., 2003). It is situated within the Kaikohe-Bay of Islands volcanic
landscape which hosts approximately 13 volcanic cones and sits on the largest
geothermal field (Ngāwhā) north of the Rotorua-Taupō region of Waiariki (Waitangi
Tribunal, 1993, p. 78). The landscape surrounding Pouerua is resource-rich,
containing numerous lakes, waterways, wetlands, fertile soils and forestry.

Figure 16. Pouerua pā and Lake Ōwhareiti. Image courtesy of Krzysztof Pfeiffer, 2008.

Lava flowing from Pouerua’s early eruptive phase (between 50,000 and 60,000 years
ago) covered older valleys and damned the nearby Puketotara Stream to form Lake
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Ōwhareiti (Figure 16 above)(Sutton et al., 2003, p. 13).49 Pouerua overlooks the
nearby Waiāruhe River, the major tributary to the Waitangi River.50 These lakes and
rivers were the habitats for eels, freshwater crayfish, and offered vital freshwater to
drink and water to irrigate the large horticultural fields adjacent to the cone (Phillips,
1980; Bell, 2012). The adjacent lands provided significant forestry resources, such as
timber, birds, fernroot (āruhe and roi), medicinal plants and birdlife (Phillips, 1980;
Bell, 2012).

Pouerua

Figure 17. Topo map of Pouerua and nearby waterways (blue lines) (www.topomap.co.nz)

In 1982, the first of several major archaeological investigations of Pouerua and
surrounding landscapes began. The Pouerua Project, led by archaeologists Douglas
Sutton Caroline Phillips and Marshal Furey, aimed to understand the relationship
between the emergence of pā and rising levels of competition over horticultural lands
(Sutton et al., 2003, p. 1). There were three key foci of the investigation on Pouerua,
the open villages (kāinga) around the cone (Sutton, 1990), small-defended settlements

49 Adjacent to Lake Ōwhareiti is Jacks Lake. This was created approximated 20 years ago by damming
a stream (Hayward, 2016, p. xxxvi).
50 Other waterways in the area include Mangamutu, Waiparera, Waiaruheiti, Taumataterairi,
Waikaramu, Puketotara, Kahutoto, Waikopiro, Patukauwae, Te Kene, Hauitupiro, Ngatahuna, Manaia,
Okarari, Muia te Wairoa, Kuparu and Waipuakakaho.
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(‘peripheral’ pā) (Sutton, 1993), and the large pā situated on the area’s main volcanic
cone (Sutton et al., 2003).
These archaeological studies provided the first radiocarbon dates of human settlement
on Pouerua. The dates identified an approximate human occupation on the cone as
early as the mid-1400s (Sutton, 1990; Sutton et al., 2003, p. 189).51 Stratigraphy and
further radiocarbon dates suggested three broad stages of settlement and development
of the pā: an undefended period (1400-1600 A.D.), a defended period (1600-1769
A.D.), and a post-contact defended period (1769-1840 A.D.) (McCoy, Ladefoged,
Codlin & Sutton, 2014, p. 469; Sutton et al., 2003, pp. 15-16). Another archaeologist,
Yvonne Marshall (1987) similarly offered three phases of settlement: an early phase
characterised by intermittent and diffuse occupation, a second phase of expansion
until the mid-1600s, and a third phase beginning about 1700 A.D. For now, this
chapter focuses on the phases proposed by Sutton et al. (2003) as the primary
publication on Pouerua and then refers to Marshall (1987) to discuss changing phases
of Pouerua occupation.
Settlement on Pouerua is described as beginning at least 600 years ago (1400-1600
A.D) (Sutton et al., 2003, p. 219); approximately 200 years after Polynesian ancestors
arrived on New Zealand shores (Davidson, 1984; Mcglone, Anderson, & Holdaway,
1994; Kirch & Green, 2001). During this period, Pouerua appeared to have no
significant defences, supporting a relatively small population residing on the
surrounding landscape. The settlement was generally focussed on the crater rim near
the two highest points, forming a levelled platform of Pouerua (Sutton et al., 2003, p.
219). This platform appears to have been free from housing structures as well as
cooking, perhaps serving as one of the first marae-spaces in the region. The terraces
surrounding these points constituted the focus of occupation (Sutton et al., 2003, p.
61). Sutton et al. (2003, p. 219) suggest that it would be appropriate to think of the

The reliability of radiocarbon dating has been contentious within the discipline of archaeology,
particularly concerning dating pā (Schmitd, 1995). Dating earliest settlement of Pouerua is therefore
problematic. The dates produced covers a long period and range from 1438 through to 1669 (plus or
minus 250 to 500 years) (Sutton et al., p.189; Schmidt, 1995, p. 454).
51
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Pouerua as one vast open settlement with housing and a range of group-based
activities.
Evidence from the next phase (1600-1769 A.D) indicates a period of increased
defensive activity on the pā, signified by the presence of palisade postholes, scarp
defences, ditches, banks and complex terraces on Pouerua’s rim (Sutton et al., 2003,
p. 221). Despite the increased activity on the cone’s rim, there was little evidence of
occupation on the rim as previously observed. This suggests that no one lived within
the walls of the first ditch/bank/palisades (Sutton et al., 2003, p.222). Notably, this
period also coincides with a time of increased cooking activity on an unusually large
scale, indicating that people were gathering in large numbers on Pouerua, but were
not primarily living there (Sutton et al., 2003, p. 222). It is likely that the ‘Pouerua
community’ occupied several of the 300 or more undefended kāinga52 identified
around Pouerua and returned to use the prominence, storage or defence of Pouerua
when necessary (Sutton, 1990).
The late phase (1769-1840 A.D) covers the contact period beginning with the arrival
of Captain James Cook of the Endeavor and Tupaea’s (Tahitian navigator and social
mediator) first visit to New Zealand in 1769 through to the signing of Te Tiriti o
Waitangi in 1840 (Tapsell, 2011b). Excavations on Pouerua during this period are
characterised by the dismantling of defensive palisades from most of the cone. The
community throughout this time continued to occupy the cone’s rim. Further, this
period was also notable by the building of larger houses in clusters (open settlements)
on the rim; one measured 8.9 x 7.3m, considerably larger than any other house
excavated (Sutton et al., 2003, p. 225). Sutton et al. (2003, p. 226) suggest that the
dispersed, discrete distribution of settlement appeared to be largely independent of
each other. Further, that there is no longer any evidence to suggest that Pouerua
operated as an integrated community or as a place for communal activity symbolic of
people connected within a wider community.

The usage of the term kāinga, as utilised by Sutton et al. (2003), describes small settlements, semipermanent villages or collections of houses. I. H. Kawharu (1977, p. 45) describes kāinga as ‘fields of
operations’.
52
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Layered peoples: genealogy of Pouerua
While archaeology provides observations of the changing nature of land use at
Pouerua over time, for the most part, individual and hapū or (kin-)community identity
is invisible from its scope. This chapter now turns to kōrero (tribal narratives) and
whakapapa as the next layer of knowledge pertaining to Pouerua prehistory that
envelopes the surrounding landscape inclusive of Oromahoe. Many of these narratives
are derived from manuscripts or Native Land Court minute books collated in Sissons,
et al. (2001). These accounts outline hapū identity and ancestor affiliation of Pouerua,
as well as hapū association with the wider landscape and neighbouring pā.
Reoccurring narratives of Pouerua concerns the ancestors Tahuhunui-o-rangi,
Maikuku and Te Rā.
Tahuhunui-o-rangi had two children, the first being Kawa. Three generations after
Kawa was the ancestress Kareariki who was attributed with the discovery of the
Ngāwhā geothermal springs and their healing abilities (Waitangi Tribunal, 1993, p.
49; Tane, 2013, Sissons, et al., 2001). The second child of Tahuhu was Paka,
grandparent to the ancestress Ahuaiti who married and subsequently separated from
another important ancestor of the area Rāhiri. Sissons et al. (2001) explain:
After the separation of Rahiri and his first wife, Ahuaiti, Rahiri returned
to Pakanae, Hokianga, where his second son, Kaharau, was born.
Uenuku grew up at Pouerua with his mother's people, Ngai Tahuhu.
Thus the two ‘sides’ of Nga Puhi, genealogical and geographic, are
established: the descendants of Kaharau in the Hokianga district, and the
descendants of Uenuku in the inland Bay of Islands around Pouerua. (p.
80)
Uenuku married Kareariki and had four children. The second child was the famed
ancestress Maikuku. Maikuku was important for both bringing up a generation of
significant eponymous and founding hapū ancestors (discussed below) and in being
the first remembered ancestor to have rights in nearby Waitangi. It is important to
note here that the use of the phrase ‘remembered ancestor’ means that while Maikuku
is the first recalled ancestress associated with Waitangi within Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti
Kawa tribal narratives, it acknowledges that there may have indeed been other
ancestors that preceded Maikuku beyond collective community memory or within
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other tribal genealogies and narratives. Archaeological perspectives suggest that
settlement in the Pouerua ki Waitangi region began instead at the (east) coast and
moved inland toward Pouerua (Sutton 1990, p. 682). The movement of settlements
and cultivations inland from the coastal Bay of Islands inland to Pouerua/Pakaraka is
attributed in part to the result of ‘rapid botanical degeneration’ follow the clearance of
forestry in the area (Sutton, 1990, p. 682).
Pouerua as a platform of genealogical expansion
Maikuku was said to have resided within a cave at Ruarangi in a state of tapu
(restriction),53 located beneath the current-day Treaty grounds at Waitangi (Heihei,
Rika-Heke & Forde, 2015). The name ‘Waitangi’ relates to the crying waters caused
by the wailing of Maikuku’s guardian taniwha (spiritual guardian). Huatakaroa, a man
from Taratara in Whangaroa (a Far North harbour, approximately 60 kilometres north
of Waitangi), had heard of this woman’s beauty, as well as the cries of the taniwha
and sought out Maikuku from the cave. On entering the cave, Hua had made the
previously restricted (tapu) Maikuku and cave noa (profane, sullied). Narratives
recorded by Wiremu Wi Hongi (in Sissons et al., 2001) describes this action:
I te mea kua noa ahau i a koe, kua rite tenei ana ki tetahi rua te kino.
Because you have made me noa, this cave is ugly, like a storage pit.
Hua replied to this:
E pai ana e anganui ana ki te ra.
It is fine, it faces the sun. (pp. 68-69)
After the couple had moved on to the land above the cave they had their first child,
named Te Rā. Te Rā takes his name after Hua’s comments to Maikuku, “e anganui
ana ki te ra”, te rā meaning ‘the sun’ (authors emphasis added). Sometime after Te
Rā was born they moved back to Pouerua. Here they had six further children. Te Rā is
remembered today primarily for founding the hapū Ngāti Rāhiri (likely named after

The state of tapu, or restriction away from the community (or common or noa people and things),
was occasionally applied to chiefly woman, indicating that her mana was of such a calibre that her
betrothal (‘tomo’ or ‘toumou’) would symbolise crucial alliances between genealogical lines (kincommunities).
53
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his great-grandfather Rāhiri), a hapū of Waitangi and Oromahoe. Te Rā would later
inherit leadership at Pouerua, holding “mana of the land there”, while Maikuku and
Hua departed to another pā in the region, Pārahirahi (Sissons et al., 2001, p. 75, 82,
see also P. Tane, 2013, pp. 62-76).
Several of Te Rā’s siblings also begat important genealogical lines in the area. Some
of these ancestors became remembered in hapū identities, for example, Rangiheketini
was immortalised in the hapū, Ngāti Rangi (which was founded by Rangiheketini’s
son Tupuārangi) and who occupied lands west of Pouerua including the pā
Maungaturoto and settlements at Ngāwhā and Tautoro (Sissons et al., 2001, p. 82).
For a time, Ngāti Rangi also occupied a pā at Puketona, on the banks of the Waitangi
River, alongside Ngāti Rāhiri. Torongare gave birth to Hineāmaru, the named
ancestor of Ngāti Hine. Ngāti Hine occupied land south of Pouerua, including lands at
Taumarere, Waiomio and Motatau. Te Taniwha, child of Ruakino, founded the hapū
Te Uri o Hua, named after Hua-takaroa (Sissons et al., 2001, p. 62). Te Uri o Hua
occupied lands similarly east of Pouerua at Ngāwhā, Pārahirahi and Kaikohe. Further
hapū also emerged, for example, Ngāti Hineira (who occupied Te Ahuahu pā), Te
Whānau Whero and Te Uri Taniwha are derived from ancestors of Ngāti Rangi and
Ngāti Hine. Ngare Hauata (who occupied Ngāwhitu Pā – southern side of Lake
Ōwhareiti) are the descendants of Hineāmaru (Figure 19 below for hapū, key
ancestors and regions). This abridged genealogical matrix demonstrates Pouerua’s
position as a point from which hapū were formed either on its terraces, or within its
shadow.
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Figure 18. Whakapapa between hapū affiliated with Pouerua (adapted from Sissons et al., 2001. p.114).

Figure 19. Geography of hapū and leaders in Bay of Islands and inland area (known as Taiamai) (Sissons et al.,
2001. p. 37).
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The socio-political context of the region is hence established geographically as well
as genealogically, primarily through the lens of Te Rā on Pouerua and his kinship
links with neighbouring hapū. Pouerua can, therefore, be understood as a launching
pad in the extension of mana in the area by various hapū.
Waitangi
Waitangi is a close kin-affiliated settlement to Oromahoe. Waitangi (collectively with
Paihia) has been the area of Ngāti Rāhiri’s main, and perhaps only, coastal settlement
since at least Maikuku’s time (Sissons et al., 2001, p. 40). In addition to this ancestorplace association, Waitangi had crucial economic importance, particularly its waterbased protein resources (fish and shellfish). Waitangi connects to Pouerua through the
Waiāruhe-Waitangi rivers. Control over this vital waterway was secured at various
points beginning near its source (Pouerua), settlements and pā along the river, such as
at Oromahoe, and Puketona Pā, and at the river-mouth of Waitangi. The importance
of Waitangi is highlighted in the post-contact period by the gifting of land (once
known as Ruarangi) to the British Resident James Busby, as well as earlier land
engagements and gifts with missionaries. Waitangi was also the venue for the first
signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi (discussed below).
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Figure 20. Waitangi Treaty grounds. Formerly home to Maikuku, Huatakaroa and son Te Rā. Image courtesy of
Krzysztof Pfeiffer, 2009.

Pouerua as a platform for political and economic expansion
Three generations after Te Rā, narratives recall expansion conquests notable for
removing other kin-groups (Ngāti Miru and Te Wahineiti) from the Waimate and east
coast areas (excluding Pouerua and the immediate surrounding landscape, known as
Taiamai). Sissons et al. suggest that this phase of conflict likely occurred before 1770
A.D (2001, p. 87). These skirmishes occurred under the combined leadership of Auha
(grandfather or the renowned ancestor Hongi Hika), Whakaaria (of Te Uri o Hua and
Ngāti Tautahi, at two pā Pārahirahi and Pākinga respectively) and allies Kauteawha
(of Ngāti Rāhiri, at Pouerua, supported by his brother Te Topi) (Sissons et al., 2001,
p. 93).54 The relationships described here represent ties between the hapū of three
main pā, Pouerua, Pārahirahi and Pākinga (Sissons et al., 2001, p. 93).
The marriage of Whakaaria’s daughter, Waiohua, and Kauteawha’s son, Haua
strengthened the relationship between Ngāti Rāhiri, Ngāti Tautahi and Te Uri o Hua.
Waiohua was living with her husband at Puketona at the time of the conquest (Sissons
et al., 2001, p. 93). Ngāti Rāhiri’s involvement in this battle is remembered in the
whakatauki: Ka ngaru te moana o Mangōnui, ka tia Ngāti Rāhiri. When the waves are
high on the water at Mangōnui, Ngāti Rāhiri paddles in (Hiramai Piripo in NMB, vol.
28, p. 200 in M. Kawharu, 2008, p. 45; see also Sissons et al., 2001, pp. 106-107).
This saying refers to the sea-route that Ngāti Rāhiri travelled to attack Ngāti Miru and
Wahineiti and at their pā at Te Ti Mangonui. It is said the sea was very rough when
they arrived, and the appearance of Ngāti Rāhiri when they stormed the pā was
likened to the storm-capped waves (M. Kawharu, 2008, p. 45). This occurred while
Auha and Whakaaria travelled by an inland route to attack the pā – Ōpuawaka,
Mārama-tautini, Rākau-whakapakeke and Pourainui. Sissons et al. (2001, p. 89)
describe the prime motivation behind these conquest events was to increase the area
of fertile agricultural land available to the descendants of Rāhiri and to ease access to
54 Te Toko, elder brother to Kauteawha and Te Topi (great-grandfather of key Oromahoe ancestor
Marupo), is notably absent from the narratives pertaining to these battles.
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fishing grounds north of Te Waimate at Matauri Bay, Te Ti Mongonui, and around
the Purerua peninsula.

Figure 21. Map of places referred to in the expansion phase (Sissons et al., 2001, p. 92).

It is unlikely that all descendants of Rāhiri had access to these resources. Access may
have been subsequently negotiated and at times defended. Despite the role of Ngāti
Rāhiri in these battles, it appears they did not expand their rohe. Ngāti Rāhiri
remained primarily within their existing Pouerua ki Waitangi sphere of influence.
Layering land and people
As with archaeology, this genealogical framed discussion only tells part of a greater
story of Pouerua. Sissons (1988, p. 202) attempted to layer the two perspectives
together concerning conquest narratives and the period preceding it. Sissons (1988)
turns to Marshall’s (1987) ‘third phase’ of Pouerua settlement beginning around 1700.
This phase:
[…] was characterised by the development of stronger, smaller, more
effective defences, particularly on the summit of the pā, major terrace
remodelling to form large, internally subdivided spaces where a number
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of diverse household activities took place, and the development of more
permanent plot cultivation. (pp. 176, 210, 216, 229 in Sissons, 1988, p.
202)
Sissons (1988) suggests that the intensified fortifications found in settlement patterns
and horticulture patterns appear to have immediately preceded the wars of conquest
described above.
While it is difficult to understand the archaeological evidence in isolation, it is
perhaps problematic to align tribal narratives concerning the wider cultural landscape
with archaeologic perspectives. The imprecision of both radiocarbon dating and
genealogical dating means that even when a correlation is strongly suspected it may
be difficult to prove or disprove (Davidson, 1985, p. 9). Elsewhere, both Groube
(1966) and Shawcross (1964) demonstrated the difficulties involved in aligning
archaeology with specific historical events.55 The hesitation in layering narratives
with archaeology is explained by Alexander Bell (2012) in an M.A thesis on Pouerua
cultivation landscape:
One has to be careful of drawing a long bow when it comes to applying
the material within the Sissons et al. (2001) text, to the Pouerua
landscape. There is certainly room for broader conclusions about change
on the wider Pouerua area, but this is of little assistance in explaining
why specific developments were occurring within systems, or even
individual parts of the landscape […]
[…] The solution then is not to avoid investigations of the socio-political
influences on landscape development, but encourage further
incorporation of existing ethnographic materials into archaeological
texts, as well as encouraging new research so that the material is
available for consideration. (p. 161)

Groube drew on ethnographic evidence in an attempt to delineate the form of the Māori house, the
functions of pā sites and the nature of late Māori settlement patterns (Groube 1964). Groube (1970)
later attempted to classify and explain the development of fortifications in New Zealand, in terms of
the ring-ditch pā (Groube’s type 3). This analysis was derived from evidence concerned with the Ngati
Awa people, a tribal people (from the Taranaki area) who figure in an early stratum of tribal traditions
from Northland. Just a few years later, Shawcross presented a new interpretation of the combs from the
Kauri Point swamp site, based on Māori ethnography (1976), reviewing Māori ethnographic literature
in an attempt to offer a new interpretation of the swamp site and its combs.
55
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Further caution is drawn due to the fundamental difference in information derived
from the two layers of knowledge. In archaeological terms Sutton et al. (2003) state:
What was found at Pouerua was evidence for mundane actions and
everyday events: cutting terraces, levelling surfaces, shifting soil from
one place to another, digging pits, filling them in again, preparing food,
cooking, clearing bush, and building fences [palisades], sheds,
platforms, dwellings, and other structures. (pp. 10-11)
Tribal accounts, on the other hand, by their very nature of marking life crisis, deal
with significant events, battles, births, marriages, separations and deaths. They record
deeds that were deemed noteworthy enough to be passed on to the following
generation. There are also multiple versions to these stories, the perspective of the
‘victors’ - ‘losers’, or from male-female, or senior-junior points of view. Narratives
are often recited within a greater context, often political, where ancestors or a version
might be emphasised over others as an attempt to provide a closer claim to what is a
stake, most often resources, land or status (Davidson, 1985). Versions of narratives
depend on audiences, motives, and relationships between the events and ancestors.
Ultimately, Sissons’ (1988) attempt at cross-referencing archaeological work and
tribal material was a one-way discussion, a dialogue generated from applying a single
perspective onto two forms of evidence, that is, applying narratives over archaeology.
In relation to Pouerua, archaeological evidence depicts phases of increased defence
and food preparation activity. These phases coincided with a reduced occupation. Oral
narrative points more to evidence of social-political change and upheaval. While
archaeology and oral narratives discuss the same periods of occupation, each
highlight different aspects of history.

Layered accounts: ‘History’ of Pouerua
Pouerua was residence to hapū until at least the 1830s. It is unknown exactly when it
ceased to be utilised as a pā. The historical record offers limited insight into hapū
settlement patterns in and around Pouerua during this time. The first written account
of the approximate region was penned by missionaries Samuel Marsden and John
Nicholas in 1815 who described lands and people from Rangihoua on the east coast,
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to the central Northland area including Lake Ōmāpere and nearby pā Kororipo,
Whakataha, Okuratope and Pukenui. In 1819 Marsden made a second trip from his
Sydney base in Australia, covering many of the same places, as well as further
settlements and pā in the region. The next significant description of the region was
written by renowned artist Augustus Earle who travelled throughout the Northland
region in 1827. Earle travelled from Hokianga to the Bay of Islands and described the
horticultural activities of hapū within Taiamai.
Despite these visits, there is no direct description of Pouerua in any of the above
accounts. There are, however, references to the nearby landscapes, cultivations and
soils. Nicholas, for instance, mentions the lands around Lake Ōmāpere as being
cultivated with kūmara and potato. At Waimate North he noted ‘gourds, cabbages,
turnips and maize’ (Nicholas, 1817, p. 341). Similarly, Marsden’s accounts are silent
on Pouerua notwithstanding his travel route in the region which bordered the
immediate Pouerua landscape. His travelling party were led by Ngare Hauata leader
Te Morenga along the Waiāruhe River (Sissons et al., 2001, p. 31). Marsden (in
Elder, 1932) recalls this journey:
About five miles before we came to any of the villages in the district of
Ti-ami [Taiamai] we passed through a very fine plain where the soil
appeared very rich, though stony. The whole, from the grass that was
upon it, appeared to have been in cultivation at some former period, and
there were evident traces of a large population. We passed near the ruins
of two villages on the edge of this plain. They are now wholly
uninhabited. (pp. 207-208, as cited in Sissons et al., 2001, p. 31)
Sissons et al. (2001, p. 31) suggest that the pā on the edge of the plain were likely
Takaporurutu and Nga Tapahuarau. These two pā are located only five kilometres
from Pouerua, are mutually inter-visible and part of the same water catchment.
Despite this proximity, there is no mention of the geographically dominant Pouerua.
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Figure 22. Map showing the proximity of pā Takaporurutu, Nga Tapahuarau and Pouerua (lines of visibility from
Pouerua to Takaporurutu and Nga Tapahuarau added by author) (www.topomap.co.nz).

The key historical events concerning Pouerua involved the influential missionary
Henry Williams, who had direct involvement with its people and lands from the early
1820s. Within weeks of Williams’ arrival in New Zealand, he entered into land
transactions with hapū in the Waitangi – Pouerua area. The first few of which were
modest land areas, between 0.5 to nine acres, while the latter increased dramatically
in size – 100 to 3000 acres (M Kawharu, 2016; see also Berghan, 2006 and Stirling
with Towers, 2007 for awards made through the Pre-Treaty Land Commission
process). His numerous purchases in the region over a 16-year period totalled over
10,500 acres (M. Kawharu, 2016, p. 14, pt. 46). A block of 3000 acres containing
Pouerua was ‘sold’ to Williams in 1835 (Turton, 1877; see Appendix D for Pouerua
Deed of Sale). Williams would later move to Pouerua with his family to settle, farm
and retire in later years. In a letter to his Māori congregations, titled ‘Pouerua, June 5,
1850’, Williams as recorded by Carleton (1874) describes his home at
Pouerua/Pakaraka: “…ko te tihi o Pouerua he kainga moku, kia marama ai te titiro ki
mua ki muri”… “…the top of Pouerua is to be my residence, where I can see before
and behind me...” (p. 254, in Carpenter, 2014, n.p). Williams’ home was not literally
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atop Pouerua. Historian Samuel Carpenter suggests that this description reflects
Williams’ understanding of the significance of the former pā. Carpenter (2014) states
that Williams is:
… revealing a comprehension of the significance in the Māori landscape
of a pa sanctuary on top of a maunga, and even of the ancestral
significance of maunga and Pouerua itself. The use of Pouerua as a place
referent at the head of the letter is unusual, even singular – standardly,
both Henry and Marianne would use ‘Pakaraka’. That use accentuates
the sense that Williams was placing himself in this Māori landscape with
some real appreciation of its significance to his Māori audience. (n.p)
Notwithstanding the transfer of Pouerua and the lands surrounding it, hapū continued
to occupy the lands because they believed they had presented a tuku (gift) of land use
rights, which carried obligations of utu (cross-generational expectations of
reciprocity) rather than any final or complete land title transfer (Stirling and Towers,
2007, pp. 31-38). However, different understandings regarding land tenure between
the local people and the Williams family also appeared. One example of conflicting
understandings is that by the 1840s on land ‘owned’ by Williams, it was reported that
a Taiamai tribe wished to build a pā on a headland at Lake Ōwhareiti, but his sons
threatened to burn down any such construction (Lee, 1983, p. 228). Despite this
apparent unease between local people and members of the Williams family,
connection to the Pouerua lands nevertheless continued. Williams had surveyors
separate three reserves for wāhi tapu, Ngahikuanga, Ngamahanga and Umutakiura,
totalling 95 hectares (Ha). But this was the extent of connection. Pouerua’s use as a
refuge, storage and settlement had effectively expired not long after Williams
acquired the large estate.
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Figure 23. Henry Williams laid to rest beneath Pouerua. Image courtesy of Krzysztof Pfeiffer, 2009.

Pre-Treaty land transactions
The Williams’ pre-Treaty land transaction in the 1820s was one of many which
impacted land tenure in Northland long before Native Land Court and other
legislative measures began undermining customary land tenure (e.g. New Zealand
Settlement Act 1863, Native Land Acts 1862, 1865, Native Land Rating Act 1882)
(see Chapter Two on Native Land Court impacts, p. 72). In addition to Henry
Williams, others involved in early land transactions in the Pouerua–Waitangi region
included British resident James Busby, Joel Polack, and settlers Black and Green.
Busby’s land acquisitions totalled approximately 9,605 acres, while Polack, Black and
Green’s acquisitions totalled at least 452 acres (M. Kawharu, 2016, pp. 14-19, pt. 4849).56 M. Kawharu (2016), in evidence to the Waitangi Tribunal, describes the nature
of pre-Treaty land transactions from a Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa perspective. She
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Pre-Treaty land acquisitions have been covered in detail by others such as Stirling and Towers
(2007), Stirling (2016), Berghan (2006), Moore, Rigby and Russell (1997), Daamen, Hamer and Rigby
(1996) and Wyatt (1991).
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states that early land dealings between hapū leaders and early settlers were a building
of relationships, for example:
The early land arrangements (with Henry Williams) in the 1820s were
generally over small areas with one or only a handful of individuals.
They were personal and beneficial to those individuals, but those
individuals were also part of the hapu […] Ongoing relationships and
reciprocity was central to the agreements, as signified by, for example
ongoing (and ‘correct’) payments according to the land in question (pt.
22).
Payment for land, from a hapū perspective, might be more akin to the payment for
‘use rights’. It was, therefore, not uncommon for leaders to expect to receive ongoing
utu (payments) for missionary/settler occupation of their tribal lands. Ngāti Rāhiri and
Ngāti Kawa leaders such as Te Kemara recognised the non-permanency of some
tangible items given and therefore the need for continued utu, maintaining Pākehā
settlers ongoing tuku or use rights (M. Kawharu, 2016, pt. 23). In another case where
ongoing payments equated to ongoing recognition of the mana of the donor, Hone
Heke was paid for wāhi tapu on ‘Busby’s land’ at Waitangi after having paid twice
previously for the land. Elsewhere, Marupo was also quick to point out that blankets
given to him had worn out and so too had the payment. Marupo then resumed
occupation of that land (Stirling with Towers, 2007, p. 105, as cited in M. Kawharu,
2016, pt. 24).
Land transactions between leaders (hapū) and missionaries in a pre-Treaty context
were clearly approached from two entirely different value systems and perspectives:
Kinship and belonging (lore) versus ownership (law). M. Kawharu (2016)
summarises:
Land was not ‘transacted’ from a Māori point of view. The inherent
values tied up in the term ‘transaction’ are often economic and are
concerned with concepts of buying and selling which as stated often
enough through hearings and reports were not concepts that stem from a
Māori worldview. If there was any transaction, it was the system of
exchange and reciprocity of services, goods, resource use rights and
other things that recognised the respective rights of the donor and done.
Land was just one part of the broader agreement that Māori expected
that they were entering into. (pt. 33)
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Colonisation within New Zealand may have begun formally in 1840 with Te Tiriti o
Waitangi, but for Ngāti Rahiri and Ngāti Kawa, colonisation had begun in the
preceding decades (M. Kawharu, 2016, pt. 102). By 1840, missionaries, settlers, the
British Resident and then the Crown had acquired significant areas of land in
Northland. Land loss in the Pouerua ki Waitangi region has had profound economic,
social and political consequences. The following chapter will discuss how Oromahoe
descendants continue to negotiate these impacts. What is not so well understood are
the cultural consequences of land loss on Oromahoe descendants. M. Kawharu (2016)
explains these in the following way:
The implications of early land loss is seen in not only the ensuing
disconnection of Ngati Rahiri and Ngati Kawa with their ancestral estate
in terms of customary tenure, but also in terms of knowledge loss. Places
considered tapu or significant in 1820, 1830, or 1840 remain part of
hapū history and kōrero. Some places are known and are identifiable,
like Pouerua and the rivers that flow throughout the rohe, wahi tapu like
Umutakiura, Kaungarapa and Tomotomokia, while other places
including other wahi tapu are now known in name only […] (pt. 103)
For Oromahoe, the loss of knowledge extended to names of land and water markers
such as Ngutu Pakupaku, Pokopoko o Whata, Koihi, Pareraumati and Te Tawai.57
This chapter now focus on unpacking information of the Oromahoe papakāinga.

57

In expanding on the knowledge loss, M. Kawharu (2016) continues to say that:

[…] reclaiming history and places in a contemporary context, after successive generations of
disconnection is an excessively difficult task. Our hapu, like others, has a cultural crisis in these terms.
As stated above, ours extends back possibly the furthest in our nation’s history. It is the loss of
intangible knowledge that confronts us greatly. I would argue we are past a tipping point. Most
knowledge we cannot imagine to recover. (pt. 103)
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Part II: Papakāinga ki Papatupu: Oromahoe
Loss (of control over land and knowledge associated with land and waterways) can be
traced back to this early colonial, pre-Treaty period. This era also marked a period
when pā in the inland Bay of Islands were in phases of depopulation, and hapū were
permanently shifting to lowland papakāinga closer to harbours to engage new
opportunities arriving from across the ocean. It is likely that these sites had been
utilised in conjunction with Pouerua for some generations already, perhaps on a
seasonal basis to capture local resources. With incoming European trade, however,
their locations became far more strategic, transforming them into new economic
centres. Around this time, Oromahoe and Waitangi became prominent as the new
primary settlements or papakāinga of Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa.

Oromahoe land and ancestors
Oromahoe was selected as a papakāinga likely because of its relatively flat, fertile,
albeit stony lands and its proximity to a major waterway, the Waiāruhe River. The
name ‘Oromahoe’ suggests it may have been the source of a particular resource, the
Mahoe tree (Melicytus ramiflorus). According to one story, ‘Oromahoe’ refers to the
echo from the chopping of the Mahoe tree, literally ‘Oro-mahoe’ – echo of the Mahoe
(JHMRC, 2004). The Mahoe tree wood was used to start fires by rapidly scraping a
harder wood against it. ‘Oro’ can also refer more simply to a grove of a kind of tree,
in this case the mahoe (Moorfield, 2003-2018). According to the Tai Tokerau Māori
dictionary, mahoe trees were also used as supporting posts for whare nikau, “[k]o nga
poupou o nga whare nikau i mua, he mahoe” (JHMRC, 2004). The term mahoe might
also refer to the mallet used in the process of tā moko (facial tattoo) (Robely, 1987, p.
49). Another plant strongly associated with Oromahoe is the roi (fernroot). Te Tane
Haratua discusses this person-plant-place association in his description of the
Oromahoe:
Ko te take o tera ingoa o Oromahoe, he Tireki Roi na Kawa. No te
whare i te Urekoatanui nga Roi. E tika ana a Mahikai ki tena wahi
ahakoa kihai i noho i te turu hoki a Kawa. He koroi a whatiwhati
taiaha kei te taha o te awa o Kuparu. He tuawhenua a te Heipuhi he
tukunga na Te Waihue. He miro te rakau i reira e tu ana. No taua miro
te ingoa ra. He tuawhenua a te Pokopoko o Whata i te tutukitanga o te
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raina ki te raina a Ngahuka. Ka mutu i kona te rohe o Oromahoe. (MB
No.20, 1904, p. 23; author’s emphasis added)
Haratua’s explanation of Oromahoe is difficult to understand. Rather than translating
the extract in full, I explore key elements here. In this narrative, Oromahoe was
named after a place where Kawa, ancestor of Ngāti Kawa, had a ‘tīreki roi’, ‘a stack
of fern roots with a supporting framework’ (translation taken from Sissons et al.,
2001, p. 42). The statement above then describes key ancestors, landmarks and rivers
of Oromahoe. Like the place names listed in the 1835 Pouerua deed to Henry
Williams, a significant body of knowledge pertaining to many of the landmarks
mentioned in the Oromahoe Papatupu has been lost over the generations. It is
therefore difficult to translate or know all the elements of the above statement, for
example, there is no surviving knowledge or contextualising reference to
‘Urekoatanui’. Other landmarks of the above statement may be known, or might be
approximated by looking elsewhere in the Oromahoe Papatupu minute books. These
are now explored.
Haratua’s passage continues to outline ancestors’ rights in the landscape, for example,
the statement “E tika ana a Mahikai ki tena wahi ahakoa kihai i noho i te turu hoki a
Kawa” is ambiguous, but may mean, ‘Mahikai (elder brother to Marupo) had rights
(tika) to that place, despite also not sitting on the seat of Kawa’. Te Heipuhi, it
appears, refers to the name of cultivation. This is eluded to by another claimant
Perepe Komene who states, “Ko te Heipuhi he mahinga tena na nga uri o Rangiora
ma ratou ko Te Tao ma” – ‘Te Heipuhi, a place where work is done (activity, garden)
of the descendants of Rangiora (second child of Mahikai and Kautu) and Te Tao’
(Oromahoe Papatupu Block Committee MB No.20, 1904, p. 4; Moorfield, 20032018). Te Tane Haratua states in his evidence that Te Heipuhi is a cultivation, “Ko Te
Heipuhi na maua ko Re [Renata Marupo] taua waerenga” (Oromahoe Papatupu Block
Committee MB No.20, 1904, p. 11). Translated this means “Te Heipuhi is a garden
plot belonging to Re and myself.” Te Heipuhi was gifted (or use rights to it were
given) by Te Waihue to Rangiora.
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‘Koroi’ refers to a type of coniferous tree (gymnosperm), possibly the Miro
(Prumnopitys ferruginea).58 This koroi was at Whatiwhati Taiaha which appears to be
the name of a stream that connects another stream Kuparu (today misnamed as
Oromahoe Creek, Bainbridge, 2011, p. 146). According to Haratua. ‘there, at
Whatiwhati Taiaha, stands a miro tree’. It is from this miro tree that the name
Oromahoe is presumably derived – “No taua miro te ingoa ra.” Another stream,
Pokopoko o Whata, is a stream inland (tuawhenua) (also where Te Waihue had a
house) from the intersection of one boundary line and the Ngahuka’s boundary line
(Oromahoe Papatupu Block Committee MB No.20, 1904, pp. 13, 15, 23). Ngahuka,
might refer to an ancestor, as described elsewhere by Te Tane Haratua: “Ko te Tao,
ko Ngahuka nga uri o Mai…” literally meaning that “Te Tao and Ngahuka were
descendants of Mai” (Oromahoe Papatupu Block Committee MB No.20, 1904, p. 24).
There is no further information on the meaning and origins of Oromahoe in the Block
Committee minute book. What is clear from this description, however, is that
Oromahoe customarily only referred to a specific place within a wider landscape.
Oromahoe, as it is known today, is a generalisation of several areas which were later
represented by land blocks including Haowhenua, Te Aute, Patukauae, Puketaka,
Porotu, Koihi, Pararaumati and Te Tawai (see Appendix E for 1916 Oromahoe land
block map). Boundaries to these blocks were often waterways including Waiāruhe,
Mangapiu, Kopua, te wahapu o Ngutu Pakupaku, Kahumai and Patukauae.59

The fruit of the kahikatea tree is also called koroī (Moorfield, 2008-2018).
Te Tane Haratua offers an example of the use of these landmarks in defining boundaries of the Koihi
land block:
58
59

Timata i te wahapu o Kahumai, ka haere whakahauauru i roto i te awa. Ka tae ki Pukehuia he
wahanga mo nga awa e rua. Ka haere tonu i te awa mana[?] tonu o Kahumai. Ka eke i te Pu-o-TeKauri, ka makere ki waerenga-pokanoa, ka tutuki ki te raina o Haowhenua i te wai o te Pokopoko o
Whata. Ka huri ki te marangai te whawha, Te Pokopoko o Whata. Ka huri ki te hauraro. Ka haere i te
raina wehe o Oromahoe, ka tae ki te wahapu o Kuparu. Ka huri ki te hauraro, ka haere i te awa o
Taratara. Ka puta ki te wai nui o Waiaruhe. Ka haere i taua awa Te Koihi Putakaa[?], ka tuhono ki
te wahapu o Kahumai. (MB No.20, 1904, p. 15; emphasis and punctuation added by author)
Beginning at the river mouth of Kahumai, travel west along/in the river. Arrive at Pukehuia, a place
for the two rivers. The river continues on, ascending to the Pu-o-Te-Kauri. It drops down to
waerenga-pokanoa [garden plot], meets the [boundary] line of Haowhenua and the waters of
Pokopoko o Whata. Pokopoko o Whata turns then to the east, then turns north. Continues to the
dividing [boundary] line of Oromahoe, and arrives at the river mouth of Kuparu. Travels north to the
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As mention above, a key waterway in Oromahoe is the Waiāruhe River, referred to in
the minute books as ‘te wai nui o Waiaruhe’, ‘the great water of Waiāruhe’. The name
of this river denotes further evidence of Oromahoe’s connection with the fernroot:
wai - water, āruhe - fernroot (Pteridium esculentum). 60 Here, āruhe and roi can be
considered as being synonymous. Further reference to the roi or āruhe in Oromahoe is
in another of its hapū Te Matarahurahu - rahurahu (fernroot - Pteridium esculentum).
Sissons et al. (2001) describe the presence of Matarahurahu and Ngāti Kawa in
Oromahoe where they “dug considerable quantities of fern root, but there were no
permanent settlements there until the late 1830s” (Oromahoe Papatupu, pp. 4, 5, in
Sisson et al., 2008, pp. 41-42).61 While permanent settlement at Oromahoe is
described as beginning in the 1830s, hapū association with Oromahoe existed for
perhaps several generations prior. I now to turn to the ancestor Kawa described in Te
Tane Haratua’s account to genealogically situate Ngāti Kawa’s connection to
Oromahoe.

Ngāti Kawa and Ngāti Rāhiri in Oromahoe
Kawa’s prominence in Oromahoe is confirmed in both genealogy and hapū identity.
This emphasis on Kawa is reinforced by the prevalence by which this ancestor is
referred to in the Oromahoe Papatupu Block Committee minute book. All three
claimants Perepe Komene, Te Tane Haratua and Haratua Ihimaera cite descent from
Kawa as the source of rights (or ‘tika’) in Oromahoe lands. There is, however, an ongoing debate as to who Kawa was, where he sat genealogically, and his relationship to
other ancestors such as Te Rā (of Ngāti Rāhiri).

river of Taratara. Then flows out to the big waters of the Waiāruhe. That river travels to Te Koihi
Putakaa[?] and connects to the river mouth of Kahumai.
Like placenames throughout the Māori world, Oromahoe may on one hand represent an event of
deep ancestral significance while also being a location-specific descriptive play on words: oro (loud
sound from pounding) of the mahoe (melicytus ramiflorus) that in early times could be heard echoing
through the Oromahoe valley (pers. Comm P. Tapsell, recalling Freda Rankin-Kawharu’s explanation
of the name Oromahoe after he first visited in 1991 and was later shown a pounder held by the whanau
said to be of Oromahoe origin.
61 I was unable to locate this particular reference in the Oromahoe Papatupu block committee minute
book. This may have been mis-referenced in Sissons et al. (2001).
60
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There are three, if not four, ancestors by name of Kawa in Oromahoe whakapapa. The
‘first’ Kawa is a child of Tahuhunui-o-rangi, as identified above, and genealogically
placed some 17 generations ago (12 generations prior to the signing of Te Tiriti in
1840). Other than the whakapapa chart below there is no further information
connected with this Kawa. The ‘second’ Kawa is a descendant of Hineāmaru, eight
generations after the first Kawa (Figure 24 below for the whakapapa connecting both
Kawa). This genealogy is strongly aligned with Ngāti Hine.

Figure 24. Kawa in Oromahoe whakapapa

A prevailing understanding in Oromahoe is that Ngāti Kawa’s name is derived from
the latter of the two. It is this Kawa from whom the current wharenui of the
Oromahoe marae takes its name (Ngāti Kawa). This understanding is supported by the
name of the current wharekai (dining hall), Kuiapō, who was the wife of Kawa (See
Figure 27 for photo of current Oromahoe marae complex). Notably, Kuiapō is not
mentioned or listed in any genealogy by claimants in the Oromahoe Papatupu Block
Committee minute books. This Kawa and Kuiapō connect to another key Ngāti Hine
leader in the early to mid-19th-century Te Ruki Kawiti who was notable for his role
alongside Hongi Hika at the major northern battles (between Ngāpuhi affiliated kin133

groups and Ngāti Whātua kin-groups) Moremonui (in 1807 or 1808) and Te Ika a
Ranganui (in 1825), and later with Hone Heke and Marupo against colonial military
forces at other nearby places including Kororareka, Ohaeawai and Ruapekapeka (in
1845). There is a ‘third’ Kawa in this whakapapa, that is, Kawiti’s wife. It is perhaps
safe to exclude this Kawa from the question of Ngāti Kawa identity because of her
relatively recent placement in whakapapa terms; and that there is no information that
associates her with lands at Oromahoe. It seems the question over who the correct
Kawa is has existed at least since the early 1900s. Haratua Ihimaera outlines the
uncertainty over established rights in Oromahoe and the hapū name Ngāti Kawa:
Kaore au e mohio no wai tenei whenua o Oromahoe. E kore au e matau i
ahu mai i a wai tenei ingoa hapu a N’Kawa[…](MB No.20, 1904, p. 36)
I do not from whom is this land of Oromahoe. I have no knowledge
from whom the hapū name Ngati Kawa is derived[…]
Despite the lack of knowledge over the origins of Ngāti Kawa, all claimants confirm
the importance of Kawa to their rights in Oromahoe. Te Tane Haratua states that his
grandmother Te Waihue’s rights in Oromahoe as being derived from Kawa
(Oromahoe Papatupu Block Committee MB No.20, 1904, p. 22).62 He continues to
describe Kawa’s mana in Oromahoe and outlines the relationship to descendants Iri,
Ngahina, Te Waihue, Parangi and others:
Ko Kawa te tangata whai mana ki te whenua nei, kaore au e mohio no
wai tona mana. I tau ki tenei Iwi ki a N’Kawa te mana i muri i a ia.
Kaore au i mohio ko wai te tangata i tau ai taua mana. I muri i a Kawa i
tau te mana ki a Haru(?) ki a Iri. I muri i ena i tau ki a Mai, ki a Ngahina,
te mana. I muri ka tau te mana ki a Te Tao, ki a Te Waihue, ki a Parangi.
(MB No.20, 1904, p. 25)
Kawa was the person of mana in the land here [Oromahoe], I do not
know from whom his mana is derived from. It [mana] was conferred to
the people Ngati Kawa before him [Kawa]. I do not know who bestowed
this mana. After Kawa[,] mana was conferred to Haru, then to Iri
[grandmother to Te Waihue]. After them, it passed to Mai, and Ngahina

“Na Kawa te raina wehe o Oromahoe i whakatakoto. E tika an nga korero a Perepe, he tuakana a
Mahikai no Marupo. Ko nga uri o Taimapuhia ko Mahikai, ko Marupo, ko Whiorau, ko te Arapiro…
Ko te tika o Te Waihue i heke mai i a Kawa. No Kawa te putake mai o tenei whenua” (Oromahoe
Papatupu Block Committee MB No.20, 1904, p. 22).
62
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[mother of Te Waihue]. Following, mana was conferred to Te Tao, Te
Waihue and Parangi.
Haratua Ihimaera similarly emphasises descent and rights from Kawa to his ancestor
Iri and Parangi:
Hoi ano taku mohio ai ki tenei wahi kereemetia nei e au no Parangi: ko
tona tika i ahu iho i a Iri: Kaore au e mohio i ahu mai i a wai te tika o Iri.
E whakatika ana ai ki te korero a Te Tane, ko Kawa tena whenua a
Oromahoe. No runga no atu a Kawa i a Iri. Kaore au i mohio i huanga a
Iri ki a Kawa. (MB No.20, 1904, p. 41)
My right to claim belongs to [my ancestor] Parangi, his rights are
derived from [his grandmother] Iri. I do not know from whom Iri’s
rights are. I correct Te Tane’s narrative: That land is Kawa’s. Kawa is
above [genealogically] Iri. I do not know that Iri was a relative of Kawa.
Both the Papatupu minute books and private whakapapa charts compiled by Ngāti
Rahiri/Ngāti Kawa descendant Freda Rankin-Kawharu place Kawa above Iri. It is
unknown whether this implies a direct parent-child relationship or whether it is
merely an abridged genealogical chart. No clues to the question of Kawa is offered by
the mentioning of another Kawa descendant, Taimapuhia. Taimapuhia is stated as
being “He tuahine putatahi a Taimapuhia no Kawa”, or, Taimapuhia is the first-born
(putatahi) sister belonging to Kawa. This could mean that she was the eldest sister of
Kawa. Haratua also outlines that his grandfather Marupo among others descend from
Taimapuhia (Oromahoe Papatupu Block Committee MB No.20, 1904, pp. 6, 26-27).
While Kawa is strongly referenced throughout the Oromahoe Papatupu as an ancestor
from whom rights to land are claimed, no real relief to the question is given to which
Kawa is afforded in the literature or in oral narratives. It is perhaps in the absence of
information that inferences may be drawn. In regards to the first Kawa, despite his
importance to Pouerua, there is no reference to his father Tahuhunui-o-rangi. Te Tane
Haratua states that he “did not know the father (or parents) of Kawa” (author’s
translation); “Kaore au e mohio ki te matua o Kawa” (Oromahoe Papatupu Block
Committee MB No.20, 1904, p. 26). Further to this, there is no mention of any other
proximally-known ancestors, such as Whaiti, Whautere, Tahuao or Kareariki (Figure
24 for genealogy of Tahuhunui-o-rangi). In relation to the second Kawa, there is no
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mention of other notable leaders of that whakapapa line such as Hineāmaru, Kuiapō
or Kawiti. In this case, it is possible that there could be tribal seniority issues
(tuakana/teina) at play.63 The next option is to place Kawa above Iri, which would
place Kawa at ten generations ago. Notably, this also aligns in genealogical terms
with the second Kawa (descendant of Hineāmaru).
The ambiguity around Kawa also makes it difficult to genealogically situate the first
settlement at Oromahoe. Depending on either of the Kawa above, association with
Oromahoe could have existed for at least 17 generations or more recently at nine
generations. Despite the emphasis on Ngāti Kawa in the Papatupu, to complicate
matters, ancestors were often affiliated to multiple hapū. Marupo, for example, is
described in varying accounts as being of Ngāti Rāhiri, Ngāti Kawa and Te
Whanaurara (Sissons et al., 2001, p. 52; Oromahoe Papatupu Block Committee MB
No.20, 1904, p. 21). Haratua Ihimaera outlines that most of the Oromahoe ancestors
mentioned also descend from Te Rā (Ngāti Rāhiri):
He uri a Rangiora raua ko Marupo no Te Ra.
He uri a Parangi raua ko Te Waihue no Te Ra.
[…]He uri a Whiorau no Te Ra. (MB No.20, 1904, p. 43)
Rangiora and Marupo are descendants of Te Ra
Parangi and Te Waihue are descendants of Te Ra
[…]Whiorau is a descendant of Te Ra
It appears that descent from Te Rā was also important in Oromahoe. Nevertheless, the
relationship between Te Rā and Kawa remains unclear. Te Tane Haratua states:
Kei Tahuhurua puta noa ki Pouerua te whenua a Kawa. Ko Kawa mua
atu i Te Ra. Kaore au e matau no mua atu ranei, no raro mai ranei. (MB
No.20, 1904, p. 26)
At Tahuhurua through to Pouerua is the land of Kawa. Kawa was before
Te Ra [ancestor of Ngāti Rāhiri]. I have no knowledge of whether he
was before or below.

63 Genealogical placement of Ngāti Hine in relation to Ngāti Rāhiri is explained in a footnote in
Chapter Two, ‘Iwification of marae and papakāinga’.
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It is difficult to infer anything further from this seemingly contradictory statement. It
is currently unknown where Tahuhurua is, or whether there is any connection between
Tahuhurua and the ancestor Tahuhunui-o-rangi. This statement does, however,
indicate the continued importance of Pouerua to Ngāti Rāhiri. Moreover, it suggests
that the relationship between Te Rā and Kawa was genealogical in descent terms (not
kinship). Haratua Ihimaera also outlines the apparent uncertainty concerning the
genealogical rights of Kawa and Te Ra in Oromahoe, stating:
Kaore au e ata mohio ana no wai o Kawa raua ko Te Ra te putakenga
mai o te whenua nei. Kia hoki ra ano ki te kainga ka ata mohio au. (MB
No.20, 1904, p. 43)
I do not really know from whom of Kawa and Te Ra do the source
(ancestor, rights, cause) of this land derive. I will return home, I will
[then] know.
Te Tane Haratua, differentiates the places associated with Ngāti Rāhiri from that of
Ngāti Kawa:
Na te tuku a Kawa ara na Puhika i tika ai a Marupo ma a Whiorau ma ki
Oromahoe, kei etahi wahi ke atu nga wahi i a N’Rahiri [Ngāti Rāhiri].
(MB No.20, 1904, p. 22)
From the gifting of Kawa, from Puhika [great grand-mother of Marupo],
did Marupo and others, did Whiorau and others have rights at
Oromahoe, Ngati Rahiri were/had at other places instead [of Oromahoe].
The nature of the relationship between Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa has, historically,
been close. The evidence above fails to shed light on the whakapapa between Te Rā
and Kawa. What is perhaps most revealing, is the absence of reference to Ngāti Kawa
in the period of settlement at Pouerua. This may suggest that Ngāti Kawa emerged as
a hapū only after their establishment in Oromahoe, perhaps as a branch of Ngāti
Rāhiri. The emphasis in this chapter, however, is not on seniority of either hapū, but
the kinship links they share. It is necessary, therefore, to view both Ngāti Rāhiri and
Ngāti Kawa as two sides of a wider kin-community stretching from Pouerua, through
Oromahoe and out to Waitangi. The nature of multiple hapū identities in Oromahoe is
reflected in the Oromahoe marae.
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Oromahoe marae and papakāinga
The first known Oromahoe marae complex was built around the beginning of the 20thcentury, and the wharenui was named ‘Ngati Rahiri’. Claimant to the 2016 Waitangi
Tribunal hearings, Renata Tane (2016) states:
“[t]here was a papakāinga at Oromahoe at the time the school and
church were built. To my knowledge there was a whare beside the
church, a rūnanga whare where hui were held.” (pt. 51)
The school was built in the 1870s and the church built in 1879. The judgments of the
Papatupu Block Committee confirm that in 1904, four shares were sectioned out of
land at Oromahoe for the establishing of a marae:
Ko nga hea e 4 e mau na i te nama 37 o te rarangi ingoa a te Tane
Haratua, e hara i te ingoa tangata e rangi e mau ana mo te marae o
Oromahoe, Ko aua hea he marae huihuinga mo enei hapu ara mo,
Ngatikawa, Te Ngarehauata, Matarahurahu, Whanaurara, Ngati Rahiri.
(MB No.20, 1904, p. 45)
The four shares are to be held by number 37 on the list of names, [that
is] Te Tane Haratua, not for named person but to hold for the marae of
Oromahoe. Those shares [are for] a meeting marae for these hapu, for,
Ngatikawa, Te Ngarehauata, Matarahurahu, Whanaurara, Ngati Rahiri.
This is the first and only explicit reference to any marae in Oromahoe within the
minute books. It appears the building of this marae occurred after the establishment of
the church St Matiu, named after Reverend Matiu Taupaki which was consecrated a
year after it was built (Tane, 2016, pt. 48).64 The cemetery around the church has
existed since at least this time as well.

64 Reverend Matiu Taupaki was of Te Aupouri descent. He worked in the Paihia district as an ordained
minister of the Anglican church from 1866 alongside an Henry Williams (Church Gazette. 1877).
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Figure 25. Māori land blocks of the Oromahoe marae, church and cemetery (Māori Land Court;
www.maorilandonline.govt.nz)

There is evidence that may suggest there was a prior marae-like space in Oromahoe.
Te Tane Haratua explains that at Te Tawai (where Te Kēmara lived - the exact
location of which is unknown) there was a ‘whare ngakau’ of Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti
Kawa:
Na, ko tenei whenua ko Te Tawai te ingoa. Kei kona nga tika o Te
Whakarua raua ko Te Kemara Hou e takoto. Ko au e kore e whiti atu ki
reira. Ko Kira tetahi tangata e tika ana ki taua wahi no te mea i noho tahi
ratou tokotoru ki tetahi taha atu o taua piihi nei. Kei reira tetahi Whare
Ngakau mo te iwi no Ngatikawa, no Ngatirahiri taua whare ngakau,
ano no Te Hotete. (MB No.20, 1904, pp. 15-16; author’s emphasis
added)
And, this land is named Te Tawai. The rights there lie with Te
Whakarua and Te Kemara Hou. I do not cross over there. Kira is another
person who has rights in that place, because those three stay on the other
side of this allotment. There is a Whare Ngakau for the people
belonging to Ngatikawa, Ngatirahiri belong to the whare ngakau,
and Te Hotete.
The closest Northland interpretation might be from Henry Williams’s brother William
Williams, who describes whare ngakau “as a house built in order to get up an
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expedition to avenge the death of someone” (Williams, 1871, p. 94). Elsdon Best
(1902), in his ethnographic recording amongst Tūhoe of the central North Island,
similarly describes a whare ngakau as when “a special house would be built in order
to raise a force to avenge some wrong, real or imaginary. When finished, a meeting
would there be held in order to discuss and arrange matters” (p. 161). Te Kēmara, also
known as Kaiteke, was of a classificatory generation above Marupo. He was a
tohunga (spiritual specialist) and known to directly counsel Hongi Hika in the
southern skirmishes (Cloher, 2003). This whare ngakau may have been utilised in
conjunction with Hongi’s planned expeditions to the south. Regardless of its use, this
specific reference indicates that there was a particular space and house for both Ngāti
Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa.
The shared nature of Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa identity was again demonstrated in
the 1970s when the wharenui Ngāti Rāhiri was replaced with a new wharenui named
Ngāti Kawa. This coincided with the reservation of the land when a “Gazette set aside
a Maori Reservation [Oromahoe B1] for the purpose of a marae & meetinghouse site”
On the 22nd of October 1970 (www.maorilandonline.com). From family stories, not
all hapū members agreed to the change of the name (Moko Ututaonga, 2015, personal
comm.; Renata Tane, 2015, personal comm.). The building of a wharekai was
financially supported by the Oromahoe Trust (Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 45) and on
January 29th 1989, it was formally opened.
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Figure 26. Oromahoe marae wharenui Ngāti Rāhiri (David Simmons; www.maorimaps.com/marae/Oromahoe)

Figure 27. Current Oromahoe marae wharenui Ngāti Kawa and wharekai Kuiapo. (Krzysztof Pfeiffer, 2009;
www.maorimaps.com/marae/Oromahoe).
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Based solely on the attention and weighting placed on Kawa (relative to Te Rā) in the
Oromahoe Papatupu, the name change to Ngāti Kawa was perhaps justified. Whether
Kawa and Kuiapō were appropriately selected as overarching ancestors remains open
to hapū debate. These two names have held their positions on the Oromahoe marae
for almost half a century that it is perhaps unthinkable to question it (Figure 25 for
marae site and land block). Nevertheless, the lateral inter-relationships focus on
common ancestry from Kawa and Te Rā to engage hapū-wide collaboration and
service like harvesting of resources, amelioration of life crises and the building of a
marae. Kinship between Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa toady is represented in the
connection between Oromahoe and Waitangi marae. As described by kaumātua
Renata Tane, “Today, Waitangi and Oromahoe are very closely connected. If Ngāti
Kawa wharenui is not ready or available for a hui, we go to Waitangi. If we do not go
to Oromahoe, Waitangi is our first port of call” (2016, pt. 43).
Following the establishment of the marae in the early twentieth century, it appears
that the community began to develop their settlement nearby. Previously (prior to
1820-30s), the community was dispersed throughout the wider Oromahoe lands,
including at Haowhenua, Puketaka, Te Aute, Patukauae, Porotu, Te Koihi,
Pararaumati and Te Tawai (see Appendix E for map of land blocks), all of which
were also close to Pouerua. Te Tane Haratua describes the home of his ancestor’s Te
Waihue and Marupo at Haowhenua:
Ko tenei whenua ko Haowhenua, ko tetahi tena o nga kainga tuuturu o
Te Waihue me te Pa ko Haowhenua te ingoa no Marupo tena pa. (MB
No.20, 1904, p. 12)
This land is Haowhenua, that is one of the real homes of Te Waihue and
the pa is named Haowhenua[,] [the] pa belongs to Marupo.
Of note in this statement is the usage of the term “pa”. Perepe Komene also refers to
pā in his evidence. He states that the ancestor Rangiora possessed three pā - Taketake,
Mehameha and Te Aute. He describes each pā as having a specific purpose –
Taketake, “He pa mo te moenga o Pera ia Hetaraka” – a pā for the sleeping place of
Pera with Hetaraka. Mehameha, “mo te moenga o Hana ia Himi Marupo” – a pā for
the sleeping place of Hana with Himi Marupo. Te Aute, “he pa noho huihui no
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Rangiora ratou ko Marupo” - a pā for meeting place of Rangiora, Marupo, and others
(Oromahoe Papatupu Block Committee MB No.20, 1904, pp. 3-4; author’s
translation). It appears that these pā were not elevated, layered pā like Pouerua.
Perepe Komene and Te Tane Haratua seemed to be describing lowland papakāinga or
‘pā-kāinga’ instead.

Oromahoe papatupu and tribal land tenure
While some of the lands in Oromahoe had survived pre-Treaty land transactions and
the Native Land Court process, they were impacted by two later government
instruments, the Māori Land Councils and Papatupu Block Committees, from which
the above narratives are obtained. The major outcome of these two processes was the
divisive allocation of land to individuals, including the Oromahoe blocks and,
therefore, the breaking up of customary title into surveyed parcels (Rankin-Kawharu,
2002, p. 36; discussed in further detail below, and in the following chapter). Historian
Donald Loveridge (1996) summarises the operations of the Papatupu Block
Committees in the following way:
Where ascertainment of ownership was involved, the land councils were
to be assisted in their judicial role by ‘Papatupu Block Committees’
representing the claimants to each piece of customary land whose
ownership required determination. These committees were to carry out
their investigations ‘having due regard to Maori customs and usages’,
and to provide the land council with a written report on the block and a
sketch-map showing boundaries. The report was to identify the families
and individuals with an interest in the land, and the relative shares to
which they were entitled. (p. 24)
So, in 1904, many of the places in Oromahoe described above where divided into land
blocks (Oromahoe, Haowhenua, Porotu, Puketaka, Te Aute and Patukauae) and
shares were distributed among claimants and family members as per the weight
placed on evidence brought to the committee (R. Tane, 2016, pt. 52; Oromahoe
Papatupu Block Committee MB No. 20, 1904). Despite the Papatupu process being
designed to give the resemblance of hapū control over their land affairs, this was
outweighed by the poor nature of remaining land being ascribed to Māori owners,
inclusive of lands at Oromahoe. Historians Daamen, Hamner and Rigby (1996)
explain:
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A cursory examination of the remaining Maori land in the Bay of Islands
suggests that it was predominantly marginal land, remote from the main
commercial and transport centres. Concentrated along the northern coast
of the Purerua peninsula, near Rangaunu/Whakataha, Oromahoe, south
of Pakaraka and in the Te Rawhiti/Whangaruru peninsular, this land is
all relatively rugged. In 1860s much of it may have been forested, but it
is difficult to estimate the value of either its timber or arable land. All
that can be said about the value of the land remaining in Maori
ownership is that it appears to have been less valuable in commercial
terms than the land transferred before 1865. (p. 213)
Oromahoe claimant Renata Tane (2016) presenting to the Waitangi Tribunal
describes an example of the quality of remaining land, such as that at Haowhenua:
The name Haowhenua means a cultivated field, we presume this refers
to when they established a māra kai. They had large cultivations here.
However, that particular area is the worst place to live on, it is very
rocky. (pt. 54)
Meanwhile, Pākehā that had acquired the more workable parts of the landscape
through the pre-Treaty transactions had already begun exploring and exploiting the
potential of their land, particularly in the industries of flax and farming (Figure 28 and
Figure 29 below).

Figure 28. North Auckland's Flax Industry: cut flax ready to put through the mill at Oromahoe, Bay of Islands.
Photo by J. G. Maxwell, 18 May 1905 (Sir George Grey Special Collections, Auckland Libraries, AWNS19050518-16-2)
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Figure 29. New Zealand's Flax Industry: Drying fibrie [sic] in the paddock at Oromahoe, Bay of Island. North
Auckland. Photo by J. J. Maxwell, 13 July 1905 (Sir George Grey Special Collections, Auckland Libraries, AWNS19050713-3-2; http://www.aucklandcity.govt.nz)

For Oromahoe families, small land holdings that remained were converted into farms,
primarily dairy cows. Families sent cream to the Bay of Islands dairy factory up until
at least the 1950s (Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 37). At their peak, up to 11 farms were
sending cream to the factory. Freda Rankin-Kawharu describes the ideal number of
cows as 30, “a number which was capable of providing sufficient income for families,
which were often large” (Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 37). Renata Tane recalls that they
“farmed the land, which had 36 dairy cows on it” (2016, pt. 19). Dairy income was
supplemented by pigs, sheep (for both domestic meat and skim milk needs), and large
gardens. Rankin adds, “what was grown or killed was shared among kin, as was
labour for such seasonal activities as haymaking (Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 37). The
community ethos to land use gradually dissolved as the impacts of individualisation
took hold. The nature of Ngāti Kawa and Ngāti Rāhiri land tenure today is perhaps
best understood through the image below (Figure 30).

145

Waitangi

Oromahoe

Pouerua

Figure 30. Remaining Māori land in Pouerua to Waitangi area (Te Potiki National Trust, 2018;
www.maorimaps.com; Māori Land Court; www.maorilandonline.govt.nz)

Tribal land tenure in Oromahoe today is a patchwork, an assortment of Māori
freehold title land intersected and framed with private general title. The fragmented
nature is also reflected in the legal name of the main lands held by the Oromahoe
Trust: Oromahoe 18R2B2B (discussed in further detail in the following chapter). The
Oromahoe Trust governs most of the remaining Māori land in Oromahoe. It manages
1,008.165Ha in Oromahoe, representing 1301 owners and 104,652.219 individual
shares. Further Oromahoe land blocks that sit outside the Oromahoe Trust make up
49.1875Ha.65 Other Māori land blocks in the area include Patukauae blocks of
52.4411Ha66 and Otao blocks of 223.4442Ha.67 The total area Māori freehold title
land in Oromahoe is approximately 1,232.6092Ha (calculated from Māori Land
Online, www.maorilandonline.com). This excludes Māori owned lands which are in
general freehold. Despite Oromahoe retaining some of the larger areas of Māori land
within region, it still represents a fraction of the wider Ngāti Kawa and Ngāti Rāhiri
ancestral landscape.

Oromahoe 18B, 18D, 18F, 18K, 18L, 18M, 18N, 18R1, 18R2B2A, 17B2, 17B, 17C1, 17C2
Patukauae A1, C.
67 Otao 3B2, 3B4, 3B5, No.2A, No.2B, No.3A, No.3B, No.4B.
65
66
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Chapter Three Conclusion: Pouerua ki Oromahoe
The Oromahoe papakāinga is part of a wider ancestral and continuous landscape
stretching from the pā Pouerua to Oromahoe lands and out toward the coast at
Waitangi. Through the lenses of archaeology, tribal narratives and historical records,
this chapter has traversed over 18 generations of hapū interaction with this landscape,
intersecting waterways and associated resources. Pouerua was the base from which
several hapū form. This period in the prehistory of the region is underscored by
kinship between hapū, many of whom descend from a common ancestress (Maikuku).
Kinship was invoked during phases of expansion to secure greater access to resources.
Kinship also provided a framework of relationships between two prominent hapū
Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa (among others) and two papakāinga – Oromahoe and
Waitangi.
This chapter also detailed the evolution of Oromahoe papakāinga from the 1830s, as
Pouerua became economically and politically obsolete. This phase in Oromahoe’s
history is highlighted by two contradictory dynamisms affecting papakāinga: new
opportunities (such as of technology, education and economy) and large-scale land
loss especially in the pre-Treaty era. The latter limited or curtailed the positive effects
of the former, severing pathways of papakāinga economic livelihood and hapū wellbeing in the generations to follow. This loss also severed a great deal of hapū
knowledge relating to Oromahoe ancestors and landscape leaving behind questions
such as who are Ngāti Kawa? Who was Kawa? And what is the relationship between
Ngāti Kawa and Ngāti Rahiri? This chapter has, therefore, attempted to align the
information relating to Oromahoe (place names, ancestors, genealogy and kōrero) to
explore the foundations of its papakāinga, marae and hapū identity. The chapter is
unable to provide concrete answers to (Ngāti) Kawa’s identity due to both the nature
of information available and the nature of hapū debate on the matter. Instead, it has
presented the information in a way that allows Oromahoe descendants to test or
confirm their own understandings.
Three critical ideas can be derived from narratives on Oromahoe as discussed in this
chapter as they relate to whakapapakāinga. The first is the role of pā and papakāinga
as the platform from which hapū captured energy (proteins and carbohydrates) from
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lands and waters. The driving force of transformations and sustainability for the
Oromahoe papakāinga were (and may continue to be) largely economic. The second
is the importance of kinship, not only between members of the hapū Ngāti Kawa and
Ngāti Rāhiri, but also between the papakāinga and marae of Oromahoe and Waitangi.
The final point, as a segway into the next chapter on the Oromahoe Trust, concerned
the disruption of Oromahoe tribal land tenure and kinship through the Papatupu Block
Committee process of land individualisation. I turn to addressing contemporary issues
in land governance as they concern the Oromahoe Trust. These issues primarily
concern the tension between legal, descent-defined rights represented in shareholding
versus the lore-guided kinship responsibilities towards the community in the pursuit
of Oromahoe papakāinga development.
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Chapter Four: Oromahoe Trust and Papakāinga
[The story of Oromahoe] concerns a legacy of management and resource
development issues that the Oromahoe Trust has faced and continues to
face in light of a ‘history’ with the government’s Maori Affairs
Department and before them, the Maori Land Court. Throughout the
country Maori land development has been a complex matter,
economically, administratively and politically, and Oromahoe has been
no different from countless other cases. How could descendants turn
their ancestors’ land into a viable business in an attempt to meet the
social and economic needs of the community? (Rankin-Kawharu, 2002,
p. 35)
The words of the late Oromahoe descendant Freda Rankin-Kawharu provides an entry
point into this chapter which explores the contemporary expression of land tenure and
papakāinga development in Oromahoe as undertaken by the Oromahoe Trust in recent
years. Rankin-Kawharu’s passage eludes to the more recent events that have shaped
contemporary Oromahoe land governance. This chapter contextualises these words by
describing the Oromahoe ‘descendants-come-owners’ response to the problem of
individualisation of land title, through land block amalgamation and the governance
of a land trust. It explores the residual issues in land governance caused by the
succession of shares and the ensuing tension of (legal) descent-defined rights
represented in the form of shares versus the (lore) kinship-responsibilities towards the
community.
This chapter has two parts. Part I: ‘Oromahoe community’ outlines a more recenthistorical of Oromahoe. It begins with an overview of the Oromahoe land and
community including its people, organisations and leadership. It details the aftermath
of land alienation, share succession and the inevitable fractionation of land blocks and
fragmentation of title. It also looks at how Oromahoe has sought to combat these land
tenure issues with land title reform and the formation of the Oromahoe Trust. As the
largest land-owning entity in Oromahoe, the Oromahoe Trust is the focal point of the
chapter. This part is, therefore, dedicated to examining the Oromahoe Trust’s
constitution and how the Trust has interpreted and applied its trusteeship duties in
Oromahoe up until the commencement of this research. It provides a recent history
context to the next chapter which focusses more on current trustees’ aspirations and
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views for papakāinga. Before I explore those perspectives, however, it is important to
understand the Trust’s activities and foci as they have developed over time.
Part II of this chapter: ‘Imagining papakāinga in Oromahoe’ explores how the
Oromahoe Trust has addressed the concept of papakāinga since the late 1990s. It
outlines trustee and shareholder perspectives toward papakāinga development in
Oromahoe as reflected in the annual general meeting (AGM) minutes. It reviews a
1999 papakāinga feasibility study completed by the Trust, followed by an
examination of the most recent attempt of the Trust at progressing papakāinga
development in Oromahoe via a 2016 Joint Venture Waitangi Te Tii B3 and
Oromahoe Trust papakāinga proposal. It then examines Rankin-Kawharu’s 1990s
research on Oromahoe in an attempt to address almost a century of Māori land
administration issues as a result of generations of succession and the Crown’s taking
of land in the 1960s.
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Part I: Oromahoe community
Oromahoe today is a small inland settlement straddling one of the main highway
routes in Northland - State Highway 10. It sits central to eight townships in the region
including Kerikeri, Waitangi, Paihia, Kawakawa, Moerewa and Kaikohe. Oromahoe
is not nearly as well-known as these towns and is only made visible from the road
today by the wooden-sign of the Oromahoe Primary School and the Mahoe Cheese
factory. To locals, Oromahoe is perhaps more recognisable by the signature volcanicstone walls that border State Highway 10 and frame many of the paddocks within
(Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 34). Rankin-Kawharu describes:
…the stone walls that are the result of days and weeks that were spent
carefully making patchwork out of the landscape. The collecting of
rocks, one by one from surrounds and building dozens of stone walls has
cemented memories of Oromahoe in the minds of many. The aged walls
are testimony to collective effort and the building blocks of community
essence, past and present [...] it is beyond the walls where Oromahoe’s
history and depths of northern spirit lie, in the lands and in its people.
(2002, p. 34)
These same stones are geological reminders and tangible connections to the wider
volcanic landscape and ancestral pā, Pouerua. They are reminiscent of the hapū-built
stone-rowed garden system below the pā that assisted with the growth of crucial
staples such as kūmara. Such stone-rows were relocated, built-up and repurposed as
walls to frame paddocks, that kept cows from wandering onto highways.

152

Figure 31. Map of Bay of Islands and central Northland (Oromahoe circled) (http://www.topomap.co.nz/).

Oromahoe People
The Oromahoe marae fronts the papakāinga, bordered by its historic church and
cemetery. Further up the dusty metalled Porotu Road, are a collection of houses
trapped in an era of 1950s weatherboards, wandering pā dogs and rusting cars. Most
of the hapū residents occupy houses on Porotu Road while a small cluster of families
live about a kilometre away further south-east along State Highway 10. Other
Oromahoe families live on the fringes of the Oromahoe land blocks or in nearby
towns. The majority, however, live further away in cities such as Whangārei,
Auckland and beyond; a cross-generational consequence of mid-20th-century urban
migrations (see Chapter Two for further discussion on urban shifts, p. 75). It is
difficult to estimate the community’s descendant population (resident and nonresident) as there is no formal (government) census count at micro hapū level, or no
hapu administrative entity that would otherwise keep some account of its community.
Instead, there is the marae committee and the Oromahoe land trust. An indicative
estimate, based on the Oromahoe Trust ownership schedule, lists 1301 owners.
Approximately 19 houses belong to the Oromahoe papakāinga, with approximately 30
to 50 resident individuals, suggesting a resident population of well under five percent.
This estimate is also only that, as the Trust’s ownership list is not up to date and has
an unknown number of deceased individuals and unsucceded interests. Yet, despite
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these discrepancies, the more important point is that the resident population at
Oromahoe today is by far a minority of the wider descendant community.

Figure 32. Approximate housing areas of Oromahoe papakāinga (Northland 0.4m Rural Aerial Photos (2014-16);
Land Information NZ).

Figure 33. Rusting cars of the Oromahoe papakāinga. Image courtesy Krzysztof Pfeiffer, 2009.

The impact of external migration on a small rural community is not inconsiderable.
Renata Tane (2016) recounts the stress on leadership succession and the guidance of
his kuia Mere Atarangi Tane as he was growing up:
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[…] our mother Mere gave us all the necessities of manaakitanga and
aroha. In retrospect, I feel she was grooming me to take a leadership role
with the whānau. We were quite leaderless as a whānau in terms of male
leadership after Wire [Wiremu], her older brother, died. In my younger
years, starting from secondary school, she would always make me stand
to mihi. It did not matter if it was right or wrong, all she knew was I was
speaking Māori. That was where our leadership was. With her. Her
leadership also extended to looking after remaining lands at Oromahoe.
She was the largest land ‘owner’ of land remaining around the
Oromahoe marae. As Moko [Moko Ututaonga; her daughter] says, “She
was always there for anyone.” And that really did extend to the many
dozens of people that came to her home to visit or to stay, or to get ready
for a hui at the marae next door. My niece Merata has said: “Her focus
on manaaki tangata and land is what held us together as a community.”
These might seem straight forward and simple things to do, but they
were very important in light of our history of land loss and people loss,
as many of the community left Oromahoe in search of employment and
other things in the cities. Only a small percentage of the descendants of
Te Tane Haratua and the wider Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa hapū
community have remained living at Oromahoe. (pt. 21)
Oromahoe is home to a mainly aging population, with fewer and fewer youth coming
to the marae at main events like tangihanga. Oromahoe, like many other marae in the
country, is also experiencing a dearth of competent speakers. At any one time, less
than a handful of kaumātua are present to welcome guests and to uphold the customs
associated with death. These are issues identified elsewhere in Northland also (for
example, Toi, 2014; Sadler 2014). Kaikaranga (female leaders who welcomes guests
onto a marae through ritual calls) who have the experience and fine-tuned skills of
kuia (elder stateswomen) calibre are similarly strained. Many from this generation of
leadership serve Oromahoe, Waitangi and other marae in the region whereas in times
gone by, each marae had their own ‘in-house’ kuia and were not so reliant on others.
Similar low capacity issues are seen elsewhere on the marae, not least concerning
expert understandings of the inner workings of the wharekai (dining hall, house of
hospitality) which are similarly held by a few and supported by a limited number of
workers and their adolescent offspring.

Oromahoe Land
The land, as it has remained for generations, is a mix of forestry, scrub, bush and
farms interrupted only by the river Waiāruhe and its tributaries, all of which flow into
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the Waitangi river. Oromahoe’s land-based economy was built on the back of
horticulture and agriculture. Horticulture represented the cornerstone of the hapū
economy beginning with the kūmara gardens tended by hapū beneath Pouerua (as
described in detail in Chapter Three, p. 110). The staple carbohydrate was replaced
with potatoes fields in the early 1800s which offered greater yields for less energy
(Petrie, 2006). The agricultural history of the region also stretches back beyond the
signing of Te Tiriti, to the arrival of the earliest of immigrant settlers in the 1820s.
The nearby Te Waimate Mission house hosted possibly New Zealand’s first
demonstration farm (NZ Landcare Trust, 2014, p. 4).
For most locals today, livelihood (i.e., employment, income and food) is no longer
derived from the Oromahoe landscape. It is, and has been, sought away from the
village since at least the 1940s. Rankin-Kawharu (2002) details the difficulties of
farming the land after the World Wars:
The economics of the time made it increasingly difficult to keep up with
such things as mortgage repayments. Advice from the Māori Affairs
Department field officers, whilst being pertinent to good farming
practice, was not geared to accounting for management of income to
relative debt. When better employment opportunities and income
beckoned, both at the local freezing works and the dairy factory at
Moerewa and at Ohaeawai, and further afield in Auckland, small
holdings were increasingly being left, particularly by the young. In two
instances, families cut their connection altogether in Oromahoe by
selling their holdings to Pākehā farmers [...] As a result of the drift away
from the land, areas that had been in pasture began to show the signs of
neglect. (p. 37-38)
Rankin-Kawharu’s passage reveals the difficulties of caring for, and utilising
ancestral Oromahoe lands during times of economic hardship. Lands in the post-war
period began transitioning back to shrub and gorse overgrowth. Meanwhile, the
blocks were fragmented even further, and a new generation took ownership of
fractions of uneconomic land that proved impractical to farm. As described elsewhere
(I. H. Kawharu, 1977) due to bilineal succession, the number of owners in any given
block of land increased with every passing generation (pp. 89-130; see also Harris,
1997, p. 134). Given these multiple problems and the lack of any effective utilisation
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of land at Oromahoe, a number of owners banded together (incorporated) in the 1960s
to establish the foundations of the Oromahoe Trust.
This next section examines the creation of the Oromahoe Trust as a mechanism to
deal with the multiple economic, administrative, environmental and other concerns
that have hung over the community since the first title investigation in 1904.
Contemporary land tenure in Oromahoe
The Oromahoe Trust is a product of two statutes: the Māori Affairs Act 1953 and the
Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 1993. The former contained four sections of importance
to Oromahoe land:
a) Section 182, the amalgamation of land blocks;
b) Section 137 the compulsory acquisition of uneconomic interests by the
Māori Trustee;
c) Section 151 voluntary sale of uneconomic shares to the Māori Trustee
(also known as live-buying); and,
d) Section 438, which allowed for the creation of land trusts and
incorporations.
I explore each of these in turn.
Section 182: amalgamation
The amalgamation of land blocks and creation of the Oromahoe Trust was a direct
response to local concerns at the state Oromahoe land. While the current form of the
Oromahoe Trust was established in 1990, it was preceded by the incorporation of land
blocks in the 1960s under Section 182 of the Māori Affairs Act 1953. The policy built
on Māori Member of Parliament Āpirana Ngata’s land development schemes of the
1920s to combat the issues of multiply-owned Māori land, introduced in Chapter Two
(p. 72). Amalgamation, it was hoped, would bring Māori land into full production and
bring Māori people into the mainstream (Harris, 1997, p. 133).
On February 8th, 1962, a court hearing was held at the Oromahoe marae with Judge
Gillanders Scott presiding, followed shortly after with another court sitting at

157

Whangarei on May 15th 1962. Gillanders-Scott set out the beginnings of an
amalgamation of several Oromahoe blocks:
The several blocks of Māori freehold or European land owned by Māori,
containing an area of 1932 acres, 2 roods, 10 perches held under
separate titles... an order cancelling the several titles, substituting title of
the whole land... more conveniently/ economically held in common
ownership under one title. (Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 37-38)
This first amalgamation was titled Oromahoe R. Over the next few years, the title
changed with the incorporation of further blocks into the title. From Oromahoe 18R, it
became 18R2 on December 4, 1972. Subsequent changes became 18R2B on 30 July
1975, then to 18R2B2 on 2 September 1976, then to 18R2B2B 21 February 1979,
finally to 18R2B2B2 on 1 October 1984 which is the current title (Rankin-Kawharu,
2002, p. 38; Berghan, 2006).
Despite a developing trend of incorporation of an ever-increasing number of blocks,
several owners, particularly those with individually-titled land blocks, refrained from
the amalgamation scheme, opting instead to maintain their independent farms. They
felt that amalgamation would not be a panacea or an improvement to the status quo.
In fact, amalgamation was viewed by many as no more than a temporary solution. It
was intended that the land could again be subdivided at such time when the land was
successfully developed. The land would be made available by ballot to selected
owners (or their appointees within their own families) who were suitably qualified in
farm management (Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 38).
Section 137: Compulsory acquisition
Section 137 of the Act prevented the court from vesting in any beneficiary any
interest that would constitute an uneconomic share. The trustee could also apply
conversion of title to the Māori Trustee compulsorily, when recommended by the
court, on partition, consolidation, and on ordering a consolidation of title. As a result,
the Māori Trustee acquired 18,683 shares in Oromahoe.
Section 151: Live-buying
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Another characteristic of tenure in Oromahoe was the form of title conversion
commonly known as ‘live-buying’ under Section 151 of the 1953 Act. Live-buying
aimed to reduce the number of owners in Māori land by acquiring the uneconomic
interests. Uneconomic interests were those interests valued at less than £25. The
Crown, through the Māori Trustee, could purchase any Māori land interest with the
owner’s consent. Historian Aroha Harris explains that the live-buying was most
commonly applied in Tai Tokerau district out of all the Māori Land Court Districts.
Harris adds owners who sold their interests this way would often use the money
received from the sale of their shares to assist with new housing, furnishings or
renovations (1997, p. 141).
Throughout Tai Tokerau land was particularly cheap. In extreme cases, they were
valued at only a shilling an acre. The result was that many owners were unable to
assemble £25 worth of interests. This meant a large proportion of owners was simply
struck off the ownership list on purchase. A consequence of removing such large
numbers of owners, from the bigger blocks especially, was that the Crown became a
major shareholder in Maori land (Harris, 1997, p. 145). In tandem, section 151 and
section 445 (live-buying and conversion) meant that the Crown had become the
majority shareholder in Oromahoe. 64,400.233 shares out of 104,552.219 came into
Crown title, leaving only 37 percent in Oromahoe descendant ownership (RankinKawharu, 2002, p. 38).
Oromahoe debt: Land Development Scheme
Oromahoe title conversion sat within a broader context of a country-wide land
development scheme.68 Renata Tane (2016) noted that from the 1960s through to the
1980s it was very difficult to work the land at Oromahoe. Throughout this period,
little assistance was afforded to help Māori farming units to become economically
viable. As a result of the difficulties in getting a farming businesses ‘off the ground’,
the Oromahoe owners handed over primary administration of the consolidated
Oromahoe lands to the Department of Lands and Surveys (‘the Department’).

68

For further information on the lands development scheme, see Basset, 2006; Boast, 2008.
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In its administration, however, the Department incurred significant debt from the
scheme, through the accumulation of operational costs. By the early 1970s, the
amount of debt was more than the value of the property (Basset, 2006, p. 227). In
June 1976, debt against the land totalled $578,581. Ten years later, by July 1986 the
debt had spiked to $761,000 (Basset, 2006, p. 229). That same year, the Board of
Māori Affairs had conveyed to several owners its desire to return control of the land
scheme to them. This represented both an opportunity to have control over the land
returned, but also a major financial burden. To this end, following an arrangement
between Māori Affairs and the Department in December 1986, the scheme’s debt was
reduced to $471,870, again to $410,637 in June 1988 and again to $245,000 in
September 1989 (Basset, 2006, pp. 229, 231). Owners were to have the land
administration returned to them, but also a significant debt. It was a bitter-sweet
situation.
In March 1987, the owners agreed to an interim two-year transition period to transfer
control of the scheme from the Department to Māori Affairs back to the owners.
While this was a major step in returning control of (or mana over) lands to the
Oromahoe community, the Department’s Field Officer of the time, however, raised
concerns over the handing control of the land back with such large debt. Further, the
owners’ understanding was that when control of the land returned to them, the
Department would develop the land and in fact, hand it back debt-free (Basset, 2006,
pp. 229-230). In anticipation to receive the land, the owners engaged with another
prong of the Māori Affairs Act: 438 trusts.
Section 438: the creation of the Trust and return of land
Section 438 provided for the formation of trusts and incorporations. This section gave
administrative shape to the Oromahoe Trust as a land governance entity. Although
Oromahoe land titles had been brought together through amalgamation in the 1960s,
until this time, there had been no entity to oversee the effective utilisation of the land.
While the Department of Lands and Survey was responsible for land administration, it
had little interest to pursue development actively. Little had improved over 20-to-30
years concerning economic development since the amalgamation days of the 1960s.
Section 438 empowered the Māori Land Court to vest any land owned by Māori in a
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trustee or trustees. Thus, by consensus of owners who attended a 1988 annual general
meeting, the amalgamated lands of Oromahoe were to finally come under a 438 Trust
(Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 47).
It took three years (arguably too long a time after the decision of the people at the
1988 hui/meeting), however, for the Oromahoe lands known as 18R2B2B2 to be
returned to owners. On the 10th of August 1990 at Whangarei, the Court vested the
land in David Penney, Jim Taituha, Syd Parata, Herb Ashby, Freda Kawharu (RankinKawharu), Eru Taurua and Manu Wynyard, as the first trustees of the Oromahoe
18R2B2B2 Trust. The purpose of the Trust as outlined in its trust order:
… shall be to provide for the use and management of the land to the best
advantage of the beneficial owners or the better habitation or use by
beneficial owners, to ensure the retention of the land for the present
Maori beneficial owners and their successors, to make provision for any
special needs of the owners as a family group or groups, and to represent
the beneficial owners on all matters relating to the land and to the use
and enjoyment of the facilities associated therewith. (MB 69 WH 319, p.
1)
Despite the Department’s reservations about returning the land to the owners with
considerable debt, it was passed on all the same. In fact, a purchase price of $115,477
was added to the debt to be repaid out of the profits earned on the ‘Crown’s’ shares.
The total debt for the newly formed Trust was then calculated $360,477 (Penney,
2016). As it would happen, while completely unpalatable, the Trust did take on the
debt and paid it off in three years. A major looming question, however, was why the
Trust should have to pay anything when the debt was not of their making (and was
made by the Crown).
To pay for the return of their land seemed wrong. The Trust had to make sacrifices in
respect of its operations, such as not purchasing tractors or other key equipment
(Penney, 2016). Up until this point, contemporary land tenure in Oromahoe had meant
overcoming a history of Maori land alienation, and now it meant having to deal with
this significant mountain of government debt. These challenges were compounded
when the wider context is considered, that is, the economically-deprived region of
Northland, land that had been difficult to work and the lack of financial support. At
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the time of the land title return to the community, alienation and debt were not
properly addressed. However, they came to feature as two key grievances in recent
claims brought to the Waitangi Tribunal (Closing Submissions, 2017; Penney, 2016).
Findings on this matter remain outstanding as the Waitangi Tribunal has not yet
written its report on claims in the region. Despite this very difficult historical and
recent past, the Trust and some lands have survived and remained within community
ownership and management.
Te Ture Whenua Maori Act 1993
Three years after Oromahoe became a 438 trust, yet another restructure occurred via
the Te Ture Whenua Maori Act 1993 (TTWMA93). The first trust (438) was the
result of community initiative, while the second iteration of the trust was the result of
an external, procedural legislative amendment resulting in Oromahoe becoming an
Ahu Whenua trust. Ahu Whenua trusts were designed to better promote the use and
administration of Māori land blocks or general land owned by Māori on behalf of its
owners. The key differences between 438 and Ahu Whenua trusts included giving the
latter additional levels of accountability and protection, an increased level of
beneficiary participation and additional restrictions on alienation (Harris, 1997, p.
151; Boast, 1999). Today, the Oromahoe (Ahu Whenua) Trust also has 1142
shareholders (descendant landowners, as per Māori Land Court records).

The Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust
To summarise this complex history, the Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust was the first time
that a trust entity had been introduced, driven and led from within, that is, by the
Oromahoe community. It took power away from the Crown (i.e. Department of
Survey and Lands) and re-vested it back in the descendants of the land. The hurdles of
previous decades of smaller lands and titles, few successful farms, increasing
difficulties of land use, then Crown administration, could finally be overcome. The
next major focus – one that the community had desired for so long – was to prepare
for good land use for the benefit of its owners. Today, the core business of the Trust is
in sheep and beef farming and forestry. The total landholding is 1008 Ha.
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Trustees of Oromahoe
Trustees and shareholders today are descendants of ancestors who were awarded
shares in 1904 at the Oromahoe Papatupu Block Committee and the amalgamated
land blocks of the 1960s referred to in ‘trust’ terms as ‘beneficial owner’ and their
‘successors’. Primary decision-makers are trustees. The Trust (2006) describes criteria
to be a trustee, election and roles, in its policy and procedure manual, these include:
-

Trustees do not have to be a current shareholder;
Must be present at the AGM to accept nomination;
The Trust must always maintain a maximum of seven trustees and a
minimum of five trustees;
If a trustee resigns before an AGM, unless the chairperson thinks
otherwise, this position shall stay vacant until the next AGM;
A trustee shall not have voting rights until his or her appointment is
confirmed by order of the Maori Land Court;
Trustees will elect the Chairperson and Secretary;
Trustees must attend at least half the trustee meetings held between
AGMs;
New trustees shall undertake a full day induction into roles and
responsibilities; and,
Trustees shall be remunerated for time and expenses, rates decided at a
Trust AGM. (pp. 5-6).

Trustees are elected at Trust annual general meetings on a staggered rotation of three
years. There is no maximum number of terms that a trustee can serve. A characteristic
of the Oromahoe Trust is that many are long-serving (Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 44).
An unofficial practice of the Trust, that is, one not sanctioned in the Trust Order, has
been that the trustees broadly represent the seven key family lines in Oromahoe. The
issue of family representation has been raised regularly at AGMs. One view expressed
was that trustees should be representative of their whānau. However, the present trust
order does not require this and nomination for trustees should consider the ability of
the individual to perform the proper role of trusteeship on behalf of everyone
(Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 1995).
In reality, at the end of a two-year period, a third of the trustees resign and often offer
themselves up for re-election. As of 2016, only one of the original 1990 trustees, Syd
(Hiri Hiri) Parata, remained. Hiri Hiri served as a trustee for 26 years, until his
163

resignation in 2016. Other examples of long-serving original trustees include: Eruera
Taurua who remained as trustee until his passing in 2014 - serving 24 years and Jim
Taituha who served 16 years until his passing in 2006. Freda Rankin-Kawharu, on the
other hand, served a relatively shorter term of eight years, until her resignation in
1998. Māori agribusiness economist Tanira Kingi (2008, p. 139) notes that the
elections of trustees are often controversial as family representation is sometimes
more important than the governance skills of an individual. In some cases, trustee
elections can also reflect the political interests of families keen to maintain control of
the structure (Kingi, 2008, p. 140). The range of professional backgrounds of
Oromahoe trustees have varied including, for example, administration, teaching, law,
police and only one has been a farmer. Many have been, and currently are, retired.
The current Oromahoe trustees represent the second and third generation of trustees in
Oromahoe, many of whom are descendants or children of previous trustees. The
powers afforded to the trustees are outlined in the trust order and the trust order has
remained unchanged since the Trust’s inception in 1990. I now turn to this and how it
has been interpreted and applied as the basis for land administration in Oromahoe
since 1990.
Oromahoe Trust Order: trustee powers and responsibilities
Legal frameworks formalised the collective of owners’ relationship with the land
when the owners imbedded their trust order into their practice. The trust order is the
foundational document that outlines the guidelines, the formal protocols, the structure,
trustee powers, obligations and basic functions. Simply put, the primary purpose of
the trust order is to guide the behaviour of Oromahoe land decision-makers, i.e. the
trustees, for the effective administration of Oromahoe land on behalf of all beneficial
owners. The order sets out the trustees’ mandate to operate as if “they were absolute
owners of the land,” provided that they shall not alienate the land by gift or sale.69
Major elements of the Order guiding the powers of the trustees are:

69 This is subject to cases of exchange on the basis of land for land value (effected by a Court Order) or
in settlement pursuant to the Public Works Act or similar statutory authority.
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-

-

-

To permit occupation and enjoyment by owners: use of the land for the
beneficial owners to occupy or enjoy part(s) of the land (having regard to
the comparative shareholdings) and to determine the extent of rentals.
To consent to the erection of dwellings: on the land by beneficial owners
who have been granted a right to occupy by the trustees without partition
of their interest.
To make other special provisions for owners: to alienate by the way of
lease or license to any beneficial owner or to any blood relatives of a
beneficial owner at a reduced rent or otherwise upon terms more
favourable to the lessee than those obtainable on the open market.
To lease or licence: After making such provision for the beneficial
owners’ personal occupation of the land as the trustees think fit to lease or
grant a licence over the whole or any part of parts of the said land.
To enter joint ventures: At the trustees’ discretion to enter into joint
afforestation venture agreements or grants of a forestry right in the nature
of a profit-a-prendre [right of taking].
To farm and afforest: To develop the land for farming agriculture,
horticulture, silviculture or other such development proposed such as
mining.
Establishment and Development of Landscape Park and Tourist
Facility: To promote the development of a Landscape Park and/or Tourist
Facility on the land.
To sell forest produce: To sell any forest products, or any interest in trees
or any relative forestry right in the nature of a profit-a-prendre.
To subdivide: To subdivide the land in any manner permitted by law
To improve: and develop the trust lands and to erect thereon such
buildings fences yards and other constructions or erections of whatsoever
nature.
To employ: To engage employ and dismiss managers, secretaries,
servants, agents, workmen, solicitors, accountants, consultants, surveyors,
engineers, valuers and other professional advisers required.
To promote title improvement projects: though the Maori Land Court
on behalf of the beneficial owners including the amalgamation of titles,
aggregation of owners, the inclusion of any further lands in this trust order,
the exclusion of any lands from this trust order, the variation of this trust
order to increase reduce or otherwise vary the powers hereby given to the
trustees or to bring any other application that might facilitate the operation
of the Trust.
To make General Community payments: by direction of a majority of
beneficial owners present at a general meeting to apply funds for the
maintenance support and development of communal facilities upon or near
the land (including Pa and Marae) or communal schemes (including marae
enterprises and cottage industries) or for general welfare (including
assistance with expense of education of individuals and tangi and tribunal
hui) where in their opinion such facilities schemes or matters have some
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direct or indirect connection or association with the beneficial owners or
any group thereof. (Oromahoe Trust Order, 1990)
In addition to the above-defined powers, trustees carry certain obligations as defined
by the trust order. Beyond the administrative obligation to ‘clear charges’, the trustees
also have a responsibility ‘to protect wāhi tapu’ (restricted sites): “The Trustees shall
safeguard to the best of their ability any graves of Māori people and all historic or
sacred places in or upon the lands for the time being vested in them.”
The trustees are obligated to hold general meetings at least once every year. The
annual meetings are a means of maintaining accountability to the shareholders and
beneficiaries. The meetings are the main, if not only, fora by which the trustees and
farm management deliver financial accounting of operations, discuss constraints,
opportunities, and discuss benefits to shareholders and beneficiaries. The meetings are
also the sole platform by which the beneficiaries can express feedback to the trustees
on the preceding financial year; and any stated directions for the year(s) to follow.
Direction is determined through resolutions, which are voted on by shareholders. The
trustees however, as per the order, “may be guided but not bound by any views
expressed at such a meeting whether embodied in a formal resolution or not”
(Oromahoe Trust Order, 1990). 70 This procedural rule exists largely to protect the
Trust from being required to respond to unrealistic requests from owners.
Nevertheless, the Trust is, however, generally receptive to feedback from owners and
takes all comments on board, whether positive or critical (trustee-shareholder
engagement is discussed further below), but the extent to which it responds to
shareholder views and aspirations is mixed.
Direction of the Oromahoe Trust
In addition to the trust order, since 2009 the Trust has operated according to their
farm plan (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2009b). The 2009 farm plan outlines the
Trust mission statement. It reads: “Be effective guardian of the assets of the

Provided if they decline to act upon a resolution passed by beneficial owners representing not less
than 50% of the total shareholding, whether in person or by proxy, then the trustees shall apply to the
Court for directions (Oromahoe Trust Order, 1990).
70
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Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust for the social and economic benefit of the shareholders.”
The Trust objectives are:
-

To maximize the financial return from the Trust’s assets
To maintain a culturally and environmentally sustainable operation
To have policy to provide economic support to beneficiaries
Seek opportunities to grow the Trust’s asset base

The Trust objectives are relatively straight-forward with four key foci: economic,
political, environmental and social. These objectives represent the extent of the
Trust’s long-term vision. Outside of these four foci the Trust’s direction is somewhat
short-term in its scope as evidenced by the utilisation of ‘five-year plans’. The fiveyear plan accounts for activities and development of priorities at five-year intervals.
According to Trust (2009b) farm plan, five-year plans are:
… essentially a wish list with targets to aim at on an annual basis over
the period and provides direction in achieving the goals of the Trust. The
ability of the targets to be met may be affected by external factors such
as climate, international markets and exchange rate movements. The
plan is a framework that can be adjusted to take into account changes in
the operating environment. (p. 6)
The focus of the most recent five-year plan was the introduction of more sustainable
operations and include a “continuation of our environmental strategy, new water
reticulation systems to remove stock from waterways, fencing of waterways, new
stockyards, pasture improvement and subdivision of paddocks” (Oromahoe
18R2B2B2 Trust, 2015). Recent years has seen a growing momentum to develop the
strategic direction for the Trust. It is envisioned the development of a strategic plan
will provide overarching mid and long-term goals and underlying principles to guide
trustee decision-making.
Interpretation and application of trust order: The operations of the Trust
The powers outlined above are broad in scope and allow for varied activities on
Oromahoe Trust lands. Within the trust order framework, the Oromahoe trustees
exercise most of its defined powers to some degree. The primary means by which
trustees have exercised their powers has been in the overseeing a farming operation.
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While farms in Oromahoe began in dairy, meat (sheep and beef) production has long
been the mainstay of the Trust business (Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 37). Along with
the control of land and its debt, the Trust also inherited the Department of Land and
Surveys farming business and have continued it ever since.
Oromahoe has progressed its farming portfolio whilst aiming for continued
improvement in farm practice and in providing returns to shareholders and owners.
The Trust has taken various approaches to improvement and innovation depending on
resources, skills and interests. In more recent years, the Trust has added forestry to its
portfolio. Not much has changed since 2009, save for increases in land committed to
forestry. Today, the Trust hosts 140 hectares in native bush, 136 hectares as wetlands
(Kingi, West and Journeaux, 2015, p. 8) and 38 hectares in a commercial forestry of
pine trees.71 The nature of Oromahoe Trust land use in 2009 is represented in the
following chart.

Oromahoe Trust land use in 2009
2%

7%

Pasture

13%

Commercial plantation
Wetlands, waterways and
swamps

8%

Roads, tracks, buildings, yards
70%
Native forestry

Figure 34. Oromahoe Trust land use in 2009 (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2009).

Until 2017, the Oromahoe Trust managed two properties with a land base of over 1,
351 hectares predominantly in Māori title. The main ‘home’ property in Oromahoe
comprises 1,079 hectares and a smaller property at Waimatenui (approximately 54 km

71

Pinus radiata
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southwest of Oromahoe) consisted of 314 hectares in general title purchased in 1996
(Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2009, p. 5). The Trust has added general title land
parcels in recent years (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2009, p. 5). The two farms
operated as separate entities and were treated separately in terms of physical and
natural resources, performance and potential, while taking advantage of efficiencies
by sharing administrative and farming operational costs (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust,
2009, p. 9). In mid-2017, Waimatenui was sold as the trustees desired to consolidate
land holdings around Oromahoe for ease of operations (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust,
2016). Despite this sale, the Oromahoe Trust farm still represents one of the larger
farming operations in the Northland region, managing around 900 cattle and 1200
ewes, with revenue from farming averaging between $1.1million to $1.3million per
annum. Revenue from its forestry business is accounted for on a 25-year basis. The
Trust is yet to process any of its forestry. The Trust’s asset base is now valued at
approximately $10.3 million (Oromahoe Trust, 2016).
Oromahoe Trust farm operations
The Oromahoe Trust farmland features areas from flat-to-easy rolling country with
heavy soils, to free draining volcanic flats bordered by steep hills. The lands produce
dense pastures of the deeper rooting species chicory (Cichorium intybus), plantain
and clover varieties. These plant combinations contribute to nutrient cycling within
the upper soils and provide a degree of drought protection during the summer months
(Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2009, p. 5; NZ Landcare Trust, 2014, p. 20). The
Oromahoe Trust farm has had stable and long-term management by farmer Ian
Gadsby over a 25-year period.
Oromahoe Trust farming operations are based on finishing cattle (i.e. getting them to
prime condition for slaughter), breeding and finishing lambs and ewes.72 Trust farm
revenue is also supplemented by wool sales from sheep. Over the years, the Trust has
benefited from expert farming advice and expert farm management which has enabled

The cattle are predominantly bulls and steers, purchased as store (calves) and finished at one and two
years for supply to the local meat processor. The finishing sheep stock are comprised of mixed sex
lambs, two tooth ewes, under five year ewes, ewe hogget (1-2 years), cull ewes (ewes no longer
suitable for breeding) and to a lesser extent, rams (Oromahoe Trust, 2016).
72
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it to develop innovative farm practices and improve returns. One example is the
introduction of the techno-grazing scheme to its operations, which systematises the
rotation of stock grazing through the subdivision of paddocks into cells.73
Daily and strategic decision-making over farm operation largely rests primarily with
the farm manager with the support of paid consultants (farm and forestry). The farm
manager provides bi-monthly reports to trustees for feedback and endorsement.
Amongst other matters, trustees manage cash flows, insurances, leases, employment
matters. Trustees are generally removed from the minutiae of farm decision-making.
Feedback from shareholders is only sought on matters of significance regarding
governance, process and significant purchases.
As stated above, sheep and beef have been the mainstay to Trust business for the
greater part of 27 years. Irrespective of market demand, the Oromahoe Trust
continues to run sheep and beef, perhaps because that is what they have always done.
Their persistence continues despite continual shareholder appeals over many years for
diversification in Trust business to dairy, fisheries, tourism, mānuka honey or
horticulture among other industries (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2016; 2014; 2008;
2005; 2004; 2003). While the Trust has responded to these requests and undertaken
studies into such opportunities, it has generally resolved “that farming is to remain the
core focus of the Trust’s operation in the medium to long term” (Oromahoe
18R2B2B2 Trust, 2005). Further, trustees noted that they “are required to be
conservative when using Trust assets,” and the Trustees are “not willing to expose the
Trust farm as collateral” to kick start any new ventures (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust,
2005). Yet if the trustees so decided, they could extend current land use into
diversified uses including for tourism (via ‘a landscape park or tourist facility on the
land’) and for housing which are provided for in their trust deed as noted. I discuss
housing ideas in more detail below (see under sub-headings ‘Housing’ and ‘2.
Imagining Papakāinga’) and in following chapters.

Stock graze in a cell for two days before being moved to the next cell. The scheme improves
efficiency, sustainability and profitability of the land and at the same time reduces pasture (soil)
compaction, labour output of staff, and regeneration time of grasses (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust,
2016; 2015; Kiwitech International Limited, 2016).
73
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Decisions against diversification made in 2004 would also be used as a rationale not
to diversify in the future. For example, in 2013, following an AGM resolution to
“investigate other land use options and report back to shareholders at next AGM”,
trustees responded that it was “best to stick with what we know and do not want to
diversify.” The trustees added they “spent considerable resources 10 years ago to
reach this conclusion” (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2014; 2015). Shareholders’
persistence on the matter of diversification continued in 2015 and the Trust was once
again asked whether it had considered it. Trustees responded that it “has been and no
projects are being considered at the moment. [However, the Trust is] [a]lways open to
suggestions” (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2014; 2015). Despite the Trust’s apparent
openness, nothing has been pursued. Indeed, the Trust has in fact ignored
shareholder’s pleas to properly investigate alternatives into land use, justifying its
stance on work undertaken many years ago (likely in response to circumstances of
that time).
The adversity to risk and diversification is not unique to Oromahoe. Māori land trusts
and incorporations are being challenged to develop, grow and diversify, all the while
considering: the rights of landowners; uncertainty about their legal capacity; the rights
of minor shareholders relative to major shareholders; the lack of business experience
among elected members and trustees; and difficulties in accessing credit (Kingi, 2008,
pp. 142-144; Maori Land Tenure Review Group, 2006; ANZ Bank, 2014). Until
recently, the Trust has conservatively chosen to focus growth and innovation around
already established outputs. However, views are beginning to change within the
current trustee group, partly reflective of new personnel and their input. This has
resulted in, for example, an increasing awareness and concern for environmental
degradation issues affecting waterways, a concern to protect remaining native forest,
and a desire to better respond to shareholder interests.
Environment and water
Despite recent intensification efforts which run counter to the Oromahoe trust order,
the Trust, at least symbolically, has embraced its kaitiakitanga or trusteeship
responsibilities seriously. In 2004, it developed an environmental policy which
effectively recognised that the farming operation should be sustainable, and that
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wetlands, waterways and native flora and fauna protected and enhanced. In terms of
water management, the Trust farm utilises several kilometres of streams, wetlands,
swamp areas and dams to assist irrigation. Increasingly, water is provided from a
reticulated supply as part of a programme to improve stock growth and stop them
from polluting natural water sources, wetlands and dams (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2
Trust, 2009, p. 16).74 Despite these efforts, stock still access surface water in several
areas namely swamps and gullies. In the past, the Trust (2009, p. 16) has assured
shareholders that there are no significant point sources of discharge or contamination
of waterways.
In the long-term, however, the goal is to have all watercourses and major wetland
areas fenced and planted to protect them from livestock (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust,
2009, p. 28). Protecting water quality is an important and specific Trust focus. A
guiding rationale is to create buffer zones along waterways that can filter nutrients
and sediment from surface and ground-water prior to it reaching the waterways.
Additionally, the regeneration and planting of native flora will encourage native
species in streams and wetlands and provide habitats for native birds and eels
(Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2009, p. 28).
While the Oromahoe farming practices have not had major impacts on wider regional
waterways, farming more generally has affected water quality of the intersecting
streams and rivers. Water quality is monitored by The Northland Regional Council.
On-going tests have indicated high turbidity (a measure of sedimentation), the
presence of bacteria (E. coli) and nutrients (primarily nitrate-nitrite nitrogen) in the
Waitangi River. Additional studies into the relationship between soil erosion and
sedimentation more generally in the region have also revealed that past and present
land uses are negatively impacting upon the water health of the Bay of Islands (NZ
Landcare Trust, 2014, p. 6).
In response to the growing concerns over water quality in the Bay of Islands, local
farmers, including the Oromahoe Trust, met in 2009 seeking to become more
74 The farm operates two main lines, pumps and storage tanks installed for gravity feed (pipe systems
that deliver water to troughs using gravity).
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proactive in land and water management of the Waitangi catchment (Figure 35 below
for a map of Waitangi catchment). The New Zealand Landcare Trust (2014) described
Waitangi catchment as:
Originating just east of Lake Omapere, the river is 37 km long and
drains a catchment of 30,000 ha. Grassland accounts for 68% of the land
cover with pastoral farming (beef, sheep and dairy) the main form of
activity. The catchment also includes forest cover hosting populations of
kiwi. The river is fed by several waterbodies including Lake Owhareiti,
the Waiaruhe River and numerous smaller tributaries. (p.4)

Figure 35. Waitangi River catchment. Oromahoe circled (NZ Landcare Trust, 2014, pp. 4-5).

In 2012, the six farming operations (including the Oromahoe Trust), supported by the
New Zealand Landcare Trust, sought to understand and improve the impacts of
farming operations on the Waitangi catchment. The collaborative efforts with regional
farmers has enabled the Trust to build on its environmental strategy to clean up
streams more generally as well as control pests in the native bush areas (Oromahoe
Trust, 2016; 2015; NZ Landcare Trust, 2014). In addition to the above waterway
fencing and planting initiatives, affected streams are also being cleared of willows as
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required. The wide vegetated gullies play a key role in filtering runoff and preventing
soil erosion, nutrient loss, and limits pathogens from entering waterways (NZ
Landcare Trust, 2014, pp. 20-21). To offset costs, the Trust has successfully applied
to the Northland Regional Council’s Environment Fund, gaining financial assistance
for fencing.
Forestry
As mentioned above, the Trust has minor forestry holdings split between native bush
(140 hectares), wetlands (136 hectares) and commercial plantations of pine (38
hectares) (Kingi, West and Journeaux, 2015, p. 8). The commercial trees are situated
over three blocks. Most were planted on more marginal land (harder podsolised clay)
in 1994 and following harvest in 1997/8. Current modelling identifies one of its
forestry blocks ready for harvesting in 2023 and the other block in 2028 (Nesbit,
2016; Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2009, p. 17).
In the meantime, the Trust is investigating the New Zealand Emissions Trading
Scheme (NZETS) where carbon trading could become a potential revenue stream.75
According to Trust research, carbon trading has seen a 300 percent increase on the
2015 price of $6.80 to $18.80 per tonne at 2017. This would equate to a return of
about $200.00 per hectare per year for newly established forestry blocks on
Oromahoe land (Nesbit, 2016). The NZETS was only introduced in 2008 and current
Trust thinking would have to change if carbon trading is to become an option as their
commercial plantation has so far only been considered as a source for timber revenue
(Nesbit, 2016).
Beyond the potential financial return of carbon trading, the Oromahoe Trust has
engaged in research on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The research explored the
potential to both reduce carbon emissions of the farming operations (i.e. fertilisers),
and offset emissions with strategic forestry planting. A 2013 review of the fertiliser

NZETS taxes greenhouse gas emissions and provides financial incentive for businesses to reduce
emissions and plant forests to absorb carbon dioxide. In terms of trading, one emission unit represents
one metric tonne of carbon dioxide, or the equivalent of any other greenhouse gas (carbon dioxide
equivalent) (MFE, 2016).
75
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regime found that the Trust was not providing adequate soil health and pasture quality
on its farm. Its consultant Malcolm McCallum (2016) states that:
This was evident in weak and declining clover content in pastures,
shallow rooting and general unhealthy appearance. This may have been
the result of climatic influences, pests such as clover root weevil and
other factors[…](n.p)
The result was more intensive soil tests and a move to a customised fertiliser regime
paying more attention to trace elements and a balanced nutrient programme. This has
been utilised since spring 2014. McCallum (2016) continues:
On becoming a focus farm in the Green House Gas (GHG) Mitigation
on Maori Farms project, it became apparent that the higher quality
pasture would have an impact on GHG emissions through efficiency of
nitrogen use (reduced nitrogen emissions in urine), more efficient food
conversion (reducing methane emissions) together with possible carbon
sequestration in the soil. (n.p)
The findings of the study also revealed that the Trust could operate at a ‘carbon
neutral’ level if a further 53 hectares was planted in trees (Kingi, West and Journeaux,
2015, p. 47). In subsequent discussions with the trustees, while there was an interest
in reducing GHG emissions, they were hesitant to do this at any significant cost to
profitability (Kingi, West and Journeaux, 2015, p. 47). Beyond the responsibility to
environment/climate, the question for trustees and farm management was whether
there is an appetite for, and margins to be made, in selling ‘carbon neutral sheep and
beef’. Additionally, there is also a consideration as to the nature of forestry to be
planted. In recent years, Oromahoe trustees and owners alike have expressed a
growing interest in departing from the ‘traditional’ pine forestry and expanding on
their native/indigenous forestry (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2016; 2015; 2014).
Ongoing research seeks to understand the carbon absorption (sequestration) rates of
native forestry, growth rate to maturation and the feasibility of a native forestry
market (Kimberly, Bergin & Beets, 2014). One tree species that appeals to the
Oromahoe Trust is mānuka (Leptospermum scoparium) in light of the current high
returns being yielded in the mānuka honey industry (discussed further in Chapter Six,
p. 255) (Nesbit, 2016; Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2016).
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Social Returns: Distribution Policy
The Trust provides social and economic returns to its shareholders by operating a
sustainable and profitable farming enterprise. To this end, the Trust sets aside ten
percent of annual net profit for the promotion of health education, social, cultural and
economic welfare among registered shareholders or their immediate family
(Oromahoe Trust, 2016). This is achieved through a grants distribution scheme. There
are two categories of grants: ‘education’ and ‘over-60s’. Education grants are again
split into tertiary and ‘school’ (secondary, intermediate and primary). There are also
two tiers of tertiary grant: $2000 for shareholder who hold 26 shares or more, and
$500 for those who hold 25 shares or less. The over-60s-grants are modest in
comparison. Over-60s-grants are determined by three tiers of shareholdings: small
shares (1-25) at $50, medium shares (26-149) at $150, and large shares (150 plus) at
$300. The aim of the grants distribution scheme is to raise the socio-economic
position of beneficiaries through education, higher education and better social support
(for example, health) for elders.
The Trust has also offered scholarships to beneficiaries to study or train in farm
management and farm skills. The intention is to recruit kin-connected staff and
provide opportunities for Oromahoe descendants to be directly involved with the
Oromahoe landscape. While the current farm manager has built the Trust asset base
significantly, expertise of farm management has remained isolated from the
Oromahoe descendants. It is also hoped that the training will build capacity within the
Oromahoe community, which might lead to senior kin-connected farm management
of Oromahoe resources. Since the scholarship has been on offer (January 2009) there
has been limited uptake by Oromahoe descendants (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust,
2009, p. 29).
Shareholders have raised several issues concerning the distributions policy of the
trust. It was a major focus of two Trust-led wānanga in mid-2017 while the Trust also
reviewed its Trust order with shareholders. The wānanga represented the first
collaborative exercise with shareholders on governance and related issues since it
became an Ahu Whenua Trust in 1993. I deal with governance matters separately
below (‘Governance in review’), including examining the distributions policy further.
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Housing
Another means by which the Trust has previously delivered benefit to its shareholders
and beneficiaries is through housing development. While the ‘erection of dwellings’
features in the trust order, it is not currently an active part of the Oromahoe Trust
strategic direction, five-year plan or investment focus.76 The topic of housing
development is a central theme of this research and I return to it in more detail in Part
II of this chapter and in the following two chapters.
Governance in review
What has been discussed so far is an overview of contemporary land tenure in
Oromahoe as expressed by the Oromahoe Trust. It has also outlined the
constitutionally-defined role of the trustees in the form of the Oromahoe Trust Order.
The current trust order has guided the Trust’s practises for the greater part of 27 years
without any critical review. While farming (and forestry) has continued over the years
relatively successfully, shareholders have not always been satisfied with governance,
especially decision-making. The voicing of dissatisfaction with governance processes
is a perennial concern raised at most Oromahoe Trust AGMs. Issues include the
trustee election process, voting, notice of upcoming meetings, whānau representation,
the status of ancestral lands versus capital investment lands, trust order objectives,
distributions policy, Trust structure and its business operations. Freda RankinKawharu captured some of these issues in her research investigation into whakapapa,
land alienation and succession in the 1990s. In regards to shareholder voting, RankinKawharu (2002) writes:
Voting usually takes place by a show of hands, but the option available
to owners where ten or more call for a poll can be used. This can be a
particularly powerful tool by those larger shareholders as voting is done
according to share size. The first option is more democratic and reflects
tradition whereas the second option is less about ‘one person, one vote’,
76

It is believed by some trustees and shareholders that, in the 1980s, Trust provided land for the
building of several houses under the Māori Affairs schemes mentioned above. The current situation is
that the same few families have occupied the small number of houses since they were first built. The
original details of the arrangement that has allowed for this occupation are scarce. On further
investigation there was a petition order of Oromahoe sections 18A through to 18O, each into single
individual title made on 05 June 1963, at the same time 18R Trust block was constituted Under Maori
Trustee from the residue/remaining land (MB: CT 58B/687 see www.māorilandonline.govt.nz). What
this does highlight, however, is that the Trust’s investment in housing represents an interest in serving
the kin-community through papakāinga development.
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but some would argue that it too reflects tradition where custodial rights
over land were not necessarily equal. A crucial difference, however,
from customary processes is the way in which ownership is determined,
not by customary responsibilities in upholding ahi kā, or continued
service to community affairs, but by the non-customary, legal process of
establishing ownership through wills or intestate estates. Some family
members may be descendants in the land and, therefore entitled to
interests like any other, but may have no shareholding interests. In other
words, they continue to have customary and moral rights in the land, but
not legal rights. Of course those who do have shareholding interests,
their rights are proportionate to their share size. Legally, therefore they
have greater rights than those with smaller shareholding, let alone those
with no legal rights interests at all. This difference in rights may be
demonstrated between close relatives, if not also between siblings. Share
voting allows great lobbying powers by a minority. It, therefore, gives
individuals with proxies of larger shareholders substantial powers. (p.
44)
This reality of proxy voting powers based on shareholding size, versus show of hands
of those present at AGM is not peculiar to the Oromahoe Trust and is replicated
throughout New Zealand.77 Issues with the trust order and distribution policy came to
the fore when the Trust hosted a wānanga/workshop in March 2017 to capture
shareholder perspectives on the above matters. As it happened, the six-hour trusteeshareholder wānanga proved not nearly long enough to address years of frustration,
concerns and unrealised aspirations. The trust order, the distribution policy and
indeed, other issues relating to land use were discussed vigorously. It was agreed
finally that two subcommittees would be established to review the existing trust order
and distribution policy. The Trust held a second wānanga in June – again on the
Oromahoe marae – where its purpose was two-fold: 1. To report back on their reviews
and 2. To further capture shareholder perspectives of the trust order and distribution
policy (see Appendix F for ‘distribution policy report’). The trust order subcommittee
offered a report on a strength, weakness, opportunity, threat (SWOT) analysis of the
trust order. Key points from their report are outlined in the table below:

77

See Kingi 2008, p. 142, for further discussion on share-proportionate powers in Māori land trusts.

178

STRENGTHS
-

-

-

WEAKNESSES

Served the Trust for the greater
part of 37 years without major
incident
Allows a
continuation of
Trust operations
and
governances
Possesses some
relevant clauses
that may be
carried over
into the next
Trust Order.

-

-

Outdated
Limits opportunity
of diversifying
business model
Lacks
acknowledgement
to the foundations
of Oromahoe land
tenure
Does not outline
current Trust
responsibilities and
duties
Does not delineate
status of land
(whenua
tupuna/corpus land
and capital
investment land)

OPPORTUNITIES
-

Reconnect current-day
descendants with
deceased owners

-

Stock-take of assets,
concerns/aspirations of
current land-owners

-

Formally recognise
wider connections with
genealogically
connected Trusts such
as Waitangi

-

Contemplate
restructuring of Trust

-

Establish Trustee
portfolios

-

Set timeframes on Trust
Order review

-

Develop the objectives
of the Trust in line with
current and future
aspirations

THREATS
-

Limited in its
business scope:
farming/
forestry

-

Not market
conscious

(Oromahoe Trust Order Subcommittee, 2017)
The 35 attendees provided salient perspectives, assisting the Trust to properly identify
its weaknesses and opportunities and confirmed that a change to its constitutional
framework was well overdue. Among other things, key issues raised included:
inadequate voting and election processes; a limited grants distribution policy; a need
to review trustee responsibilities including decision-making processes; the need to
create an independent trustee position; the desire for greater environmental
responsibility; a need to assess risks to ancestral land; the need for a structural review
of the Trust (including the creation of a charitable/social arm and a commercial arm);
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the need for an improved communication strategy; and the need for a formalised
relationship between the Trust and Oromahoe marae. Clearly there were several
concerns about Trust operations, but these also represent opportunities. Not all of
these issues were able to be fully addressed at the wānanga, but grants distribution
was one particular issue that was vigorously discussed.

Figure 36. Oromahoe Trust Wānanga 17 June 2017 (trust order and distributions policy).

The distribution policy has remained unchanged since its introduction. Freda RankinKawharu (2002) raised the issue of share-based distributions to owners in late 1990s:
The issue of rights determined by share also applies in respect of grants,
and these are allocated according to the number of shares and individual
has. While the priority for the Trust has been to develop enough capital
so as to be able to offer education grants to shareholders, the issue of
shares determining political and economic rights is not accepted by all.
Trustees and shareholders will debate this issue for some time yet. (p.
45)
As if to pre-empt the issues to face the Oromahoe Trust for the next 20 years, RankinKawharu succinctly outlines an underlying concern of equity amongst shareholders.
This is a point frequently raised at meetings over the years, but is only now being
critically reviewed by the Trust. So, in response to concerns raised by owners at
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numerous AGM meetings, the temporarily established Oromahoe Trust Distribution
Policy Subcommittee (2017) mooted seven questions to address:
1. Should the payment of dividends (usually a cash payment) to shareholders
replace the current system of grants and does the Trust set aside sufficient
cash reserves (as provided for under Section 20 of the Trust order) to
support general community needs?
2. Should the tiered system for general grants continue or should there be
parity amongst all shareholders,
3. Are shareholders disadvantaged where shares are held in whanau trusts?
Ability to access only one general grant per year,
4. Should a special grant be considered for marae capital buildings?
5. Should special grants for marae enterprises continue?
6. Should the trust consider a category of grant for hardship and medical
grants?
7. Are the grant applications and administrative processes effectual? (n.p)
It generally falls beyond the scope of this thesis to detail the discussions resting
behind the subcommittee’s recommendations, reflecting shareholder/owner
perspectives, but I will address some of the questions concerning shares. The
committee recommended that the Trust could create a charitable arm to manage its
operations better. A charitable trust would be independent of shareholdings, and
therefore be free to deliver grants of values not determined by the number of shares.
Calls to create a charitable arm of the Trust are not new, and have been in response to
the administration of grants (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 1998; 2000; 2001).
Currently, all descendants are required to pay tax on any education grants received.
Furthermore, the grants do not reflect the Trust-recipient diaspora who are not
required to demonstrate kin-accountability in terms of kinship and associated
‘responsibilities’ to the community. In other words, individuals may receive education
funding from the Trust, but have no incentive to engage, make themselves
accountable or give anything in return to the Oromahoe Trust or community. A key
interest expressed by shareholders was to build relationships with grant recipients
(Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2016). Thus, the intention behind a change in the
distribution policy was to explore opportunities that might entice recipients to bring
their skills back into Oromahoe. If adopted, this recommendation represents a
significant opportunity to rebuild the Trust’s knowledge and skill-base.
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While the Trust’s distribution policy has been a major issue for shareholders and
trustees alike over many years, another central social issue frequently raised concerns
papakāinga development. I now explore this in more detail.
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Part II: Imagining papakāinga: Oromahoe Trust perspectives
The Oromahoe Trust has recognised the importance of papakāinga development since
at least 1990 when its trust order was developed (see ‘Oromahoe Trust Order’, p. 162
above). Being the only land entity in Oromahoe, it is the sole entity with land and
capital capacity to embark on such a project. As outlined above, “The objects of the
Trust shall be to provide for […] the better habitation or use by beneficial owners” (p.
1).

Oromahoe Trust annual reports 1996-2016 and the Trust papakāinga study
Over the past two decades, shareholders have frequently signalled to the Trust a
desire to create papakāinga in Oromahoe, but no policies have materialised. What
follows is an analysis of this aspiration as captured in the meeting minutes, AGM and
trustee reports year by year (see Appendix G for a table of how papakāinga features in
Oromahoe AGM minutes 1996-2016).
The nature of the information recorded in an AGM is dependent on who kept minutes.
By their very nature, minutes are a non-verbatim account of discussions, statement of
issues and responses considered by meeting attendees. They are not a complete
account of meetings and omit a significant body of discussion. As Kingi (2007)
suggests, this may be because Māori land trust meetings lend themselves to be the
forum for heated debate among attendees, as is sometimes the case at Oromahoe.
Discussions of this nature have not generally been edited or recorded. The level of
detail, therefore, varies from secretary to secretary and year to year.78
Meeting minutes reveals several issues and barriers to the implementation of a
papakāinga. The peak of momentum for the papakāinga development was in 19981999 when the Trust commissioned a feasibility study (Haigh, 1999; Penney, 1999).
This is now discussed.

Available annual records of the Oromahoe Trust date back only as far as 1996. I accessed Trust
AGM reports from my personal collection, my father’s copies, and through the current secretary. While
the records are public, I have omitted names of the trustees and shareholders. It must also be noted that
the minutes of each AGM are published in the following year’s AGM report.
78
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1999 Papakāinga study
In response to growing shareholder and trustee interest in developing a papakāinga
within Oromahoe, attendees at the 1998 AGM resolved that the Trust should
undertake a papakāinga feasibility study on behalf of the owners. In the following
year, Haigh Development Consultants was commissioned to undertake the work. For
the purposes of the study, a papakāinga was taken to mean “a site for Māori owners to
subdivide, build on, occupy, and live communally” (Penney, 1999, p. 3). The aim of
the study was to explore the building of a papakāinga in terms of suitability of a site,
infrastructure, access, land stability, stormwater and effluent disposal,
drainage/flooding and costs (Haigh, 1999, p. 2). Crucially, the study did not include
the building of houses, and instead focused on bringing the land up to a standard on
which shareholders themselves could build.
In consultation with the trustees and the farm manager, the study identified a suitable
area of 10 hectares at the southern end of the Oromahoe land block that fronts State
Highway 10. The area was selected primarily because it was isolated from the main
farm; it had room for expansion; was close to other Oromahoe farms; and drained into
a large wetland (Penney, 1999, p. 3). The area featured gently rolling land that slopes
toward a wetland adjacent to the Patukauae Stream (Haigh, 1999, p. 2). The study
suggested housing areas of around 1000m2 to 1200m2 with a centralised communal
sewage treatment and disposal (Haigh, 1999, p. 4). At this size, the study proposed
building 25 to 30 houses at an average of four people per housing, being a settlement
of approximately 100 people in total.
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Figure 37. Preliminary layout plan of settlement at Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 (Haigh, 1999, p. 9).

Figure 38. Map of proposed papakāinga site (circled) in relation to Oromahoe marae (underlined). (NZ Topo
Map, 2010-2018; http://www.topomap.co.nz/).
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The plan proposed that Oromahoe Trust would provide and maintain governance over
the land, and the interested shareholders would finance the infrastructure costs (utility
development, land preparation, easement, sewage treatment, design and project
management, surveying and legal fees, lighting and council consents) and the
construction of the houses. The development of the collective infrastructure alone was
estimated at $323,500, which was intended to be split between potential residents,
equating to $10,000 to $15,000 per section (Haigh, 1999, p. 10). In addition, the
building of the houses was estimated at costing from $40,000 (for a relocated house)
to $60,000 upwards (for a new house) (Penney, 1999, p. 5).
To gauge the level of support of this project, the Oromahoe Trust sought expressions
of interests from its shareholders. This was sent out to all known addresses of owners
and others who had expressed initial interest. Trustees also actively informed their
own contacts. An estimated 50 forms were sent out. At the Trust AGM in November
that year, the Trust reported back to their shareholders on the feasibility study into
papakāinga development. Disappointingly, no expressions of interest were returned to
the Trust. On reviewing why there was no response, the Trust concluded that the
owners (shareholders) may have underestimated the significant investment involved
in the proposed scheme; funds that neither the Trust nor the owners likely had. It was
stated that the Trust at the time was in a position where it could have initiated the
development, but on a ‘cost-recovery basis and any papakāinga must be self-funding’
(Penney, 1999, p. 8).
To the issue of financing papakāinga, the Trust investigated funding streams with
Housing Corporation, Te Rūnanga ā Iwi o Ngāpuhi (TRAION), the Māori Land
Court, Te Puni Kōkiri and private banks to no avail. It appears that the pursuit of
external funding was left up to shareholders themselves. The Trust considered
findings from the Te Puni Kōkiri report ‘Low Deposit Rural Lending Programme in
Tai Tokerau’ which identified barriers to home ownership, including: interest rates
and increasing loan repayments; difficulties in saving, deposit, legal fees, and
insurance; and the complexities of multiple ownership of Maori land. These barriers
were considered and deemed outside the control of the Oromahoe Trust (Penney,
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1999, p. 4). The Trust’s rationale for not offering loans itself was that it is a
‘successful farming operation and did not generate sufficient funds to accommodate a
large-scale lending policy’. In response to the barriers to home ownership, the Trust
concluded that it was best to continue instead with its distribution policy. The
improved employment prospects of qualified grant recipients were thought as the best
utilisation of trust funds to break down the barriers to home ownership and support
them in accessing low-cost housing (Penney, 1999, p. 8).
Despite years of shareholder interest in the development of an Oromahoe papakāinga,
the trustees concluded that the project should not proceed due to lack of interest from
shareholders, costs involved, the possible effect on farming profits and the availability
of low-cost houses near Oromahoe (Penney, 1999, p. 8). The Trust resolved that if at
any point in the future papakāinga is readdressed, a ‘papakāinga plan needs to be
implemented and published’ (Penney, 1999, p. 8).
Barriers to implementation
Several factors may have contributed to the failure of the Trust’s papakāinga plan.
The first relates to the burden of cost as mentioned. The Trust considered that costs of
establishing a papakāinga was too great. By the Trust’s estimates, inclusive of
infrastructure and house-build costs, a prospective occupant would expect to pay
anywhere between $55 - $75,000 to reside in the new papakāinga, but that cost range
was likely conservative. The Trust suggested that shareholders consider buying cheap
houses in nearby towns and settlements (such as Moerewa, Waitangi, Kawakawa,
Kaikohe, and Ohaeawai) (Penney, 1999, p. 3). It noted that these areas have three
bedroom houses for sale at around $70-90,000, with sections of land also cheap. The
report stated also stated that these nearby towns overlap the boundaries of the hapū of
the shareholders of Oromahoe (for example, Ngāti Rāhiri, Ngāti Kawa, Ngāti Hine,
Ngare Hauata, Matarahurahu) and therefore Oromahoe land owners would have
affiliations to the whenua these towns are built on (Penney, 1999, p. 3).
The Trust’s point of cheaper homes available in nearby towns seems irrelevant, as in
its own estimation, the costs for houses in nearby towns was more expensive than
building in Oromahoe. Nevertheless, shareholder reaction gauged at the 1999 AGM
was that the proposed papakāinga was too expensive. Considering the costs, the Trust
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stated it was prepared to initiate the development, but caveated this by stating that the
Trust must be able to recover its investment (Penney, 1999, p. 4). The Trust never
clarified the level of its contribution, or to what extent it could begin the development.
Instead, the Trust outlined its financial limits, stating “the Trust […] does not generate
sufficient funds to accommodate a large-scale lending policy” (Penney, 1999, p. 5).
The second key barrier to the project was the low level of trustee–shareholder
engagement and communication. The Trust possessed no formal strategy to capture
and respond to shareholder perspectives on the papakāinga project. Communication
was achieved primarily at the Trust AGMs, meaning it would generally take a year to
respond to shareholder questions and concerns about the project. This method of
communication represented the extent of shareholder input in the planning process
and is likely responsible for the frequency of repeated questions over the years. Kingi
(2008, p. 142) notes that annual meetings are generally the main vehicle for
communicating with owners of Māori land. The minutes, do however, record a
request to form a working party to lead an investigation. The working party consisted
of one trustee and five shareholders (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 1998). Despite this
initiative, there is no record of communications between this subcommittee and
shareholders. This seems an extraordinary gap in the process, given its purpose.
Trustee-shareholder engagement is linked to the Trust’s method of gauging and
gaining support for the initiative. The approximate 50 shareholders to whom
expression of interest forms were distributed represents only 3.84 percent of the 1301
plus shareholders in Oromahoe. The limited distribution is reflective of the Oromahoe
Trust’s limited engagement with its shareholders overall. Like many other Māori land
trusts in the country, Oromahoe regularly hosts only a fraction of their shareholders at
its AGMs. Out of the total listed Oromahoe Trust shareholders and the thousands of
unlisted beneficiaries, attendance at AGMs is generally limited to between 30 to 50
people. This lack of attendance highlights not only a significantly limited Trust
outreach to its shareholders, but also that the register of owners is outdated. Indeed, if
an up to date register was held, meetings may be better attended because more
shareholders would be notified of meetings.
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Clarity of Trust communications with shareholders is another point of concern.
Conflicting messages were given to the shareholders. The Trust produced its own
independent mini report after receiving the consultant’s papakāinga report (i.e., by
Haigh 1999), distributed it at the 1999 AGM in hard copy, but did not refer to either
its own report or the Haigh report in the AGM agenda for that year or in the minutes
of that year in the following year. The Trust’s report recommended that:
“Due to lack of interest, papakāinga does not proceed in [the] current
format. If any interested party would like to make changes to the current
format policies, then that person is to undertake the changes and submit
to a Trustees meeting for discussion.” (p. 7)
Despite the recommendation “not to proceed” with the papakāinga, the trustees were
in fact still seeking interest from its shareholders and encouraging shareholders to
review and propose amendments to the “current format policies” (taken to mean the
papakāinga proposal). Again, however, despite the intention, even if confused, the
method of seeking views was not suitable for gaining feedback. There was also no
indication of how the views would be considered in terms of whether any discussion
would occur with any submitter. Not surprisingly, by the following AGM (2000),
papakāinga had dropped off the Trust agenda completely, and there is no record of
any shareholder discussions.
The papakāinga agenda was silent until 2004 when it resurfaced amongst shareholders
who were unaware of the 1999 study and report. At the 2004 AGM, it becomes
apparent that some shareholders were (still) interested in this concept. In response, the
trustees decided that if anyone would like the Trust to reconsider a papakāinga then
they would have to prepare a report for presentation to the trustees (Oromahoe
18R2B2B2 Trust, 2005). This was a similar stance to 1999, one of ‘all care, no
responsibility’. It was also noted by a consultant to the Trust that prices to complete
the subdivision for the papakāinga had significantly increased since the costings in the
report. In the short five-years, the responsibility of leading the initiative had shifted
from the Trust to its shareholders who were now being asked to undertake their own
feasibility and investigations. This was likely beyond their resources and available
skill sets. Ultimately, the Trust received no further shareholder proposals on the
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matter of papakāinga. This is not surprising given the shift of expectations to
shareholders, not least the limited: engagement or discussions; the lack of any
collaborative endeavour; and the vague communication with the wider shareholder
community. The outcome reflects the Trust’s lack of clear meaningful engagement
with shareholder aspirations for papakāinga. The outcome is also reflective of the
Trust’s lack of resources, time and inability to appropriately deal with a matter that
extends beyond its core business of farming. Trustees are either employed full time or
retired, and most do not live at Oromahoe. Therefore, progressing any papakāinga
development would likely require significant investment in trustee capacity and
resources, which remain beyond the Trust’s fiduciary requirements.
A further concern raised in 2004 was the proposed site. The site offered was located
on the southern fringe of Oromahoe Trust land blocks, approximately four kilometres
from the Oromahoe marae and current housing on Porotu Road. The Trust did not
glean any views on whether this was actually a desired location to live. Further
unaddressed questions included:
1. Whether the Trust was prepared to proceed if it received only a handful of
expressions of interest (i.e. if it did not receive a full 25 applicants);
2. Whether the Trust would have been in a better financial position to
contribute more to the papakāinga if it had not purchased a new farm at
Waimatenui for $950,000 in 1996 (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 1997);
and
3. A lack of clarity on what the Trust intended for shareholders who wanted
to on-sell their house, i.e. would infrastructure costs ($10-15,000) be
passed on to the next occupants.
4. A lack of clarity on how shares would affect build and occupancy rights.
79

Many of these issues were signalled by Rankin-Kawharu (2002), around the same
time as the papakāinga study. S/he stated:
Community members have frequently raised the issue of papakāinga
housing at annual general meetings. Any papakāinga policy would
require a range of matters to be decided upon, including preferential
79 Anecdotally, this was a point of contention among attendees at the 1998 AGM, but was not recorded
in the minutes (Renata Tane, 2016, personal comm.).
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housing for shareholders and non-shareholders who are nevertheless
descendants in the land. Not least environmental and resource consent
issues (for example sewage and amenity developments and their effect
on the environment) would need to be considered against the Trust’s
other business, particularly farming. In other words, how should a nonprofit venture like housing be off-set against commercial enterprises?
(pp. 45-46)
Papakāinga is relevant 19 years after first being tabled at the Trust AGM. Some of the
trustees involved then are still on the Trust today and provided me a valuable insight
and perspective on the 1999 reports. These findings are discussed in further detail in
Chapter Five which explores current trustee aspirations on papakāinga. As a final
context to papakāinga development, I turn to one recent joint initiative involving the
Trust.

2016 Joint papakāinga proposal: Waitangi Te Tii B3 Trust and Oromahoe Trust
The most recent attempt at leveraging a concept of papakāinga development in
Oromahoe came from the related Waitangi Te Tii B3 Trust (TTB3). In 2016, TTB3
approached the Oromahoe Trust proposing a joint approach to papakāinga. TTB3’s
proposal emerged amongst wider regional interest in papakāinga.80 TTB3’s proposal
also coat-tailed inspiration from the progress made by the neighbouring Ōmāpere
Taraire E & Rangihamama X3A Ahu Whenua Trust (ORT). ORT participated in
Ngāpuhi Rūnanga workshops on papakāinga and developed a housing plan consisting
of 15 new homes to be built near Kaikohe. In 2015 ORT completed the building of a
pilot house, and in 2016, ORT reported that its papakāinga plans were in the final
stages of completion and had signed a $4.6M contract with Te Puni Kōkiri.
Infrastructure was scheduled to begin in June of the same year subject to building and
resource consent from FNDC (Far North District Council) and Northland Regional
Council (ORT, 2016, n.p.). The ORT papakāinga project has not been without its own

80 In March 2012, TTB3 Trust attended the inaugural Te Matapihi Maori Housing conference in
Waitangi. A resulting initiative was a series of workshops led by Te Rūnanga Ā Iwi o Ngāpuhi based
on the Maori Housing Toolkit, a model had been developed and embraced by various hapū of Western
Bay of Plenty (Sigley & Tane, 2016, n.p; see also Western Bay of Plenty District Council, n.d). The
aim of the workshop was to support the Trust in achieving short and long-term housing aspirations on
the whenua or other Maori Land blocks (Sigley & Tane, 2016, n.p).
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issues. A shareholder of ORT had lodged an application for an injunction against this
project with the Maori land court (ORT, 2016, n.p).81
TTB3 proposed to enter joint development with Oromahoe because of the close
genealogical and historical relationship between Waitangi and Oromahoe. TTB3
trustees explain (Tane & Sigley, 2016):
Historically, Waitangi was a place for gathering and collecting a variety
of food resources in the summer months to take back to the whanau
villages in Oromahoe to store for the long winter periods. The Trust
continues to adopt the same principle in sustainability by creating
Waitangi as the commercial service centre for Ngāti Rāhiri. This will
create employment and training opportunities for whanau effectively
improving their lifestyle and creating a healthier home/community
environment[…]
[…]In keeping with the traditional hapū approach Oromahoe has been
identified as the ideal location to create a residential community for a
mixture of small to large families. The view is to work with our other
whanau trusts who have similar strategic objectives by assisting whanau
into housing. (n.p.)
TTB3’s papakāinga policy embraces customary connections between the two marae
communities. The proposal capitalises on these linkages, with the added potential
benefits of splitting costs between the Trusts, combining resources and strengthening
the kinship relationship between two marae-communities and hapū. These benefits are
also supplemented by TTB3’s Housing Portfolio Vision: ‘To help create better
housing for great well-being, pride and belonging’ (Tane & Sigley, 2016, n.p.). To
date there has been no further progress on this proposal nor official response from
Oromahoe to TTB3.

81 The above papakāinga projects fall under TPKs Social Housing Initiative which supports the
development of housing on Māori land. For TTB3, the housing project required a contribution of up to
25 percent of the total cost of the project. The remaining costs would then be covered by TPK. To
access the first stage of funding, known as the Special Housing Action Zones Fund (SHAZ Fund),
TTB3 were asked to develop a comprehensive housing plan. The workshops described above are
designed to assist with the design and implementation of the plan (Tane & Sigley, 2016, n.p.). The
SHAZ Fund, of $60,000, covers the development of a site suitability plan (for example, geo-tech,
zoning and soil testing); research on land titles; beneficiary consultation costs; administration and
running costs. The second stage of the project relates to a Capability Fund of $100,000. This fund
targets design infrastructure and house designs; beneficiary consultation; planning and resource
consents (Tane & Sigley, 2016, n.p.).
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TTB3 attended all workshops to help identify and minimise barriers and issues for
new housing under a multiple ownership structure. The objective was to create a
housing plan that reviews the existing housing portfolio and identifies a funding
strategy (Te Tii Waitangi B3, 2016, p. 10). In TTB3’s AGM report, the Trust stated
that “Beneficiary housing is a priority with many beneficiaries living in housing
environments that are sub-standard, hence promoting no positive wellbeing and or
pride for whanau” (Te Tii Waitangi B3, 2016, p. 10). The potential challenges are
similarly great, including but not limited to: a lack of clarity on share distribution
between descendants; a limited Trust governance structure; a negative impact on
respective businesses; and a question of title to land (i.e. whether houses are Trust
owned or shareholder owned). What can be said is that, TTB3 appear to be further
advanced in its thinking on papakāinga and housing than its sibling trust at
Oromahoe. The relationship between Waitangi and Oromahoe re-emerges in the
following chapter as a theme of study with Oromahoe trustees.

Reconnecting descendants with tūpuna and land
The struggle for shareholder engagement with the Oromahoe Trust, as demonstrated
in the 1999 papakāinga initiative, usefully highlights the significant difficulties of
developing multiply-owned land. Oromahoe could be seen as an example of the
‘unmitigated disaster’ and ‘unending nightmare’ of Māori land administration
described by I. H. Kawharu in 1977 (p. 37). In the case of Oromahoe (as elsewhere),
the deeper issue of shareholder inequity and out of date register (database) of
shareholders has paralysed the Trust from developing its accountability to
shareholders. Rankin-Kawharu (2002) addressed these issues (referred to variously in
this chapter) which aimed to:
-

Update all share successions;
Assist owner-families to trace their whakapapa (to original land owners in
Oromahoe); and to
Identify all shares acquired under compulsory acquisition by the Crown
(through live-buying). (p. 43)
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Rankin-Kawharu collated and cross-referenced information from Māori Land Court
records, whakapapa charts and the Oromahoe Papatupu Block Committee minute
book, as well as attended meetings and interviewed Oromahoe community members.
Her research was interested in linking three key layers of whakapapa. The first layer
identified several 19th-century leaders, discussed in Chapter Three (p. 129), from
whom descent rights in the land were derived such as Marupo, Te Waihue, Rangiora,
Mahikai, Parangi, Whiorau and Te Kemara (Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 42). Research
also linked tūpuna with a second layer of 20th-century named owners such as Te Tane
Haratua, Haratua Ihimaera, Perepe Komene, Hohaia Tango, Mihaka Hetaraka, Hare
Te Rangi, Wharau Pohe and Hetaraka Manihera. The third component of whakapapa
connected shareholders of the 1980s (and their families) to the preceding two layers
outlining several key families in Oromahoe, for example: Apiata, Ashby, Kiwikiwi,
Penney, Takimoana, Taituha, Tane and Taurua.
Rankin-Kawharu’s research also revealed the owners of shares that were deemed
‘uneconomic’ and compulsorily acquired by the Crown, totalled 18,683 shares (under
section 137 of the Maori Affairs Act 1953, described above). By 1999, these had been
returned, and revested to those 359 shareholders or to their successors. The final part
of her research was interested in identifying the shares which were willingly sold to
the Crown under Section 435 and Section 151 (see ‘live buying’ discussed above)
(totalling 46,506 shares). These shares were similarly returned; however, it was
decided they should not be offered back to the sellers. The shares instead were vested
in the trustees, although through an administrative anomaly, they still appear as vested
or owned by the Crown on the shareholder list (Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 43).82 It
was suggested that any distributions (grants) should be for the benefit of beneficiaries,
perhaps to fund transport for people to hospitals, doctors or other general benefits
(Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 43; Oromahoe 18R2B2B2, 1999).

The issue of ‘Crown’ shares is also noted by the Omapere Taraire E & Rangihamama X3A Ahu
Whenua Trust, which is the closest Māori land trust located nearby to Oromahoe: “Through the decade
of the 1960s voluntary sale of shares to the Crown, compulsory acquisition of uneconomic shares and
legislation of the time led to the Crown becoming the major shareholder in both blocks. The Crown
shareholder is today known as the Maori Trustee. Although the shares removed through compulsory
acquisition have been returned to the original owners free of charge (July 1990), the Trust is yet to
successfully negotiate the return of those shares voluntarily sold to the Maori Trustee”
(http://www.omapere-rangihamama.com/history/)
82
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Rankin-Kawharu’s research project was a significant undertaking for any Māori land
trust, where the issues of succession, live buying and fragmentation are concerned
(Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 43). Time constraints and material availability impacted
upon the ability to complete the research. In her words:
The importance of undertaking research of this kind cannot be
understated. Many Maori who have lived away from, or are out of touch
with, their communities have found comfort in rekindling ancestral links
and learning more about how those places may have relevance for their
lives, even if they know little. The research role I have had has been a
rewarding exercise by playing a part in helping to piece together the
whakapapa and land jigsaw puzzle for a number of descendants in the
land. It had also been rewarding in being able to help fill the trust’s own
extensive information gaps through the research carried out with
descendants. There are benefits of a financial nature, such as in
education grants and other forms of monetary support to those who have
established a link to original owners, and where income-bearing trusts
set up to administer the business of the lands are in a position to offer
assistance…
…Given Oromahoe’s (shareholder) size, the task is great. Oromahoe,
like most trusts, is ill-equipped to fund such a role when a very wide
range of tasks is required to ensure trust businesses are income
generating and profitable, and little or no finance remains for such
projects. Consequently, most work of this nature is done voluntarily, yet
it remains an equally valued part of the Trust’s business. (pp. 43-44)
Rankin-Kawharu’s research set a blueprint for Trust engagement with its shareholders
in terms of identifying who and what exactly is its shareholding. An added outcome
of the project was that interest grew among owners listed in the Trust schedule who
previously had no contact with Oromahoe, but who now wanted to know more about
their people, community and history. It was hoped that the research might be
continued in the future to have a completed and permanent record documented for the
benefit of present and future beneficiaries. Today, due to succession, the Trust
represents an estimated 1301 shareholders in Oromahoe and a descendant-base that is
higher still. Only six percent of the 1301 owners in the Oromahoe Trust have over
100 shares each, representing around 50 percent of the Trusts total asset base. Yet,
despite the research completed, records have not been updated since her time with the
Trust. Given the limited resources, it is for now, near impossible to fully gauge the
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total number of descendants of Oromahoe. Once again, the Trust is faced with
ongoing administrative problems, concerning its shareholder database. It struggles
with developing its business beyond its core focus of farming and forestry and is also
challenged in maintaining open communication and accountability with its
shareholders and wider kin community.
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Chapter Four Conclusion: Oromahoe Trust and Papakāinga
This chapter has canvassed a range of contemporary development issues facing
Oromahoe. The reality is that over a century of Māori land legislation has negatively
impacted upon land affairs in Oromahoe. Three prongs of the Māori Affairs Act 1953
and the Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 1993 have had lasting consequences for those
descended from Oromahoe lands. The current Māori land laws and court structure
hamper the exercise of independence as hapū leaders imagined in signing He
Whakaputanga or believed was being protected in Te Tiriti.83 Nevertheless, Māori
land title reform since the 1960s was designed to combat the issues of multiply-owned
land, bringing Māori land into full production. It could be said that the laws were
perhaps successful. The Trust has built an effective farming business. It is able to
offer ten percent of annual profits on education and elderly grants. It takes active steps
to protect waterways and it is contemplating a carbon neutral farm. In this sense,
Oromahoe has navigated government-defined Māori land laws and overcome being
on the ‘historical backfoot’ described in Chapter Two.
Despite the successes, however, the Trust has not addressed the underlying issue of
cross-generational share-inequity stemming from the individualisation of Māori land
title by the 1904 Papatupu Block Committee. The Trust has also not been able to
maintain an up to date shareholding database. The Trust has lacked the necessary
skills to negotiate a balance between descent (the inherited mana and rights to make
decisions over resources) and kinship (edict of service and manaakitanga to wider
community members) in operational terms. This imbalance continues to constrain the
ability of the Trust to provide effective and equitable support to all its shareholders,
beneficiaries as well as the wider community members. This is reflected in the
Oromahoe Trust’s somewhat outdated trust order, which is only now facing its first
critical review.
Concerns have been regularly highlighted in AGMs especially concerning voting
rights, the Trust’s distribution policy and papakāinga development. A key question

These matters are linked to broader discussions concerning the reform of Te Ture Whenua Maori Act
1993 (for example, see Harvey, 2018) and the place of He Whakaputanga and Te Tiriti o Waitangi in a
New Zealand constitutional transformation (see Jackson and Mutu, 2016, pp. 31-38).
83
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underpinning the lack of progress on these matters is: does the number of shares in
Oromahoe reflect descendants’ rights and benefits or, more critically, does it actually
equate to a ‘quantum of belonging’ to Oromahoe? With regards to rights and benefits,
the answer is an overwhelming ‘yes’. Trust structures tend to prioritise the positions
of shareholders over non-shareholders, or large shareholders over small. Yet,
concerning the concept of belonging, the answer is surely ‘no’. Whakapapa to land is
the fundamental philosophy behind the customary principle of being tangata whenua,
not how many shares an individual has. Yet in Oromahoe’s case, kin-community
members may be descendants in the land and, therefore equally belong to Oromahoe,
but may have little or no shareholding interests. In other words, they continue to have
customary and moral rights in the land, but not legal rights (Rankin-Kawharu, 2002,
p. 44). The disparity of power between large, small and non-shareholders is
significant. Today the shareholder emphasis is now on the right to receive benefit. As
explained by Harris, the Trust concept represents a shift from owning a share in a
piece of land to owning a right to derive benefits from it (Harris, 1997, p. 151).
Since administrative issues have hamstrung the Trust for so long, there is, perhaps,
little wonder as to why there has not been any tangible progress on addressing the
more complex task of papakāinga development. Any successful outcome requires the
Trust to address multi-tiered issues including its structure, its communication with
shareholders, its financial barriers and the need for a workable strategy (including
leadership) on socio-economic development. The Trust is beginning to embark on
these matters. But, given the lack of progress, the Oromahoe community must also
question whether the papakāinga development should in fact be Trust-led, or whether
the Trust is the right vehicle for overcoming longstanding socio-economic challenges
in the area of housing, food and energy. This thesis now turns to the views of current
Oromahoe trustees for their perspectives on these matters as they relate to papakāinga
development.
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Chapter Five: Trustee imaginings of Oromahoe and
papakāinga
The previous chapter canvassed the perspectives and actions of the Oromahoe Trust
in navigating land administration, farm operations, share succession, and papakāinga
development over an approximately thirty-year period. Trustees each carry varying
interests and aspirations for Oromahoe. This chapter is the first component of the
participant-based study of papakāinga in Oromahoe which examines trustee views
today. The key aspirational question underpinning my interviews was, ‘what will
Oromahoe look like in 100 years? As the previous chapter illustrates, a primary
trustee concern is the desire to support the educational aspirations of Oromahoe
descendants. Trustees also express views beyond education on other matters
including: employment, papakāinga, strengthening cultural connections, fulfilling
marae duties, addressing equity issues between shareholders and non-shareholders,
land optimisation, strengthening the connection between the Trust and marae as well
as the connections between the Oromahoe marae and Waitangi.
Part I: ‘Trustee demographics and connections to Oromahoe’ investigates the trustees’
relationships with Oromahoe. It outlines how trustees affiliate with Oromahoe lands,
people, marae and papakāinga. It considers their experiences of Oromahoe, the work
they do within the Trust, and how they approach the concept of papakāinga
development.
Part II: ‘Oromahoe in 100 years’, examines trustees’ perceptions of Oromahoe
beyond their lifetime. It opens by outlining trustee understandings of papakāinga
development. It then looks at key themes such as the contemporary role of the
Oromahoe marae, relationships between Oromahoe and Waitangi, and concerns,
aspirations and development needs in Oromahoe.
Part III: ‘The role of the Oromahoe Trust’ asks trustees to be reflexive of their work
for the Trust in its response to the challenges facing Oromahoe. It describes key
development themes in Oromahoe such as education and employment. This chapter
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concludes with a discussion on trustee perspectives regarding the themes outlined in
Chapter Two (p. 96), namely, housing, energy and food.
I pause briefly here to recall Chapter One’s contextual matters regarding Oromahoe
trustees and reiterate the rationale of interviews with them (see p. 49). Trustees meet
bi-monthly to decide the immediate direction of the Trust and analyse operational and
financial matters of its business. The trustees have generally occupied their positions
for a considerable period. All but three have served for longer than nine years, or
three terms. Over their tenure, they have constinuously observed shifting Trust
dynamics, concerns and interests of the shareholders and beneficiaries from one AGM
cycle to the next. Trustees have overseen key projects, consultations, farm operations,
and numerous meetings. While the identity of the trustees is public information, their
responses to this study are treated with anonymity. The intention here is to focus on
the content of their responses beyond their identities or to which whānau they belong,
or how many shares they hold. In stating this, however, an insider to the Oromahoe
community may indeed be able to identify the trustees based on their perspectives
alone. This was perhaps unavoidable as to maintain complete anonymity would have
required omitting important korero about the nature of trustees relationship with
Oromahoe land and people. Despite this, all trustees involved in the study consented
to being identified.
In no particular order, each trustee is identified from one to seven. Their perspectives
are then structured thematically according to the line of inquiry or trustee responses.
The core research material used is drawn from interviews, which generally lasted
between 35-50 minutes. The resulting responses were comprehensive and nuanced.
Many of these perspectives are also represented as part of long or full quotes, to
acknowledge the mana or authority of each trustee in her/his own right. My role was
to bring each trustee’s narrative and experience to the fore and facilitate the flow of
ideas throughout the various themes.84

84 At times trustee quotes are interjected with my questions or statements. These are represented with
square brackets and italicised text, for example, [When did you step on the Trust?]. The reader will also
note the use of ellipses in full quotes (e.g. […]), these indicate instances where trustee responses may
have focused away from a question, removed personal identifying detail, unrelated material or where I
have joined thematic information.
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Part I: Trustee demographics and connections to Oromahoe
All seven trustees are over the age of 40. Three are over the age of 60. The trustees
are affiliated to Oromahoe hapū while some also connect to other nearby hapū such as
Ngāti Kuri, Ngāti Rēhia and Ngāti Hine. Five out of the seven of the trustees are
male; two are female. The trustees’ physical connection to Oromahoe varied from
trustee to trustee. Six of the trustees live either locally (one trustee), nearby or within
an hour’s drive of Oromahoe (five trustees). The furthest trustee resides in Auckland.
In terms of upbringing, trustees had a variety of engagements with the Oromahoe
landscape. Most trustees are not actually resident in Oromahoe, nor had they lived in
Oromahoe. One that did, however, previously spoke of being brought up in Oromahoe
from the age of eight in evidence given to the Waitangi Tribunal (R. Tane, 2016):
We lived on the [Oromahoe] marae for about a year, until there was a
tangihanga for which the marae needed to be clear. We moved our
things back to the homestead. Some of the whanau helped us to fix the
homestead up so it was fit to live in, using my father’s tools. We farmed
the land, which had 36 dairy cows on it… My brother and I returned to
Oromahoe School, which was also Native School, until we finished
Standard 6 […]. We would walk to school from our mother Mere’s
homestead. In winter, we would step in cow dung to warm our legs up.
When we got home we would have to scrub our legs to get it off, those
were our scrubbing brushes. (pt. 19-22)
Of the majority of trustees that do not live in Oromahoe, some told of returning
regularly throughout her/his lifetime. Trustee 1 recalls that while s/he lived beyond
Oromahoe for most of her/his life, he had walked extensively over the Oromahoe
lands throughout her/his adolescence, and had a short stint living in the community.
He/her maintained connection to Oromahoe through narratives from elders:
No, I wasn’t brought up there... but I have lived in Oromahoe, I lived
with my grandmother for a couple of years at the farm, when I was a
teenager. I’ve walked on that farm in particular right through to
Puketona, the Kirkland’s block, mainly pheasant shooting. I know that
land reasonably well. A lot of it, I’ve seen the progress of that land too,
from when a lot of it was still scrub and so forth. And then I’ve heard
the stories from my uncle and aunties, and dad. (Trustee 1)
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Trustee 5 had very little to do with Oromahoe growing up. Her/his connection was
primarily with neighbouring lands at Otao:
I never had anything to do with Oromahoe. My mother was very oneeyed I guess. She wouldn’t allow us to have anything to do with
Oromahoe. That was Dad’s family…She was basically brought up by
her grandfather and grandmother, whom they had a lot of respect for.
And of course, they learnt a lot of the old ways…We had a very humble
life in Otao […] And still today, no power… there was a little candle,
kerosene lamps, long drops, very, very basic. No running water, no
stored water, we had to go to the creek. Very humble beginnings. And as
I say, perhaps, it reflects in us, as a family…
…My first real contact with Oromahoe was when dad’s youngest
brother died, […] he was 19, I might have been 12-13, that was my first
experience with the Oromahoe marae. And it wasn’t until 1969, or
[19]68 that I saw my first bereaved body. Very scary things. That was
the sheltered and protective life my mum gave. All my language comes
from there, [it] didn’t come from dad, because your language actually
comes from your mother. So, we were lucky, Mum was very fluent, the
whole family was… So, it wasn’t until those days that I started having
more experience with Oromahoe. (Trustee 5)
Despite being located so close to Oromahoe, Trustee 5 described an upbringing
almost entirely removed from it. Similarly, Trustee 6 grew up away, in Tautoro,
roughly 30 kilometres southwest of Oromahoe. S/he remembered very little about
Oromahoe, only that her/his father would travel across to Oromahoe and Waitangi to
visit relatives. Another trustee who grew up in Auckland described her/his regular
return to Oromahoe in the holidays, and how her/his family dynamics (in Oromahoe)
influenced their approach to living away today:
…but you know, growing up as a kid, all my holidays were in
Oromahoe. So, I spent a lot of time during my childhood there. I had
delusions of grandeur of moving up there at some stage but my
particular whanau dynamics, sort of made me realise it probably wasn’t
a healthy place to be. (Trustee 2)
Trustee 2 offered no explanation as to why Oromahoe was not a healthy place to live,
likely for personal reasons. Nevertheless, this has not stopped her/him from engaging
with Oromahoe through the Trust. Trustee 3, in describing her/his connection to
Oromahoe, and why Oromahoe was important to them, emphasised her/his
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connection to family who lived there, to ancestors and inherited rights through land
shares at Oromahoe:
Our Mum and Dad’s home is in Oromahoe. Mum still resides there. We
can visit and stay whenever and for however long we want. Some of my
grandparents’ whenua including my mother’s shares are in the
Oromahoe Trust. Our whanau have a Whanau Trust in Oromahoe. Our
tupuna are buried at Oromahoe. (Trustee 3)
Trustee 4 who does live in Oromahoe, emphasised that a sense of belonging to
Oromahoe was equally, if not more, important than living there:
It’s not a matter of living in Oromahoe, its belonging. In saying
belonging, what do you feel is a responsibility of belonging? And to me,
this is where you have the benefit of having Māori land, that you can
connect. (Trustee 4)
In belonging to Oromahoe, s/he highlighted a sense of responsibility to the land and
people. The concept of ‘belonging’ is an important theme of Trustee 4’s responses,
mentioned further below. Trustee 4 also felt that the notion of belonging to ‘Māori
land’ was important in connecting to Oromahoe.
For those trustees who lived beyond Oromahoe, opinion on whether they would like
to move back varied. For Trustees 3 and 5, health and other services nearby were
significant factors in considering a move to Oromahoe. Trustee 5 added that a safe
crime-free environment was important in considering relocating (the implication here
is that Oromahoe is not necessarily crime-free). For Trustee 3, limited housing in the
area was an issue. S/he also acknowledged that extra housing would support marae in
terms of property upkeep and tīkanga as these responsibilities are undertaken by only
a few. Trustee 2 echoed this sentiment stating, “they [those that live in/near
Oromahoe] carry the burden for the rest of us who live outside Oromahoe. So, I’ve
got to appreciate those people.” The same trustee also described that returning home
is not on the immediate horizon:
…in the short to middle term, [I have] no desire in moving back home.
But in saying that I do enjoy going back home, and if there is one thing
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about the Trust, it enables me to get back home a little more often.
(Trustee 2)
Despite not being brought up at Oromahoe, Trustee 2 still referred to Oromahoe as
‘home’. S/he explained that her/his role in the Trust allows for regular return to
participate and maintain connection to Oromahoe. Trustee 6 also connected to
Oromahoe through the Trust, stating:
When they formed the Trust, I started coming back here. [When did you
step on the Trust?] This is only my first term in the Trust. But I’ve been
visiting every AGM for the last 30 years. (Trustee 6)
The question of moving back to live at Oromahoe is generally not a priority among
the trustees, but is something to which most remain open. Trustee 1 said that s/he
would prefer to move nearby to ancestral lands of her/his hapū at Ngāwhitu and
Wharau areas (south-east of Pouerua).
These passages demonstrate that connection is important to all trustees. Notably,
connection can still occur without physical residence. This can be compared to a
customary context when ahi kā, or customary fires of occupation, was requisite to
secure and maintain rights in land. ‘Rights’ to participate and to shape decisionmaking regarding social, economic or environmental issues are not extinguished if
community members or decision-makers (trustees) do not live within the physical
community. Today as explained by the trustees, other commitments and concerns
impact upon their interests to remain connected. Yet despite these different
circumstances, the ethic to contribute to the community via the Trust and its
shareholders continues.
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Part II: Oromahoe in 100 years
While trustee work is focused on the mid to long-term sustainability of the Trust, they
rarely get the opportunity to openly discuss their concerns and aspirations for the
long-term future of Oromahoe. Trustees’ foci have been primarily limited to the main
businesses of farming and forestry, and so thinking outside these confines was a
novel, if not difficult, undertaking.
Rebuilding tangible and intangible connection to Oromahoe landscape
A general theme of a 100-year vision among most trustees was the desire to reconnect
Oromahoe with its wider landscape. As Chapters Three and Four have covered,
Oromahoe hapū land and resource holdings were significantly reduced through
Crown alienations before and after the Treaty was signed. Trustee 1 was interested in
“considerably expanding on the current farm land holdings.” S/he reflected on a time
prior to colonisation when Oromahoe-affiliated hapū had dominion over a much
larger landscape than now:
If you take a step back, initially they held all of the land. And the
gardens and so forth were held at Pouerua […] it was a big economy.
You had the kumara pits up there, the kūmara grounds right through the
Taiamai area, through to Mataraua even and down into that other side
there. And the tuna Ōwhareiti and I think that in times of peace, in more
settled times, they branched out into the more settled places like
Oromahoe and so forth... and around that whole Taiamai area. And in
the summer time there were the routes to the coast, Waitangi to Okura,
to the Wharau areas, even out to Rawhiti. And the drying of the fish, and
then those were brought back in the winter time and traded and so forth,
in all those lands throughout that area[...]
[…]It’s important to get that background to see where we are going to
be in the next 100 years, because the colonisation has had a hell of an
effect, but some would say we are post-colonial, I’d say we are probably
not, we are still in that colonial period - but you make do with what you
can, cause that’s the reality of it, and do best with what you can […]
Moving forward for the next 100 years, my thing, I think is land
retention and expansion. I think land is still going to be relevant in 100
years time, people are still going to need to eat. (Trustee 1)
Trustee 1 raises three points. The first relates to the concept of growth, which in
her/his opinion, was about applying the Trust’s business model beyond the 1079
hectares currently administered by the Trust. In economic terms, this approach
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involves raising capital, investing in land in and around Oromahoe and developing the
sheep, beef and forestry portfolios. The second point relates to the primacy of food. In
reflecting on the past economy of the area, this trustee is adamant that access to
nutritious food will remain an essential aspect in 100 years. It is unclear as to whether
s/he is referring to the importance of food as part of the current farming business, or
whether the Trust can, in fact, meet the specific food needs of the Oromahoe
community. The third point of note concerns using the past to inform the future as an
aspirational benchmark. At the heart of this response is an aspiration to re-establish
the Oromahoe community’s tangible status as tangata whenua in the wider Pouerua to
Waitangi landscape.
While for Trustee 1, the Oromahoe in 100 years idea concerned real growth, for
others it concerned re-establishing the intangible cultural connections with the
Oromahoe landscape. Trustee 5, for example, explained:
Well, my moemoea, is basically a simple one… My grand-Auntie …I
asked her one day about, what was the cemetery called, and Oromahoe
itself, and little innocent things, like the tupuna whare and things like
that, you know these names. And she said to me, the reason why the
Oromahoe wharenui didn’t have a name was because there are six hapū
there, and to name it one would leave all the rest out[…] I don’t think
it’s wrong in having the whare tupuna there named Ngāti Kawa. So
Oromahoe is actually where the marae is, that’s Oromahoe, not the
whole area, so Porotu is there, Te Aute there, and so on and so on. And
every area had their own hapū. So over here stayed Ngare Hauata, it was
always Pakaraka, that’s the Kiwikiwi family on the whole, but it’s not
even the Kiwikiwi family, Wikaire was actually the chief of Ngare
Hauata too. And Ngare Hauata is actually an off-shoot of Ngāti Hine[…]
[…]So where would I want to see Oromahoe in 100 years’ time? I’m not
even going to bother to think that far. Maybe I can think of it in 10 or 20
years’ time, which would be more relevant to me. And the simplicity of
it all for me, is just what I’m saying – let’s get back to grass-roots, let’s
rebuild ourselves on grass-roots and nurturing just those simple basic
things of our identity. Because all of us don’t know these things, we
need to know these things. We need to know these stories. (Trustee 5)
Trustee 5 is more concerned with a mid-term focus of re-establishing the foundations
of identity for Oromahoe and its many hapū. S/he is interested in understanding
cultural reference points, such as place names, hapū-landscape association and marae
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history. As explained earlier in Chapter Three (p. 143), a significant body of
knowledge pertaining to many of the landmarks in Oromahoe has been lost over the
generations, including ancestral knowledge pertaining to the Oromahoe wharenui,
Ngāti Kawa. Trustee 6 was similarly challenged with thinking in such long-term
ways:
I don’t know, that’ll be your problem. [laughs] I’m close to the back
door now. [Well, you’ve got to leave something behind for us]. I see my
son, and the grandchildren coming up… but there’s no work here ay?
(Trustee 6)
The focus here was on the more immediate issues facing her/his close family,
particularly employment (discussed below). Such a perspective (on immediate
matters) was understandable given the trustee’s own reference to her/his age. By
implication, it could be surmised that s/he could only reasonably think about what
needed to be done within her/his lifetime.
Responsibility to marae and community
Another theme that emerged among trustees in their 100-year vision for Oromahoe
was a sense of responsibility to marae and to the wider-Oromahoe community. For
Trustee 2 it was a mixture of cultural and economic developments. S/he responded by
describing Oromahoe as being made up of three or four linked components:
When you say Oromahoe, are you talking about Oromahoe as ‘the
place’, Oromahoe as ‘the marae’ or Oromahoe as ‘the Trust’ – or do you
consider them one unit […] Well I guess the centre for me, is Oromahoe
the marae […] as an offshoot of the marae we have the whenua, and as
an offshoot of that we have a trust, who is mandated to govern that
whenua for the people. (Trustee 2)
Trustee 2 orientated the future of Oromahoe around its marae. S/he viewed the Trust
as a mechanism to generate revenue, which should have flow-on benefits to the other
components such as the land, marae, Trust (business) and people:
If you look at it in business terms, we [the trust] are the business arm of
the marae, and its people. The business arm, I’d like to see it grow, I’d
like to see it diversify, I’d like to see the Trust take on more land […]
Grow as a business, which in turn allows us as a hapū to prosper. Both
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as a business and a marae. Being able to cater for employment as a part
of our business from within, our own, giving those kids the skill and the
education to manage whatever business interests we enter into… I see
the hapū as an inclusive thing, so everything we do, all the benefits go
back to the hapū. Whether that’s by dividends, whether that’s by
employment, whether that’s by education, what we reap, everything
goes back. (Trustee 2)
Trustee 2 would like to see the Trust expand its land holdings and explore other
business opportunities through diversification. This is notable given the background
of the Trust’s position on diversification. S/he would like to see the Trust able to offer
employment pathways for Oromahoe descendants within Trust business while
continuing to support descendants’ educational aspirations. Trustee 2 also highlighted
the Trust’s role or responsibility to hapū. Trustee 2, however, does not explain what is
meant by usage of the term ‘hapū’ and whether this is distinguished from shareholders
and beneficiaries. This last point is important and raised a question whether the Trust
has a responsibility to the wider Oromahoe community, i.e. not only those with legal
interests in the land (shareholders), but also non-shareholding Oromahoe descendants
(discussed further below). This question is important, considering the implications it
might have on any plans for papakāinga development. Some of these ideas were also
shared by Trustee 4, whose 100-year-focused aspirations involve the effective use of
natural resources for the benefit of the Oromahoe community:
I think making use of natural resources, and the sun is one of them - the
biggest natural resource. The land use around it, it’s not utilised enough
– well, it’s at a critical stage now, that, ok, it’s a matter of survival for
the community, and the community seems to be diminishing quite
considerably because of the lack of resourcing to sustain the community.
And that the sustainability of the community is so dependent on the local
economic enterprises, which are very limited – and limited in the sense
that its dependent on the Oromahoe Trust – utilisation of the land to its
max, so it gives the maximum output to the community rather than to the
Trust itself. (Trustee 4)
Several ideas emerge here. S/he noted that at present the resources of Oromahoe are
perhaps under-utilised such as land and solar, and that more can be done to deliver
benefit to the community. Due to this under-utilisation, Trustee 4 believes that
Oromahoe (land and people) is currently in a precarious socio-economic state - in
crisis. S/he links the challenges facing Oromahoe to a general lack of resources within
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Oromahoe. Yet, despite these limited resources, members of the community look to
the Oromahoe Trust for support (for example, ‘over-60s’ and education grants). The
point of the Trust caring for its descendants and the wider-community is echoed by
Trustee 2:
…and it’s things like having a marae committee who may call on the
business arm [the Trust], for strategy with the marae, whether it’s
maintenance, whether it’s running some sort of program, then that
committee will make submissions to the business arm, to consider those
submissions to feedback, although, one doesn’t have business in the
other, we sort of have our own autonomy, but we have that direct link,
because we can hold on to our whenua, if we lose our marae and
everything that goes with it, then it has adverse effects. I guess one
needs the other to thrive, and it’s important for Māori that the retention
of their land is always going to be secured. (Trustee 2)
Trustee 2 reaffirmed the centrality of the Oromahoe marae in relation to the Trust and
the land. S/he outlined that while the marae and the Trust (referred to above as the
‘business arm’) are independent entities, there is a direct link between where one can
call on the other for assistance. Trustee 2 identified an as yet unaddressed question by
trustees and shareholders concerning the place or status of marae in the Oromahoe
Trust. The nature of the relationship might be best described as ad hoc. The role of the
marae in Trust affairs is, for the most part, limited to providing the socio-cultural
context of providing manaakitanga at an Oromahoe Trust-held hui (AGMs and
wānanga). Marae elders often open meetings and offer guidance on proceedings,
before handing control back to the Trust. Notably, the chairperson of the Trust and
elders of the marae are often the same people and have been so for some years. In
other instances, the marae may influence Trust affairs through control of the venue.
For tangihanga of elders and significant community figures, the marae has often shut
its doors to non-tangi related events/bookings for a month. This on occasion has led to
the postponement of Trust meetings and wānanga as has occurred twice in the
duration of this study.
While there is no formal relationship between the Trust and the marae, the marae
could be considered as a beneficiary to the Trust as outlined in the trust order. The
current trust order provides for the Trust “[t]o make General Community payments
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for the purposes of maintenance support and development of communal facilities
upon or near the land (including Pā and Marae) or communal schemes (including
marae enterprises and cottage industries)” (Clause 20, Oromahoe Trust Order, 1990).
Trust support of the marae has been evidenced in the past, for example, a motion in
1998 AGM minutes read “the proceeds of timber sales minuted in 22 March 1986 be
given as a gift to the wharekai of Oromahoe (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 1999).
This likely funded the building of the wharekai Kuiapō which was opened in 1989
(Rankin-Kawharu, 2002, p. 45). The issue of marae financial support was mooted
most recently at the 2017 wānanga where a trustee raised the concept of a fund to be
established for the benefit of the Oromahoe marae. Given the weight of attention
placed on the marae, it would appear an important contemporary layer to the template
of whakapapakāinga is to formalise the relationship between Oromahoe Trust and
marae.
An apparent contradiction seems to envelop the Oromahoe Trust and its
relationship with the marae. Like other Māori trusts, it is governed by Crown-defined
legislation (i.e. kawanatanga as represented by Article One of the Treaty of Waitangi).
Meanwhile, marae represents rangatiratanga of Oromahoe (that the Crown promised
to protect in Article Two - whenua, kāinga and taonga) it is, nevertheless, important
to trust’s philosophy that it be seen to support the Oromahoe community on issues
relating to the Oromahoe lands and customs (see Chapter Two, ‘Papakāinga: lowland
villages’, p. 69). However, we must not forget that the marae remains absent from the
legally prescribed framework of the Trust (organisational and functional). The
juxtaposition of the ‘owners/trust’ and the kin/marae community, is an important one.
The Waitangi Tribunal hearing the Waiparereira claim also highlighted the
importance of the community versus the legal structure, stating: “Rangatiratanga
resides in a community. While legal structures may be established by Māori groups
for their own purposes, they merely reflect or approximate the locus of rangatiratanga,
and the legal structure should not be mistaken for the community” (Waitangi
Tribunal, 1998, p. 25). The greatest ‘role’ that the marae has appears to be in the
socio-political context of providing manaakitanga at an Oromahoe Trust-held hui.
This circumstance is perhaps not so surprising if another view is taken. Again, the
Oromahoe reality can be understood in a broader, historical context that has seen
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marae throughout New Zealand rendered economically impotent compared to earlier
generations and unable to sustain local descendants and those who move away to
establish their lives elsewhere. Their ongoing connection to their marae and to
Oromahoe is likely to be minimal or even non-existent while marae can no longer
provide descendants any tangible benefit that aids survival.

“What does papakāinga development mean to you?”
The concept of papakāinga today is commonly associated with the building of
housing around marae. Ideas of papakāinga canvassed in interviews with trustees,
however, revealed multiple aspects and issues, including strengthening the maraetrust relationship, individual and collective ownership, the burden of costs, equity
amongst community members, shareholder entitlement and the Trust’s responsibility
to shareholders. Trustee 1, for example, described housing development on Māori
land, as:
… It’s a broad statement isn’t it? To me, that can be a subdivision on
Māori land. The problem with that is, I don’t think there has been too
many [papakāinga] that have been successful on Māori land. So
potentially it could mean that the Trust buys in the Oromahoe area, and
subdivides and develops – since we’ve got control, we could sell it to
our own, and do that. And then the people can have it as general title
land, and that gets rid of all the problems you have with Māori title land.
(Trustee 1)
Trustee 1’s concept of papakāinga concerned making land available for houses to be
built, and on sold to descendants. From her/his perspective, the Trust’s role is to
facilitate access to land so that owners can build their own houses on the papakāinga.
Any resulting housing would then enter private ownership of Oromahoe descendants.
Trustee 1 suggested that purchasing and selling land to descendants is a potential
solution to overcome the inherent complexities with shareholder-ownership. In this
way, the land would be independent of Trust holdings and would not be impacted by
qualified rights based on shares described in Chapter Four (p. 184). Trustee 6 also
raised concern over ownership and trust management:
Well… there is a lot to think about you know with papakāinga. Whether
they come in, and it’s individually owned. Because they may end up
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selling it. Or whether you leave it in the Trust and they control it….
Because that’s the same thing that’s happening at Rangihamama where
they are building ten` houses, 15 houses. But they’ve got funding from
the government. But there’s still controversy over that as well, because
some of the shareholders as [who’s entitled] yeah, whether they should
be owned individually. My thinking is that they should keep them under
the Trust, so the Trust can look after them. Because some of our people
don’t look after their houses. (Trustee 6)
Trustee 6 reflected on challenges facing the nearby Ōmāpere Rangihamama Trust’s
papakāinga development as a caution to Oromahoe’s aspirations. Trustee 1 had
further ideas related to papakāinga development which stemmed from her/his
involvement in the 1999 papakāinga study:
We did that research and a report in the late 90s. There was always talk
about papakāinga at Oromahoe, and we did this study, albeit that it was
on the main road and not the most ideal spot. We spent quite a bit of
money. You know, we put about 20 to 30 sections and a road, and this is
all on plans, and put out expressions of interests, and no one was really
interested. Because it was going to cost, at the stage, about $15,000 per
section, and the Trust found that it wasn’t our responsibility. We’d build
it all, but we’d need that money from the people before they could
actually build on it – and they’d probably have a licence to occupy or
leases or something, and there wasn’t that much interest. I think at that
stage, because Moerewa was so cheap, you could buy a house down
there reasonably cheap. (Trustee 1)
This passage reveals Trustee 1’s hesitation toward the Trust developing a papakāinga.
This hesitation is likely linked to her/his personal investment of time, and the
concerns about the risks to the Trust regarding finance and energy in the 1999 study.
It is also important to note that from Trustee 1’s perspective, the responsibility for
funding the papakāinga sits with the shareholders. Trustee 1 continues to outline
water and sewage contributing both to the lack of support to the papakāinga feasibility
study and how this might be addressed in the future:
There’s water as well too you know, and sewage and so forth. I think
those are limiting factors as far as expansion within the Oromahoe area,
because there is good soils there, and again, I think the technology
around these superloo systems, rather than a combined sewage pond, I
mean as long as you’ve got power, I’d like to think our people would be
able to afford power – a consistent flow of power – then, what’s coming
out, I mean I wouldn’t drink it, but it’s pretty good… Those sort of
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aspects are quite exciting, not so much just right now, but if we bide the
time – if you look back to the 1999 development that was proposed, it
was a combined sewage scheme, and that was probably a lot of the cost,
but at that stage those superloos – I call them superloos, they are two
tanks – where it filters from one to the other, and think you get them
cleaned out every now and then, probably less than a septic, that gets
pumped on to the gardens – that technology wasn’t around then.
(Trustee 1)
The above also highlights the technological limitations around sewage treatment.
Trustee 1 reflected on hurdles of setting up an effective treatment plan, but also the
potential negative effect on lands and water. The issue of sewage was also one of the
shareholder concerns with the 1999 papakāinga proposal.
Equity between shareholders and perpetual occupation of housing
Two themes of contention in the development of housing is the equity between
shareholders and the concept of perpetual occupation. The issue of equity between
shareholders often emerges concerning Trust revenue and distributions (as outlined in
Chapter Four ‘governance in review’, p. 177). The point of equity is important when
contemplating papakāinga. Trustee 1 identified equity regarding the associated costs
of the papakāinga as a fundamental issue behind the failed proposal:
In saying that, it is about $10,000-12,000 per household, which one of
the limiting factors for papakāinga, and for any expansion into that area,
my theory on it, would have to be a cost-recovery basis, it’s not up to the
Trust to subsidise it, because you would have – at the most – 20 to 30
sections, and we’ve certainly got more beneficiaries than that, and it’s
not fair to subsidise those 20 or 30 at the expense of all others. [How
many descendants are there from those original owners? Thousands?]
Exactly, there was quite a few ay, and in saying that, I think in
Oromahoe, there’s quite a few compared to a lot of the other trusts.
(Trustee 5)
Equity among shareholders was also raised by Trustee 5, who reflected on a related
situation facing Waitangi (Waitangi Te Tii B3 Trust):
I keep saying we’ve got 4000 beneficiaries and only 40 of those have the
ability to stay on the block. When people start listening to that and think
well ‘hey, I was want to live here some-day’ it really shows the total
inequality of the beneficiary outcomes […] Is it fair for a person to have
a house? No, it isn’t.
(Trustee 5, emphasis added)
213

The question of providing housing for only a select group of shareholders continues to
be a critical issue with the papakāinga project, and with trust housing in general.
Which shareholders should be prioritised? larger shareholders, socio-economically
vulnerable, kaumātua and kuia (elders) or first come first served? Previously, the
Trust’s solution to this problem was to have shareholders pay for the development, on
a cost recovery-basis. The rationale given for cost-recovery was ‘because the Trust is
a successful farming business, and did not possess the resources to fund, or operate a
large-scale lending operation’ (Penney, 1999). It also appears, however, that the ‘costrecovery’ aspect to the policy had as much to do with ameliorating the cost burden on
the Trust, as it did in avoiding the matters of equity between shareholders. In other
words, if the Trust holds land and revenue on behalf of the shareholders, and the Trust
had covered papakāinga costs, the questions of equity between shareholders would
apply. Conversely, if individuals/families paid for the development themselves, the
issue of shares would be effectively sidestepped. A point that was unfortunately not
addressed in interviews was the question of preferential housing for shareholders over
descendant non-shareholders, the latter who nevertheless genealogically connect into
the land but carry no legally recognised quantum of belonging.
Equity between shareholders also relates to the issue of perpetual occupation of
shareholders of Trust housing and any potential papakāinga. Trustee 5 suggested:
That’s another thing we need to do. What is the actual position of that
papakāinga [Oromahoe Trust housing] up Porotu Road? Have the rents
been reviewed, what is the position? It’s just been taken over… it’s
become… what’s it called… when it goes from father to son, to son, to
son and so and so on. I’ve heard they have just sold a house. Someone
has sold a house… does the house belong to them? I want to know what
the position of that whole thing is… what we need to get back to, who
does the land belong to in the first place?
[…] This is what some of my thoughts are around this, so you’ve got a
house, and we’ve experienced this in Waitangi, they get a house and
they are there until they die. Then the expectation is that the children
stay there until they die. But only one of the children will be able to stay
there because of the size of the house. It’s the same philosophy as
housing corp [Housing New Zealand Corporation (government agency)]
(Trustee 5)
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The outstanding lack of clarity over the existing housing arrangements in Waitangi
and Oromahoe serves as a valuable lesson for future development. In regards to the
papakāinga development, if an individual or family invested in a section and house, in
reality, they would only have purchased rights to occupy. Matters become confusing
concerning the status of the land. The papakāinga plan proposed ‘no change of title’
(i.e. the Trust would retain title to the land) and would enact some form of succeeding
occupation order. The issue of ‘perpetual occupation’ is raised again by Trustee 2
under ‘Energy in Oromahoe’. To avoid this from becoming an issue in the future,
Trustee 5 proposed a temporary housing solution as a means of building the capacity
of descendants as home owners:
To be more effective and efficient with your papakāinga housing, and to
be more equitable to your beneficiaries, why don’t we think of
papakāinga housing in this manner: you get access to a papakāinga
house for a maximum of five years. Why is that? Because, what we are
trying to do, on top of giving you a roof, we are also going to put you
into programs on how to budget, how to save, introduce you to the bank,
get a deposit going – after five years, you should be in a position to shift
out and purchase your own house, and allow another beneficiary to
come in. Not stay there for your entire life. I don’t even really want to
go into housing, but if we want to do something that’s more positive. So,
we teach them how to look after a property. (Trustee 5)
Importantly, in contrast to Trustee 1, Trustee 5 emphasised the Trust’s responsibility
to cater to its shareholders. Trustee 5’s goal is to increase home-ownership among
Oromahoe descendants. Home ownership was ultimately at the heart of the 1999
papakāinga study. Trustees 5 and 6 also considered that there are other ways to
imagine papakāinga, such as a mid-term housing option for those that have aspirations
of home ownership.
Papakāinga and Oromahoe marae
Despite the failure to implement the 1999 study, Trustee 1 was not completely
opposed to the concept of papakāinga. Trustee 1 acknowledged that the location of
the proposed papakāinga off State Highway 10 was an issue among shareholders. As
mentioned above, the favoured site for community housing is near to the marae, but
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this is not part of any Oromahoe Trust title. Land further along Porotu Road, however,
is in Trust title and could be explored. Trustee 1 asked:
What do you think about papakāinga around the Oromahoe area? I
always thought that down the marae road, which is an area where there
is good soil, so people can have their gardens, there’s areas down there
with reasonable soil, even up behind where the [Oromahoe Trust] café
is? Would a papakāinga work there? (Trustee 1)
Trustee 1’s proposed site, behind the Trust’s former café building, is currently
farmland, flanked by a small plantation of totara (Figure 39 below). Ultimately, the
site is not too far from the original proposed site. A papakāinga near the marae was
also favoured by Trustee 2 who explained:
One of my moemoea [dreams] would be to have a papakāinga, on the
marae, or close to the marae, so the people in the papakāinga support the
marae and the marae supports the papakāinga. But it’s also the ability to
carry on with our reo and our tīkanga, because we are losing our old
ones and we are losing them fast, and we don’t have the capacity to cater
for the ones coming through, because that knowledge hasn’t been
handed down for whatever reason that might be. (Trustee 2)
For Trustee 2, building a papakāinga near the Oromahoe marae has a socio-cultural
imperative. Trustee 2 perceived the importance of placement of any papakāinga in
relation to the marae as important to foster an intergenerational engagement between
elders and successive generations. It is hoped that through proximity, language and
tīkanga (protocol and practice, as well as knowledge and values) will be fostered
within the Oromahoe community. Trustee 4 also supported the proximal location of
papakāinga to marae:
That’s where you whakapapakāinga comes in, right? That your
whakapapa tells you where you should be, so you build a papakāinga
around your marae, so to me, your marae should have the capabilities of
the hapū. [And be the focal point?] Yes. (Trustee 4)
Trustee 4 was also interested in the nature of the Trust’s economic position, and how
it needs to support the marae, hapū and any potential papakāinga:
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Oromahoe needs to consider what type of economic base it’s got now,
and how it can be improved. And for the sustainability of the marae,
which is the Oromahoe marae, Waitangi marae, those two marae in
particular – and how it would sustain a papakāinga. The papakāinga
needs to belong to the hapū, not belong to the individual, it needs to be
controlled by the hapū – so that if a person sells it [their house] the Trust
buys it out and holds it, and then either resell it, but they should be the
first on the block, otherwise we are going to lose it. (Trustee 4)
In contrast to Trustee 1 who suggested to build the papakāinga on general freehold
title and houses be sold to community members, Trustee 4 stressed that any
papakāinga should belong to the hapū and administered by the Oromahoe Trust.
Trustee 4 was interested in an option that is not defined by qualified rights in land
(shareholdings). Furthermore, papakāinga land should be inalienable. The underlying
aim is to ensure retention of the land, and not on sold out of the ‘hapū’ by individual
owners. Trustee 4 also acknowledged the relationship with Waitangi marae as being
another aspect to consider in the development of a papakāinga.
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Figure 39. Oromahoe Trust land blocks (in red shade), the Oromahoe marae and private land
(www.maorilandonline.govt.nz)
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Trustee 5 expanded on the Oromahoe-Waitangi connection as potentially representing
a strategic partnership for papakāinga development:
I guess if we are talking about papakāinga, if you look at our profile in
Waitangi, we want to get rid of those houses. They’re still solid, most of
those houses are still solid. So, we want to uplift them and take them to
another area. Now, we can purchase some land and put them on there,
but we’ve got Oromahoe there. They have got lots of land. They’ve been
talking about it. Why can’t we go into a joint venture? We [Te Tii B3]
bring the houses, and we offer them half [of the houses] for Waitangi,
half for Oromahoe, and start up a papakāinga development scheme – and
build on it. And then, in doing so, we commercially build upon
opportunities that that space has given us. And in the joint venture there
is an offer of a certain percentage of profits that go to Oromahoe as well.
It’s a no-brainer. Not just get rid of your house and say bye-bye… we
are going to do this in the true fashion of a joint venture, and tātou tātou,
as we are Māori. If you work your thesis around those sorts of things,
and that’s what I’m doing at the moment - I’m doing a case study on the
viability of continuing on with those residential rentals, or bulldozing
them, or relocating them. And we’ve been sowing the seeds for a long
time. (Trustee 5)
Of all trustees interviewed, Trustees 5 offered the most comprehensive vision for a
papakāinga. Her/his ideas are directly related to both her/his position in TTB3.
Trustee 5 viewed the idea of papakāinga as a mutually-beneficial opportunity for
Waitangi and Oromahoe. Notwithstanding their current state the relocation of the
Waitangi houses in Oromahoe may become the foundations for further papakāinga
development.
Oromahoe, Waitangi and beyond
As the above suggests, an emerging theme from the study was the perceived benefit
of strengthening relationships between the Oromahoe and Waitangi Trust. Trustee 4
acknowledged the kinship shared between the hapū Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa, and
described the combined administration of the two together as a seemingly obvious
pathway:
There should be combination of Oromahoe and all the other resources
that are downstream from it – and I’m looking at Te Tii B3, or the Te Tii
B7…. And because it is from the same hapū, same whanau – it should
be a united front, that they should go together, if not run by the one.
(Trustee 4)
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Trustee 5 outlined their approach to papakāinga development and supported this
understanding, adding:
Dad mentioned something yesterday that I’ve been getting in his earhole
for a long time, and that’s developing a closer relationship with TB3
[Waitangi Te Tii B3 Trust], because we are basically the same hapū,
whanau, beneficiaries, shareholders, whatever you like to call it. And it’s
not about ‘us’ in Waitangi and ‘us’ in Oromahoe, we’ve got to get out of
that mentality. You know, it’s ‘us’ and the council or ‘us’ and regional
council or ‘us’ and Paihia. (Trustee 5)
Trustee 6 also briefly noted the opportunity of Oromahoe developing with TTB3,
perhaps also as an avenue for temporary accommodation during summer.
Trustee 4 expanded on the above ideas, advocating a collective approach to
governance alongside other Māori land trusts in the area:
See this is what your Auntie Freda did – hers was one of the visions –
they had a Ngāpuhi administration centre, and they had five trusts, they
had Awarua, they had Rangihamama-Ōmāpere, they had Oromahoe, and
they had two others – and they were controlled by the one unit from a
financial base, and they had the big five in there … you need an
organisation to control the finances of that – one accountancy service, or
dictate who the accountancy service is; a bank – To me, if we had a
Māori bank. You just look at all the rūnanga forming a Maori bank, an
economic base[…] (Trustee 4)
Trustee 4 suggested that this collective approach was attempted and may be a relevant
option once more. Trustee 4 continued, suggesting that this approach may serve as a
model for multiple iwi, with an emphasis on what a shared economic platform might
offer. In her/his view, this could lead to the creation of a ‘Māori bank’. Trustee 5 was
of a similar mind to extend strategic relationships beyond Oromahoe and Waitangi:
That’s the other thing I want us to do too, I don’t want to stop at
Waitangi, I want to go to Pārahirahi [Ngāwhā], I want to go to Ōmapere
[Rangihamama], and any other trust there you know. We should be
using our trusts as leverage. My thing is to have the same auditors, the
same bankers, let’s apply pressure to these jokers. And when the Treaty
claims come, we’ve set a pathway there that the banks are not going to
ignore. (Trustee 5)
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Trustee 5 was eager to strengthen the economic and political position of Oromahoe,
Waitangi and Ōmāpere Rangihamama by establishing a network of related Māori land
trusts that share administrative and financial resources. Trustee 5 also believed this
network may be useful in a post-Treaty claim settlement context.
Trustee 1 also supported the notion of partnerships among Māori land trusts. From a
hapū perspective, many of these trusts and their hapū are related in kinship terms.
Trustee 1 outlines barriers and opportunities of engaging a collective trust approach,
using the nearby Ngāwhā geothermal resource as a potential example:
Jealousies come into it too you know… There is real potential for
strategic partnerships, a lot of those units should be picking it up and
running with it – around forestry by-products at the moment, because of
the Ngāwhā geothermal expansion. They’re looking at building an
industrial site, where they would give power to that site at no
transmission costs, which is about 30% of the costs, so you would have
quite cheap power, and if you look at combined trusts that are, from
what I’ve heard, this is that 70% of the logs in the South Island, their byproducts, manufactured or produced in New Zealand, and only 30%
goes offsite as logs, and up here it’s the other way around – and why is
that? You know I get stuck behind log trucks every day heading south,
and so the likes of that – and that’s a real good industry for creating jobs
that our beneficiaries will take up – you only need to look at the likes of
Mt Pokaka, lots of our beneficiaries work there, and so you can create
industries like that. (Trustee 1)
Trustee 1 raised the possibility of engaging with existing industries in the area such as
forestry. Further, Trustee 1 identified local electricity company Top Energy’s recent
expansion of the Ngāwhā Geothermal plant as an opportunity (see NRC, 2015).
Her/his concept envisions geothermal heat being used to dry felled timber, or its
energy to power a timber processing plant. Her/his idea takes for granted that the
interests Pārahirahi C1 Trust has in the geothermal field would be shared with
Oromahoe descendants (see P.Tane, 2013 for further information on the relationship
between the Pārahirahi C1 Trust and the Ngāwhā geothermal field). Notwithstanding
Oromahoe’s relatively minor holdings in forestry (38 hectares), the Oromahoe Trust
is two kilometres from the Mahoe sawmill (described above), nearby to Mount
Pokaka Timber processing plant (seven kilometres) and the Ngāwhā Geothermal plant
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(20 kilometres). As noted earlier, however, there has been growing desire among
shareholders to move away from pine toward native timber species. Above all,
Trustee 1 raises a key issue that underpins some of the challenges facing Oromahoe
and the Northland region: employment. In the trustees’ view, what, therefore, is the
role of the Oromahoe Trust if it is not responding to this need and others? This begs
on an even larger, more pressing question: What is the role of the Trust in shaping the
future of Oromahoe?
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Part III: The role of the Oromahoe Trust
As the major governance entity over Oromahoe hapū lands, it is assumed that the
Oromahoe Trust has a role in shaping the future of Oromahoe. This section questions
what role this may be according to the current trustees’ perspectives. The Trust’s
current role as per its Trust Order and Farm Plan is to operate a financially and
environmentally sustainable operation (for the benefit of shareholders and
beneficiaries) (MB 69 WH 319; Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2009b). Beyond this,
there is no current strategic direction to guide the Trust’s energy and financial
investment. This section turns to what the trustees think are the development needs of
Oromahoe, and how the Trust could respond. This section also queried trustee
perspectives toward the Trust’s ability to navigate wider contemporary national and
international issues of housing, energy and food. These issues or development needs
are treated thematically while in reality, they are not so conveniently independent of
one another. Trustees’ responses on the matters overlapped. For example, education
was linked to both employment and housing; energy issues were similarly linked to
household welfare (i.e. being able to afford decent housing, further being able to heat
the homes).

Education and Employment
In general, education was the leading response of the trustees concerning
development priorities in Oromahoe. Employment was a close second. In most cases,
trustees mentioned two aspects together. Most trustees viewed the Trust’s role as
supporting the educational aspirations of its shareholders and beneficiaries by
reserving farm profit for education grants. The trustees’ promotion of education is
captured in the following quotes:
“Education, the community needs to be educated. If you have education,
the world is your oyster. They say the pen is mightier than the sword,
and I believe that” (Trustee 4).
Oromahoe, I want to see all our kids qualified, whether it’s tertiary,
whether it’s a trade, that’s what I want. I want us to be strong as a
people. All that good stuff. Get away from the drugs and alcohol. We are
a clever people. Proud people. (Trustee 2)
222

Trustee 1, 2 and 4 agreed that education offers pathways into social, physical and
economic security and well-being. Trustee 1 summarised the Trust’s role in the
following way:
Well firstly, the organisation [the Oromahoe Trust] is there to retain the
land, and if there is any income off it, to provide some of their service to
meet the social needs of the beneficiaries. And my theory on that, and
sort of backed up as a current theory of the beneficiaries, is the best way
at this stage [is] through encouraging education through the tertiary
grant scheme. Because it doesn’t matter what kind of tertiary education
you go into, plumber or doctor you know, or welder even - by
upskilling, you’re benefitting the other aspects of the social indicators
like housing, because you can afford to live in a better house; health,
because your incomes high enough, so you’re not on the benefit, so you
can afford to go to the doctors and so forth; and education, because you
are encouraging others to go into it. (Trustee 1)
Trustee 1’s statement highlights the link between education and employment and
flow-on effect into other areas of life. These ideas are endorsed by Trustee 2. Trustee
2 further indicated that the Trust should also be able to offer employment
opportunities, and grants so recipients acquire skills/education while supporting Trust
business:
Being able to cater for employment as a part of our business from
within, our own, giving those kids the skill and the education to manage
whatever business interests we enter into […] so everything we do, all
the benefits go back to the hapū. Whether that’s by dividends, whether
that’s by employment, whether that’s by education[…]
[…]I guess there’s a level of responsibility at a Trust to be able to say,
‘what opportunities can we provide for them?’ But when you are
running farms and you have got a staff of six, there really aren’t any
opportunities for our kids. And that’s where, if you can look at diversity
and those sorts of things maybe. (Trustee 2)
Trustee 2 acknowledged that for now, the Trust has no employment tracks for
descendants within its businesses:
Work wise, that’s the problem... there’s job creation, in reality we
probably could do more in that area, our farming, as you might be
aware, we’ve got that scholarship that no one has taken up, are you
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aware of that? That’s where if you could show some initiative, convince
Ian [Gadsby] to take you on as a farm labourer, and work your way into
cadetship, and if you showed real initiative then we’d be willing to send
you down to Lincoln, or one of the agricultural schools. So, there’s that
side of it, not only that, if you look at our farm employees, none of our
own are on the farm at the moment. AFCO too you know, that keeps you
employed, and there lots of our beneficiaries working down there, which
is a by-product of what we’re doing. Well, the contractors probably
aren’t our own, the fertilizers, fencing, spraying and so forth, but if we
went into something like the horticulture side of things, a lot of our
people do the picking, like the beneficiaries, there’s no reason why we
can’t have those sorts of orchids down home. (Trustee 1)
Trustee 5 confirmed the lack of succession of Oromahoe descendants into its primary
business, of farming:
To my sadness, Ian Gadsby has indicated strongly that he’s going to
retire next year, 37 years later, I think we’ve just got one Māori working
down there. Thirty-seven years, a person who was 15, 16 who would
have went through a cadetship, if he [sic.] was interested, or if we
encouraged him [sic.], he [sic] could have been a manager today, like we
see with other farm trusts. I’ve got nothing against the pakeha, but at the
end of the day, I’m also of the view, if the Māori does not have the
skills, you employ the best person… because that’s what our farm and
our shareholders deserve. (Trustee 5)
In addressing its shortcoming as an employer, the Trust has as previously outlined,
offered a scholarship for Oromahoe descendants to study agriculture. Trustee 1
identified that there has been a lack of uptake with this scheme. The reasons are likely
related to a lack of advertising among shareholders or more simply that farming is
generally not promoted to young Māori as a desirable career path. Currently, there are
no Oromahoe descendants involved with the Trust’s farm. In any case, the efficiency
of the Oromahoe Trust’s farming practices does not generally lend itself to large-scale
employment. This is not to say there have not been previous efforts by the Trust to
employ ‘its own’. There have been instances where descendants have held labouring
positions on the Trust farm for a time, but not in senior management positions. This is
historically typical of many Māori land trust farming businesses who employ nonMāori so as to eliminate any perception of kin-favouritism, or placing descendants
into positions of kin-pressure and compromise.
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In 1999 an attempt to provide employment opportunities to descendants was recorded
in AGM minutes. Shareholders questioned why the Trust’s forestry consultant did not
employ any ‘locals’ or Trust ‘beneficiaries’ in the felling of the trees on Oromahoe
land (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2000). The reason given was: due to Occupational
Safety and Health (OSH) regulations, only people trained by the Forest Industry
Training body were employed. That said, the minutes did note three of the OSH
compliant workers had whānau ties to the Trust and another 15 lived locally
(Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2000). Trustee 1 and 2 suggested that alternative
industries could offer employment pathways for Oromahoe descendants. For Trustee
1, this could be in horticulture. A key first step for the Trust would be to diversify the
current business model. Diversification is discussed below under ‘Food in
Oromahoe’.

Housing in Oromahoe
The study with trustees now returns to contexts of development: housing, energy and
food. Housing is the most obvious conceptualisation of papakāinga development.
Trustees, however, identified that housing issues were also linked to employment
issues:
Some whanau want to come home but cannot due to lack of
employment and lots of travel i.e. children sport or activities. (Trustee 3)
Families are constrained in their ability to return due to employment issues in the
region. Trustee 6 stated that employment prospects have impacted upon her/his own
family’s ability to reside near their ancestral home:
I’m like that with my kids you see. I sold my house in Auckland and I
bought a place up here. But I’m getting too old to look after it, but they
[my kids] won’t come back, because there’s no work for them. (Trustee
6)
Trustee 2 elaborated on these employment restrictions. The following passage on
employment emerged in response to a question about the importance of ‘housing’ as a
development concern for Oromahoe. Here Trustee 2 also links employment to the
Trust’s responsibility to contribute more:
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I think housing as a whole is a crucial issue, you find a lot of whanau
living with whanau so there’s an overcrowding issue. There’s a fact that
people just don’t have the resources to have their own place, because
they are beneficiaries… and that’s because the jobs aren’t… there just
aren’t any jobs[…]
Housing is important, I guess, if you are housed and your ‘roofed’, you
are generally happy, when people are happy then they are motivated,
when they are motivated they are enthusiastic about maintaining their
employment, gaining employment and remaining there. Yeah, but when
it’s a generational thing of unemployment, sooner or later that’s got to
stop, or otherwise we are just going to keep going around and around in
circles - And people need to be productive, they need to have a purpose,
and whether that’s work or whatever, they need get up and have a
purpose, and do things and create opportunities for themselves. (Trustee
2)
Trustee 2 highlighted the complex issue of how cross-generational unemployment
influences the availability of quality housing to families. These issues are being faced
not only by the Oromahoe descendants locally, but also those who are based in urban
centres. It must be asked whether the Trust has a role or the capabilities to address
these issues. Based on the repeated attention placed on employment, it appears that
this may be as an important layer to consider within the template of
whakapapakāinga. Trustee 2 also considered options for Oromahoe descendants who
are not based locally or nearby:
…is transport an issue for them? Is grants, funds, is that an issue for
them? [I think at a fundamental level, for those living away, no use
coming home if there’s no jobs up there] yeah, there is, I often think
about that, as in the scope of my work, I deal with a lot of whanau, a lot
of Māori whanau, a lot of unemployment, a lot of alcoholism, a lot of
violence, a lot of mental health, and a lot of financial stress. But in
saying that, that standard of living in Auckland is so much dearer. So,
one thought was, if you are not working, if you’re struggling in
Auckland, maybe returning home is another opportunity. Be
involved…being involved with your marae... so there is a whole host of
stuff… why struggle in Auckland when you could probably go a little bit
further in Oromahoe. [On a practical level, when I go home I sleep in a
family house, that family house is getting crowded, so just having a
place to sleep when I go up home is a fundamental whakaaro to start
with – because otherwise I have to book a motel in Kerikeri or Paihia]
That’s an interesting point. It’s almost like saying, maybe we should
have a hostel or something similar. [In the future, do we have short,
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medium and long-term opportunities] I think accommodation is a really
interesting one. Very interesting. (Trustee 2)
Trustee 2 described moving to Oromahoe as an option for economically-challenged
descendants in urban centres such as Auckland. Despite this, a leading social service
provider in the North (Family Works Northern) reported that families who are opting
to move to Northland are struggling to find jobs and affordable homes (Northern
Advocate, 2017). The number of families moving north from Auckland has been
increasing over the past two to three years (Northern Advocate, 2017). For those who
are for now seeking to return to Oromahoe in the short-term, Trustee 2 suggests the
Trust could develop a temporary housing option as part of a papakāinga plan.
Trustees are aware that there is certainly a demand for housing in Oromahoe and the
wider region, but solutions are not so straight forward. If the Trust is to respond to
housing, it will likely need to address employment issues as well.

Energy in Oromahoe
While housing features as a priority in terms of development, electrical energy is also
a fundament commodity required for general individual and family well-being.
Among other things, electricity is essential for warmth, comfort, hygiene,
employment, food preparation, entertainment and connectivity. While households in
Oromahoe enjoy access to the grid, the cost of electricity has been a growing concern
in the community (see Chapter Two for further discussion, p. 103). Trustees were
therefore asked whether they thought energy (electricity) issues are or will be
important to Oromahoe. Trustee 1 addressed this issue in light of her/his own personal
difficulties of maintaining a warm home:
Heat pumps, they still try and promote them as the best way, I’ve got
one at home, I’ve been caught out with of those too, I’ve got one
installed and it’s a complete waste of time. I can’t even afford to run it.
(Trustee 1)
In thinking about solutions to reduce electricity costs, Trustee 1 pondered if solar
electricity generation is the future:
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In 100 years’ time […] electricity companies will be in a dilemma... the
thing is, I kind of feel sorry for them. What’ll they do, it’s kind of all
hydro, geothermal and stuff – but all indications are that solar is going to
take over, and be quite cheap[...] I’m talking to the converted. In 21
years, everyone is going to be self-sufficient from their roofs - So why
would you spend billions of dollars with infrastructure for power,
transmission lines and so forth, when in 21 years it’s all going to be
redundant. (Trustee 1)
Trustee 1 perceived the increased accessibility to solar technology as inevitable. This
comment is contextualised by the increased in electrical company’s tariffs and drop in
buy-back rates. The ‘21 years’ mentioned above, refers to the concept of Moore’s law
which suggests that technology either half in size/cost or doubles in efficiency every
21 years (see also Ismail, 2015 at Radio New Zealand, 2015). Trustee 2 shares these
sentiments, and suggested that innovation in the energy sector (i.e. the increased
accessibility of solar) must be looked at in development plans for Oromahoe:
It’s the world of technology, there so much technology out there. I
honestly don’t think energy will be an issue. I think there are forms of
energy that are environmentally friendly and sustainable that don’t
require us to plug into the grid. We can plug into the grid, solar energy
for example, and get paid for the energy, they can pay us for the
power… Solar energy is one thing, theres methanol [and we’ve got
Ngāwhā just down the road]. The possibilities are there, there’s
opportunity, and if you are going to build a papakāinga, all these sort of
things need to be taken into consideration. You want our whare to be
warm for our kaumatua and kuia, you want them to be right, you don’t
want kids to be in damp rooms. (Trustee 2)
Trustee 2 continues to identify practical considerations of solar technology for
Oromahoe, the Trust, shareholders and related families:
But then it raises a whole host of questions about capital, maintenance,
infrastructure for putting it together, down to how do we make decisions
on selection, who has the right to them and those families who are given
the opportunity. Are they going to maintain those whare? Or we look at
say, having two types, one for kaumatua at a long-term, and do we have
houses for families which we say ‘ok, we’ll put you in, but you only
have a lease of three years and this is an opportunity for you to either get
yourself together, get yourself back on track, allow them to save to put
them into their own whare’ and when that three years is up, you get
another whanau who are finding things a little adverse and they are
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given that opportunity for three years to save, but we want you to find
your own pathway. (Trustee 2)
Once again, development of one area such as energy, is not considered in isolation
and is connected to the issues of quality housing. Trustee 2 considered the practical
issues that would need to be addressed in this case, Trust investment, maintenance
and who would be entitled to access the initiative. Trustee 2 offers a model where
houses fitted with solar panels could provide temporary support to struggling
members of the Oromahoe community.
Trustee 5 shares thoughts on a community approach to electricity generation:
Why can’t we be thinking about a windmill system for power
generation? There may be other things, it could be solar. What I’m
saying, our community, we are paying $230,000.00 in rates, it’s not that
we don’t get the services, but it’s to help to develop someone else’s
services not our own. And if we don’t capitalise on it now, I look at
Opononi, they’ve got their own water system, up in the hills, Waima,
they’ve got their own water system. Why can’t we do that? Whirinaki
marae, they’ve got electricity provided by solar. They went into a
relationship with Mercury. [I was thinking about our marae, when we do
have tangi, we run out of hot water] And why shouldn’t we have a much
more comfortable shower, instead of the first ones in there at five
o’clock getting all the hot showers. (Trustee 5)
Trustee 5 identifies an opportunity to consider the energy use and costs to the
Oromahoe marae. Energy is essential to the marae’s ability to properly manaaki
visitors and families. Its operating costs vary from hui to hui. Electricity is used for
water heating, showers, washing, pumps, lighting and cooking. There are therefore
two levels at which energy needs might be addressed in a template for
whakapapakāinga: household and community (marae). I now turn to trustee views on
the final theme which concerns the importance of food to the Oromahoe community.

Food in Oromahoe
This sub-section examines the importance of food and the role of the Trust in
responding to food needs of the Oromahoe shareholders, beneficiaries and the wider
community. Without question, food is a key element for individuals and families of
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the Oromahoe community. It is perhaps a redundant point to investigate. It is also
important to the Oromahoe Trust as it is a major food producer of sheep and beef. A
frame for investigating trustee views on the importance of food is the following basic
point raised by one of the trustees, “I think land is still going to be relevant in 100
years’ time, people are still going to need to eat…”.
When asked about the importance of food to the community, trustees began by
detailing their connection with Oromahoe and the sustenance derived from its lands.
Trustee 5 remembered the foods that were sought from the nearby lands at Otao,
when s/he was growing up:
Mum and Dad had big gardens, they used to have big gardens,
paddocks… Dad bought some land up at Otao. But even Grandma and
them used to have big gardens. [What did they grow]. Kumara, corn, at
one time they grew sugar cane, watermelon, potatoes, kamokamo, all the
stuff you would eat[…]
[…]We cooked over an open fire, didn’t have a wood-range, there were
two railway irons, you burnt the fire underneath it. We had umus, and
we had things hanging in the big chimney – and they dropped from
wires, or they sat off these things, like the teapot or black kettle. When
we toasted, we have iron forks, put the bread on it, and we sat in front of
the coals, you’ve never tasted anything like it. We used to light fires in
the gardens, and we would put our corn there, and you would roast a
couple of rows, and then you would eat those, and then you would turn
it, put it back and roast those. We used [sic] to go eeling, and when it got
dark we lit a fire, our olds [sic; parents] carried on eeling down the
creek, and then we sat there. The little eels we had caught, we used to
clean them, put bracken root [aruhe/roi] through them and roast them.
We had a wonderful life. I feel that my life was enriched by my olds
[sic; parents]. (Trustee 5)
Trustee 5 described an upbringing that was explicitly tied with consuming and
deriving energy (carbohydrates, protein – sustenance and livelihood) from the land.
Meanwhile, Trustee 1, of a younger generation, recalls continued access to food from
the Oromahoe area as a youth:
We come from a whanau of butchers so it was always done through the
butcher shops, but again, Uncle Wyn had the farm there, I can recall
doing kumara and potato gardens down the back of his place over
summer times, and the heat you know, it was hard, especially as a kid.
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Our beef and sheep from whanau events would come from there.
(Trustee 1)
Trustee 1’s access to Oromahoe food is not unlike that described in Chapter One (p.
19) and Three (p. 143). Food bought at the supermarkets supplemented produce from
gardens of kūmara, corn, kamokamo and peruperu. The passages above are like a
foreign past, where Oromahoe lands once sustained the nutritional needs of families.
Food has since become a commodity bought from shops and markets in neighbouring
towns.
Access to Oromahoe foods is, for the most part, a rarity amongst the community; an
option available only to a few families that still hold sizable land and are willing to
garden or farm. Trustee 5 identified the dwindling access that Oromahoe descendants
now have:
You look at us as a whanau, and I’m talking about Dad’s whanau. That
farm, 110 acres was in the Oromahoe farm Trust, Dad fought for two
years to pull it out, and he succeeded, so we’ve still got the absolute
control arrangement over our land. And I sympathise with owners of the
Oromahoe farm Trust, because I can see some immediate benefits for us,
but unless we do something as shareholders through our trustees I don’t
see anything. And the same for TB3 [Te Tii B3]. (Trustee 5)
This last point of availability and restrictions of access to ancestral land is also raised
by Trustee 6. In reference to lands of Ōmāpere Rangihamama Trust, s/he states that
there is no land to be used or enjoyed by its shareholders and descendants:
Exactly, that’s what’s happening with our land. It’s there… [but it’s over
there!] It’s like me... because I live in Utakura and I drive to Kaikohe. I
pass that big farm over there Rangihamama, but I can’t go on it. It’s like
that. (Trustee 6)
This point is important as it identifies a broader concern regarding descendants’
relationship to the land. For the most part, despite some descendants living across the
road from their ancestor’s land, they are unable to freely access it due to health and
safety (OSH) regulations, which deems their ancestral land (i.e. the Trust farm) a
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restricted work site. This also highlights the role of the Trust and how it is legally
bound when facilitating the relationship between descendants and their lands.
Food and the Oromahoe Trust
The Oromahoe Trust once offered whole mutton carcasses to its beneficiaries at
wholesale AFFCO prices (Oromahoe 18R2B2B, 1996). Today, despite the Trust’s
primary business still being food production, i.e. sheep and beef, land
owners/shareholders and Oromahoe descendants alike cannot access the primary
production of their lands managed by the Trust. Trustee 6 believed this ceased due to
OSH and sanitation regulations governing meat processing. S/he also adds that
current farming processes prevent any continuation:
Will this is it, you know, we’ve evolved quite a bit since then… to get
those sorts of things you need to considering we’ve got professional
farmers, that becomes a bit of a burden to them. And the ones that are
living on the land at home, well I don’t know what the situation is with
them. (Trustee 6)
Meat products from Oromahoe lands, in general, are delivered and processed by local
meat works, which is on-sold to food retailers and exporters without mention of the
source. In reflecting on this access to Oromahoe-raised meat, trustees were asked 1.
whether they would be interested in buying meat from Oromahoe; and 2, whether the
offer could be extended to descendants who do not live near Oromahoe. Trustee 1
responded in the following way:
Yeah, potentially. The thing is that would be for an event, rather than on
a weekly basis, I mean I tend to not eat too much meat now. Boil ups are
gone really, unless you go and get some brisket every now and then. For
the big events, I think it’s worthwhile, rather than at a whanau weekly
level. (Trustee 1)
Trustee 2 endorsed the idea of providing access to Oromahoe Trust meat, with the
possibility of creating a kin-connected market:
Yeah. That sort of whakaaro is a win-win for everyone. You’ve got the
business paying back to the people, and the people are your business.
So, if you are offering them meat that’s from your farm, could be
purchased at a discount, and be provided on a regular basis, whether that
every week, or every second week or once a month – where whanau
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know that at 10 O’clock every Friday, every second Friday, the meat
truck will be there to assist you with purchasing meat at a reduced price
or koha, or whatever. Absolutely. (Trustee 2)
Trustee 2 continued by stating that offering meat in this way could supplement the
Trust’s existing business model. Trustee 2 also suggest that this might provide a
means of delivering returns to the beneficiaries and shareholders, living away from
Oromahoe:
Well, there are two trains of thought there, we give dividends to those
who are studying, which they benefit from, there are dividend to our
kaumatua/kuia, which they benefit from – how are our other
beneficiaries and shareholders cared for? And that could be one aspect
that they can be cared for. So, the business is set up for the people[…]
[…]But that’s an awesome idea, that’s really thinking outside of the
square for the Trust. I think as a governance group we look at making
money and purchasing land, but there are means within our own Trust to
say, ‘hey look this is an opportunity for us to give back and we have
those resources available to do that’. It’s not going to break our back. I
think it is an awesome idea, I like that idea. Things like that, whether it
be a garden or meat, or what have you, that’s not difficult to kick off.
We don’t really have to committee for days and days and days to come
up with a solution. The solution is - once a month you kill a beast – you
cut it up and you take it to a meeting place and allow whanau to buy it at
a reasonable rate, that’s not difficult at all. That’s an awesome whakaaro
because it’s a two-way street, you’re providing kai, and in turn, you are
getting people to buy into the kaupapa. It’s not going to cost a lot.
(Trustee 2)
Trustee 2 believed that they could offer Oromahoe meats to descendants without
impacting upon the Trust business model. Trustee 2 also perceived it as an
opportunity to engage the Oromahoe shareholders and beneficiaries beyond education
or elderly grants. Descendant access to Oromahoe meat is similarly supported by
Trustee 4, and describes previous attempts by other Māori land trusts in the region:
Home-kills, I have known the some of the other Trusts out there,
Rangihamama for one, Waima Topu for another, and were feeding out
in South Auckland there, at a rate that’s cheaper than getting it from the
butcher. And to do that I feel that you are lowering the quality and
standard of your product. If you’ve got good stuff on the farm, and we
have, all the time, because we have got an expert person that knows the
market, knows the time, and knows when to get rid of - and when to buy
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in. And he works on a budget, and for me, if I wanted that product that
comes from the Oromahoe Farm, I’d pay for it, I’d pay the market price.
I can go and kill it myself. But I don’t know whether you are allowed to
do that these days. But I would pay the market price that he would sell it
to the freezing works. (Trustee 4)
Trustee 4 was supportive of a descendant market for the Trust, but caveated their
support by the need for the Trust to consider the financial sustainability of such an
initiative. To ensure this, Trustee 4 would be willing to pay wholesale prices for Trust
meat, so as to not negatively impact on the Trust’s profits. Trustee 4 considered how
meat processing factored into the equation of a kin-market to the extent that s/he
would also be willing to be involved in the process. S/he also understood how
potential food safety and animal welfare regulations might govern or constrain the
way meat is processed. The point of ‘home-kill’ operations was also raised with
Trustee 5:
We’ve got around three or four [home-kill operators] in this area, and
they are quite competitive. I remember when the old fulla at Oromahoe,
Burt. Burt used to stay up at the Ashby place, he was South African […]
he ran the Oromahoe stockyards for years. That guy was before his time.
Because he wanted to establish an abattoir. And you know, look, they
are doing it in the South Island now. They’ve been doing in Southland,
in Invercargill for quite a while now […] They’ve been doing their own
ice cream, they’ve been doing their own home-kill and bringing it to the
market. They do their own milk. You can go out there and fill your own
bottles up. Now, we’re still thinking about those things, what…how long
has Burt been gone, 15 years or something. Because people are just in a
comfort zone that they don’t want to disrupt. Because its making money
for them they don’t care about anything else, why would I want to do
this because I’m rich out of being a stock [farmer]. (Trustee 5)
Both Trustees 4 and 5 outlined that the Trust at one point was interested in controlling
more of the value chain. This would begin with the current Trust business of raising
stock, extending the business to the killing of the stock, the processing of the meat at
a Trust controlled abattoir, and the Trust oversees selling of meat to retailers. Trustee
4 continues to state the Oromahoe Trust had considered the establishment of its own
abattoir, and even contemplated investing in the existing meat works business of
AFFCO:
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We nearly had that, I was that far away from it, I had the whenua, I had
everything ready to go, and then the people said no – and I was
disappointed, … We had the sale yards, we can get rid of beasts, prime
beasts – but no, it fell over. I said nah, the same type of thing, good idea,
but it was all – we’d have a special organic killing plant, and the only
thing, I was conscious of was that you have a place, were you should not
mix the species; species that are more prone to diseases or bacteria than
the other - like meat and beef and poultry I think it was, because it was
volatile with some of the bacteria that were being picked up by some of
the two species […] Well I was that close to buying AFFCO, when
AFFCO was falling over, I didn’t have enough collateral, and enough
voting power on the Trust to say ‘yes, we will go and buy AFCO’.
(Trustee 4)
The idea of Trust investment in a processing plant is discussed in the 1998-2000
AGM minutes. The minutes record that the trustees were approached by a group
interested in doing a feasibility study into building a contract meat processing plant
(Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 1998). The concept of creating an independent meat
processing plant was mooted further at the following years’ AGMs. Here attendees
voiced their dissatisfaction with the perceived monopoly held by meat processor
AFFCO (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 1999). The concept was underpinned by the
principle that the plant would be ‘owned or co-owned by Māori’ (i.e. the Trust) and
would cater to organic growers, as well as niche industries such as ostrich farms. It
was noted that the project would be more viable if it involved all Māori land trusts
(engaged in farming) in the area. A project of this scale was estimated at the time to
cost between $8-10million.
Thereafter trustees sought a mandate from shareholders to explore the idea further.
The shareholders were generally supportive of the concept, and considered that the
project would require highly skilled people, water, and must take into account waste
and smell issues. A shareholder suggested the project could be an opportunity to sell
meat locally (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 1999). The plant project also proposed to
tie in a tourist operation with the farm and processing plant. By the next year,
however, the trustees concluded that it could not afford the capital for the project
(Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2000). Once again, the lack of resources, including the
lack of external partnership support (or exploration of the idea), plus the lack of how
to progress from an ideas stage from feasibility to business plan, were limiting factors
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of the Trust. The idea of a processing plant was likely an ambitious step to make and
beyond the Trust’s capability and expertise. Nevertheless, the attempt represents the
Trust’s interest in expanding beyond its conservative farming model and controlling
more of the food value chain in Northland. This, therefore, remains a major, albeit
historical, aspiration.
Māra Kai – community gardens
On a smaller and perhaps more manageable scale, another suggestion by trustees
relating to food development in Oromahoe was the establishment of Oromahoe
community gardens. Trustee 2 recited family interest in establishing community
gardens near or on Oromahoe marae land:
I know a lot of whanau up north, especially on my side… there’s that
vacant piece of land down by manaakitanga [extra building for sleeping
on Oromahoe marae] down the bottom there, where they are
wanting…they’ve been asking about getting funds to start up their own
garden. So, I have sent them away and said, ‘just put pen to paper’, and I
want to encourage people to do that. Because one little garden can lead
elsewhere. (Trustee 2)
Trustee 2 supported local level garden initiatives, and has previously suggested to
family members to apply to the Trust for special grants. As an initial step, this idea
would first require agreement from the marae committee and kaumātua/kuia to permit
marae associated land to be used for garden purposes. An alternative is that the Trust
could make its own land available for the gardens. Trustee 2 is aware that the
establishment of a garden has the potential to expand or lead on to further initiatives.
Trustee 7 supported the idea of diversifying Trust outputs by providing a pathway into
establishing gardens in Oromahoe:
Diversify, I think diversification for the future, and somewhere within
the food line - because that’s sustainable. It’s got to be food. And it
depends. I always see this place as being gardened, you know, gardens
everywhere… Market gardens. [We’ve got the land] We’ve got land.
Everybody’s got land though, this whole whanau has got land. And even
if each had their own big gardens in their own individual backyard, and
make a community area out of it, that would be really good… and that’s
looking after the whole valley as well. And the biggest thing too is…
your produce… if we had the bigger area, its secure because everyone’s
got their own backyard and not worrying about [others] coming in. I also
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picture… I still think tuna is a good area to go into. …[Is there a market
for tuna do you think?]. Do you know how diverse food is becoming?
They’re eating everything we took for granted. (Trustee 7)85
Trustee 7 believed that there was no shortage of land in Oromahoe for gardens to be
created at an individual family level. While gardens could contribute to alleviating
pressures on food costs, they could also have the potential to contribute to community
food security. Another point mentioned by Trustee 7 concerned the place of
customary foods such as eels in a contemporary Oromahoe community food system.
This final idea relates to foods that were once plentiful to a previous generation while
growing up, but today have become scarce. Trustee 2 and 3 also mirrored the shift
away from foods that were once cheap family staples:
[Trustee 2]: When I was with my first partner, going back a good 20-25
years ago, I went [with her] into this shop after some brisket… and the
butcher said to her, “is that for your dog?” she said no, that’s for my
partner, and now they dress it up as roasts, all sorts of stuff.
[Trustee 4]: And it’s really expensive now.
[Trustee 7]: Ox tail! Ox tail was a staple, it was a staple in our house!
But it was a thing they threw out at the butchers. You know, and you
went around the back and asked the butcher for some ox tail and they
would just give it to you. Now, it’s like a premium cut.
Trustees revealed an eagerness to engage with childhood foods, whether driven by a
sense of nostalgia or as a local response to the issues of food insecurity in Oromahoe.
The themes of ‘customary foodscapes’ and ‘foodscapes of the past’ is important to
consider when thinking about Oromahoe Trust land and food access. This topic
features prominently in community perspectives of Chapters 6 and the food
innovations explored in Chapter 7.

Trustee 7 was generally unavailable for an interview. Her/his contribution comes from brief informal
interviews during and after the wānanga on the Trust’s trust order, grants and distribution policy. In
some cases, three or more trustees were present and contributed during these sessions.
85
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Chapter Five Conclusion: Trustee imaginings of Oromahoe and
papakāinga
In addition to the functional roles of the Oromahoe Trust in relation to its farming
business, the Trust also acts in a defacto leadership role for the hapū in relation to
matters concerning Oromahoe land and resources. The issues raised by trustees in
this chapter are indicative of the significant challenges, but also opportunities facing
the Oromahoe trustees as they attempt to serve to community (customary marae/kinbased ethic of manaakitanga) within a legal (i.e., non-customary, subject to
legislation) trust structure. Questions of success and of achieving outcomes is another
matter, and as demonstrated, the Trust has not always been able to fulfil either their
own ambitious goals, or the aspirations of shareholders.
The opportunity, however, is significant in terms of economic and social development
within and beyond Oromahoe. There is no shortage of ideas. For many trustees,
development in Oromahoe starts with education and employment. They
acknowledged that many of the socio-economic issues facing Oromahoe might be
ameliorated by supporting the educational aspirations of its shareholders and families,
which will, in turn, support better employment opportunities, income and standards of
living. Trustees also acknowledged there is a major quandary: a general lack of
employment prospects both within the region and in the Oromahoe Trust’s farming
business.
Notwithstanding employment constraints, trustees still desired papakāinga
development and housing. How housing might manifest in an Oromahoe Trust
context remains uncertain. Trustee views ranged from: absolute home-ownership in
Oromahoe, rental opportunities and short-term accommodation, preferably near or
around the Oromahoe marae. One thing is for certain is that housing would serve to
reconnect, or strengthen the connections between descendants and their marae, at the
same time realigning the Oromahoe Trust and its marae. Also important are kinconnections to Waitangi, which would also assist in strengthening genealogical
connections between Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa. In terms of more literal
connections, trustees supported the notion of connecting their papakāinga to
alternative energy production. Trustees perceived the benefits of solar in alleviating
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financial stresses facing kaumātua, kuia, as well as vulnerable descendants, were
worth pursuing. Finally, trustees also supported the development of food for the
community by offering access to sheep and beef through the Trust farm, and by
freeing up lands for descendants to establish their own gardens. These initiatives
would contribute to reducing costs of feeding families while also offering
opportunities to re-engage in foodscapes of the past.
Despite the opportunities ahead, numerous questions need to be addressed before any
Trust-led development can occur in the ways mentioned by the trustees. Questions
like: will status as a shareholder or beneficiary be a requisite to live in an Oromahoe
papakāinga, eat Oromahoe-raised/grown food, access locally generated electricity, or
qualify for Trust-led employment opportunities? The ideas and concerns identified in
this chapter raise further vital questions: should the Trust now be seeking trustees
with requisite skills to serve, protect and to guide it and the Oromahoe community as
it confronts an uncertain future in terms of employment, energy, food and housing?
Does the Oromahoe Trust require a properly considered, legally binding constitution
for it to properly fulfil its fiduciary duties/objectives in light of issues raised? Can and
should the Trust fulfil wider leadership roles to meet community social and economic
needs?
What then of the Oromahoe community in 100-years’-time? The question of equity in
the Oromahoe Trust impinges on or shapes the direction of land governance and the
development of papakāinga in Oromahoe. This must be first dealt with as the Trust
moves to become more proactive and deliberate about the future of Oromahoe. While
the study with trustees did not aim to ask them about their views about what ‘would
be’ the socio-economic environment or context in 100-years’-time, it did provoke and
sought answers regarding what ‘could be’ a future in Oromahoe. The question was
asked of trustees because they are the only entity beyond the marae committee within
the hapū that has land-based economic and social aspirations.
It is important also to note that imagining a future so far out was not necessarily easy
for all trustees to consider. It was natural for most to think more short-term. A couple
thought medium term. No trustees explicitly thought cross-generationally.
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Nevertheless, their ideas could be applied beyond the current generations. Did it
matter that it was difficult to think so far out? Perhaps not, but it did matter that
trustees appeared to be entirely focused on immediate/short-term aspects. The Trust,
therefore, was generally unable to take on a leadership role beyond its self-imposed
AGM cycle based on its current farming business outputs. With this in mind, the
Trust and community might benefit from creating another entity with new skill sets
that are necessary to envision long-term horizons. This thesis now turns to wider
shareholder and community perspectives on a 100-year vision of Oromahoe and their
attitudes toward papakāinga development.
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Chapter Six: Community imaginings of Oromahoe and
papakāinga
While the last chapter focused on the views of the current Oromahoe Trust trustees,
this chapter is principally concerned with the question, ‘What is the future of the
Oromahoe papakāinga in the eyes of its descendants’? It represents the second
component of the participant-based study of papakāinga in Oromahoe. For the most
part, information is drawn from a questionnaire conducted with Oromahoe
shareholders, beneficiaries and descendants. This chapter also derives information
from one interview conducted with a kuia of the community.86 As with the previous
chapter, the key aspirational question underpinning the questionnaire was, ‘what will
Oromahoe look like in 100 years? To address this question, this chapter examines
several issues, including: 1. participants’ connection to the community; 2. their ideas
of papakāinga development; and, 3. their concerns, aspirations and views of
Oromahoe in the future. The questionnaire study supplements the issues raised in
Chapter Four’s review of AGM reports (1996-2016; p. 183), which are the only other
source of wider-community and descendant perspectives on the matters of
papakāinga.
Information in this chapter is derived from the questionnaire. It facilitated mostly
one-word or short phrase answers. However brief, these short answers provided
important insights. These are concisely reported, conveying descendant views, while
also providing clarity of insights regarding the challenges, concerns and opportunities
facing Oromahoe papakāinga development. While many of the quotes are under 40
words, their quotes have been separated, to acknowledge the mana of each
individual’s perspective in contribution to Oromahoe. As with trustees, the identity of
the questionnaire participants has been anonymised.

86As

described in Chapter One, other kaumātua and kuia were approached to be interviewed, but due to
my time and travel constraints, I was unable to organise times to interview them. In these cases,
however, they did complete the questionnaire.
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This chapter has three parts. Part I: ‘A community of descendants, shareholders and
beneficiaries’ profiles those who were involved in the questionnaire study. It seeks to
understand the real, but also arbitrary, categories of ‘descendant’, ‘shareholder’ and
‘beneficiary’ from their points of view. This part also seeks to analyse the concept of
‘community’ and discusses the changing nature of its application throughout this
thesis. It examines the demographic make-up of questionnaire participants, their
connection to Oromahoe and the importance they place on Oromahoe.
Part II: ‘Imagining Papakāinga in Oromahoe: community perspectives’, outlines the
varied perspectives toward the concept of papakāinga development from a selection
of the Oromahoe community. This part follows the same thematic approach to
Chapter Five’s Oromahoe trustee study. It assesses the development needs and
aspirations facing Oromahoe being suggested by community members. It conveys
their thoughts on Oromahoe Trust’s role in shaping the future of Oromahoe.
Part III: ‘Community perspectives on energy, housing and food in Oromahoe’ picks
up the three threads of development.
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Part I: A community of descendants, shareholders and beneficiaries
‘Community’, in the context of this thesis, has various meanings. Chapters One, Two
and Three considered the term ‘community’ from a kinship perspective. These
chapters drew on ideas relating to whakapapa, pā, papakāinga, marae-community,
hapū and whānau, with emphasis on the concept the of ‘inclusivity’ in Oromahoe
social organisation. It was concerned with kinship links between descendants of
remote ancestors such as Te Rā or Kawa and the formation of hapū such as Ngāti
Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa. The relationship between these hapū and the Oromahoe
landscape was characterised through belonging, occupation and utilisation (ahi kā).
Chapters Four and Five tended to focus discussions on the specific group of these
peoples, namely individuals who had inherited interests in Oromahoe lands. These
chapters are more exclusive in their scope and are concerned with descendants of
more recent ancestors-come-owners such as Haratua Ihimaera, Perepe Komene, Te
Tane Haratua, Hohaia Tango, Mihaka Hetaraka, Hare Te Rangi, Wharau Pohe and
Hetaraka Manihera. The Oromahoe Trust describes these people as ‘beneficial
owners’ (shareholders) and their ‘successors’ (beneficiaries – not yet succeeded to
shares). The relationship between this group of people and Oromahoe land is
characterised through ownership, legal rights and entitlement. These classifications
exclude many people who are no less genealogically connected to Oromahoe, but are
not recognised as having legal interests because they are not shareholders in the Trust
(see Chapter Four for further discussion of descendant belonging and ownership in
Oromahoe, p. 193).
In the context of this chapter, the term ‘descendant’ is preferred as an inclusive way to
capture both legally connected (shareholders and beneficiaries) and non-legally
recognised, genealogically-connected individuals. The inclusion of ‘descendant’ as a
category in the questionnaire was offered as an option for those who neither had
shares in Oromahoe (shareholders), nor qualified to receive benefit from the Trust
(beneficiaries), but nevertheless were genealogically-connected to Oromahoe land and
ancestors. It is a concept that acknowledges their equal right of belonging to
Oromahoe. The status of ‘descendant’ is not a legally recognised category under
current Oromahoe Trust governance.
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Participant demographics
The first part of the questionnaire was interested in the make-up of the Oromahoe
community, including, for example, demographic information like gender, age range,
hapū, ownership status concering Oromahoe land, and resident proximity in relation
to Oromahoe.
There were 33 questionnaire participants. Nineteen completed the questionnaire at
Trust meetings and 14 completed it online through Surveymonkey.com (advertised on
the Trust’s website). Others were sent directly to participants or given through
snowballing.87 There was a relatively even split between male and female (51/49
percent respectively). Just over half were 55 years or older. There was a three-way
split of the remaining participants – around 15 percent each for the respective age
groups (25-34, 35-44 and 45-55 years old). Few youths participated in the survey,
with only one participant in the age bracket of 18-25 years old. The prevalence of
older members in the study may reflect the general aging population of the Oromahoe
community, those who attend Oromahoe Trust AGMs or who are active in Oromahoe
Trust affairs.

Figure 40. Age range of Oromahoe study participants.

Participants were then asked to identify which category best described their
relationship to Oromahoe lands. Shareholders represented 18 percent of participants;
87

See Chapter One (p. 49) for further detail on methods.
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beneficiaries represented 21 percent (collectively shareholders and beneficiaries make
up 39 percent); trustees represented 6 percent; while 15 percent of participants ‘did
not know’ how to define their status. The majority classified themselves as a
descendant (48 percent). One individual identified their status as ‘other’, explaining
that their “tupuna are from Oromahoe and Waitangi. Their land was sold when I was
child in the 70s.” Participants were given the option to select more than one category,
the total percentage of responses, therefore, adds up to more than 100 percent (122
percent).

Figure 41. Status of Oromahoe study participants. Shareholder (18.1); Beneficiary (21.2), Descendant (48.4),
Trustee (6), Don’t Know (15.1), Other (3).

Participants were also asked to which hapū they primarily associated. They could list
as many hapū as they wished. Of the 33 participants, 16 answered with only one hapū.
Most affiliated with more than one hapū. Ngāti Kawa had the highest frequency of
response with 18 affiliated descendants, followed by Ngāti Rāhiri with 13. Seven
respondents identified a connection to Ngāti Hine (Moerewa, Kawakawa and Motatau
areas); four respondents to Ngāti Rēhia (of Te Tii Mangonui, Takou Bay); two
connected with Ngāti Rangi (Ngāwhā, Kaikohe area), Ngāti Manu (Karetu/Waikare
area) and Ngāti Ueoneone (southern Kaikohe area) respectively. Further hapū (and
iwi) included Te Uri o Hua (Ngāwhā/Kaikohe); Ngāi Tawake ki te Tuawhenua
(Waimate North); Ngāti Kuri (Far North, Te Hapua); Te Whiu; Ngāti Tautahi
(Kaikohe); Uri Roroi ki Parawhau (Whangarei); Matarahurahu (Oromahoe); Te Uri o
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Hau (Whangarei); Ngare Hauata (Ngawhitu); Ngāti Manukau; Ngāti Apa; Ngāti Awa
(Bay of Plenty/Whakatane/Murupara); Ngāi Tahu (South Island). Two respondents
opted to list their connections to ‘place’ instead, these included ‘Oromahoe’ and ‘Te
Ahuahu’. Many of these hapū are mapped in Chapter Three (Figure 19).

Connection to Oromahoe and its importance
Oromahoe is home to only a tiny fraction of its overall descendants, most of whom
have been raised and live elsewhere. This is reflected by the make-up of the study’s
participants, with approximately 16 percent living locally in Oromahoe (drawn from
approximately 19 households still belonging to hapū members). The majority of
participants (39 percent), are situated within a 20-minute drive of Oromahoe. The low
percentage of resident Oromahoe descendants may be indicative of the limited
housing or land availability in Oromahoe. The situation also reflects a general trend
for descendants to live close to towns as centres of employment. Alternatively, it may
also be the case that individuals and families are residing amongst their other hapū
affiliations (recruitment methods of these groups i.e. local, non-local, trust-associated,
and descendants are discussed in Chapter Two, p. 49).

Figure 42. Residential spread of participants
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Taken together, those that reside ‘in’ or ‘nearby’ Oromahoe, represent a slim majority
of participants (approximately 55 percent). The remaining participants reside ‘away’
from Oromahoe. Fifteen percent live within an hour’s drive of Oromahoe (for
example, Whangarei); 18 percent stated that they lived at least two hours away from
Oromahoe (for example, Auckland); while 12 percent of respondents lived overseas.
Of all participants, 42 percent had lived at Oromahoe previously. The remaining 58
percent had never lived in Oromahoe.
This is a small current-day snapshot Oromahoe membership. The above residential
figures also reflect what has broadly been observed in Chapters Two regarding a
general depopulation of papakāinga nationwide (p. 83). Underlying factors behind
urban shifts have included better employment prospects and better living standards
(Williams, 2015; Tapsell 2014). Te Rarawa Chief Executive Kevin Robinson (2014)
offers a comparative perspective of the current-day reality for his Hokianga
communities of Motuti and Panguru where a significant proportion of the community
live over an hour’s drive away in Kaitaia to access work, education, social and health
services. While the same kind of pull factors to towns and cities concern Oromahoe,
the community is not nearly as remote as the Hokianga communities. Many of
resources and services can be found relatively close to the Oromahoe papakāinga as
the following table illustrates:
Town

Available resources and services

Average commute
time (minutes)

Kerikeri
Kaikohe

Multiple mainstream schools, medical centre,
Work and Income New Zealand (WINZ - social
service), two supermarkets, a department store
Multiple mainstream schools and Kura Kaupapa
(total immersion Māori school), medical centre,
WINZ, two supermarkets, department store
Primary school, supermarket, other shops

Waitangi
and Paihia
Kawakawa Hospital, primary and secondary mainstream
and
schools, Kura Kaupapa, medical centre, shops
Moerewa

Table 1. Towns and available resources/services in relation to Oromahoe
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12
19
15
14

The importance of Oromahoe
Regardless of their residence, all participants agreed that Oromahoe was important to
them. The degree of importance was such that 84 percent of participants felt that
Oromahoe was ‘very important’ and 16 percent stated that Oromahoe was ‘somewhat
important’ to them. Participants cited multiple reasons why they thought that
Oromahoe was important to them. The most prominent value placed on Oromahoe
was that participants’ ‘ancestors and/or family were buried in Oromahoe’, referred to
19 times in responses. The next most popular response was that participants or family
members had shares in Oromahoe land (mentioned 12 times). This figure is not too
far removed from the collective 39 percent of shareholder and beneficiaries described
above. “Whakapapa connections” was the third most frequently cited theme of
importance (cited by eight individuals). The fourth most frequent point was that
participants have parents or family that live in Oromahoe. The next value described
was that participants were either raised or had family members (for example, parents)
that had been raised in Oromahoe. While only three respondents cited the Oromahoe
marae as an important aspect to their connection, marae would have undoubtedly been
important more generally amongst participants given that 84 percent stated that
Oromahoe was very important to them. Two respondents identified their role of
service to Oromahoe marae as an important factor in their connection; and one
participant referred to Oromahoe as the ‘turangawaewae’ of their family. The
following table summarises the responses.
Themes of importance

Frequency

Ancestors and/or family were buried in 19
Oromahoe
Shares in Oromahoe
12
Whakapapa connections

8

Parents/family live in Oromahoe

5

Raised themselves in Oromahoe or had 5
family raised there
Oromahoe as “home”
4
Individual/family/ancestors worked
the land
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4

Belong to marae

3

Service to community (marae)

2

Learnt tikanga/kawa at Oromahoe

1

Turangawaewae

1

Table 2. Themes of Oromahoe’s importance according to participants

It must be noted, however, that open-ended questions such as “why is Oromahoe
important?” carried prompts to assist participants in shaping their answers, for
example, “my family lives there; tupuna/family are buried there; I or my family have
shares in the land; whakapapa connections” (see Appendix C for questionnaire). As
discussed in Chapter One, the risk identified in drafting prompts was the potential of
biasing the data (p. 49). However, the risk of leaving the questions completely open
was that answers could be unfocused, off-topic or too minimal. In the end, the top
four responses were all prompts supplied in the question; and as evidenced above,
limited to simple short phases. Notwithstanding these prompts, they are no less
relevant to understanding what participants believe is important in Oromahoe. There
were also two notable responses that departed from this format. One participant
describes the value of Oromahoe in the following way:
Our family are all here in Oromahoe. Many generations of whanau and
as whanau we need to ensure these lines are held open for our children
and grandchildren for a true sense of belonging.
A second participant, who currently lives in Oromahoe, had this to say:
Born and raised in Oromahoe. My children are being raised in
Oromahoe and hope that with development I can build my business from
the land I was raised on.
Both participants cite the centrality of family in Oromahoe. For the first respondent,
‘whakapapa’ was a strong theme of connection and the backbone to her/his family’s
sense of belonging to Oromahoe. It also highlights the role of history in defining the
character of current and future generations. The second was more current-to-future
focused, expressing an interest in raising her/her family in Oromahoe. S/he also
identified Oromahoe as the platform on which to establish a business.
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There are multiple important points of participant connection to Oromahoe. These
were tangible and intangible, to its people and the place, legally through shares and
morally through belonging. Perhaps more notable are the omissions of reference to
expected aspects of importance such as hapū, or the scarcity of reference to the
Oromahoe marae. These aspects are salient in the exploration of development needs
in Oromahoe. It may also be that hapū and marae were taken for granted points and
just inherent parts of identity or belonging (as also described personally in Chapter
One’s subsection, ‘Belonging to Marae’, p. 25). While ‘shares in Oromahoe’ was the
second most cited point regarding connection, deriving benefit from the land was not
mentioned as a matter of significance.
A question explored below was whether the respective positions of the participants
influenced their responses. For example, were there differing perspectives or
emphases between younger and older members? Were there diverging views between
shareholders and beneficiaries? Were there other differences, reflecting descendants
legal or lack thereof, connections to Oromahoe?
Moving ‘home’
Community members’ desire to live in Oromahoe is only known through the AGM
minutes from 1998 to 2004 concerning papakāinga (outlined in Chapter Four, p. 183)
and Appendix H). One way their views were indicated was by specific requests from
descendants to the Oromahoe Trust. However, in more recent times, the issue of
housing in Oromahoe had fallen silent. This was the case until most recently (in 2014)
when a 78-year-old kaumātua sought the Oromahoe Trust’s adjudication on the status
of a house in Oromahoe, which he believed to be ‘owned’ by the Trust. 88 The
kaumātua desired to return to the house where he grew up (and where his
whenua/placenta was buried). This house was currently being occupied by his junior
relative (who is also a descendant of the original occupant) (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2,

Maori Land Court records suggest fifteen house sections were petitioned out of the parent Oromahoe
block in 1963. This occurred alongside the Oromahoe Trust amalgamation of all residue Oromahoe
lands. Not surprisingly the Trust’s records are silent on any matter concerning these fifteen individually
Maori or freehold title sections.
88
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2014). While there was no resolution on the matter (as it appears, it was not pursued),
the request raised multiple questions:
1. Whether it was time for the Trust to establish kaumātua/kuia housing;
2. Whether there is wider descendant interest in the concept of ‘moving home’ to
Oromahoe; and
3. What is the role of the Oromahoe Trust in resolving the problem?
There is limited capacity for Oromahoe to provide for the scattered descendantdiaspora permanently, should they seek to return or move there. There is limited
existing housing, no current plan for housing, and no designated areas to build should
descendants wish to. It seems prudent, therefore, to first gain a wider sense among
descendants of whether there is still any current desire amongst the Oromahoe
community to live in Oromahoe.
As the graph below (Figure 43) indicates, 29 percent of participants were interested in
the idea of living in Oromahoe. About half stated that they would ‘maybe’ like to live
there. Less than ten percent said that they would ‘not’. It is difficult to assess the level
of interest for those who ticked ‘maybe’, but what might be said is that they are at the
very least, open to the idea, or positively inclined to move to Oromahoe. This could
have significant implications long-term for hapū papakāinga planning, infrastructural
support, marae participation and maintenance, among other things. It also counters
previous views of the Trust where no interest in living in Oromahoe was found
through the 1999 papakāinga study and investigation.
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Figure 43. Participant interest in living in Oromahoe.

Even for those that were either ‘interested’, ‘maybe’ interested in moving, or ‘did not
know’, there were important factors that would influence their decision to move to
Oromahoe. The study then sought to find out what these factors were. Participants
were given the option to select multiple answers as well as define their own. The most
frequently-indicated factor was the availability of housing. The second most frequent
factor was shared between access to employment nearby and health/ ‘other services’,
with 15 participants selecting these two options (Figure 44 below).

Figure 44. Factors that would influence participants decision to move to Oromahoe.
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Participants were queried on what ‘other services’ or factors would be important in
moving to Oromahoe. For one participant, the infrastructure of the community was
important:
[It will be important for] mahi [work] to upgrade our whenua [land] and
whare [house(s)].
For another participant, it was ensuring the availability of land. Although they do not
explain further, this could be to build (housing) or to create a crop (garden) or to farm.
Other factors of importance listed related to socio-economic and environmental
concerns:
Security in employment and housing... also housing services nearby…
quality of crops/water
For another individual, it was important for them to understand the historical issues
over their legal land title in Oromahoe:
I know my parents have land there, but [in the] past something has been
illegally taken from us.
In thinking about living in Oromahoe her/himself, One individual is hopeful that
Oromahoe would not become too overcrowded:
I would love to live there, but I wouldn't want to see too many houses
there. That's the appeal to me.
Nearby schooling was less frequently mentioned. This is likely because there are
several education options (early childhood education (ECE), primary and secondary)
within the vicinity of Oromahoe (see Table 1 above). Oromahoe hosts its own ECE
centre and primary school (which also dates back to the 1870s). ‘Further finance’, as
an incentive to move to Oromahoe was only signalled by three participants. While
there is a general ‘desire’ to live in Oromahoe, it would be difficult to state with
authority that there is an immediate ‘demand’, but certainly ‘interest’ in the medium
to long-term.
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Part II: Imagining Papakāinga in Oromahoe: community
perspectives
This part explores how Oromahoe community members envision the development of
papakāinga in Oromahoe. It must be remembered here that the term ‘papakāinga’
concerns broader ideas related to whakapapa, marae, land and people. In the previous
chapters, the medium to long-term ‘future’ is not a focus for the Oromahoe Trust.
Chapter Four conveyed its ‘past-present’ attention including: overcoming a history of
land management; governance and operations from AGM to AGM (from year-toyear); and annual revenue cash flows and operations out of a space of reaction to
shareholder concerns. The future only enters the Trust’s scope according to short-term
five-year plans, and not via any strategic discussion engaging shareholder
perspectives for the land long-term. Trustee perspectives presented in Chapter Five
also generally echoed this past-present stance also.
The opportunity to ‘imagine papakāinga’ in Oromahoe in a 100-years was a
completely new and challenging question for participants to think about (as it was for
trustees as we saw in the previous chapter). Most if not all had not considered longterm, cross-generational perspectives before. Attention generally limited to the shortterm, day-to-day or week-to-week affairs and more immediate needs of ‘families’,
compared to ‘community’-orientated issues. As mentioned above, the only forum by
which descendants have generally been able to contemplate matters vaguely affecting
the Oromahoe community, or the concept of development in Oromahoe has been
through the Oromahoe Trust AGMs. Other such instances where the concept of
‘community’ becomes a focus are events like wānanga (learning forum), tangihanga
or Waitangi Tribunal hearings. This part explores how Oromahoe descendants
consider issues beyond the scope of family, how they reflect on the current state of
their community and how they ‘imagine’ future possibilities.

What are the development needs facing Oromahoe?
The basic question asked in the survey was whether participants had ever
contemplated the future of Oromahoe. The majority (87 percent) said that they had.
The study then asked participants whether they thought that Oromahoe has any social
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or economic development needs concerning the local community or the wider hapū
that lives in and beyond Oromahoe. Seventy-eight percent responded ‘yes’, six
percent stated ‘maybe’, and 15 percent ‘did not know’. In describing what these might
be, participants listed multiple needs. The following needs are ranked according to the
frequency by which they were mentioned by participants. These issues or
development needs are treated thematically (themes and sub-themes), but many
overlaps with other areas surveyed. For example, social issues were linked to housing
and health issues.
Theme 1: Employment and economic development
Of the 25 participants who responded to the question concerning development needs
in Oromahoe, ‘employment’ was most frequently mentioned. One Oromahoe-based
participant described the situation facing Oromahoe in the following way:
There is nothing for the majority here. Its either [Oromahoe] Trust or
Pakeha owned. To live here you need to work here.
From this short response, ‘here’ could mean local to Oromahoe, or be taken to mean
‘nearby’. Nevertheless, as has been mentioned earlier in Chapters Two and Four,
there is a current limited availability of jobs in Northland. It is a region carrying one
of the highest rates of unemployment in the country (MBIE, 2015, p. 9; Mills, 2014,
p. 3). Not surprisingly, the need for work opportunities was also a prevailing response
by trustees in the previous chapter.
Employment was closely linked with ‘economic development needs’ (which was
fourth frequent in responses). One participant, who lived over two hours away from
Oromahoe stated that in terms of economic development, Oromahoe needed
opportunities where descendants:
[Could earn] consistent income that a family can earn and live well on –
dev[elop] small family and/or community owned businesses and support
networks.
The idea of fostering small businesses development within Oromahoe featured
strongly in the study. A favoured business idea was the exploration of the mānuka
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honey industry. Participants also described a desire to build a factory to collect and
process both edible and medical grade mānuka honey. Participants continued to state
that the concept could extend to business in rongoa (customary medicines) and
planting regimes along waterways in Oromahoe. These responses, from just a few,
indicated a level of entrepreneurial vision and market knowledge (relating to
mānuka), and that there is a realisation of the potential for opportunities for
Oromahoe in terms of socio-economic growth. This is significant because some of the
more marginal and undeveloped blocks of Māori land host large natural plantations of
mānuka (for example, the Waitangi Te Tii B7 block of 48 hectares about twenty
kilometres away, which is owned by shareholders from Oromahoe/Waitangi).
Mānuka honey represents a growth industry for the region. The Ministry of Primary
Industries (MPI, 2016) reported a return range of $12.00-148.00 per kilogram of
mānuka honey in 2015/16 depending on quality (p. 6), an increase from $9.50-116.50
per kilogram for 2014/15 (MPI, 2016, p. 6). ANZ bank New Zealand rural economist
Con Williams estimates the value range of mānuka honey to be greater depending on
its quality, stating “while high volume markets tend to pay $21-$28 a kilogram,
higher value markets will pay $30-$50/kg and medical grade mānuka can fetch up to
$1,000/kg” (NZHerald, 2016). Northland in particular provides a unique and
significant opportunity to participate in mānuka honey because of the high unique
mānuka factor (UMF) that is present in the mānuka species of the region (compared
to elsewhere in New Zealand). As a direct result of rising returns, including intense
industry competition, conflicts between (Māori) land owners and honey companies
(Saxton, 2017), beehive theft (The Northern Advocate, 2015),89 poisoning (de Graaf,
2016b), arson (The Northern Advocate, 2015) and vandalism (MPI, 2016, p. 12), have
come to dominate the Northland mānuka honey industry.
Another favoured idea for economic development in Oromahoe was tourism. One
participant explained:

89 22 hives were taken from a property on State Highway 10 at Oromahoe in 2015 (The Northern
Advocate, 2015).
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I feel that there is a strong opportunity to take advantage of the
proximity in which Oromahoe is situated from the likes of the tourist
mecha [sic.] such as [K]erikeri and [P]aihia. With these two places,
merely a stone’s throw away perhaps we could look at exposing our
culture to that particular clientele and in the process bringing income
into the community
Tourism is another growth industry for Northland, reportedly bringing $1 billion in
revenue to the region in 2016 (Lamby, 2016; MBIE, 2015). The participant above
suggests that there is an opportunity to capitalise on this industry by marketing local
Ngāti Rāhiri/Ngāti Kawa culture. It was not stated as to what this might entail, but it
could involve performing arts, material culture (carving, weaving), eco- or agritourism amongst other aspects. As suggested, given the centrality of Oromahoe to key
tourism areas in the region (for example, Waitangi, Paihia, Kerikeri and other places),
it may be well placed to engage in this market as a means of providing employment
opportunities to Oromahoe community members. Oromahoe also has an added
tourism attracter: the internationally recognised Mahoe Cheese Factory (see
www.mahoecheese.co.nz). These ideas take for granted the opportunities to engage
the kinship and office relationships with Te Tii Waitangi B3 Trust who are positioned
at the ‘river-mouth of tourism’ in Waitangi. Waitangi TTB3 has operated a holiday
park accommodation and resort in recent times, alongside individual descendants,
plying for the tourist dollar on offer.
Participants also suggested that economic development was linked to bringing
Oromahoe lands into full development. It is assumed this is referring to land currently
outside Oromahoe Trust governance. There are only a few other multiply-owned
unproductive land blocks around Oromahoe that currently have no management
structures governing them (Figure 45 below). Some are inadvertently becoming
overrun by gorse, while others are leased out to non-hapū farm owners.
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Figure 45. Oromahoe (on left) and Otao (on right) Māori land blocks (shaded areas) (www.maorimaps.com;
www.maorilandonline.govt.nz).

Overall, there are considerable opportunities and ideas from Oromahoe descendants
regarding short and long-term future growth. Underlying barriers, however, are lack
of: business skills; capital start up; and available time to pursue proposals through to
implementation. Ideas for sustainable development like those raised in this study have
not been explored or acted upon by the Trust, nor by others in partnership discussions
external to the community.
Theme 2: Education
As also identified by trustees in the previous chapter, the participants’ second most
frequently cited development need was education (referred to six times). Education
statistics show that Māori in the Northland region is well below the national average
(Mills, 2014, p. 2). Only 7.4 percent of Northland’s Māori population has gone on to
earn a bachelor’s degree or equivalent compared to the national average of 20 percent
(Mills, 2014, p. 2; Statistics NZ, 2013).
Other research (R. Tane, 2016) reveals the “under-performance, or rather, severe
under-performance” of Māori youth in mainstream primary schools of the Northland
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region (Tane, 2016). The table below (Table 3) indicates the current performance
levels of Māori children at eight mainstream primary schools within and around the
tribal area of Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa, including Oromahoe, Pakaraka,
Kawakawa, Kaikohe, Ohaeawai, Okaihau and Kerikeri. The three indicator levels of
math, reading and writing are relative percentages measured against Māori student
performance in mainstream primary schools nationally (for years 1-8) for 2015.
Total % of all Māori Students “Below” or “Well Below” National Standard Level
READING
% of all Maori
students

WRITING
% of all Maori
students

MATHEMATICS

% of all Maori
students

SCHOOL A

44

60.7

45.6

SCHOOL B90

36

43.6

40

SCHOOL C91

36

21.4

7.1

SCHOOL D

41.3

50.1

38.1

SCHOOL E

55.6

53.3

46.7

SCHOOL F

44.3

59.4

48.5

SCHOOL G

39.5

41.6

25.5

SCHOOL H92

17

15.9

13.4

Table 3. Māori performance and achievement at primary schools within and near the rohe of Ngāti Kawa and
Ngāti Rāhiri (2014), Bay of Islands (R. Tane 2016, pt. 118).

The table shows that all, but two of the eight primary schools are performing
extremely poorly in each subject area in terms of the high levels of underachievement (R. Tane, 2016, pt. 118-119). My thesis surveyed participants’

This school did not have statistics by ethnicity. The statistics recorded for each indicator shows the
total student percentage. The school’s ethnicity is, however, 95% Maori and is within the rohe of Ngāti
Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa.
This school did not have statistics for Māori for reading. The estimate is based on what is provided,
i.e. statistics for Pākehā. The Māori rate was then reached as a proportion of the remaining population.
The statistics for Maori in writing contrasted significantly to other primary schools and indicated strong
performance: 78.6% performing ‘at or above’ national standard levels, and similarly in mathematics:
92% were performing ‘at or above’ national standard levels.
Like school C, this rural small school compares well in this cohort. Māori performance in reading,
writing and maths are significantly higher than the other schools at the ‘at or above’ levels in reading,
writing and maths.
90

91

4
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awareness of education needs facing Oromahoe and are, therefore, considered within
this broader context.
As detailed in Chapter Four, Oromahoe does not have a specific strategy to deal with
the secondary and tertiary education concerns in Oromahoe, but the Trust does offer
grants to support Oromahoe descendants in education (p. 176). The emphasis in AGM
minutes has often been directed toward tertiary education concerns. One questionnaire
participant suggested:
[e]ducation aligned to needs of the community and individual’s
particular area of interest and passion e.g. farming, business, technology,
arts etc.
This response mirrors what has been raised repeatedly in Trust AGMs, that is, the
Oromahoe Trust should target its tertiary grants to areas of relevance to its own
business (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2015; 2014). The Trust’s stance on this has
generally been that it is open to supporting all education aspirations of its
beneficiaries. To better understand the education plans of grant applicants, the Trust
application forms ask whether the recipient would consider working in Northland,
researching Ngāpuhi issues and consider post-graduate studies in any subject
(Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, n.d).
Clearly, educational achievement is an important subject. Although participants did
not go into detail, their recognition is significant when considered against a highly
problematic past and present of under-achievement by Māori attending primary
schools within the community’s wider region. The Oromahoe Trust at least provides
education grants. There are, however, complex inter-generational issues to confront
though as well as long-term future planning beyond the Trust’s grant scheme. Again,
leadership and resources are major issues and are subjects for future research.
Theme 3: Housing
Despite featuring the most in terms of factors that would assist descendants to move
to Oromahoe, housing was the third most cited ‘development need’. The most
expanded response stated that:
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Housing being a major concern through the Far North. I think we
should be considering sustainable housing for our kaumātua maybe from
a qualifying age (70 years).”
The idea of providing housing for the older members of Oromahoe was also important
to Oromahoe trustees. Housing as a theme of papakāinga development is discussed
further below.
Theme 4: Social (marae, language and knowledge)
Māori language and Oromahoe knowledge revitalisation, marae upkeep, hapū
strengthening and leadership succession were further themes identified by survey
participants. The maintenance of the Oromahoe marae featured prominently in
responses. While the marae complex is generally well looked after, the last significant
upgrade to the marae buildings occurred several years ago when the wharenui floor
was replaced. There has been a long-held desire amongst Oromahoe Trust
shareholders and trustees to maintain the marae, in particular upgrade the wharekai
facilities and ablution block (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2016). These ideas were
raised in the recent review of the Oromahoe Trust distribution policy regarding
whether a special grant should be considered for marae capital buildings (Oromahoe
Trust Distribution Policy Subcommittee, 2017). Maintenance in and around the marae
also extends to the caretaking of the urupā (cemetery) and church. Figuratively, the
marae and the church are considered as part of the same complex. In practical terms,
however, the two are treated as separate, and maintenance needs of each have
generally been addressed independently from one another. An interview held with
Oromahoe resident and kuia conducted alongside trustee interviews highlighted her
concerns:
But my other love is our marae, our church. And I always think about it,
especially our church. Ina kaore atu au i konei [if I am not here], I don’t
know who is going to do the church... I hope [name withheld] will carry
on, because she’s seen what I do. Not that I’m saying kia mahia over
here, but e kitea atu, wetahi atu kia awhi mai [I see others that might
help].
The concern described here is not necessarily just about the physical state of the
marae and church, but rather a concern over succession and who will uphold marae
and church responsibilities. Ideas of succession were also shared by questionnaire
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participants. The challenges of leadership and cultural competency in Oromahoe was
raised multiple times. One descendant suggested that:
The haukāinga [home people] need to be strengthened. The taumata
[elders/speakers] at the marae struggles.
This statement acknowledges the pressure being faced by the current leadership in
marae affairs. To address this, two participants suggest cross-generational teaching:
Te reo, kapa haka, land/whakapapa wānanga, knowledge and stories
being passed on from old times just to name a few […]
To be able to practice and teach traditional [to Ngāti Kawa Ngāti Rāhiri
hapū] and contemporary arts and culture.
Further ideas of building cultural competency in Oromahoe included the building of a
cultural hall and the running of cultural marae activities. These ideas are related to the
promotion of cohesion and unity in the Oromahoe, as one participant describes it, to:
Bring everyone closer together and work to make our hapū stronger for
the younger ones.

Sub-theme: Land, manaakitanga and unity: a kuia perspective93
The concerns and aspirations of unity are highlighted by a kuia in answer to the
question “Ina ka ora koe mo te kotahi rau tau, pehea to kitenga mo tenei rohe o
Oromahoe?” [What would be your vision for Oromahoe if you lived for 100 years?]
K Kia kotahi te iwi [to unify the people]. That’s what I would love to
see. Kaua e mea rawa o tera o taku whanaunga – kia noho kotahi [Not
like that of my relation - to live unified].
P: E mohio ana au taua ahuatanga, e noho wehewehe ana tatou [I know
that feeling, we live isolated from one another].
K: Ae… tino pouri [yes…very sad].

Quotes from this interview are represented as a conversation. The speakers have been delineated ‘K’:
kuia and ‘P’: Paratene Tane (author), as well as italicised (for K) and non-italicised (for P) text. The
interview was also bilingual, my own translations of quotes are therefore provided in square brackets,
non-italicised.
93
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P: Penei te korero o to taua nei tupuna a Hoori, me te miharo o ana
whakaaro, te rangimarie [like the words of our ancestor Hori, and
brilliance of his ideas of peace/harmony]
K: I used to hear mum say a lot about him [Hori Poutawera], you know,
tana kaha hiahia kia kotahi [his strong desire for unity]. That’s why
mum was telling me he wouldn’t give a name to the wharenui… te kaha
tika wera kōrero [the absolute correctness of those words]. That’s my
big wish, kia kotahi te iwi – kaua e haere ana tēnā – ko ia ano me tana
nei huarahi rawa ke, tirotiro ana [to unify the people – so s/he does not
go off by her/himself - down their own path – searching], that’s what I’d
love. Te kaha torutoru o tatou [there is only a few of us left], that’s why.
Aianei na, ko to papa anahe te kaumātua [soon, your dad will be the only
kaumātua], you know you look around and drop down to [name
withheld]. You know [name withheld] is in his late 50s, or early 50s, not
very old. Terrible, mokemoke tātou te kore tangata [we are lonely with
no people].
While there are many issues identified in this one passage, at the foremost is the need
to foster unity in the hapū. The kōrero (conversation) highlights how, in the view of
the kuia, kin-members of Oromahoe have grown isolated from one another – no
longer acting as a community. Further ideas, as also identified above, include the
struggles facing the ranks of leadership in marae affairs, the dwindling number of
elders and the loneliness they feel. She continues:
P: He aha ou hiahia to tenei wahi, tua atu i kotahitanga, mo tenei wahi
o Oromahoe, te marae pea, te whenua pea, te Trust pea. He hiahia ke
tau, he wawata me kii? (What are your aspirations for this place,
besides unity, for this place of Oromahoe, perhaps for the marae, the
land, the Trust. Do you have any aspirations or dreams?)
K: We are lucky really… that what little my mother had of whenua
never went in to the Trust, and you know it’s still out here and it’s still
ours. You know we’re sort of lucky. I appreciate what little I’ve got
because I’m near the marae, and I love the marae life. Mums always said
to me “ahakoa ko wai te tangata e takoto i te marae, he whānaunga” [no
matter the person lying (in state) at the marae, they are related], and
that’s how I look at it you know, and all I really want, kia kotahi nga iwi
o Oromahoe [to unify the people of Oromahoe]… and you know, ko
paupau haere nga iwi o Oromahoe [the people of Oromahoe are almost
all gone/exhausted].
There are two further fundamental themes offered here. The first theme concerns the
benefits of inheriting land from her mother. She acknowledges that, unlike most
people of Oromahoe, she is in a privileged position of also having land that was not
incorporated into the Oromahoe Trust in the 1960s. Notably also the kuia’s mother
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inherited from her father a large estate which comprised most of the land near the
marae. The kuia’s mother then gifted much of her land to her nephew to look after
and farm. The points made here are that the kuia’s land is not caught up in trust
politics over shares and the uncertainty of land title control. She continues to explain:
You see like all these homes over here, I don’t know whether they are
theirs forever. I think ine94 ka matemate atu [if they pass away], I don’t
think it’s really theirs, because it’s on Oromahoe Trust land ay. So you
know, I don’t really know. Haunga ano tau ine mate a koe [on the other
hand yours (your land/house), if you pass away] from down there, it still
belongs to you fullas…ne ra?
This point reiterates the lack of clarity over housing believed to be owned by the
Oromahoe Trust as also mentioned by Trustee 5 in the previous chapter ‘Equity
between shareholders’ (p. 213). She eludes to the unofficial practice that has been
occurring between occupants, where houses built on fifteen sections subdivided out of
the original Oromahoe block in 1963. These have generally remained in the families
of the original individual owners. This study picks up apparent confusion over title
and rights of inheritance of the Oromahoe community homes as an ongoing concern.
The second theme relates to inheriting exclusive rights (of descent) to land directly
adjacent to the marae. She views this land as a privilege as it appeals to her love for
the marae. At the same time, she perceives these rights as also entailing (her mother’s
kinship-defined) responsibilities to the community, primarily to support the marae and
the family of deceased at times of tangihanga. The kuia’s passage concludes by
returning to the point of fostering cohesion in Oromahoe in light of diminishing
numbers of ‘home people’. Above all, unity is the most enduring theme from the
kuia’s perspectives. The emphasis of unity through caring and service is indicative of
her whakapapa, evidenced in the ideals of her grandfather, mentioned above, and
references made elsewhere about her mother. Kaumātua Renata Tane (2016) adds:
She was always there for anyone.” And that really did extend to the
many dozens of people that came to her home to visit or to stay, or to get
ready for a hui at the marae next door. “Her focus on manaaki tangata

94

Ina – ‘if’, pronounced by the kuia as ine.
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[care for people] and land is what held us together as a community. (pt.
21)
An important point identified here is that despite her being an ‘owner’ of land, and the
rights that this entails, the concept of responsibility is prioritised. The kuia continued
to uphold these kinship values of manaaki. There are multiple ideas related to cultural
development in Oromahoe. Taken together, they represent the most recurrent
development need in the study. Issues of culture tend to be mentioned mostly by
participants over the age of 45. This might be expected given that individuals 45 and
older make-up 55 percent of the participant cohort.

Broad themes on development
There were further ideas relating to development in Oromahoe. The following were
less frequently raised, but nevertheless offer insight as to the pressing concerns of
Oromahoe descendants. Needs related to the fostering of local produce and
community gardens, social and health services, plantation of indigenous forestry,
cleaning of waterways and planting along banks. One participant captured multiple
ideas in their answer:
Land retention and development. Small business development to create
employment. Council representation to benefit the hapū katoa [all of the
kin-community]. Organic gardening. Forestry (Natives). Our own
[timber] mill for building of new homes through Northtec students
(apprenticeship) and or education of our children Hapū. Social Services
for housing, employment, counselling, social workers etc.
There are two novel inclusions in the participant response above. The first concerns
Oromahoe hapū engaging in local level council representation. Given the general
primacy of iwi over hapū (described in Chapter Two, ‘Iwification’, p. 84), it is
difficult to imagine the council entertaining the idea of hapū sitting at the table in
partnership with local authorities. The idea does indicate participant interest in ideas
of partnership as perhaps once envisioned by Oromahoe leaders in 1840 when they
signed Te Tiriti (R. Tane, 2016; M. Kawharu, 2016; 2008). The second novel idea
concerns creating and controlling the value chain of housing development. It begins
with planting native forestry as the source material, processing of timber, the training
of descendants in carpentry through to the building of housing. On face value, the
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idea seems ambitious, but this value chain suggestion certainly merits an exploration
of potential feasibility.
Another notable response concerned health. One participant mentions that the
Oromahoe community needs:
[a] prevention programme re[garding]: domestic violence, alcohol and
drug use (meth, cannabis, prescription drugs), mental health etc.
A brief look at health reports and media on health issues in Northland reveals that
Māori are over-represented in negative statistics on domestic violence, alcohol and
drug abuse, and mental health needs (Northland District Health Board, 2016, pp. 6-7;
see also Cowlishaw, 2018; Fisher, 2016; Collins, 2015c). Like education discussed
above, health and well-being issues are major and complex concerns for Oromahoe.
Of note in the study of development needs in Oromahoe, there was an absence of any
reference or link to the resolution of outstanding Treaty claims in terms of Oromahoe
development. This is despite the on-going Tribunal hearings enveloping the wider
Northland region (Te Paparahi o te Raki), and not least that the Oromahoe marae
hosted Waitangi Tribunal hearings in 2016. The absence of any reference to Treaty
claim settlements in this study may indicate that participants are eager to advance
their community, irrespective of any potential Treaty claim settlement that may occur.
The reality is that it is unknown how long the Ngāpuhi settlement process will take.
The government’s self-imposed deadline to settle all historic Treaty by 2014 has
already lapsed. The Ngāpuhi settlement continues to be highly contested and
settlement negotiations have not even begun. Not to be mistaken, addressing the
cross-generational grievances is important to the Oromahoe community, as various
kin-members are in fact claimants. It appears, however, that among participants,
development is not dependant on settlement. Further to this point, there is no
guarantee that anything will meaningfully change for Oromahoe once settlement
occurs. Put simply, hapū were dispossessed of land in and around Oromahoe, yet it is
not hapū per se to whom the land/resources are returned (if they are at all).
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In summary, there is a broad range of complex development needs facing the
Oromahoe community. They are social, educational, economic, environmental and
cultural in nature. They all have historical foundations and they are also all concerned
with the future. This research provides a foundation to outlining a development
agenda for Oromahoe. It does leave the major question as to who is responsible for
addressing identified needs and any development plans. It might be assumed that the
Oromahoe Trust has a role in addressing some or all. This chapter now turns to
whether participants believe this is so and, if yes, what they think this role might be.

What is the role of the Oromahoe Trust?
Where do the responsibilities lie in addressing the needs described above? It would be
unreasonable to expect the small farming enterprise to respond to all the needs
identified above. As complex and varied as they are, most, if not all, actually lie
outside the capacity and jurisdiction of the Oromahoe Trust. It is important, therefore,
to establish whether participants thought that the Oromahoe Trust had a role in
addressing the development needs and if so, what it might be. Eighty-one percent
agreed that the Trust did have a role; nine percent thought it ‘maybe’ had a role, and
the remaining nine percent stated that they ‘did not know’.

Role 1: Oromahoe Trust as an investor
In terms of what role the Trust might provide, the prevailing view was that the Trust
should act as an investment entity to resource or fund business, social and
environmental initiative, like those mentioned above. Participants did not elaborate on
whether the Trust should invest, lend (loan) or gift capital to kickstart development.
Several participants confirmed that the Trust’s primary role is investing in the
educational aspirations of its beneficiaries. This was considered an investment in the
future development of the people and the Oromahoe community.

Role 2: Oromahoe Trust as a mentor and employer
Participants were also interested in the Trust providing supporting and mentoring
roles to its beneficiaries. There were two specific references to Trust training in
respect to its main business of farming, and three statements about mentoring and
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upskilling in general (non-specific areas). One participant challenged the Trust to be
more accountable to the Oromahoe community:
[It should be] doing more to get the hapu employed or work experience
from the agricultural side of the trust... should be training our own
people up to run the trust paid ventures instead of those with no blood
ties to the land.
The lack of non-kin in a management role within the Oromahoe Trust farming,
despite successful farm management for more than 20 years, has not gone unnoticed.
The participant, aged between 25-34, does not explain whether s/he would be
interested in the training her/himself. While some in both groups (trustees and
descendants) recognise the desire to have the farm led by kin-members, there has not
yet been any serious interest by descendants to undergo the training. As mentioned in
Chapter Five, ‘Education and Employment’ (p. 222), there has been no uptake of the
Trust’s farm training and qualification fund on offer. A question to be asked of
trustees and descendants in the future is why the Trust and descendants think this is
the case, and what steps the Trust should take to change it.

Role 3: Oromahoe Trust as a facilitator of community and hapū development
Another participant believes the Trust’s role should be to facilitate relationships with
people, organisations or businesses in tourism hotspots. In extending their previously
mentioned ideas of tourism, they suggest that the Trust’s role could involve:
Having the right people liaise with those in the above places I've
mentioned [Kerikeri and Paihia] to try and maximise the region as a
whole rather than segregating the communities so they are left to fend
for themselves. Perhaps we could shape the future of all small
community dealings and lead the way for future developments of similar
sized communities.
A further point made is the idea of co-development across multiple communities. The
individual does not specify whether her/his idea should be focused on maraecommunities alone. Nevertheless, they see the Trust potentially providing leadership
in developing strategic partnerships with other communities. Accordingly, the process
and any potential outcome would be of benefit for not only Oromahoe, but also to the
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other communities engaged. The participant believes that co-development of
communities could contribute to wider regional benefit. This idea of collaboration is
reflected by another participant, who is interested in the concept of cross-hapū
development:
Dev[eloping] a working partnership and action plan with the other Ngati
Kawa Ngati Rahiri hapu organisations so all orgs[organisations] are
working together toward a common goal; are focussing on their own
area of interest or speciality; tasks aren't duplicated and resources are
used wisely. Most importantly the orgs[organisations] and individuals
that make up the orgs[organisations] are not in competition with one
another.
The principal idea here is that development should occur across multiple entities
(trusts) affiliated with the hapū Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa. The notion of a hapū
approach to development is also supported by several trustees in Chapter Five,
‘Oromahoe, Waitangi and beyond’ (p. 218). The participant continues to state that the
Oromahoe Trust should be actively establishing working relationships with
genealogically-connected entities focusing on the resources, assets and opportunities
they have at hand. Oromahoe, for example, could focus on farming, fertile lands, and
forestry; Waitangi TTB3 (Waitangi Te Tii B3) focuses on tourism, accommodation,
and perhaps shellfish (being situated at the Waitangi river mouth); and the nearby
Waitangi TTB7 (Waitangi Te Tii B7). The idea could involve consolidated
governance with independent management of the various ventures to increase
efficiency. The idea of separating responsibilities links to another idea concerning the
creation of portfolios within the Trust. As another participant suggested:
As part of the current business portfolio holders, the Trust could create
an administrative role and create new portfolios such as housing, small
business, social services etc.
The above three ‘roles’ represent ideas either with the highest frequency or provided
the most detail. There were further Trust roles suggested, but these, however, tended
to be sporadic and short answers, covering topics such as offering ‘health services for
our elderly’; ‘solar and wind electricity generation’; conducting ‘feasibility studies’;
maintaining lines of ‘communication with beneficiaries’; maintaining ‘quality of
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waterways for the supply to residents’; maintaining the ‘source of information
pertaining to land’ (for example, Māori Land Court records) and encouraging whānau
to come home.
Overall, the participants noted general development needs that did not necessarily
have any direct bearing on the Trust’s role. While several needs may be within the
scope of the Oromahoe Trust’s capabilities, this study indicates that the Trust might
not necessarily be the right entity to address many, if not most, of the development
concerns identified. The Trust’s fiduciary role is legally prescribed to serve and act in
the interests of its shareholders/beneficial owners. If the Trust is to invest back into
the community in ways other than education and elder grants, it would require clear
mandate from its shareholders. An outstanding question not addressed in the
questionnaire was whether the Trust should have a role serving the wider hapū
including those members who are not connected to the Trust by virtue of shares.

“What does papakāinga development mean to you?”
This question was asked to all descendants involved in the questionnaire. The concept
of papakāinga today is commonly associated with the building of housing around
marae. In the previous chapter, trustees revealed additional ideas that impact
papakainga development. These related to marae-trust dynamics, individual and
collective ownership, the burden of costs, equity amongst the community, shareholder
entitlement and the Trust’s responsibility to shareholders. As the current and perhaps
potential occupiers of the Oromahoe papakāinga, it is also important to gauge
community perspectives, concerning social notions of community well-being and
sustainability as well as their views on physical, environmental and planning issues.
Several ideas presented in response to this question are reiterations of ideas given to
previous questions. This section, therefore, focuses on the more novel ideas.
The building of ‘housing’ or ‘homes’ was by far the most recurrent theme related to
papakāinga development in Oromahoe, as indicated in 19 out of the 28 responses.
Ideas of housing ranged from the broad building on Māori land, to more specific
answers that dealt with notions of sustainability, community capacity and the concept
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of a ‘haven’ for descendants. One community member provided a general view of
papakāinga development as:
“[t]he building of a community on whanau or hapu owned land, that
encompasses the needs of every individual who will live there now and
in the future
Key themes to be drawn from this quote is that development should respond to some
of the ‘needs’ described above, and be ‘cross-generational’, that is, a community
which is future-proofed for the descendants to come.

Community responsibility and ‘returning home’
Within the broad scope of ‘housing’, further sub-themes were identified. One
individual, for example, was simply interested in the ‘availability of land to build’
their own houses. As has already been discussed at length, land to build in Oromahoe
is limited. Most Māori land is tied up in the farming business of the Trust or is owned
privately (see Figure 39 for Oromahoe land block map, p. 222). Related to the issue of
land, three individuals considered papakāinga development:
[As an] … opportunity for whanau to build a house on the papakainga.
Many whanau want to come home to build but are waiting for an
opportunity to do so.
Place for whanau especially my whanau to come home even though our
tupuna have gone.
These passages also reveal a willingness by participants to be involved in the creation
of papakāinga. Another theme to be derived from the last passage related to the idea
of ‘returning home.’ According to the above, papakāinga development is a potential
avenue for descendants to re-engage with their ancestral home. This passage also
restates the importance of housing as a ‘factor that would influence descendants’
decision to move to Oromahoe’ (outlined above in the heading ‘returning home’).
This sentiment is supported by another individual who suggests that:
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It’s a way forward for a lot of families I think to come back home if they
had employment nearby and adequate housing this would be so positive
for whanau to return.
The point made here is that housing alone is not a complete solution for descendants
to move to Oromahoe. There is also the need for employment in the area as discussed
earlier.

Sustainability, marae and community capacity
Some participants were interested in types of housing and papakāinga to be built,
pointing towards ideas of ‘sustainability’. One individual suggested:
Creating self-sustaining eco-friendly homes, community gardening
projects [and] solar power.
In this passage, papakāinga entailed more than the establishment of housing alone,
and should include further community-orientated aspects such as spaces to grow food
and the generation of sustainable electricity supply. These aspects are explored below
as they relate to the original foci of development: energy, housing and food.
The concept of a multifaceted papakāinga is considered by other participants. They
added that these elements should wrap around the Oromahoe marae to provide a cloak
for its residents:
Building sustainable living around marae by whanau for whanau to build
capacity for health and well-being of the whanau, hapu and iwi.
To me, it’s what I have mentioned in my past korero, bringing all these
ideas out, and putting them altogether around our marae, there is a heap
of room to get them built.
Kohanga [total immersion Māori language pre-school], kura kaupapa
[total immersion Māori language primary and secondary school], own
health services, kaumatua flats, gardens, own rongoa services, mirimiri
[healing massage], health [and] fitness centre, cultural hall, cultural
marae activities.
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Participants here suggest that development involves a broad range of services
emanating from the marae, inclusive of fitness, health, education, social as well as
housing. Of the more comprehensive responses, one descendant was concerned about
the long-term viability of development, and its potential impact on the Oromahoe
community:
Development or papakainga to me means that in order to ‘keep up’ with
the world, we need to develop with the world also. Now develop within
the limits and capabilities that our community is comfortable with. Not
to bite off more than we can chew. It’s important to acknowledge these
two aspect[s] when the consideration of papakainga is considered.
While not specific about what kind of development should take place, s/he expresses
a desire for Oromahoe to account for its relevance into the future. “Keeping up with
the world” could very well be inclusive of development of aspects such as housing,
energy and food, but it also lends itself to wider interpretation. Figuratively the
“world” while invoking notions of global consciousness. It might also include
national and regional development agendas, perhaps in the areas of employment,
infrastructure, connectivity, business and trade. The main point is that Oromahoe
remains relevant to its descendants, their employment needs and lifestyle. This
passage represents the only response concerned with the viability of the papakāinga
development long-term and its place within a global community. The participant is
also conscious that development should not over-extend Oromahoe’s resources.
Again, the point made is not specific but may, for example, elude to the need for
securing resources including potentially, the financial capacity of the Trust, the social
capacity of the people, and the physical and economic capacities of the land and
water.
Brief ideas on papakāinga development
The above quotes and discussion points represent the fuller responses to the openended question “what does papakāinga development mean to you?” There were also
several short-phrased answers. Two individuals outlined that papakāinga development
concerned “togetherness” and “whanaungatanga”, in other words, the importance of
kinship relationships. It is also worthwhile pointing out that these two-related ideas
are outlined by participants over the age of 55. Development in terms of social
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cohesion tended to feature more among elder members of the Oromahoe community.
Another point raised by one of the above respondents was the notion of fulfilling the
“ancestors vision.” It is unclear whether this was related to the concept of
‘whanaungatanga’, to broader notions of trusteeship or guardianship of ancestors, or
something else. However, clearly ancestral reference was important in considering
any future pathway.
Two participants in the ‘65 and older’ range were interested that papakāinga
development should include ‘re-establishing old house sites that no longer exist’. On
further investigation with trustees, there was a small cluster of housing on land that is
now covered in pasture for the Trust farm. This area has subsequently been deemed
not suitable for housing due to drainage issues and the impact on the farming
business. Another respondent in the 65-plus range simply added that their idea of
papakāinga development was about creating a “[f]uture for younger mokos
[grandchildren]”. While only a brief remark, it does represent one of the few ‘crossgenerational’ minded answers in the study with descendants.
According to two individuals, papakāinga should be:
Somewhere you can fall back on if things get tough. [A] safe place.
A home for those with family ties to the land a place to stay in those
times of need... or having an opportunity to buy a home and build it on
one’s home land being forever your own.
These suggestions denote the idea that Oromahoe could act as a sort of retreat for its
kin-members. A similar suggestion was presented earlier in Chapter 5 (p. 225) (by
Trustee 4).
Shares in papakāinga
While ‘shares in land’ featured high in terms of a theme of importance in describing
descendants’ ‘connection to, and importance of Oromahoe’, it was largely absent
from the community perspectives on Oromahoe papakāinga development, save for
one participant. The individual, who identified as a ‘beneficiary’ of the Trust, stated
that papakāinga development concerned:
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[b]etter housing for own whanau [and] hapu…[w]ould this mean you
would need to hold a certain amount of shares to qualify for this
papakainga development.
The question is one that has been a recurrent theme throughout this thesis research.
The general absence of reference to shares in the ‘imagining of papakāinga’ via the
participants’ responses may indicate that the Oromahoe community feel that
papakāinga development should not be constrained by legally-defined interests. Or at
the very least, shares should not be a qualifier to residing within the Oromahoe
papakāinga. This participant’s question also confirms that research is necessary,
regarding the role of shares in Oromahoe papakāinga development.
As discussed, participants in the survey raised many points and ideas regarding what a
papakāinga future could or should be. Some were concerned about lands owned by
the Trust, but most were more wide-ranging and covered complex matters about
education, health, employment, values, leadership, unity, and ideas for industry
development. Notably, regarding industry issues, many were tied to Oromahoe lands
and included the need to scope or at least consider new, suitable uses such as smallscale horticulture (or gardens) and whānau enterprise development/support.
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Part III: Community perspectives on energy, housing and food in
Oromahoe
The final section of this chapter is concerned with energy, housing and food as they
relate to Oromahoe. Several ideas on these domains have already been shared above.
This section now prioritises the more novel, comprehensive and frequent responses.
The underlying questions in this part of the questionnaire were whether participants
thought Oromahoe faced any issues or challenges in the areas of energy, housing and
food. How important are these areas of development to Oromahoe now and in the
future? Descendants also shared innovations that they would like to see introduced to
Oromahoe.

Descendants and energy
Not surprisingly, three out of four participants agreed that energy (electricity) issues
are or will be important for Oromahoe. The remaining 14 percent thought maybe, 13
percent did not know, or did not think that energy issues were a key concern. Of those
that saw some relevance of energy, either now or in the future, the majority (67
percent) thought it the issue was “very important.” Opinion on the matter of energy
was somewhat unified among the participants. There were three broad-but-related
themes that emerged from participant responses: ‘the affordability of electricity’; ‘the
role of electricity in day-to-day living’, and ‘alternative forms of electricity
generation’.
Affordability of electricity
The rising cost of electricity is a perennial concern shared by all Oromahoe
descendants, echoing New Zealand as a whole (see Chapter Two, p. 103). Participants
noted their “price of power is continually increasing” and wanted “save on costs and
not be reliant [on] usual power companies”. But what are the alternatives that
communities like Oromahoe might explore and regain control over their power?
Role of energy in Oromahoe
Participants highlighted a general sense of dependency on electricity in day-to-day
living:
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It’s something 99.999% can't live without.
“This is the computer age. Everything now and in the future is run
electrically.”
Since at least World War II, electricity has become a central utility of household
living:
[Electricity allows] work from home, computer wise […] I know there
are places that have no power. I remember when I was little there was no
electricity, no flooring etc.
This is important to note as there still remains pockets of households on the fringes of
Oromahoe that continue to experience limited, if not no, connection to the power grid,
such as at Otao.
Alternative energy generation
The role of alternative energy in was also raised:
Energy is a necessity in today’s age. No matter what source of energy is
needed at any one time, it's a definite requirement. What’s also
important is that there are now many methods that can be employed
outside of the usual exploration of non-renewable sources that can be
used to great effect if used and obtained in the correct manner.
This participant identifies an issue of being reliant on energy generation from coal, oil
and gas which provides around a quarter of New Zealand’s electricity (Ministry of
Business, Innovation and Employment, 2015). These sentiments are expanded in
another response:
Energy is required to enable use of vehicles, tools, technology, and
household and business equipment. The real issue is what type of energy
source should be used. Solar energy is more efficient, sustainable and
excess electricity can be sold back to the grid.
In the context of papakāinga development, multiple participants described an interest
in exploring alternative means of electricity generation. The broad concept of
‘alternative energy’ was mentioned 14 times of the 24 individuals that responded to
the question. Specific forms of electricity such as solar and wind electricity generation
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were referred to six and three times respectively. These following broadly capture the
Oromahoe’s shared energy concern:
“If you can produce your own source of energy then your cost of living
decreases and can be blanketed under your Papakainga Development
win for all I say.”
“The need for a more affordable and sustainable [future]. Perhaps Solar
power that can feedback to the grid as an income. Windmill power.”
“Alternative energy is now readily available albeit initially expensive. It
is the modern means of communication and more economically viable.”
“Mainstream energy is too expensive. The Trust has land where energy
can be sourced from e.g. wind + sun.”
“More whanau want to come home so if papakainga is going to happen
then eco-energy is needed.”
Clearly energy is a major issue and was at the fore when participants considered
papakāinga development. The opportunities and constraints of alternative forms of
energy generation in papakāinga is explored further in Chapter Seven.

Descendants and housing
Housing featured above in Part II as a key element of both ‘development needs’ and
‘imaging of papakāinga development’ in Oromahoe. In terms of its importance either
at Oromahoe or amongst the descendants living away, an overwhelming majority
agreed housing in Oromahoe was a significant issue. Only one participant did not
agree and a further three did not know. This part of the study was also interested in
specific perspectives related to the domain of housing. General themes that emerged
included the growing unaffordability of housing in the region, quality of current
housing in Oromahoe, kaumātua and kuia housing and the nature of new houses to be
built.
Housing cost and availability
A quarter of participants were concerned with the “lack of affordable housing” in the
region. They also cited the lack housing difficulties in “accessing finances” to either
buy or build in the Oromahoe area:
278

[There are] no homes available to rent or affordable to buy for my
nephews and nieces. They would return home if they could find
accommodation in Oromahoe.
[building] flats would suffice. Mostly older people would love to come
home. Because of limited finance [people] are unable to buy.
Another individual, who resides ‘within an hour drive of Oromahoe’ cites
Whanau need to be able to come home and build because no matter
where they are, they simply can't afford to buy or rent. Need to upgrade
not only for the rich there.
Wherever they may live, these participant responses affirm the acute awareness of the
challenges to home ownership among the Oromahoe descendant community,
To put these views in perspective, local Northland papers have reported that house
prices in the Northland region are steadily being pushed out of the of reach of local
families. The Kaipara (northwest of Auckland) has gone up 25.3 percent recently with
the average price for a house now around $470,000, whilst the Far North has seen the
average price increase to $399,000 (Northland Age, 2017; Woods, 2017). These price
increases are linked to Auckland residents moving north (MacLean, 2017; The
Northern Advocate, 2017; 2016). A local example of the housing price increase in
Oromahoe surfaced recently when a property (four bedrooms, two bathrooms, 1.8817
Hectares) of ancestral land (once belonging to the mother of the kuia interviewed
above) was sold in 2014 for $220,000. In 2017, despite having a rating value of
$295,000, the house was relisted for $549,000, and sold again shortly after for another
approximately $200,000 more. This price is for the most part, well beyond hapū
members who may be interested in re-acquiring the land and house.
Substandard housing
The next key housing issue is the existence of substandard homes in Oromahoe. Many
houses in the community were built before the 1950s and are in need of new paint,
roofing repairs, insulation, upgraded sewage water systems and general maintenance.
Several participants pointed out the state of housing in which they or their relatives
currently lived. Two participants were concern of the housing quality:
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Every house should be insulated and done up. If done, [it] should be
maintained by the owner, if [they] can’t [they should] employ someone
to do it.
Keeping old family homes in good shape, and providing housing for
new generations that may also want to live there.”
Many of the existing houses have stood and sheltered several generations of families
for either long-term tenancies or short-term periods including those who may just visit
for holidays. There is an interest by families that live away in maintaining these old
homesteads as a point of belonging for families that live away. They are no longer
just houses by have transformed into ancestral homes that carry memories of previous
elders now passed on.
Kaumātua and kuia housing
As discussed in Chapter Five (p. 225), participants were also interested in the creation
of new housing units for kaumātua and kuia. One example of the issues facing elder
members in Oromahoe is a kaumātua who lives in a rental house approximately two
kilometres down the road from Oromahoe. Despite having access to land, he is unable
to build due to his financial limitations. This dilemma is just one example of wider
concerns shared by multiple participants. Two individuals were interested in the
provision of:
Old people homes for our old ones who need the care.
Kaumatua and [k]uia housing. Affordable housing for rent to buy by
shareholder[s] [and] beneficiar[ies].
The above responses are also indicative of the absence of any strategic approach by
the Trust and the community to providing for kaumātua and kuia dwellings.
Oromahoe might yet turn to the related entity of the Waitangi TTB3’s policy on
‘kaumatua housing’:
The [Waitangi TTB3] Trust acknowledges the importance of kaumatua
living and being central to the Waitangi community and the support
kaumatua give to our Waitangi Marae. The vision to create a purpose
built kaumatua village close to the Marae but not as visual as the current
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location. The village will meet the needs and expectations that will help
enrich the quality of our kaumatua’s life whilst still living independently
in the privacy and security of their own home. The kaumatua village will
also benefit from the social and wellbeing wrap-around services offered
by other community providers. (Tane and Sigley, 2016)
This land trust’s policy on kaumātua housing succinctly reflects the participants’
interests in providing for the older generations of the community. The TTB3 policy is
underpinned by the principles of manaakitanga (consideration and care for others) and
utu (reciprocity), recognising and rewarding the important intergenerational service
that kaumātua offer to the marae and the wider community.
New housing and occupancy agreements
The final housing theme of concerns ‘nature of new housing’ and questioned the
‘infrastructure needs’ to be addressed should any housing development proceed in or
near Oromahoe. One participant, extending the ideas of kaumātua and kuia housing –
promoted a more expansive approach to building, including an awareness of current
marae facility upgrades that are needed. S/he suggest building:
Kaumatua flats, 2-bedroom houses, meet[ings] or building for
recreation, toilet blocks, bigger wharekai, more water tanks.
Notably, this passage calls for communal spaces to be considered in the development,
and at the same time pay attention to the need for upgrading marae facilities such as
the ablution block, dining hall and water storage. The considerations of infrastructure
in Oromahoe were also questioned by another participant who asks:
Water, power, sewage as where is this coming from? To where is this
going too? Do we have timber here we can mill for this papakainga
project if this moves forward?
Further to the point is the question of access to local resources, such as pine timber
which is grown locally on Māori land, including the Trust’s land. Again, further
research could ask questions about sources of timber and whether the Trust can
supply timber, among other things.
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The final note on housing is the widespread understanding that agreement will be
sought before any occupation continues:95
Whanau [and] hapu agreement to who lives on the land and who builds
houses and what happens to those houses in the future i.e. rights of
occupation by tamariki.

Descendants and food
The concept of food featured earlier in the study, specifically regarding the creation of
community gardens and descendant access to produce derived from their own
ancestral lands. The question posed of participants was, therefore, whether they
‘would buy Oromahoe grown/reared produce if they had the opportunity to?’
Overwhelmingly, all respondents were positively inclined to buying locally produced
food, with four-out-of-five indicating ‘yes’ or the balance indicating ‘maybe’. The
study also questioned whether participants ‘would buy Oromahoe produce if it cost
more than supermarket produce?’ The responses varied considerably: two-fifths
indicated ‘yes’, another two-fifths indicated ‘maybe’ and, the remainder indicated
‘no’ they would not.
The uncertainty can perhaps be attributed to general socio-economic issues facing the
members of Oromahoe. As reported in Chapter Two (p. 97), income is a significant
limiter for Māori families accessing quality food (for example, reduced processed
foods, leaner meat, fresh fruit and vegetables). Nevertheless, reasons behind
participants’ interest in buying Oromahoe produce fell into three broad categories: the
first, was to ‘support the local economy and people’, the second, was to enjoy the
food with the knowledge that it is ‘home grown’ and third, was the potential that the
food was ‘organic’, of good ‘quality’ or had some sort of added ‘value’.

95 See Chapter Five: ’Equity between shareholders and perpetual occupation’ (p. 217) for trustee
perspectives on the matter of occupation rights.
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Supporting local: economy and people
The concept of supporting local economy and people was the most prevalent idea
among responses, cited by 15 of the 24 participants. Examples of how this was
reflected by participants who answered this question included:
To support whanaunga.
To help the whanau.
To help our locals.
Support my community.
To support the area and its home.
Because any reason to support local if I can afford it.
Other reasons were more specific, which described how the idea of growing produce
or rearing meat would contribute to the Oromahoe economy. Two participants stated
their reasons for purchasing the local food:
So the earnings go back into our community.
To encourage whanau hapu economic development mana motuhake
[independence].
The concept of independence is linked to a broader discussion regarding food
sovereignty. Two further participants were also interested food production as it would
provide potential employment opportunities for kin members. They outlined their
interest in the concept as:
Loyalty support our whanau thereby supporting the local community for
job opportunities.
… because it will benefit my people. I encourage jobs for whanau living
there.
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‘Of the soil’: Oromahoe homegrown food
The idea of eating ‘home grown’ food from Oromahoe was the next most recurrent
response. In total, the general concept was mentioned nine times amongst participants
(the actual terms “home grown” featured seven times). Three members expanded on
the idea in the following ways:
I will buy it to keep whanau in work and also, I will love it because of its
mauri grow[n] at Oromahoe.
Its home grown on our soil and can make money and employ our own.
Knowledge of where it came from.
The sentiments expressed here sit within a broader national and international context
where interest has grown on ‘sourcing food’, that is, being able to trace where food
originates. Moreover, the desire to access ‘home grown’ food also highlights an irony
where descendants (inclusive of shareholders and beneficiaries) are rarely able to
enjoy any produce derived from their own ancestral lands. Further, as described in
Chapters One, Four and Five, recalls a time when shareholders and beneficiaries had
the opportunity to buy whole mutton carcasses directly from the Oromahoe Trust.
Related to this is a general exclusion of descendants from the Oromahoe ancestral
landscape. This is reflected in the on-going problem of ‘unauthorised accesses’ by
Oromahoe descendants to the Trust farm, and even in some cases, sheep have been
disrupted or gone missing (Oromahoe 18R2B2B2 Trust, 2017; 2016).
On a philosophical level, the ideas of eating locally grown might relate to customary
ideas of establishing a direct connection with Oromahoe through food consumption.
All nine respondents that referred to the concept of ‘home grown; lived either nearby
(within a 20-minute drive), more distantly (over a two-hour drive) or overseas. None
of the above lived in Oromahoe, and further, all but two had ‘never lived in
Oromahoe’. Conceptually, Oromahoe food produce is a manifestation of the
landscape, fed by rain and local waterways which have nurtured the same soils that in
turn have nurtured generations of Oromahoe descendants. Eating local produce might,
therefore, be likened to integrating the very landscape’s ‘DNA’ with that of
descendants. This understanding is the practical application of ‘being tangata
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whenua’, that is, ‘people of the soil’ (I. H. Kawharu, 1975, p. 15). It also gives shape
to another interpretation of mana o te whenua, mana here representing ‘energy’
(protein and carbohydrate) or the ability to sustain a community.
Quality and organics
The final recurrent rationale for eating Oromahoe grown food was the perception that
it would have an added quality such as ‘freshness’, better ‘taste’ and the potential to
be ‘organic’. Collectively, these qualities were referred to seven times among
participants. Out of the seven responses, the interest in organic produce was
mentioned four times. Two participants stated they would buy local:
If it was organically grown. [Because of the] Taste/flavour. To support
local producers, growers, the kaimahi [workers].
[If it was] organic homegrown and [produced an] income[.] [I]f [it was]
a trust or [m]arae initiative that is sustainable.
In light of the reduced confidence for purchasing local food if it costed more than
supermarkets, the interest in organic produce was noteworthy. Not least because
‘certified organic’ food generally sell for more than conventional foods.96 The
question whether participants “would buy Oromahoe produce if it cost more than
supermarket produce?” was raised in the questionnaire because local produce is
potentially more expensive due to scale, limited infrastructure, processing and holding
facilities and other requirements like certification. Other aspects influencing costs
include the distance from markets, wages, and competition of established agricultural
and horticultural businesses in the region or beyond. A comparative question for
future research may be to inquire as to whether participants regularly purchase
produce from the local markets (for example, the Old Packhouse Market and Bay of
Islands Farmers Market in Kerikeri). Any local food production would also require a

Certified organic products are generally more expensive than their conventional counterparts for
several reasons including: limited supply/high demand; higher production costs because of greater
labour inputs per unit of output; Post-harvest handling cost (such as mandatory segregation of organic
and conventional produce); marketing and the distribution chain costs (FAO, 2017). Prices of organic
foods are also influenced by: environmental enhancement and protection; higher standards for animal
welfare; rural development by generating additional farm employment and assuring a fair and
sufficient income to producers (FAO, 2017).
96
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full investigation in terms of value chain development, costs, business and
socialisation planning, among other things. What this research has identified,
however, is a significant interest and demand held by Oromahoe descendants.
The ‘quality’ of food, in addition to being grown locally was important for another
participant:
I look for quality in food and also others look at home grown so if we
can purchase locally grown then we will, I think. [T]here is a market
there for this type of venture.
This statement points to the desire or interest to develop premium produce such as
lean meats. There are related issues concerning value chain transparency, brandnarrative association, suitable land-use, fair or ethical trade and carbon-neutral
production (the latter of which is discussed in Chapter Four: ‘Forestry’, p. 174). The
participant also suggests that there might be a wider enthusiasm for these kinds of
products, perhaps as a means to diversifying the current business models in operation
at the Oromahoe Trust. Oromahoe kin-members could perhaps learn from the
neighbouring Mahoe Cheese Factory as an example of a premium product derived
from the Oromahoe landscape.
For two of the respondents, living locally was also important to their decision to buy
locally:
If [I] lived there [it] would make sense too.
If I live in Oromahoe or close to, I would.
Both participants described themselves as living ‘nearby’ to Oromahoe. The
statements discussed here raise the alternative possibility where Oromahoe produce
could be delivered to descendants. Food initiatives such as this which can be linked to
a wider local response to food insecurity and a means of building sovereignty over
community foodscapes explored in Chapter Seven (see Griggs, et al., 2015; Panelli &
Tipa, 2009; Gorton, 2009a, p. 85).
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Energy, housing and food are broad areas of research. Any one of these three domains
would have served as a valuable focus of investigation amongst Oromahoe
descendants. Despite the wide-foci, the multitude of ideas offer important layers to
Oromahoe’s development agenda. Several of the ideas presented here now guide an
investigation into innovations that respond to, or align with, descendant concerns and
aspirations for Oromahoe and are explored in the following chapter.
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Chapter Six Conclusion: Community imaginings of Oromahoe and
papakāinga
Oromahoe papakāinga development involves a broad range of responses, reflecting
the wide range of experiences and upbringings of those who participated. This chapter
has conveyed what descendants generally believe are the priorities facing their
ancestral settlement. The majority of ideas presented originated from descendants
who largely grew up and still live away from their papakāinga of Oromahoe.
Development must, therefore, be seen as a means not only to improve living standards
of descendants living at ‘home’, but also as something that accounts for, or fulfils
aspirations for, those who live away.
Notwithstanding the above, Oromahoe descendants who participated in the survey
face multiple day-to-day challenges in employment and education. For employment,
the general concern was a lack of employment opportunities near Oromahoe.
Descendants’ interest in living in Oromahoe was linked to their ability to support
themselves or their family. Education was perhaps less of a determinant on residence
in the Oromahoe papakāinga as there are a number of schools nearby. Nevertheless,
participants were concerned with ensuring good education outcomes for their
children. Their aspirations can also be measured against the negative statistics of
Māori achievement in the Northland region. Education is generally understood as a
knowledge gateway to better employment, which in turn influences how they navigate
issues of housing, energy and food on a family basis. A key point of this chapter was
to consider how these issues might be addressed on a community level, and whether
the Oromahoe Trust had or has a role in this. It became apparent that while the Trust
could respond to some of the needs identified, it currently does not have the
capabilities to address all needs. Development issues raised were complex and intergenerational in their scope. Descendants considered the Trust’s primary roles as: an
investor in the community; an employer of descendants; and a facilitator of strategic
relationships with wider businesses and organisations.
In imaging a future for Oromahoe and the papakāinga, descendants generally felt that
development should occur around the source of hapu identity, namely, the Oromahoe
marae. They perceived broader strengthening in language, knowledge and leadership
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as pillars to this development. Above all, according to a kuia, the need for hapū unity
is paramount in light of growing individual isolation from one another in kinship and
manaakitanga terms. More tangibly, housing represented the most typical response of
participants’ interests in papakāinga. Within this broad topic, descendants described
generic ideas of building on Māori land, to more specific ideas of ensuring access to
finance, sustainability, community capacity, descendant rights to build, and a safe
place for descendants to ‘return home’.
The final component to this study inquired into community perspectives on the
importance of energy, housing and food in Oromahoe. These three areas of
development appear to be fundamental needs facing Oromahoe descendants locally
and non-locally. Oromahoe community perspectives toward energy focused on
alleviating rising costs of electricity for descendants, but also the idea of exploring
alternative energy generation in an attempt to wrestle some control away from the
main energy companies and back to consumers. A key driver for exploring alternative
energy options was also cost-related. Participants’ thoughts on housing (in distinction
to the discussion of papakāinga development) described a desire to lift and improve
the state of existing housing within the papakāinga, to embark on the building of
kaumātua and kuia housing, and to formulate an agreement or policy for the
occupation of any new housing to be built. Another key issue was the need to clarify
the right to build or occupy homes at Oromahoe which in descendants’ views, should
be independent of any Oromahoe Trust share-related determination. With respect to
food, participants in the study cohort revealed widespread enthusiasm toward the idea
of buying and consuming Oromahoe grown/raised produce. The reasons behind their
eagerness stemmed from three ideas: The first, that it would support the local
economy in terms of income and employment; second, it was an understanding that
the food would be ‘home grown’ and would contribute to enhancing physical and
cultural connections to Oromahoe ancestral land; and the third idea concerned the
importance of the quality of the food to be grown, such as that provided by organic
production.
The study with the Oromahoe descendant-community has been an opportunity to
think beyond everyday farm matters of Oromahoe Trust AGMs, marae hui,
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tangihanga, and the current historic-grievance focus of the current Treaty claim
hearing process enveloping the region. Descendants are very alert to the continued
depopulation of their papakāinga, and noted that until improved; access to
employment, better education and homes with electricity, warmth and security, the
diaspora of Oromahoe will continue living away in urban areas. While participants
affirmed the continued importance of the Oromahoe marae to the future of their
papakāinga, they, along with the Oromahoe trustees, are yet to explore innovative
pathways to navigate some of the issues outlined here. Chapter Seven now turns to
what some of these pathways might entail.
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Chapter Seven: Towards a template: cross-generational
development of papakāinga
Over generations, and particularly in recent years, the Oromahoe papakāinga has
passively existed, without any significant advancement. Apart from the occasional
paint jobs, land clearing and refurbishments to buildings, little has materially changed
over the past 60 years. Socially, hapū members have continued to drift away from
Oromahoe and each other. Few have returned and few remain. The marae and the
Oromahoe Trust still bring descendants together from time to time, mainly in
response to life crisis (especially tangihanga) or the calling of an annual meeting. Few
other occasions bring the wider community together. And despite the Trust running a
(relatively) effective farming business on ancestral land, a level of economic
stagnation has persisted. Repeated calls by descendants to rejuvenate the papakāinga
and to diversify land use have failed to materialise mainly due to limitations in
capability, leadership and other resources.
Yet, Oromahoe is an ancestral home of Ngāti Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa, even if it is no
longer a fully functioning papakāinga in kinship and economic terms. As examined
throughout this thesis so far, these twin values have been central to the effective
functioning of the community, but it is these two things that have also been either
curtailed, limited or constrained. Oromahoe Trust trustees and descendants recognise
or desire for kinship and economy to be strengthened as they have explained. What
then is a solution to papakāinga development? To bring economy back to Oromahoe?
To replace it with something else? If so what?
This chapter responds to the thesis Introduction’s opening remarks concerning the
crisis of relevance facing the Oromahoe marae and papakāinga in the minds of its
descendants. It pursues the original question that has underpinned the entire
investigation into papakāinga: “what will Oromahoe look like in 100 years?” The
question is aspirational – and was asked without any fixed answer in mind, nor an
expectation that the question could be fully answered within the constraints of the
research for this thesis. The purpose of the question was instead to seek a deliberate
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re-orientation of the Oromahoe community, including myself, towards a futurefocused development agenda for the Oromahoe papakāinga. To this end, an approach
towards addressing long-term goals, plans and strategies within the Oromahoe
collective conscious is important. The research has, therefore, asked the Oromahoe
Trust to imagine beyond annual or five-year plans, market cycle shifts and the
productivity of its current farming business and consider longer-term goals, and its
relationship to the kin-community in terms of their aspirations. The research has also
asked the Trust questions about its relationship with the marae and to concepts of
papakāinga development. The research then asked similar questions of descendants
about future directions, seeking their views on values, aspirations, opportunities and
challenges. Collectively, these insights provide a grounding for shaping any plans.
This chapter moves its focus towards ‘what could be’ concerning the papakāinga.
Beyond the internal community foci of the last two chapters, this chapter turns its
attention to models for papakāinga development elsewhere (i.e., an external focus) as
they relate to the three central foci of papakāinga in this thesis, namely energy,
housing and food.
This chapter has three parts. Part I: ‘Whakapapa of Energy’ focusses specifically on
opportunities for papakāinga concerning energy. It begins with an international
example, the T’Sou-ke Nation from Vancouver Island, British Columbia, as an
inspiration behind this thesis topic. It then describes the constraints and opportunities
in the residential solar electricity industry and solar-thermal technology by
investigating solar energy examples elsewhere in New Zealand such as at Waihi,
Bluff, Raglan, Hastings and Parihaka.
Part II: ‘Whakapapa of Housing’ explores cross-generational solutions in housing and
papakāinga. It outlines key features of papakāinga examples including Ōmāpere
Rangihamama (Bay of Islands), Waipatu (Hawkes Bay), Waimarama (Hawkes Bay),
Mangatawa (Tauranga), Te Aro Pā (Wellington), Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei (Auckland)
and Tūrama, a single dwelling (Rotorua). This section focuses on the Ngāti Whātua
‘Kāinga Tuatahi’ programme in Auckland as an example of papakāinga that
comprehensively accounts for community values, social, economic, regulatory, design
and build issues. Whakapapa of housing also explores constraints and opportunities in
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papakāinga development such as funding, building on multiply-owned Māori land,
service to marae and employment prospects for descendants. It then investigates
papakāinga innovation and architecture, with a case studydy of a landscape and
whakapapa-informed house development in Rotorua. There are many other examples
that could be touched on, but which are beyond the constraints of this thesis. Those
chosen for this study, having been established recently, provide insights about their
circumstances and which may also guide discussions for an Oromahoe papakāinga
future.
The final Part III: ‘Whakapapa of food’ responds to issues of food access. It begins
by exploring the concept of community gardens/māra kai, a food initiative growing in
popularity both locally (as expressed by Oromahoe) and nationally. It details
constraints, opportunities and important themes to consider in māra kai establishment
and sustainability. It then contemplates a kin-community food market system based
on existing models of food collectives/cooperatives. Finally, it discusses how these
food initiatives, perhaps in combination, may offer cross-generational solutions of
food security and sovereignty for papakāinga and descendants, local and further
afield.
Each of the cases explored provide economic, social, environmental and political
insights, in term of their circumstances, but also in terms of what they may suggest for
the future of the Oromahoe papakāinga.
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Part I: Whakapapa of Energy
To briefly recap, the last two chapters (Five and Six) highlighted the importance of
electricity to maintain certain living standards (such as concerning warmth, comfort,
hygiene, food preparation, entertainment, mobility and connectivity). Access to
affordable electricity, however, was a concern amongst Oromahoe descendants. In
response to this state of affairs, Oromahoe descendants were interested in developing
alternative forms of electricity generation. Solar was a favoured avenue because of its
availability, efficiency and sustainability. Descendants were also interested in the idea
that excess electricity could be sold back to the grid run by local electricity suppliers.
These ideas are not new, and momentum has been growing regarding household and
community approaches to electricity generation.
T’Sou-ke Nation
The British Columbia-located T’Sou-ke Nation was a source of inspiration for
‘whakapapakāinga’. The T’Sou-ke community is located near the southern end of
Vancouver Island. As of 2013, the T’Sou-ke nation consisted of approximately 250
members who were spread across reserves of 67 hectares (T’Sou-ke Nation, n.d).
As described in Chapter One (p. 34), the T’Sou-ke’s solar project was a topic-defining
experience for me. In 2012, I visited and spoke to community members, including the
solar project director Andrew Moore. I borrowed two critical aspects from them for
this research. The first was adapted from the guiding question posed by Chief Gordon
Planes regarding his community, “what are we going to look like 100 years from
now?” (T’SEG, 2009), which I reworded to be “What will Oromahoe look like 100
years?” And second, I was interested in the T’Sou-ke’s forward-thinking response to
their question, which manifested in its solar energy innovation.
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Figure 46. T’Sou-ke Nation and Sooke Basin (circled), Vancouver Island, British Columbia (Google, 2018).

T’Sou-ke had two options regarding the pursuit of energy. Take either a reactive
stance to current energy provision or be proactive and do something new. In terms of
the former, the T’Sou-ke Nation, like the majority of remote communities, was reliant
on diesel oil to generate electricity (T’Sou-ke Nation, n.d; Ozog, 2012, p. 7; see also
McLaughlin, McDonald, Nguyen, and Pearce 2010).97 In terms of the latter, T’Sou-ke
sought to define a pathway for themselves and their descendants in the interests of
energy security and sustainability.
T’Sou-ke began their exploration of solar in February 2007. Their crucial first step
was to capture the aspirations of T’Sou-ke community members. T’Sou-ke state that
community development must include the community, warning “against simply
planting technology on reserves (T’SEG, 2009). Without community buy-in…
renewables won’t work.” Moore explains that T’Sou-ke “wanted a vision that was

There are close to 70 communities, and in particular 29 First Nations in BC, that are not connected to
the electrical grid and are considered by government and industry to be “remote communities”
(Province of BC, Ministry of Energy and Mines, cited in Ozog, 2012, p. 6).
97
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truly reflective of the whole community, that everybody could see themselves in…. a
collective vision” and to this end, “every family on reserve had somebody involved in
this project, and was totally committed to it” (T’SEG, 2009). From a series of
“visioning sessions with community members, held every three weeks”, Moore
drafted T’Sou-ke’s vision statement:
Our Vision is for a safe and healthy community. We see ourselves as a
self-governing, accountable, stewards of our land, generating a respect
and understanding for our people’s culture and heritage, united,
educated, in sobriety, to provide opportunities for all generations to
come. (T'Sou-ke Nation Strategic Plan, n.d)
T’Sou-ke’s vision is a multifaceted guiding aspiration. Moore continues to add, “what
came was an understanding that we need to become as self-sufficient as possible, as
autonomous as possible… in food, energy and culture” (T’SEG, 2009). T’Sou-ke’s
were also interested in economic development.
T’Sou-ke’s solar ambitions began taking shape the following year in 2008. The
project was reliant on 15 funding streams. The total cost was approximately $1.5
million. Development had three prongs: 1. solar electricity (photovoltaic - PV). 2.
solar thermal; and, 3. energy conservation. The first prong, P.V, the set-up features a
large 62 kilowatt (kW) photovoltaic system that sits above and beside the
community’s canoe shed. Electricity generated from these panels are available for
community consumption or for sale to the domestic electricity company. The array
was the largest in British Columbia at the time (T’SEG, 2009). The solar installation
also includes a six-kilowatt system installed on the community’s fisheries office.
Finally, the set-up possesses a seven-kilowatt system on the band hall. This used solar
power for emergency battery back-up in case of a hydro outage. Collectively, T’Souke PV has a 75kW capacity. The second prong of T’Sou-ke solar was the
establishment of thermal water systems, which were installed on 40 houses. These
units are able to produce all of a household’s hot water needs (T’SEG, 2009).
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Figure 47. T'Sou-ke Nation solar array (http://www.tsoukenation.com/355-2/)

Figure 48. T'Sou-ke Nation solar community (https://transitionsooke.org/earthday2018/energy/).
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In the interests of embedding a culture of sustainability amongst the T’Sou-ke
members, the third prong of the solar initiative was a comprehensive energy
conservation program including education, low-flow showerheads, housing
insulation, and low energy light bulbs (T’SEG, 2009). The conservation programme
played an integral role in the community’s approach to development. In the words of
a T’Sou-ke Nation (n.d) member:
“We’re creating all this energy with our panels, but if people just started
using it all up… what’s the point?” … “They are quite expensive to
install, so once we install them, we realize just how precious the energy
created really is.”
Put simply, it costs one-tenth of the price to save energy as it does to produce it
(T’SEG, 2009). Moore continues to state that as a result of the conservation initiative,
“the major shift that’s happened is a real change in awareness and behaviour of
community members” (T’SEG, 2009). In the interests of longevity, ten T’Sou-ke
members were also trained to install solar hot water systems to become certified solar
installers. Members worked with contractors in placing systems on reservation houses
and on the community kitchen. Chief Gordon Planes (T’SEG, 2009) explains:
For us its building capacity, building capacity from within. Training our
people, training our young people, and also looking at impacts, look
what we can see in the next 10…20 years… We can really look at this as
a new way… there’s an opportunity here to put some people to work, to
train some people, and do some new technology in the area that will help
all of us.
It is unknown whether this has led to further employment prospects in the region.
Nevertheless, it does promote a sense of independence and ownership over the
development. To add to this, a local T’Sou-ke artist Mark Gauti designed and etched a
solar symbol on to one of the panels as an “expression of culture attached to a
valuable cutting-edge piece of technology.”
Over generations, the energy-giving properties of the sun has become embedded in
the very identity of T’Sou-ke members. T’Sou-ke’s solar installations were completed
in 2009. PV electricity continues to be generated and sold back to local electricity
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suppliers. T’Sou-ke’s goal is to operate at a ‘net-zero’, meaning energy generated in
summer and springs months will completely offset costs in winter and autumn months
(Green Energy Futures, 2013). T’Sou-ke’s solar development is now almost ten years
old. In this time, T’Sou-ke’s innovation now targets another community vision: food
security. T’Sou-ke received $175,000 for a commercial greenhouse project which will
be used to grow organic wasabi for local and international markets.
T’Sou-ke have become energy trail-blazers for other British Columbia First Nation
communities.98 Energy autonomy in the context of this thesis has most commonly
been understood as self-sufficiency in ‘electricity’. T’Sou-ke demonstrates that there
are other forms of energy to be captured, like solar-thermal (heat) energy. Chief
Planes summarises T’Sou-ke’s energy autonomy in the following way:
First Nations have lived for thousands of years on this continent without
fossil fuels. It is appropriate that First Nations lead the way out of
dependency and addiction to fossil fuels and to rely on the power of the
elements, the sun, the wind and the sea once again. (T’Sou-ke Nation,
n.d)

Opportunities and constraints of solar for papakāinga
In recent years, there has also been an increased uptake of solar and other alternative
energy solutions among papakāinga around New Zealand. Papakāinga energy
developments tend to focus on marae complexes. This trend highlights the continued
importance of marae and its role as a central hub (whilst acknowledging the
challenges to marae as in Chapter Two, p. 78). In any given year, marae may host
hundreds if not thousands of guests, costing thousands of dollars in electricity bills.
Some examples of proposed or existing marae-centric energy projects include:
-

Waihi marae, in the Taupō region, features a 720-watt photovoltaic system
on the wharekai (dining hall). As this system does not possess storage
capabilities (batteries), excess power is fed to the grid. The marae complex

Since 2010, T’Sou-ke have acted as ‘solar mentors’ to the Skidegate Nation and Haida Gwaii
(amongst others) to establish their own energy programmes. Ozog’s study (2012) sought to test the
applicability of the T’Sou-ke Solar Community Project with the Skidegate Nation.
98
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was also fitted with a 300-litre solar hot-water system for their ablution
block (Penny, 2005).
-

Bluff’s Te Rau Aroha Marae accesses energy through a wind turbine,
which is thought to be a first for a marae. The setup is supplemented by
solar panels (PV) which also the neighbouring early childhood centre (Te
Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, n.d; Wright, 2015).

-

In 2017, Motakotako marae in Raglan, on the west coast of Waikato was
fitted with 40 ground mount solar panels. They generate enough power to
run the entire marae including the wharenui, wharekai and houses on site
(Feek, 2017).

Motakotako marae is an example of solar development that is occurring in a postTreaty claim settlement context, where their panels were funded by the WaikatoTainui (post-settlement) group. The iwi aims to fit PV on all 68 of its marae as part of
its ‘mana Māori motuhake - living sustainably’ initiative.

Figure 49. Motakotako marae solar PV array (Feek, 2017).

An alternative approach by iwi organisations to energy development for marae is
Ngāti Porou’s ‘Nāti Power’. Nāti Power is a partnership between Te Runanganui o
Ngāti Porou and energy provider Contact Energy. Nāti Power recognises that marae
shoulder great costs during events. The average power bill of a marae in Ngāti Porou
is between $2000-$3000 per year (Ngatiporou.com, n.d). Instead of a renewable
energy option, Nāti power is modelled on a customer loyalty programme which
encourages descendants to sign up to Nāti Power and then receive $50 off from their
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power bill, a saving which in turn sees the iwi contribute the equivalent amount
towards the power costs of their marae. The aim is to harness the collective
purchasing strength of Ngāti Porou all over Aotearoa, so that the more people who
sign up, the more contributions will be generated (Ngatiporou.com, n.d).
There are only a handful of examples of inclusive community-wide energy solutions
like T’Sou-ke’s. On a smaller scale, however, one such example is Waipatu
papakāinga in Hastings. It features eight new houses fitted with the latest solar panels
that are predominantly off the electrical grid.
One of the more comprehensive approaches to renewable energy in papakāinga is the
Parihaka Papakāinga. The Parihaka Papakāinga Trust commissioned a report Parihaka
Whakamua Parihaka Pūmou: Future-proofing Parihaka which sought to understand
the needs facing its papakāinga (Curd, 2017, p. 3). A subsequent research project
(Curd, 2017) investigated current and future energy demands over a 12-month period.
This was in order to identify which renewable energy technologies might suit the
needs of Parihaka papakāinga (Curd, 2017, p. 4). From an engineering perspective,
Curd’s study offers comprehensive modelling of multiple forms of energy generation
such as wind, solar and hydro. It considers which avenues may be most cost-effective
at increasing the energy independence and reducing the greenhouse gas emissions of
the Parihaka Papakāinga. Curd (2017) explains the process:
Renewable energy resources were assessed by measuring wind speed,
wind direction, solar irradiance and ambient temperature at the wind
tower location over 12 months; surveying the elevation change of three
waterways in or near the papakāinga; and measuring the discharge of
these waterways at various levels over 12 months. This short term
measured data was compared to nearby long-term data to predict the
long-term resources at Parihaka. (p. 104)
This long-term modelling sets a pathway for Parihaka papakāinga to navigate the
constraints and opportunities in pursuit of energy autonomy (self-sufficiency).
However, there are also uncontrollable aspects beyond climatic conditions. As
highlighted in Chapter Two (p. 104), where papakāinga have connected PV set-ups to
the grid, they have to be mindful of the energy companies reducing electricity buy301

back rates as well as lines companies’ increasing carrying charges. A papakāinga in
Waimarama, Hawkes Bay, for example, recently criticised the lines company Unison
for increasing charges to cover the loss of custom income to solar (Treacher, 2016;
2015a). These issues are significant, particularly for isolated papakāinga where
connection is either too expensive or not possible. Connecting to the nearest
electricity grid point can cost up to $25,000 per kilometre (Manuel and Morgan, n.d,
p. 12; EECA, 2008). Papakāinga will have to monitor the price and advancement of
battery storage technology which may become a more viable option in the future
(Curd, 2017, p. 105; Treacher, 2016). Papakāinga will need to consider further issues
as they pursue energy autonomy including:
-

The longevity of solar PV (which have a projected lifespan of 30 years
(Manuel and Morgan, n.d);
The orientation and shadow in the papakāinga;
Peak usage times;
The interest charged on money borrowed to buy solar;
That grid-tied solar electricity systems do not operate during power cuts;
and,
Future expansion of papakāinga – new homes and amenities.
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Part II: Whakapapa of Housing
The Oromahoe papakāinga, as discussed, is split into two key housing areas across
two roads intersected by a main highway. Hapū housing is also located on the fringes
of the Oromahoe (and associated) land blocks. To recap: housing issues facing the
descendant community who participated in the study include a lack of affordable
housing in the area, crowding, a lack of rental and accommodations options,
difficulties in accessing finance to either buy or build in the Oromahoe area, a general
shortage of land and a lack of papakāinga plan outlining hapū member options.
Descendants involved in this study were acutely aware of the challenges to home
ownership. In light of these issues, what housing solutions can be applied to
Oromahoe?
Models of papakāinga housing
Recent years has seen a growing number of papakāinga developments throughout the
country as hapū address the housing shortages and realise long-standing papakāinga
aspirations. A central goal of papakāinga developments is to build additional houses
on available land. Chapter Four, for example, outlined the Ōmāpere Rangihamama
Trust papakāinga plans (p. 191) that aimed to extend housing capacity by 15 houses at
the cost of $4.5 million. Waipatu papakāinga, described above, consisted of eight
homes at a cost $2.5 million. Seventy percent of costs were government-funded
through the Māori Housing Network. The new additions to the Waipatu papakāinga
are made up of six rental houses and two ownership models. Homes can only be sold
to descendants of original beneficiaries of the trust (Treacher, 2015b).
Meanwhile, the Waimārama papakāinga, also in the Hastings area, has developed five
homes at approximately $2.8 million. This was jointly funded by the Māori Housing
Network, the Social Housing Unit as well as their own capital and a Kāinga Whenua
bank loan through Kiwibank.99 In addition, the governing body, Wāimarama 3A1C2
Incorporation deliberately withheld dividends to its shareholders so that it would be in
a stronger position to contribute towards the project (Te Puni Kōkiri, 2017). The build

99 The Kāinga Whenua loan scheme is an initiative between Kiwibank and Housing New Zealand to
help Māori achieve home ownership on papakainga (Kiwibank, n.d).
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features three homes as rentals with affordable rent for the area of $280 per week;
while the other two homes are owner-occupied (Treacher, 2015a).
Another recent example of papakāinga development is Mangatawa in Papamoa of the
Bay of Plenty, which was completed in 2016. The project extended the papakāinga by
six two-bedroom homes and six four-bedroom homes. These are available to Ngāti
Kahu descendants at below-market rental rates (Murray, 2016). Mangatawa’s project
was achieved in partnership with Housing New Zealand which granted $1.17 million
and loaned $1.1million (Mangatawa Papamoa Blocks Inc, n.d).100

Figure 50. Mangatawa papakāinga (NZIA, n.d).

An example of a papakāinga in a dense-urban context is Te Aro Pā, located at Greta
Point in central Wellington. Te Aro Pā is Wellington’s first urban papakāinga. The
architecturally-designed papakāinga was opened in 2016 for the descendants of the

100 The loan must be repaid by Mangatawa over a 25-year term but it is interest-free for the first ten
years, within in which time they aim to repay it.
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original pā, who are of Ngāti Ruanui and Taranaki iwi descent. The papakāinga
consists of ten three-bedroom units and four one-bedroom units, in two blocks
separated by a shared garden. Te Aro Pā cost approximately $5 million to build. For
descendants it represents affordable, modern Māori living, in an urban setting that is
typically expensive. The building of Te Aro Pā also represents a new phase in kinsettlement after a long and protracted journey since Ngāti Ruanui and Taranaki iwi
lost the original four-acre (1.6 hectares) pā site in the 1870s (Scoop Media, 2016). Te
Aro Pā features a mixture of housing tenures with both full market and social housing
rentals. The development was led by the office of the Māori Trustee Te Tumu Paeroa
who acted on behalf of Te Aro Pā Trust. It was Te Tumu Paeroa’s role to develop the
papakāinga, working with property consultants and builders to achieve the Trust’s
vision.

Figure 51. Te Aro Pā papakāinga (Te Tumu Paeroa, 2016).

Kāinga Tuatahi – Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei papakāinga in Auckland
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A notable example of a large-scale, urban papakāinga development is Ngāti Whātua o
Ōrākei’s ‘Kāinga Tuatahi’ programme near the Ōrākei Marae at Takaparawha/Bastion
Point in eastern Auckland. In 2016, Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei completed the first stages
of this development. The housing development is considerably larger than those
previously described, consisting of 30 homes built in a series of blocks with large
communal areas in between.

Figure 52. Kāinga Tuatahi units. NZIA (2017).

The development replaced 12 run-down state houses on ancestral land, which the
hapū bought back from the Crown in 1996. The securing of land for new housing was
not without difficulty, however, as tenants living in the previously returned state
homes, which included Ngāti Whātua members, were opposed to the new housing
programme (Collins, 2001). Despite a decade of opposition, the housing finally
commenced and previous tenants were rehoused elsewhere. Kāinga Tuatahi is the
culmination of “65 years of struggle” according to Rangimarie Hunia, chief executive
of Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei’s social development company, Whai Maia (Zander, 2017).
It also represents a key milestone in the tribe’s broader trajectory, since their state of
near resource and landlessness in 1952 (Waitangi Tribunal, 1987; I. H. Kawharu,
1989).
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‘Housing’ has long since been a strategic objective of Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei as they
state in their 2009 report, “Ngati Whatua o Orakei will provide housing solutions for
its hapū members as part of its core kaupapa responsibilities. The key to this is
efficient use of its own (papakāinga) land resource” (Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei Māori
Trust Board, 2009). Ōrākei’s re-imaging of papakāinga began with a series of 30
meetings in 2007 and 2008. At the first meeting, the trust board asked Ōrākei
descendants “what does papakāinga mean?” Deputy chair of Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei
Māori Trust Board, Ngarimu Blair stated that “out of nearly 100 responses, no one
said a ‘house.” They said “community, safety, jobs, employment, culture and
identity” (Gibson, 2016). These are the very ideas that also featured in the Oromahoe
case study. The Ōrākei project cost approximately $15 million. Blair says that raising
the capital to build was not easy. Blair adds that banks would not finance Ngāti
Whātua families against communally-owned land as they could not get security over
it (Gibson, 2016). These challenges have been noted by the Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei
Māori Trust Board (2012), who stated that:
… we are still confronted with the issues that have prevented building to
date – namely rules around lending to people wanting to build on
collectively-owned Māori land. The land in question is inalienable and
can’t be mortgaged, sold or leased. (p.15)
The papakāinga was, therefore, funded by Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei’s corporate arm,
Whai Rawa (which recorded $726 million of investment properties in its annual
report for 2016). For Ōrākei descendants, the houses were built to be ‘affordable’ at
$550,000 each or less. Ōrākei’s approach to ‘home ownership’ is also worthy of
mention. The homes are leased to Ōrākei descendants for a period of 150 years. For
150 years, the house belongs to the family, and then returns back to the ‘tribe’, in this
instance, the corporate body. During the time, leases can be on sold to another hapū
member, but it can’t be sold on the open market. Hunia explains:
The individuals will never ever own that land, that belongs to the people.
It’s an inheritance and a legacy. But you have the honour and privilege
of living on your tribal land for time immemorial. (Zander, 2017)
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The Trust also set up a ‘cuzzie corp’ in place of a body corporate to run the
papakāinga. It is expected that in time over 3000 descendants will live in Ōrākei. The
Trust has therefore dedicated 40 acres to the continued development of the Ōrākei
papakāinga (Gibson, 2016). The Ōrākei plan, therefore, meets current needs, and is a
model. The more difficult questions of what will happen in 150 years’ time, including
what whānau members (who will occupy the family home then) and the Trust
mutually decide, will need to be thought out carefully.

Figure 53. Kāinga Tuatahi units and community garden space (Steven Lawson Architects, 2017).

Opportunities and constraints of papakāinga housing
What can be learnt from the models explored? The first concerns financing. All but
one of the above examples required considerable loans and were achieved through
partnership with third parties such as Housing New Zealand, the Social Housing Unit,
and the Māori Housing Network. Ōrākei was the only exception to this as they had
sufficient capital and collateral to fund their own programme. The second lesson is
that relationships need to be forged between land trusts/communities and regional and
district councils, which can assist navigating consent processes. The third is the need
to negotiate internal obstacles within the community and associated governance
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entities. For Ōrākei and Mangatawa, building on the land with multiple owners was
the biggest obstacle (Murray, 2016; Gibson, 2016). Similarly, for Te Aro Pā, Jamie
Tuuta, the Māori Trustee and CEO for Te Tumu Paeroa described the hurdle of
building on multiply-owned land:
Developing Māori land is not easy, there are often multiple owners with
different aspirations which makes decisions harder and even more
difficult to finance. [Te Aro Pā] block has over a 1000 owners and was
particularly difficult because of its history. This is an outstanding
achievement made a lot easier because of the support of the Māori
Housing Network and Wellington City Council. (Scoop Media, 2016)
A question these models raise is what is the best organisational structure to respond to
and lead hapū papakāinga development? It is likely to be case by case for each
community. Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei’s response to the matter lies in its tribal structure,
where membership is exclusively determined by descent from ancestor Tuperiri (18thcentury Ngāti Whātua ancestor who lived on the pā Hikurangi at Maungakiekie – One
Tree Hill). The opportunity to buy or rent in Ōrākei is therefore available to anyone
who belongs to this kin-group. A characteristic of Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei’s approach
to development is in the guiding whakatauki of its trust, inscribed on the headstone of
one of its leading kaumātua James Te Hikoi Paora at Okahu Bay, ‘Mā tō tātou
whanaungatanga e whakataki i te ritenga tika – by our kinship we strive to meet our
present and future needs’ (Ngāti Whātua Ōrākei Trust Board, n.d.). Kinship and
kotahitanga (unity) also underpin the essence of another Ngāti Whātua leader Hauraki
Paora, who features as an inspiration of his grandson’s (Hugh Kawharu) vision of
tribal unity. Kawharu (1992, p. 222) stated that, “Hauraki Paora's kotahitanga, was all
about whakapapatanga: the ties that bind people through kinship and affiliation.”
Kāinga Tuatahi is contextualised by Ngāti Whātua’s emphasis on kinship as a guiding
principle.
In different ways, kinship also featured as a theme with other papakāinga. Many saw
developments as an opportunity for descendants to meet their kinship responsibilities
to marae. The project manager of the Waimārama papakāinga Eru Smith describes the
importance of papakāinga life to Waimārama descendants as a pathway to “being
back home and being back where [they] belong I think is one of the main things but
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also so that we can support our marae by being here” (Treacher, 2017). For the
Mangatawa papakāinga, prospective tenants not only had to demonstrate whakapapa
to the hapū, but also, as many lived outside the Tauranga area, they had to show some
sort of commitment to the marae located a few minutes’ drive away (Murray, 2016).
One kuia described the development as representing “much more than homes, but is
also about reconnecting people with their ancestral land and marae” (Murray, 2016).
Mangatawa’s papakāinga is also linked to other developments. In 2017, Mangatawa’s
governance entity ‘Mangatawa Papamoa Blocks Inc.’ also opened a new business
office to oversee its interests in beef, kiwifruit and avocado, as well as a retirement
village and industrial developments (Boswell, 2017). Again, in 2017, a new
community centre and administration had also begun, providing the papakāinga with
an economic-social heart, complimenting the political statement of ancestry its marae
already represents (Scoop Media, 2018).
A further theme of these papakāinga examples is the relative proximity of papakāinga
to towns and cities and the opportunities this provides for their descendants. Victoria
Kingi of the Mangatawa papakāinga states that “the advantage we have here in
Tauranga Moana is that we still have Maori land situated close to services, towns,
employment, schools, so its suitable for papakāinga” (Te Karere, 2013). Mangatawa,
Kāinga Tuatahi and Te Aro Pā are all in the top four largest cities (Auckland,
Wellington and Tauranga). These papakāinga also serve as responses to the
enveloping housing crisis of these cities. Waipatu and Waimārama are also located
near the urban centres of Hastings. These same opportunities are not available for
more remote and rural papakāinga. As a result of historical processes, a large portion
of Māori land to build papakāinga on is often located in marginal areas which can also
create significant servicing problems (such as water, sewerage and electricity line
infrastructure development).
It also appears that many of the above papakāinga developments are more immediate
in their focus, in that they are partial solutions to current demand for housing. A
notable exception to this trend, however, is the Ōrākei papakāinga. This project
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anticipates growth in hapū population and in descendant interest in papakāinga living.
In Blair’s words:
…if we built stand-alone housing, everyone having a section with a big
fence around them, we could only get 900 more people in. But, with a
well-mastered plan, and designed place, we could get up to over 3000
people here. (Gibson, 2016)
Despite this ‘room for growth’, the reality is that moving (back) to Ōrākei is not
simply a pack up and move. The uptake on occupations has been hindered by
practical finance issues:
Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei has 2,600 registered adult members. For the
initial expressions of interest, they got 250 responses. About 65 applied
for the homes, and 30 were successful. Or to frame it another way, the
vast majority of hapū members – 90 percent – missed out on a fancy
new home. (Zander, 2017)
Kate Healy, chief operating officer of Whai Rawa, the commercial arm of the Ngāti
Whātua Ōrākei group, states that this is “… an issue the Trust will continue to
struggle with at the governance level. Equity versus equality is the discussion”
(Zander, 2017). These issues remain unaddressed. Nevertheless, Ōrākei did not have
to wait on descendant demand in the papakāinga before building. It is likely that Ngāti
Whātua o Ōrākei is afforded certain flexibility that other hapū do not (yet) have
access to, that is, considerable resources – capital.
The above examples speak to the multiple factors that must be addressed at various
phases throughout the building of papakāinga, from funding strategies and
partnerships, to ownership and occupancy ethics.101
Pathways to papakāinga

101 Levisey’s (2010) Master’s thesis explores some of the complexities concerning difficulties of
building housing on Māori land. Key findings are that the: market environment does not support
housing development on Māori land; that government policies do not adequately address the
differences between developing housing on Māori and general land; and that the legislative framework
for Māori land places too much emphasis on protecting the land from alienation, and not enough
emphasis on development. (n.p).
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Various guides and organisations have emerged to assist communities in navigating
some of these complexities. Te Puni Kōkiri (TPK), for example, compiled ‘A Guide
to Papakāinga Housing’ which breaks down the process of development in steps,
supplemented with case studies. For TPK, the papakāinga guide takes potential
papakāinga developers through six key phases:
1. Whānau Workshops: which seek to gauge important ideas and principles
that will guide the creation, at the same time gaining buy-in across
whānau, hapū̄, other owners and trustees toward a common aspiration.
2. Workshops/research: A process of learning and gathering of information
identify any likely barriers and ensure that the papakāinga housing
development is viable.
3. Project feasibility: Which takes information from first steps, to engage
professional services and technical advice.
4. Due diligence: A step involving a number of hui and workshops with the
Māori Housing Network. The stage when financial support/loans for
building and/or related infrastructure costs are sought.
5. Building/project management: The phase when resource and building
consent approval is sought. As well as establishing build contracts, and
setting out milestone dates toward council Code of Compliance signoff.
6. Housing operations: Sets out and confirms the housing management for
25 years. This puts in to effect previously agreed papakāinga residents,
tenancy management and body corporate policies, maintenance plans,
loan repayment schemes and financial sustainability. (Te Puni Kōkiri,
2017, pp. 4-20)
Similar guides have also emerged elsewhere such as the “Māori Housing Toolkit or
Papakāinga Toolkit” produced by SmartGrowth (n.d); the “Toitu te Whenua:
Papakāinga Development Guide” compiled again by TPK (with the Māori Land Court
and Hastings District Council) (2008); the Te Tai Tokerau Papakāinga toolkit (n.d);
and the pamphlet ‘Planning for Papakainga Housing’ by the Whangarei District
Council (n.d). In addition to the release of guides, consultant organisations have also
been created to help communities navigate development hurdles. Papakāinga
Solutions Limited (PSL), for example, is an advisory group to set up to assist Māori
trusts and incorporations in realising papakāinga aspirations. Their consultants work
with the multiple entities involved in papakāinga development including architects,
developers, engineers, councils, government departments and legal advisors. They
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also assist with funding proposals, Kāinga Whenua lending, financing and occupation
options, project team coordination, community meeting facilitation. PSL have
overseen the building of multiple papakāinga including: Nga Potiki-Pirihima
Papakainga, Horaparaikete Trust Papakainga, Pukekohatu Whanau Trust, Ngati Kahu
Ki Wairoa, Tauwhao Te Ngare Trust Papakainga (Papakāinga Solutions Ltd, n.d.).
Architecture of papakāinga
Papakāinga development represents an opportunity for some communities to be
innovative regarding papakāinga housing. For example, Kāinga Tuatahi focused on
sustainability:
Houses are equipped with solar panels, and Tesla power walls, which
store excess power that can be distributed among all the units, with any
excess going back into the grid. Common areas include serious recycling
hubs, complete with all-weather flowcharts and bespoke collecting
bins… (Zander, 2017)
In design terms, architect Steven Lawson (n.d) described how Kāinga Tuatahi
buildings:
[…] draw inspiration from the landscape, specifically the surrounding
volcanoes and ridgelines. The long gable roof forms used throughout
offer a sense of protection and shelter, like a cloak (Kaitaka) draped over
the homes, and visually relate to the undulating landscape and ridgelines
of the Auckland isthmus.
Meanwhile, for Te Aro Pā, architect Roger Walker described the marae concept as the
inspiration behind the papakāinga design:
I was talking about the marae as a village… so we tried to reflect those
Maori values, that this is a village. And then people have their private
spaces, but they have common areas like the common vege garden and
then there’s a space to part places for the kids play. So there were those
principles which come out of the construction or marae, and the way the
buildings are put together and the way they work as a social entity. (Te
Tumu Paeroa, 2016)
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Figure 54. Te Aro Pā concept design (Dwell Housing Trust, 2016).

The architecture of papakāinga is an emerging field of investigation. It is from the
discipline of architecture that the majority of scholarship on papakāinga is produced
(Palmer, 2016; Kake, 2015; Badham, 2011). Prior to the building of Kāinga Tuatahi,
Badham (2011, p.iii) investigated Ōrākei as a case study to ask how architecture
might inform the sustainability of contemporary urban Māori development. Badham’s
research explored a “belonging-based approach” to urban design and architecture and
assumed a perspective of the land as a lived cultural reality which necessitates an
understanding the whenua (land) and the communal layers of meaning and narratives
imbued within it. While Badham advocates for a papakāinga development built on the
basis of belonging, the thesis does not outline what this looks like in practice.
Nevertheless, Bradham conceptualised a papakāinga design that prioritised: the
importance of the Ōrākei marae; the proximity of kaumātua and kuia residence in
relation to the marae; the ancestral connection to Maungakiekie; trade and economic
development; community education; and horticultural activity (Badham, 2011, pp. 3134). Badham also considered how terracing of pā, contours and slopes could be
integrated into housing development, envisioned in a three-storey dwelling and a
trench style concourse (Badham, 2011, pp. 44-45). It is unclear as to whether or what
extent Badham’s architectural research influenced the ultimate design of Kāinga
Tuatahi.
Another example of innovation is provided by Kake (2015) who wrote a case study
on papakāinga aspirations of Pehiaweri marae in Whangarei. Kake (2015) explored
“the ways in which architecture can facilitate the reconnection of Māori people to
their lands” and how papakāinga development might be “integrated with economic
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and social development initiatives that are co-created and co-designed with the
community” (p.1). Emphasis was on the methodological approach to co-design of
papakāinga. Kake (2015) stated that the project was therefore:
[…] approached from the philosophical position that design should
reflect the culture, history, and aspirations of the community, and that
architecture should be responsive to place, and the people of that place.
(p. 67)
Kake supplemented community-research with an investigation into the layout of
various post-contact pā (1840s-1880s) and contemporary papakāinga as precedents of
kin-settlement. Kake also considered several models of international cohousing
(Kake, 2015, pp. 38-66). These community layouts were used to inform the site
planning of the Pehiāweri Marae Papakāinga. The proposed papakāinga consisted of
eight residential units and new communal facilities to supplement existing ones
including: commercial laundry, workshop/garage, wharau (covered shelter/cooking
and dining area).

Figure 55. Pehiāweri Marae 10 Year Masterplan (Kake, 2015, p. 94).
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Palmer (2016), on the other hand, despite being a trained architect, argued that
architecture was not the sole lens by which papakāinga should be investigated. Palmer
also sought to understand the “conditions which restrict Māori from building
sustainable and affordable housing in urban and rural areas […]and ways to overcome
these restrictions” (2016, p, 13). Restrictions include prejudicial legislative
frameworks, council regulations, funding barriers, Māori land title limitations and
more far-reaching barriers resulting from the history of land alienation and other
impacts of colonisation. In investigating papakāinga, Palmer worked with three
communities, Mitimiti in the Far North, North Hokianga and Te Karaka (a land block
in Auckland) to ‘visualise’ ‘alternative futures’ for these communities that may fulfil
their housing aspirations (Palmer, 2016, p. 31).
Palmer simultaneously worked on three proposals across the three communities using
visioning, wānanga and architecture techniques to capture the papakāinga aspirations
of each. In the Far North example, Palmer suggested that a relevant model of
papakāinga housing may be a ‘longhouse’ concept (Palmer, 2016, p. 49). Reminiscent
of the wharehui (meeting house) shape, the longhouse design is high-density
(occupiers can add additional rooms as they could afford them), affordable and
emphasises community participation in the build process (Palmer, 2016, p. 49).
Palmer detailed legislative and regulatory constraints to high-density options
discussed below. Further models were explored that were shaped across many
meetings, using multiple media, especially 3-dimensional models. The resulting plans
were responsive to the particular contexts, constraints and opportunities facing the
respective communities.
All investigations explored above directly engaged community input in papakāinga
design and development. All authors possessed some sort of genealogical connection
to the subject areas, and all studies serve as a useful methodological template in coresearching the concept of papakāinga development alongside the community of
interest. This chapter now turns to one final example of housing to capture issues and
opportunities at a specific house level. This example is a housing project that is
framed by the very values with which whakapapakāinga aims to engage.
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Tūrama: a prototype for whakapapakāinga
A housing development in Rotorua called ‘Tūrama’ is the Tapsell homestead
connecting the whānau with Ngāti Waoku. Tūrama, in a very literal sense
encapsulates the subsection heading of ‘whakapapa of housing’. Tūrama honours the
17th-century ancestress Hine-ī-Tūrama and her hapū of Ngāti Waoku, whose
whakapapa is one with the land. Hine-ī-Tūrama is remembered as a leader of great
dignity, willing to provide manaaki to all. As with Ōrākei and its descendants,
Tūrama is designed with the aspiration of providing a cloak of protection over
descendants of Hine-ī-Tūrama. The home literally takes the shape of her protective
cloak. In the words of Ngāti Waoku descendant Paul Tapsell who co-designed the
project, “Tūrama (ray of light) is a living memorial to her vision, courage and values
through selfless service to others, even at risk of her own life” (Tapsell & RTA
Studio, 2011, p.2).
In extending the theme of whakapapa, the home is built on the intersection and
orientated according to five genealogically significant lines. These lines represent the
principle whakapapa reference points to ancestral landmarks by which the home has
been generated.102 For example, one line connects the house to the ancestral waka
resting site of Te Arawa at Maketū in the Bay of Plenty. Another line connects to
Tongariro, the ancestral mountain of Te Arawa. A third line connects to another
ancestral mountain called Maungatautari, the fourth to the Coromandel peaks of
Moehau, and a fifth line connects the house to the ancestral marae Taputapuatea
(Ra’iatea, Society Islands). All lines come together under the fireplace hearth and
heart of the house. The lines offer a reminder of Ngāti Waoku’s pathways and layers
in landscapes. They also provide a tangible expression of Ngāti Waoku’s identity in

The first line begins at Ongatoro, the tuahu (shrine) of Ngatoroirangi (famed navigator of Te Arawa
waka); from which an anchor stone is buried beneath Tūrama. The line travels through Maketu, landing
site and resting place of the Te Arawa waka, onward to the Te Arawa mountain Tongariro. The second
line connects Hine-ī-Tūrama back to her place of death, Ōrākau and the Raukawa mountain peak of
Maungatautari, coincidentally intersecting the tapu peak of Ngongotaha, associated with her whangai
(foster) father and ariki, Te Amohau. Tūrama’s third line points to the originating homeland Raiatea
and the marae of Taputapuatea from whence Hine-ī-Tūrama’s Tainui (Raukawa) and Te Arawa
ancestors originated. The fourth line travels through the base of the carving of Waoku, then through the
tree named Te Pou o Te Rangi Piere – where the whenua (placenta) of the whānau is buried – onward
to the highest peak of Moehau where the Te Arawa ancestress Whakaotirangi rests. The final line
connects to Mokoia Island, situated in the middle of Lake Rotorua. The resting place of Hine-īTūrama's son Retireti (Tapsell & RTA Studio, 2011).
102
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the land manifested in the construction of a home. Tūrama’s landscape-informed
design is also reflected in the native Mamaku bush, timber materials, volcanic stone
elements and colour pallet.

Figure 56. Three ley lines that frame Tūrama (Tapsell & RTA Studio, 2011, p. 7).

The third way in which whakapapa frames Tūrama is in its very engineering. The
house is built with the continuation of Ngāti Wāoku’s whakapapa in mind. The home
is built to stand beyond a 150-year horizon. The home features solar hot-water that
also supports the underfloor heating. The warmth aspects of Hine-ī-Tūrama’s cloak
continues with a wood burner fireplace, double glazing (low-emissivity glass and
argon gas filled), and a highly insulated roof, walls and floor. The cloak’s protection
also culminates in its engineering which is able to withstand at least six tonnes of ash
fallout should a volcano of the nearby central plateau erupt. These aspects are tied
into the house’s function as a civil-centre where the neighbouring community can also
take refuge in times of an emergency.
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Figure 57. Tūrama Homestead (Patrick Reynolds, 2018).

Could similar design and engineering principles be applied in papakāinga
development? This example is an opportunity to imagine a papakāinga that connects
with the surrounding ancestral landscape. It provides an opportunity also to imagine
an Oromahoe papakāinga that reflects its ancestral landscape. Questions may,
therefore include how design may incorporate elements of significant places like the
layered living spaces of elevated earth-worked pā such as Pouerua, the surrounding
kūmara gardens and the stone walls. Other landscape ideas include the āruhe/roi from
which Oromahoe takes it’s name and the Waiāruhe waterway that connects Oromahoe
with its genealogically connected community of Waitangi. The idea of Tūrama in its
cross-generational focus also applies in Oromahoe where papakāinga might continue
to shelter Oromahoe hapū across multiple generations.
Notably though, the cross-generational design and engineering involved in Tūrama is
more costly than ‘standard’ homes that feature in papakāinga explored in this thesis,
partly because the land is whānau land and is large compared to more restrictive hapū
or trust-owned lands that have limited space to build multiple homes. The build also
required a high specification of materials that are likely beyond the reach of most
marae-communities, hapū, Māori trusts and incorporations. Not least, a Tūrama-type
build requires significant investment in a single instead of multiple homes that
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papakāinga require. To this, an option may be to adopt a medium-density approach
like that of Te Aro Pā and Kāinga Tuatahi that caters for a multitude of their
descendants. As discussed in detail by Palmer (2016, p. 51), medium-density
papakāinga solutions are not necessarily applicable throughout the country due to
regulatory restrictions. For example, the Integrated Development rule of the Far North
District Plan, prohibits mixed-to-high-density housing developments. This prevents
Māori communities from building clusters of high-density, mixed-use development.
The implications of this are that communities/trusts have to pay more for
infrastructure development costs. As with the Far North case (Palmer, 2016, p. 51),
Oromahoe would need to succeed in negotiating directly with the council on
infrastructure issues if it considers papakāinga as a development pathway.
All investigations explored above were predicated on community input in papakāinga
design and development. All studies serve as useful methodological templates in coresearching the concept of papakāinga development alongside a community of
interest. Many opportunities but also challenges faced each case. All indicated the
kinds of issues that would face Oromahoe as well.
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Part III: Whakapapa of Food
The last theme of this thesis – food – has been a customary driver of kin-settlement in
papakāinga, a source of economic well-being, and more recently it has been a theme
for papakāinga development. Chapter One offered a brief personal account of the
Oromahoe foodscape. Chapter Two outlined current national, community, household
and individual realities concerning access, affordability and quality of food. The
preceding case studydy chapters (Three, Four, Five and Six) have sought to examine
the wider customary and contemporary foodscape of the Oromahoe papakāinga, as
well as descendant perspective towards it. This section is, therefore, interested in
exploring future conceptualisations of the papakāinga foodscapes by asking, what are
cross-generational solutions to food for papakāinga?
Māra kai: community gardens
A popular idea amongst the Oromahoe descendant-community is the establishment of
community gardens. In Chapter Five (p. 236), Oromahoe trustees revealed their
support in principle for a community garden initiative to be built in Oromahoe. One
idea was that descendants could seek special grants from the trust to establish a
community garden. Such an idea may also have to consider whether the trust could
make land available, then, depending on the intended scale and purpose of the garden,
whether produce from a trust-sponsored garden would be available to
shareholders/beneficiaries and the wider-non-owner community. Alternatively,
another idea considered was to make use of the vacant land within the Oromahoe
marae land block. This concept would require agreement from kaumātua/kuia, the
marae committee and perhaps the wider-community. Nevertheless, a marae-based
garden would be an opportunity to assist in alleviating hui related costs, as well as to
re-engage with the notion of an Oromahoe kin-economy.
Community gardens are a well-known concept gaining traction both internationally
and locally as a way to improve food security (Gorton, 2009a, p. 85; Robidoux, &
Mason, 2017b, p. 149). Community gardens have increased in popularity since the
turn of the 20th-century, particularly in the United States, Canada, and in the United
Kingdom, in areas of low-income or urban neighbourhoods (Gorton, 2009a, p. 85). A
driver behind the proliferation of community gardens amongst Māori communities
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was Te Puni Kōkiri’s funding Māra Kai initiative, which began in 2009. Māra Kai
aimed to “boost the level of involvement by Māori into community gardening projects
that were intended to produce health, financial and social benefits” (Te Puni Kōkiri,
2012, p. 24). Māra Kai funding provides small one-off funding grants of up to $2,000
available for marae, kōhanga reo, schools and Māori communities to covering garden
set up, operational, construction, equipment and seed costs (Te Puni Kōkiri, 2012, p.
24).103
An example of community gardens in kin-community contexts is the quarter-acre
garden and worm farm that has been set up at Hauiti marae in Marton, and tended by
volunteers. Produce here is distributed amongst its resident community (Gorton,
2009b, p. 99; Health Sponsorship Council, 2009). Millar’s M.A. thesis (2015, p. 79)
identifies other community garden examples, including:
-

-

Ngāti Awa kūmara gardens on Moutohora Island at Te Rāwhiti;
Northern hapū Ngāti Rehia’s (in partnership with Northtec) Rewa’s
Village in Kerikeri which grows eight varieties of kūmara as well as taro,
yams, potatoes and gourds (see also de Graaf, 2014);
Te Para Para garden and the garden at Ōrākei marae; and
Te Parapara garden as part of the Hamilton botanical gardens.

These garden initiatives are discussed regarding their values as tangible (utilising
ancestral land) and intangible (customary knowledge of planting and resource use)
heritage. On the point of gardens as heritage, community gardens represent an
opportunity for marae-communities to (re)establish crops such as Māori potato,
kūmara and taro. Kerckhoffsa and Smith’s (2010) research identified interest in postcontact vegetables such as Māori spinach (kokihi), Māori corn (kaanga), fern tips
(pikopiko), squash, onions and sweetcorn (p. 324; see also Millar 2015, p. 26).
Despite the increased popularity of community gardens, there is scarce literature
concerning them as they relate to papakāinga. One recent study is Stein, Mirosa and
Carter (2018), which explored the role and values of Māori women initiating

103

In its first year, 278 Māra Kai were established across the ten regions (Te Puni Kōkiri, 2012, p. 25).
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community-based food systems at Parihaka Community Garden; Awhi Farm,
Turangi; Motueka community garden; and Auntie’s Garden, Waipatu Marae, Hastings
(Stein et al., 2018, pp. 3-4).
Stein et al. (2018) identify important themes associated with these community garden
initiatives and their leaders.104 While all themes have some relevance, this section
highlights three themes as they relate to papakāinga development. The first is a
combination of two themes, ‘traditions and tīpuna (ancestors)’ and ‘whanau and
whakatupuranga (family and future generations)’. Considered together, they appeal to
the ‘cross-generational’ focus of this thesis. Gardens connect descendants with their
ancestors (through ancestral land and knowledge), at the same time providing an
avenue of food security for subsequent generations (Stein et al., 2018, p. 5, 6). The
second theme highlighted is ‘natural and agro-ecological food cultivation’. It is linked
to issues of food security in a current context of inherent stability issues facing the
industrial agricultural system (described in Chapter Two, p. 98). Stein et al. suggested
that māra kai foster “biodiversity of traditional agro-ecological farming systems”
which also “enhances environmental resilience” (2018, p. 7). The third theme of
particular importance concern ‘community, iwi and hapū’. While seemingly an
obvious choice, this theme is relevant to this narrative of papakāinga development as
it appeals to the above discussion on kinship and economy. Community gardens offer
an effective way to re-emphasise the relevance of functioning ‘kinship’ links within a
papakāinga through the redistribution of energy derived from lands.
Opportunities and constraints of māra kai
The above examples indicate that māra kai are viewed as a valuable pathway to food
access, quality nutrition, and community development. There are often challenges to
effective administration such as governance issues, commitment and theft. Gorton
(2009b) cites further challenges:

These themes are: community, iwi and hapū; traditions and tipuna (ancestors); whānau and
whakatupuranga (family and future generations); gardens, health and well-being; Ngā tāke or ngā
putaketanga (issues or obstacles) and solutions; Tino rangatiratanga of māra kai (self- determination
with regard to food); Natural and agro-ecological food cultivation (Stein et al., 2018, pp. 4-7).
104
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While gardening projects appear a logical and promising strategy to
enhance food security, it has been noted that the high time commitment
required to successfully garden discourages involvement of people with
multiple jobs and/or children. (p. 99)
Other considerations include limited land availability, expensive set up costs,
requisite skills-set to successfully manage them, suitable growing conditions, and
access to gardening tools (Gorton, 2009a, p. 85; 2009a, p. 99). Millar also cites
concerns faced by those involved in community gardens including pressures on time,
finances, rates, the convenience of supermarkets and customary planting knowledge
loss (2015, pp.82-84; see also Neithercott, 2008). Similarly, Burtscher, in describing
the constraints of community gardens that emerged in a post-Canterbury earthquake
context, noted vandalism and patterns of land tenure security (Burtscher, 2010, p. 4).
As with the above section on housing, it appears that governing structures such as
trusts are an important success factor for community garden management,
sustainability and longevity. Trusts often provide the land and critical funding to get
community gardens ‘off the ground’. Yet, while many of the māra kai described
above are governed by legal trusts, their produce is administered on kinship and
manaakitanga terms. The Waipatu garden, for example, was initially intended for
Waipatu marae families, but has since been made more widely available to all (Stein
et al., 2018, p.7). So, unlike issues confronting housing, gardens seem not to be
impacted with issues of shareholding in multiply-owned land. While money is
important in set up, it is less so in terms of returns. Benefits are measured instead in
terms of food access, health and well-being (Stein et al., 2018; McKerchar et.al.,
2014; Gorton, 2009a; 2009b). Despite these benefits, community gardens are a
solution directed primarily, if not, exclusively, to residents of the papakāinga. This
chapter now explores ideas that may be relevant to descendants who mostly live
away.
Kin-community food market
An early thesis-defining concept emerged from Oromahoe. As described in Chapter
Four (p. 232), in the mid-1990s, Oromahoe shareholders had local access to whole
mutton carcasses from the Oromahoe Trust farm at wholesale prices (Oromahoe
18R2B2B, 1996). Once purchased, carcasses would be taken home to be carved into
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meal-size portions and frozen. It was suggested by trustees, that due to changes in
food processing, health and safety regulations, wholesale access ceased after a short
time of operation. Thereafter, meat from Oromahoe lands has been locked into a local
meat works processing system and on sold to food retailers. Nevertheless, what was
once experienced in Oromahoe still offers a potential template for (re-)connecting
descendants to ancestral lands through food.
The idea is expanded to include descendants who may be situated further afield by
utilising fridge trucks to run deliveries to Whangārei and Auckland. Part of the
Oromahoe case studydy (Chapter Five and Six) was to test whether there was any
support amongst descendants in developing the concept. Findings revealed
overwhelming support. For some, it was important that the initiative was financially
sustainable to the Oromahoe Trust (so as not negatively impact on the Trust’s profits).
For others, it was a matter of whether personal/family costs would allow it. The idea
also has room to grow into other forms of produce. Perceived potential benefits are
broad, and according to descendants they include:
-

Representing an opportunity to engage the Oromahoe shareholders and
beneficiaries in trust affairs beyond education or elderly grants;
Supporting the local economy and people;
Eating food ‘from the land’ (home grown); and
Eating food that is ‘organic’ or ‘high quality.’105

The kin-community market idea can also be seen as part of growing local and
international interests in food security and sourcing.106
Food Collectives and Cooperatives

There appears to be a wider interest in growing organic growing. Kerckhoffsa and Smith (2010)
investigate participatory approaches (integration of western scientific and technical knowledge with
customary knowledge) to Māori land utilisation (p. 324). Accordingly, the interest in organics may be
seen as mirroring ‘traditional’ practices. Consequently, there is the potential bonus of the produce
attracting a price premium that would offset the costs of transportation to distant urban markets
(Kerckhoffsa and Smith, 2010, p. 324; see also Sim et al. (2007) for discussion of the role of
‘transport’ in sustainability food sourcing projects).
106 See Panelli and Tipa (2009, p, 460) for a geographic investigation of diverse food needs amongst
Ngāi Tahu descendants.
105
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Food collectives and cooperatives are another avenue for kin-community markets. A
cooperative is a business entity that is owned and controlled by its members, and is
run for the benefit of its members (Gorton, 2009b. 97). There are various forms of
cooperatives. Oromahoe’s situation may favour a combination of models. For nonlocals a ‘buying club’ may suit: where descendants meet regularly to order food in
bulk at wholesale prices; or a ‘traditional cooperative’, where members (who may
also be the producers) sell products at market rates and receive a share of the
dividends, (or, in Oromahoe’s case, may be returned to the Trust). For locals, a
participatory cooperative may suit, in which members work a certain number of hours
in a food co-op store, receiving produce as payment in return (Gorton, 2009b, p. 97).
Two examples of food co-operatives in the wider Northland district are the
Whangarei Food Co-op (previously known as the Northland Natural Food Coop) and
the Fresh Food Collective also based in Whangārei. Founded by Sean Stanley, the
Whangarei Food Co-op operates a peer-to-peer web-based portal that allows
producers to upload their products to an online store, and market them to customers in
Whangarei (Griggs et al., 2015, p. 4). The Co-op maintains the infrastructure, has a
dedicated warehouse for sorting and packaging and organises deliveries of food. The
Co-op also operates chilled and frozen goods, utilising cooled containers for pickup
and courier boxes, providing 6-8 hours of chilling without the aid of a refrigerated
truck (Whangarei Food Co-op, n.d). The ultimate aim of the Co-op is to “create a
community in which most of the food eaten locally is also produced locally”
(Whangarei Food Co-op, n.d.).
Meanwhile, Laura Cates established the Fresh Food Coop in 2014, which aims to
reduce the cost of fruit and vegetable produce for participants. It is estimated that the
Fresh Food Co-op has 900 customers (Griggs et al., 2015, p. 4). The Co-op works by
using the power of bulk buying to reduce overheads and lower the cost of weekly fruit
and vegetable purchases (Fresh Food Collective, n.d).
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Figure 58. Whangarei Food Coop website (https://foodcoop.nz/).

The final example is a tribal food collective: Ahikā Kai: Ngāi Tahu Foods. Ahikā Kai
is managed by the iwi organisation, Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu. Similar to those
described above, Ahikā Kai is a web-based enterprise that distributes seasonal Ngāi
Tahu food. The site traces the source of the products, offering information about the
supplier and their growing practices, rearing, hunting and harvesting. Ahikā Kai,
translated as “food from the home fires”, refers to fresh, premium produce that has
been fished, hunted, reared, gathered and grown according to five key Ngāi Tahu food
production principles. These principles include: hauora (health), kaitiakitanga
(sustainable management), whanaungatanga (fairness), kaikōkiritanga (care), tikanga
(cultural ecological wisdom) (Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, n.d.). In addition to ‘nontraditional’ foods such as high-end meats, Ahikā Kai’s point of difference is the
inclusion of foods from customary mahinga kai (food source) such as kina, paua, eel,
fish (patiki/flounder, mararī/butterfish and Moki), titi (muttonbird) and taewa (a
potato variant, Solanum tuberosum, cultivated by Māori for at least 200 years) (Te
Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, n.d.).107
Another example of Māori food collective is the East Cape Traditional Growers Collective located
in the Tai Rawhiti district. This collective is relatively recent in its establishment and recognises
customary Māori horticulture as a point of difference (and advantage) in the market place (Kerckhoffsa
107
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Figure 59. Examples of food available from Ahikākai website (https://www.ahikakai.co.nz/).

Home delivery and mobile vendors
Home-deliveries and mobile vendors are another expression of the kin-community
food market described above. The concept has become a popular mechanism in the
US, where individuals receive home-delivered fresh produce by joining a community
supported agriculture/horticulture programme. Consumers are able to support local
farmers by having a weekly delivery of freshly-picked fruit and vegetables (Gorton,
2009a, p. 90). Another example operates in Toronto, Canada called ‘the Good Food
Box’, which is “a community food security project which delivers a weekly box of
locally grown produce to low-income urban dwellers” (Gorton, 2009a, p. 90). Further

and Smith, 2010, p. 328; McKerchar & Heta, 2009, p. 82). There is limited information pertaining to
this collective but one of its aims is to establish community gardens in smaller communities on the East
Coast to share knowledge and cropping expertise on traditional vegetables (Kerckhoffsa and Smith,
2010, p. 328). At a national level, there is the Tāhuri Whenua Incorporated Society which is a National
Māori Vegetable Growers Collective representing Māori interests in the horticulture sector (Tāhuri
Whenua National Māori Vegetable Growers Collective, n.d). International examples that will serve as
inspiration of future research into tribal food systems is the Oneida Native Food System of Wisconsin
in the U.S (see NASFI, n.d).
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examples of community-run mobile food shops include Roots and Fruits and Health
on Wheels in Scotland. Roots and Fruits developed from a group of volunteers
purchasing a mini-bus to deliver fruit and vegetables to rural areas (Gorton, 2009a, p.
90). These examples are noted here as they offer examples for rural producers (like
Oromahoe) to run a system in the opposite manner: delivering its rural food to urban
centres.
The idea of food sourcing and traceability has similarly increased in popularity,
giving rise to expressions such as ‘from farm to fork’, ‘farm to table’ and a Māori
variant in development, ‘Pā to Plate’, which is being developed in the Bay of Islands
and will encompass Oromahoe. Pā to Plate is part of a wider programme of which my
research is also linked, and is funded by the Ministry of Business, Innovation and
Employment through the Land and Water National Science Challenge. This pilot
project is interested in identifying produce from lands and waters
(marae/pā/rohe/home) that can be distributed to descendants, wherever they may live
(e.g. local, nearby, further afield). It is similar to other community projects with
indigenous peoples around the world (Robidoux & Mason, 2017a), connecting
nutrients from ancestral whenua (soils) with tangata (descendants/people), exploring
sustainable food production, value chains and security.
Traceability of products in the supply chain has also become a valued factor in food
and agribusiness (Opara, 2003). Sourcing has become an important part of food
product quality and safety, being linked to concerns over the impacts of genetically
modified organisms (GMOs) on the human food chain and the environment (Opara,
2003; see also Barrientos, 2012, for discussion on ethical consideration for food
sourcing). Demand for traceable food (and fibre) has also risen as consumers are
increasingly interested in understanding the nature and origins of their foods (and
clothing)108, to the point where traceability becomes part of the narrative and identity
of the product.

108 For example, Icebreaker, a company that produce high-quality merino wool wear. It was a leader as
a company that developed “deep, long term relationships with merino growers” (Icebreaker, n.d.).
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Community-based food projects such as community gardens and food cooperatives
have the potential to impact on food security at a local community level (Gorton,
2009b, p. 96), not least for papakāinga development. Community gardens, for
instance, are increasingly being integrated into papakāinga design. In addition to the
Ōrākei marae garden mentioned above, the Kāinga Tuatahi papakāinga provided a
landscape concept that incorporated the cultural values of Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei into
a contemporary design. Landscape architects Boffa Miskell explain that native and
locally-sourced planting was used for creating a sense of space between buildings,
while a communal orchard and vegetable gardens were designed to encourage healthy
lifestyles among descendants (Figure 53) (Boffa Miskell n.d; Zander, 2017).
Similarly, as mentioned, the two blocks of units at Te Aro Pā are separated by a
shared garden. Kake, on the hand, describes how the planned Pehiaweri papakāinga is
built so descendants can access the existing māra kai, orchard, greenhouse and potting
shed associated with the marae (Kake, 2015, p. 96). Pehiaweri continues to develop as
a social and economic hub and could serve as a model for the 150 plus marae around
Te Tai Tokerau (Griggs et al., 2015, p. 4).
There is scope for gardens to supplement existing agricultural products (such as that
produced by the Oromahoe Trust). Digital food collective examples such as
Whangarei Food Coop and Ahikā Kai may offer ways for descendants that live away
to connect with Oromahoe through food. The emergent Pā to Plate concept of
utilising food from the ancestral landscape in and around Oromahoe to feed
descendants connected to that landscape provides another direct opportunity for food
programme development. As discussed in Chapter Six (p. 283), eating ‘home’
produce can be considered as a means to express oneself as ‘tangata whenua’ (people
of the soil). While it is not expected that gardens and food collectives would initially
eliminate food insecurity issues on their own, they have the potential to aid
descendant (local and non-local) access to foods (Gorton, 2009b, p. 96). Gardens and
food collectives also have the potential to recentralise the relevance of papakāinga in
the eyes of descendants by emphasising kinship as the basis of a market, at the same
time as restoring a sense of customary economy to papakāinga.
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Chapter Seven Conclusion: Towards a template
This chapter has investigated issues, challenges and opportunities that could be
explored, tested and applied by Oromahoe in search of cross-generational solutions or
a ‘template’ for papakāinga development. There are three ways in which ‘template’
has been used in this chapter.
1. Template of investigation
The first relates to the means of the investigation and lines of inquiry. As with the
Bradham (2011) and Kake (2015) investigations into papakāinga, this chapter
advocates for development that responds to the concerns raised by descendants as
well as the broader issues that face them. It also has the aim of investigating
initiatives that align with the aspirations of the descendant-community in question.
The point here is not to develop the papakāinga for the sake of development, but
instead to outline layers of development concepts, needs and directions that will be of
relevance for and beyond the current generation of descendants.
2. Template of survival: Kinship and economy
The second way in which template is applied is through its recognition of the purpose
of papakāinga through interpreting concepts of kinship and economy. It is within
these two strands that the future of the Oromahoe papakāinga lies. This chapter
contends that kinship and economy were customary motivations to build and occupy
papakāinga. Economy, which was derived from lands and waters that surrounded the
papakāinga, sustained the community’s needs. Kinship provided the genealogical
binding of a social network and labour force amongst whom the resources from lands
and waters would be distributed. The unravelling of kinship and economy as a result
of land individualisation, alienation and descendant migration strained the primary
purpose papakāinga. Like the preceding pā, the Oromahoe papakāinga has become
uneconomic. Amalgamation of the surrounding land blocks under an authority mostly
failed to reinstate could the ethic of kinship, as to the introduction of the unified
governance. Instead, its farming business delivers exclusive economic returns to
largely non-local share ownership.
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The current reality is that Oromahoe is no longer a fully functioning papakāinga in
kinship or economic terms, save for brief moments during life-crisis (such as
tangihanga). It is perhaps little wonder that previous Trust-papakāinga plans failed to
take hold or be implemented. They did not address core issues concerning ownership
(descent/shareholding/office) or belonging (kinship/hapū) nor proposed suitable
pathways toward a kin-economy-based papakāinga future. There was, and perhaps
still is, no obvious advantage to living in the Oromahoe papakāinga for many
descendants. This chapter has, therefore, sought to examine and outline meaningful
ways to re-invigorate the relevance of papakāinga, not least one to be innovatively
reimagined and advanced for successive generations.
3. Template of cross-generational development
Last, the concept of a template also refers to the models of development, concerning
energy, housing and food that might recentralise economy around papakāinga, its
lands and waters, and at the same time reinstating the primacy of kinship and practical
implications of belonging to hapū. For energy, the developments explored ranged
from papakāinga-wide approaches to solar developments, inspired by the T’Sou-ke
Nation, to marae building-focused developments that assist with fulfilling duties of
manaakitanga to people. Both avenues proposed immediate advantages to living in a
papakāinga. PV, for instance, are largely economic-focused and are designed to
reduce the burden of electricity costs for resident families. These issues and needs
were also expressed by Oromahoe descendants. For some papakāinga, solar-thermal
water proved to be an effective alternative and like PV solar, it could also help to
relieve economic pressures on families.
Innovations in housing were also considered on economic and kinship terms. A key
economic factor driving new papakāinga housing programmes is the current housing
shortage, particularly in New Zealand’s larger urban centres. Challenges faced in the
building of papakāinga included the complexities of obtaining resources consent,
funding to build and dealing with multiply-owned Māori land. Ngāti Whātua o
Ōrākei’s Kāinga Tuatahi gave insight into how a papakāinga might operate, based on
the ethics of kinship through a leasehold system. Increasingly, papakāinga are not just
‘housing on Māori land’. Communities are becoming increasingly interested in
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building sophisticated, architecturally-designed community housing projects, like
Kāinga Tuatahi and Te Aro Pā. Then, from a single-dwelling perspective, Tūrama in
Rotorua demonstrates the application of whakapapa in design and in engineering. The
cultural value ideas in design and build are no less relevant within an Oromahoe
context.
The final cross-generational template area concerned food. Two approaches to kinfood market systems that were examined included community gardens and food
cooperatives/ collectives. Community gardens offer an effective way to physically
reconnect descendants with their ancestral lands, particularly for those lands that have
been tied up in trusts structures. Māra kai also re-emphasise the relevance of
functioning ‘kinship’ links within a papakāinga through the redistribution of energy to
descendants that is derived from ancestral lands. Food collectives on the other hand,
in conjunction with delivery services, offer useful models to distribute home-grown
foods among wider-kin members that may live within and beyond the tribal
landscape. The template, coined here as a ‘kin-community food market’, may set a
pathway for descendants to connect with the ancestral home Oromahoe through food.
This chapter has, therefore, explored multiple concepts and practices as they relate to
whakapapakāinga. While the three areas of energy, housing and food were broad
enough to be explored on their own, papakāinga are in need of multi-tiered solutions
that might restore their social and economic relevance in the minds of their
descendants now, and in100 years. In the context of this chapter, whakapapakāinga is
the cross-generational development of a marae-community in the spaces of energy,
housing and food that align with the twin papakāinga principles kinship and
economic. For Oromahoe, development must be balanced against historical-defined
challenges of knowledge loss, leadership and tensions between ownership and
belonging; in other words, office (trust) and kinship (hapū). Development must also
overcome contemporary barriers of financing, infrastructure, council regulations,
technological limitations and environmental conditions. The opportunities for
Oromahoe are endless. It could join the handful of communities that recognise
papakāinga as a ‘2000-plus-year-old concept of kin-settlement’ (Tapsell, 2014), and
take active steps to address its survival relating to the ongoing silent crisis of
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descendant depopulation, and the particular challenges concerning housing, energy
and food.
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Conclusion: Whakapapakāinga
This thesis is primarily about Oromahoe. It is intended to be a study in the field of the
target audience. The findings are to assist the Oromahoe Trust, marae and
descendants (local and non-local) in shaping a strategic direction of their ancestral
settlement. The findings also provide an kin-insider approach to papakāinga
development for housing development agencies, district and regional councils,
funding agencies, banks, architecture firms, solar technology suppliers and Māori and
non-Māori agricultural and horticultural enterprises that neighbour papakāinga.
One of my last visits to Oromahoe was for two weeks over the summer of 2017-18. I
spent most of my time with my father, watching cricket, drinking coffee and
barbequing. In between, I would banter with Dad of dreams and frustrations about
family, community, land and prosperity. These talks would often take place as I
purveyed my Great Grandfather’s books of whakapapa and land, looking for some
passage that might miraculously solve problems facing Oromahoe today. The act of
pulling out these old books would trigger debates that could fluctuate between
fanciful optimism and doubtful laments.
Since writing this thesis, my father has moved in with his partner in a small rental
cottage. Though near our river, Waiāruhe, it is still two kilometres away from our
homestead, our papakāinga; and on land long since alienated out of hapū control. Dad
vacated the homestead to make way for my sibling, his wife and young family of four.
While they have their own aspirations of home ownership, they too are confronted by
limited finances and a lack of affordable homes. So, on a personal level, this thesis
came to capture my growing uneasiness about how my father, who is one of the few
remaining Oromahoe kaumātua of his generation – the bastion of his ancestors’
values – had come to be a tenant on his own ancestral land, while simultaneously
supporting his family. It also came to represent an uneasiness at my own inability to
be home, and tend to our family land while I studied away. Above all, this thesis
details an uneasiness about my community’s lack of future planning over basic
necessities facing both the Oromahoe papakāinga and my family. These frustrations
tied into the very thesis question ‘what will Oromahoe look like in 100 years?’
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‘Whakapapakāinga: a template for the cross-generational development of maraecommunities’ responds to this ‘100-year’ question by examining customary hapū
values, crises and innovations of and for papakāinga. While my thesis presents a
specific case studydy, it also characterises issues that likely face many of the 778
papakāinga throughout Aotearoa. Fundamentally – and a major finding of this thesis –
is that any advancement of papakāinga should involve the restoration of their
economic base and the repurposing of practical kinship links amongst its hapū. There
may well be implications amongst marae communities more widely. That is, if
papakāinga are unable to evolve according to these two vital principles, New Zealand
may lose its 800-plus-year-old unique point of difference to the world: the marae, as
well as the tested and trialled expression of kin-settlement: the papakāinga.
Chapter One: ‘Methods of belonging’, detailed the way in which my whakapapa to
Oromahoe, upbringing, tertiary studies and research engagements shaped this
question and the methods in which I sought to answer it. This thesis was written from
the perspective of a descendant who experienced a third of his life eating, farming and
playing in the Oromahoe lands and waterways of his ancestors. Oromahoe was,
therefore, treated as the poutokomanawa (heart post of house), around which this
thesis has leveraged the vantage points of genealogy, archaeology, anthropology,
historical records and architecture (Tapsell, 1998, p. 4). Through these lenses, the
continued relevance of papakāinga seems obvious.
Chapter Two, ‘Whaka-papa-kāinga: Whakapapa (cross-generational context) of
papakāinga (Māori kin-community)’, tested whether these sentiments were shared
more broadly in the literature. It argued that while Oromahoe has its own unique set
of challenges, it is a microcosm indicative of layered issues confronting papakāinga
throughout Aotearoa. The first layer of issues stem from a history of alienation,
individualisation, fragmentation and fractionation of Māori land and title. The second
layer concerns the depopulation of papakāinga following post-war urbanisation,
compounding across three to four generations. The third layer involves the more
recent prioritisation of iwi as an economic and political authority, seen to speak in
place of papakāinga, and hapū, particularly concerning Treaty claim settlement
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contexts (‘iwification’). From states of relative resourcelessness, due to land loss and
the outflow of people, papakāinga also need to navigate wider contemporary national
challenges, concerning fundamental human needs of energy, housing and food.
Energy challenges included the costs of electricity bills, the difficulty of maintaining
warm homes particularly during colder seasons and the dependency on power
companies; the key barriers for housing included affordability, limited access to land,
quality of housing, overcrowding and council building restrictions; and for food,
literature signalled challenges accessing affordable, quality food (food security),
marginalisation from ancestral food sources and negative impacts of primary
production off the land and water. Customarily, some of these challenges might have
been ameliorated by the papakāinga through the marae empowered redistribution of
resources along hapū kinship lines. Today, individuals and whānau generally ‘fend for
themselves’ or turn to governmental, private, iwi health and social service providers,
banks (for loans) or to some other non-papakāinga entity for beneficial support.
From exploring issues concerning papakāinga within a national context, Chapters
Three and Four focused on Oromahoe as a specific, local case study. Theses chapters
narrated the rise and fall of papakāinga and associated values relating to Oromahoe.
Both chapters were broadly focused from the ‘historical to contemporary’ and aimed
to explain what papakāinga meant from differing vantage points, time, generations,
periods and transformational challenges.
In Chapter Three, ‘Pā ki papakāinga: Pouerua to Oromahoe’, I traced the historical
foundations of Oromahoe’s papakāinga from the ancestral pā of Pouerua to its
lowland transformation, becoming one of two non-fortified kin-settlements of Ngāti
Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa (amongst other hapū). Chapter Three traversed roughly 18
generations of hapū interaction with the landscape, highlighting the role of pā and
papakāinga as the platform from which hapū captured energy from land, water and
associated resources. Key observations of the chapter were that the driving force of
papakāinga sustainability was largely economic, while the binding force that held the
community together was kinship. Another central element examined in Chapter Three
was the way in which hapū identity was layered over the landscape through the act of
naming. The land and the intersecting waterways stretching from Pouerua to
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Oromahoe and extending out to Waitangi was scored with names that were carried
across generations. These names fed into hapū and descendants’ sense of belonging to
place. This ancestor-place association was also invoked by descendants in the 1904
Papatupu Block Committees to claim individual rights of ownership to areas of land
in and around Oromahoe. This act of individualisation opened the gates to land
alienation and kin-belonging was strained beyond breaking point. The effect of
severing identity to land has been compounded over generations with loss of critical
knowledge, language and leadership, which has left the people impoverished and
ignorant of their once genealogically rich connection to their (largely alienated)
ancestral lands.
Chapter Four, ‘Oromahoe Trust and Papakāinga’, dealt with the inevitable weakening
of papakāinga in economic and kinship terms. It examined the compounded impacts
of individualisation of land title and at least three generations of fractionation and
fragmentation of land, along with three decades of government Māori land policy and
reform from the 1960s onwards in Oromahoe. The changes throughout this period
were indicative of changes to the relationship between people and land, in particular
the shift from the inclusive ethic of belonging to the emphasis on exclusive descentdefined rights derived from legal ownership. Chapter Four also discussed the
formation of the Oromahoe Trust as an attempt to restore the economic production of
land on behalf of the numerous owners. Despite the apparent financial gains of this
legal governance entity, economic well-being has failed to flow back to the Trust’s
many owners and not least the wider resident and non-resident community.
Furthermore, the redistribution of ‘energy’ from the lands amongst the community (of
owners) is not via food, shelter, or general well-being support; but via disparate
grants, which are predicated on quantified shareholding, not kinship. The officedriven administrative framework has hindered contemporary papakāinga development
and given rise to a contemporary phenomenon, which I have coined ‘the quantum of
belonging.’
In light of this history, Chapters Five and Six were ‘contemporary to future’ in their
foci, highlighting the relationship between today’s Oromahoe descendants and their
marae, papakāinga and wider ancestral landscape. These chapters were concerned
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with the relevance of the Oromahoe papakāinga in the eyes of the descendants now. I,
therefore, returned to the opening question of what Oromahoe will look like in 100
years. It was a question posed because of a history characterised by loss and change,
and one that has left the contemporary community facing major questions regarding
relevance now and into the future. Many of those involved in this study had not had a
forum to detail any long-term perspectives. This was likely due to more immediate
questions being important to them such as family well-being, employment and
finance, if not also issues relating to the current performance and profitability of the
Oromahoe Trust. The 100-year question was, therefore, challenging, but deliberately
so. It encouraged thinking and discussion about what the key elements of papakāinga
should or could look like, and what should be done now. Regardless of residence or
connection, all descendants agreed that ‘Oromahoe’ was important to them – be it in
reference to Oromahoe the people, the place, the Trust, the marae or the land – all of
which were found to make up central components of Oromahoe’s papakāinga.

Chapter Five, ‘Trustee imaginings of Oromahoe and papakāinga’, revealed a desire by
those in decision-making roles over Oromahoe land (the trustees) to reinvigorate the
Oromahoe papakāinga through the utilisation of the farm lands. Their ideas for the
future involved the growth of the Oromahoe Trust’s business through expanding land
holdings and potential diversification. Trustee conceptualisations of papakāinga
included supporting more typical ideas such as home-ownership, rental opportunities
and short-term accommodation. Nevertheless, trustees also expressed interest in
developing Trust farm produce or community gardens – for food solutions – and solar
and geothermal electricity – for energy. Notable ideas for the future concerned
relationship development between the Trust and the marae, and with kin-connected
trust entities such as Waitangi Te Ti B3. Despite the enthusiasm to pursue a range of
ideas such as those discussed, Chapter Five highlighted the ongoing challenges of
administration, descendant inclusivity and future visioning with which the Trust is
dealing. At the heart of Trust-led papakāinga development constraints is the legallydefined relationship of the Trust with its shareholders versus non-shareholders (i.e.
the rest of Oromahoe descendants). Put another way, the Oromahoe Trust is not
synonymous with or legally responsible to the Oromahoe papakāinga as either a
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people or a place. Yet beyond the marae committee, the Oromahoe Trust is the only
legal entity that exists for the papakāinga in terms of land management and resource
distribution.
Chapter Six, ‘Community imaginings of Oromahoe and papakāinga’ broadened the
scope of investigation from the Oromahoe Trust to a sample of Oromahoe
descendants indicating varying forms of connection to the community and Trust, from
hapū affiliations and residency, to age and land owner status. Beyond the basic desire
to improve existing houses and increase the housing capacity of the Oromahoe
papakāinga, a priority amongst locally-resident descendants was the need for
improved employment opportunities in or near Oromahoe. Non-resident members
expressed similar sentiments as well, especially where a return to reside in Oromahoe
was a possibility for them. Employment was considered hand in hand with economic
development of the community. Further ideas of importance for Oromahoe
descendants included improving education outcomes, exploring tourism opportunities,
as well as water and land use opportunities. Descendants’ perspectives on papakāinga
development also indicated importance, concerning the revitalisation of Oromahoe’s
ancestral values, heritage, language, knowledge, marae and leadership. These ideas
were strongly linked to the need to strengthen unity within the hapū, as well as interhapū unity. Put simply, their ideas were about the strengthening of kinship.
Chapter Seven, ‘Towards a template: cross-generational development of papakāinga’,
tested the application of kinship and economy by exploring examples beyond
Oromahoe. Templates for whakapapakāinga therefore canvassed models of energy,
housing and food that centralised economy around papakāinga and provided an
avenue to engage functional kinship links between hapū members. This chapter
reflected on how issues or concerns were addressed, and how other models may offer
insights for an Oromahoe papakāinga future. The influential energy initiatives ranged
from a papakāinga-wide approach to solar developments, inspired by the T’Sou-ke
Nation of B.C, Canada, to marae-focused solar developments that assist hapū in
fulfilling host responsibilities of manaakitanga. In terms of housing innovations,
Ngāti Whātua o Ōrākei’s Kāinga Tuatahi was a standout example of not only a
‘landscape and whakapapa-informed’ community housing design, but also a
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papakāinga development that operates on the ethic of kinship through a leasehold
system of belonging. Finally, the community gardens template explored effective
ways to redistribute energy derived from ancestral lands amongst descendants. Food
collectives, digital portals and delivery services such as Ahikā Kai also showed new
innovations and possibilities for enhancing papakainga now and 100 years into the
future.
In the final moments of this thesis, I recall an earlier visit home in 2017, the
tangihanga of my Auntie Moko. I had flown up to Whangārei by myself and drove to
Oromahoe with my sister and her kids. A kilometre out from the marae, we pulled
over to pluck some fern and shape our tawa (mourning wreath). Up until that point I
had functioned on instinct, while my mind shifted between thoughts of guilt (of not
visiting her in hospital), small talk with my sister, and the mihi I would soon have to
give. Deaf to the karanga, we paced through the marae gateway, across the courtyard,
and into the house to see her. I remember glancing to the left as we stepped in the
whare – where she would normally be waiting – dressed in black, brimming with a
smile, with eyes lit up, and ready to give me a kiss, a squeeze and a “oh kia ora boy!”
Instead, I found her (e)motionless, quiet and distant, at the back of the house. She lay
in her casket - beneath photographs of her mother, father and a wall of onlooking
ancestral portraits.
This tangihanga was like no other for me. Auntie Moko was my Dad’s whāngai
(adoptive) sister, so the normal roles expected of a kaumātua had been lifted due to
his status as whānau pani (immediate relative of deceased without parents). As too
had the roles expected of us the children. And so, on soft mattresses with non-existent
back-support I sat, next to her, for a greater part of three days. In between the ritual
farewells, the idle chats, the cups of ‘pā’ tea and the embracing of people who had
come to pay respects, I recalled the conversation I had with Auntie about this thesis. It
had not been a long talk, but it was the first time I had heard her speak candidly about
Oromahoe, its people, its land, its church and marae, and her hopes for them. Her
words simmered in the back of my mind for the duration of the tangi, until the final
night when the wharenui floor opened for final tributes. Come my turn to stand, I
repeated her words: “… All I really want, kia kotahi nga iwi o Oromahoe...” A
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departing dare to those still awake in the middle of the night. Her words concerned
the decline of Oromahoe elders, her loneliness, the isolation of descendants from each
other, and her grandfather’s aspirations. Her words were simple, but spoke to the core
issues in Oromahoe, and the tenor of my entire thesis. In the course of her life time,
my Auntie had grown up surrounded by the strength of unity and operation of kinship
in Oromahoe, exemplified particularly by her Grandfather and Mother. She had also
witnessed its unravelling which led to her plea. Her words have taken on a new
meaning for me in this solemn context. They were not some casual metaphorical
utterance, but were a vital principle underpinning a proven template for survival to
combat fragility and rebuild community resilience to exogenous shocks. Her words
represent a scaffold on which Oromahoe papakāinga could frame its development for
the next 100 years: unity through kinship.
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Post-script: Future research
It is from the value of kinship that I step into a post-doctoral research project. The
project will explore the rebinding of kinship between Oromahoe and Waitangi, with a
focus on the waterway that connects them, the Waiāruhe-Waitangi River catchment.
As part of the broader research program, Pā to Plate, this catchment approach
recognises the (kin-)market opportunity to distribute produce from ancestral
land/water/food-scapes (that extend beyond Māori land title) to descendants. The
research also picks up discussions from Chapter Two, ‘food and economy’ by
examining the interface between (cross-generational) community observations and
scientific understandings (anthropology, archaeology, biology) of river health. In
economic terms, the project will seek to understand the customary and contemporary
value of protein sources such as the tuna (eel) around Oromahoe and pipi and patiki
(flounder) of the Waitangi river-mouth. In doing so, it explores the human influences
on the river including agriculture, forestry, tourism and harvesting of customary Ngāti
Rāhiri and Ngāti Kawa foods. The planned post-doctorate is yet another staged
endeavour to continue my academic interest in understanding something of the
relationship between people and land.
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Glossary
As applied in this thesis
Ahi kā
Aronui
Ātea
Awa
Aotearoa
Atua
Hapū
Iwi
Hau Kāinga
Hongi
Kaikaranga

Kāinga
Kaitiaki
Kaitiakitanga
Kaikōrero

Kamokamo
Kapa haka
Karakia
Karanga
Kaumātua

Kawa
Kāwanatanga
Kete
Kōrero
Kuia
Kūmara
Mahinga kai
Mana
Mana o te whenua
Manaaki
Manaakitanga
Māori

Maintained occupation
Focus, attention
Space, heavens
River, stream, tributary, waterway
New Zealand
Ancestral deity
Kinship-group, kin-community. Literally: pregnant
Confederation of multiple hapū associated with particular
region. Literally: bones
Local kin-community residents
Ritual greeting involving pressing nose/exchange of breath
Female ritual representative of kin group who welcomes
guests onto marae or who responds to welcome call on
behalf of visitors
Home, marae-community, settlement
Guardian, steward
Act of stewardship, guardianship, resource management
Male ritual representative of kin group who welcomes
guests or who replies to welcome speeches on behalf of
visitors. Sometimes applies to female representatives.
Squash (cucurbita pepo)
Cultural performance, concert party
Prayers, negotiation of spiritual boundaries
Ceremonial/ritual call of welcome on to marae
Senior male or female of marae community, elder,
commonly understood as male elder with specialist
knowledge of cultural values relating to marae/hapū
Protocols of marae
Governorship, governance
Basket, kits
Conversation, narratives, story, history
Elder female
Sweet potato (pomoea batatas)
Customary food source, place of activity, garden
Inherited and achieved authority
Authority of, over, from the land
To care for, to foster, to consider others
Hospitality, service
Indigenous people of New Zealand, literally: normal
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Māra kai
Marae/Marae-ātea
Mau rākau
Maunga
Mate
Mihimihi
Mita
Mōhio
Mokopuna
Mōteatea
Ngāwhā
Ngā
Noa
Pā
Pākehā
Papa
Papakāinga, Pākainga
Papatūānuku
Papatupu
Pepeha
Peruperu
Pou
Poutokomanawa
Pōwhiri
Rahui
Rākau
Rangatira
Rangatiratanga
Rangi
Ranginui
Raupata
Roi
Roto
Tā moko
Tangata
Tangata whenua
Tangihanga
Taonga
Tapu
Tātai
Tawa

Garden, community garden
Ceremonial courtyard, community hub, ritual plaza
Māori weaponry
Ancestrally connected mountain, hill, volcano
Illness, death, affliction
Basic oration (see whaikōrero)
(o te reo) local subtleties of language
Understand, to know
Grandchild, descendant
Lament, song
Geothermal springs
Plural of ‘the’
Profane
Fortified village, elevated and terraced settlement
New Zealander of British/European descent
Layer, terrace, platform, field
Village, home, marae community, settlement
Ancestral mother earth
Customary owned, customary title, ancestral (of land)
Aphorisms of ancestral connections to people and land
Māori potato (Solanum tuberosum)
Post
Heart post of house
Ritual of encounter held on marae
Restrictions applied over resources/land/water
Tree
Leader, chief
Exercise of leadership, chieftainship
Sky, day, heaven
Ancestral, primordial sky deity,
Conquest
Fernroot
Lake
Facial tattoo
People
People of the land, people of the soil
Funeral rites, mourning rituals, life crisis
Ancestral belongings, object, item or thing of ancestral
value
Restricted, prohibited
Genealogy, descent, genealogical recitation
Mourning wreath
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Tēina
Te Reo (Māori)
Tika
Tikanga
Tohunga
Tohunga Ahurewa
Tono
Tua
Tūāhu
Tuākana
Tuna
Tūpāpaku
Tupu
Tūpuna
Uri
Urupā
Utu
Wahapū
Wāhi tapu
Waiata
Wai
Wairua
Waka
Wānanga
Whaikōrero
Whakahīhī
Whakaiti
Whakapapa
Whānau
Whānau hui
Whānaungatanga
Whare
Wharenui
Wharekai
Whenua

Junior, younger brother, sister or cousin
The Māori language
Correct, right
Reason for protocol
Expert
Spiritual specialist
Request, demand
Beyond
Shrine
Senior, older brother, sister or cousin
Eels
Deceased person
Generation
Ancestor
Descendant
Cemetery
Ethic of reciprocity and balance
River mouth
Ancestrally restricted place
Song, chant
Water
Spirit, dual essence of male and female
Canoe, ancestral voyaging vessel
Ancestral forum of learning, workshop
Formal oration on marae
To be arrogant, vain, conceited
To make small, humility
Genealogy, matrix of relationships, layering
Family, kin
Family meetings
Kinship, family ties
House
Big house, meeting house
Dining hall, house of hospitality
Land. Literally: placenta
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Appendices
Appendix A: Iwi - Tribes of New Zealand
Iwi - Tribes of New Zealand

https://www.nzte.govt.nz/tools-and-templates/te-kete-tikanga-māo...

(from NZTE, https://www.nzte.govt.nz/)

*This map was correct at the time of publishing and is updated annually. If you
require a more up-to-date version, please see the Te Puni Kokiri Directory of Iwi
(http://www.tkm.govt.nz/).
4 of 5

29/07/18, 23:00
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Appendix B: Participant Information Sheet
For interview participants:

Ethics Committee Reference Number: 15/095
28 July 2015
_________________________________________________________________________________

WHAKAPAPAKĀINGA: A template for the sustainable development of maraecommunities
Information Sheet For Interview Participants (NZ)
Tēnā koe and thank you for showing an interest in this project. Please read this
information sheet carefully before deciding whether or not to participate. If you
decide to participate, I thank you in advance. If you decide not to take part there will
be no disadvantage to you and I thank you for considering my request.
Background
I am interested in Oromahoe and looking at development issues that concern us now
and mokopuna yet to come. Oromahoe is one of over 760 marae communities in
Aotearoa New Zealand. The individualisation of Māori land and large-scale urban
migration has affected marae, land and their people in some way or another. The vast
majority (over 80 percent) of Māori live in towns and cities. For many living away,
tribal connections, particularly with marae, have lost a great deal of meaning. In terms
of land, trusts and incorporations now govern some of what remains of Māori or
‘tribal’ lands and resources. This brief background applies to the Oromahoe
community – many descendants no longer live there, many have limited connection,
but many also share a concern for its present and its future.
In the 1980s Freda Kawharu (nee Rankin) began research into customary land tenure,
whakapapa and interest succession in Oromahoe, using this work as a foundation, my
research explores the notion of sustainable development of the Oromahoe papakāinga.
This study emerges as Māori families, marae communities as well as the wider New
Zealand population face increasing energy, food and housing costs.
Project Aim and Description
What will the Oromahoe papakāinga look like in 100 years? This question guides the
investigation into the sustainable development of the Oromahoe marae community.
Through questionnaires and interviews, this study will investigate the concerns and
aspirations of the Oromahoe descendant community toward their papakāinga. The
aim is to research sustainable development initiatives from around the country and
abroad that align-with/respond to the aspirations and/or concerns of the Oromahoe
descendant community. This project is being undertaken as part of the requirements
for Paratene (Hirini) Tane’s doctoral study.
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For questionnaire participants:
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Appendix C: Whakapapakāinga Questionnaire
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Appendix D: Turton-Hansen Pouerua Deed of Sale
(in Turton-Hansen, 1882)
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Appendix E: Oromahoe A to H, J to R
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Appendix F: Oromahoe Trust Distribution Policy Report 2017
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Appendix G: Papakainga theme raised in Oromahoe Trust AGM
reports 1996-2016
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