
Porangahau 
THE FORMATION OF AN EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY 

COMMUNITY IN SOUTHERN HAWKE'S BAY1 

CONTEMPORARY PORANGAHAU is a small settlement in the Waipukurau 
district of southern Hawke's Bay, where the road to the beach crosses the river. 
Grassed paddocks border the route to Waipukurau in the north and Wairarapa in 
the south; the telephone provides instant contact. But to eighteenth-century 
Māori Porangahau was the territory of a human community whose rohe (bounda-
ries) included the coastal lands from Parimahu or Blackhead to Akitio south of 
Te Poroporo (Cape Turnagain). They stretched inland to encompass the 
Porangahau river system of tributaries, including the lands drained by the 
Mangamaire and Mangaorapa streams. These waterways and the lagoon, con-
tiguous river systems, narrow tracks between them and the sea coast were the 
communication routes through a district heavily forested in the hilly interior, 
swampy around the lagoon, and with most of the 'open' land covered with high 
fern.2 To the visitor signs of human habitation would have included many small 
kāinga of one or two houses, often unoccupied, flanked by patches of cultivation, 
a few more substantial villages with larger clearings, canoes of different sizes 
drawn up on banks, and a number of small pā in defensive positions in different 
stages of repair. 

Clues to the size of the eighteenth-century population occur in the records after 
1840. In 1887 there were at least 107 persons of all ages who descended from the 
late eighteenth-century occupants.3 This small number included the 'mōrehu' 
(survivors) of a community once much larger. Maraea Te Awaiti told the Native 
Land Court during the Porangahau hearings that the various hapū making up the 
community' were once very numerous but have lost considerably by epidemics'.4 

It is probable that the population of the east coast from Te Māhia to Wairarapa 

1 This paper is based on research for the author's PhD thesis, 'The Origins of Ngāti Kahungunu', 
Victoria University of Wellington, 1991. The author gratefully acknowledges the assistance of Mary 
Boyd as her thesis supervisor, and for this paper, of Professor W.H. Oliver and Piri Sciascia of Ngāti 
Kere, Porangahau. A version of this paper was presented in the History Department, Victoria 
University, in August 1992. 

2 7he Map of the Province of Hawke's Bay, New Zealand, compiled and drawn from official 
sources by A. Koch. Wellington, April 1874, shows the forest still covering a part of the Porangahau 
district at this time. James Grindell, MS GRI, ATU, Journals 1857-8, entry for 24 March 1858, 
describes the ground cover at the beginning of negotiations for the block. 

3 Napier, Micro Collection 6, Alexander Turnbull Library (ATU), Wellington (hereafter Napier) 
14/15, pp.83-86, list of owners of Porangahau; other lists exist for subdivisions all giving slightly 
different totals. 

4 Napier 13, p.218. 
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dropped by two-thirds to a half between 1769 and 1840, with a further loss of 
approximately 45% in the two decades after 1840.5 On this model the Porangahau 
community would have been from 300 to 450, but favourable local factors meant 
that Wi Matua was probably right when he reported that there were 500 living 
on the land before the flight to Nukutaurua on the Mahia peninsula about 1824.6 

Because of epidemics of introduced diseases this figure probably represented a 
drop from an eighteenth-century peak. 

A community of less than a thousand controlling 40 kilometres of coastline 
and inland territories raises questions which this paper will endeavour to 
examine. How was such a community formed? Was it really a community? How 
was it organized? How did it change? How did it utilize its lands? Was it part of 
a larger whole? Was it typical of contemporary Māori society? In the absence of 
substantial archaeological evidence, this study attempts to reconstruct the 
eighteenth-century community through Maori traditional accounts. These in-
clude Mohi Te Atahlkoia's manuscript history of Hawke's Bay,7 and the account 
given by Te Meihana Takihi in the Omāhu case,8 but the major resource has been 
the oral evidence recorded in the various hearings of the Porangahau blocks in 
the Native Land Court.9 There are problems associated with the use of such 
material, the greatest being the bias to be expected in witnesses attempting to lay 
claim to large areas of land.1" But the rival claimants to Porangahau were all to 
a greater or lesser extent related to each other; they knew the same stories and 
places. Rigorous comparison of the details of their accounts and cross-checking 
of their genealogies can identify the common elements and establish the order 
of events. When individuals in the genealogical sequence can be tied to 
documented events such as the arrival of Captain Cook, or of the missionary 
William Colenso, a rough time frame can also be established. 

Published European histories of Ngāti Kahungunu, the tribe often assumed to 
be in possession of all the territory from Wairoa to Wairarapa, including 
Porangahau, are not used. These often reflect untried assumptions about Māori 
tribal structures combined with a Eurocentric chronology which distort the 
Māori past. Their static models of Ngāti Kahungunu assume it to be a hierarchi-
cal organization in which subtribes or hapū are segments of tribes and extended 
families or whānau are segments of subtribes, all occupying a continuous, neatly 
subdivided territory, conquered from former occupants who were all killed or 
driven out." 

5 Ballara, 'The Origins of Ngāti Kahungunu', pp.54-59. 
6 Napier 11, p. 182. Hēnare Matua later said that he did not regard WT Matua's estimate of 500 

as anything but a figure of speech. 
7 'Ko tenei Korero No Hawaiki Ranoa', typescript of ms made by J.D.H. Buchanan from the 

original in possession of Te Rangitekahutia Taylor of Waimārama, MS 1354, ATU. 
8 Maori Land Court Minute Books, Napier passim. Another version of this was kindly given to 

the author by Patrick Parsons; it is R.Blake's independent record of Te Meihana Takihi's evidence. 
9 Napier 11-14/15, passim. 
10 This issue has been examined by the author in Appendix I, 'The Origins of Ngāti Kahungunu', 

pp.504-55. 
11 See note 26. 
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In the context of eighteenth-century Porangahau, what is meant by a commu-
nity? In Hawke's Bay and Wairarapa it has been found12 that, typically, the 
effective unit of society was based on a cluster of hapū, which lived and worked 
together at most times, and shared in the defence of a common territory. The 
people of the observable and functioning unit identified themselves by a number 
of different hapū names. The cluster of core hapū of the group might remain 
stable over a period of some generations but fluctuations occurred through 
migration into and out of the unit in response to changing political circum-
stances. This group of hapū was never found to be the whole of an iwi. 

All of the terms used so far require further definition. Hapū were kin groups 
linked by their descent from a particular forebear, often the eponymous ancestor 
of the hapū.13 In its origin a hapū was usually an extended family which had 
become too numerous and independent to regard itself as part of another descent 
group. At the time when its separate character was recognized by its members 
it might consist of anumber of older siblings who took their hapū name from their 
father or mother, their several wives and adult children, their wives and the 
beginnings of the next generation, perhaps 30 to 60 persons. Though independ-
ent, hapū members nevertheless perceived their identity as derivative from wider 
and older descent categories, both older, longer established hapū and iwi 
(peoples). The individual's point of attachment to the hapū was bilateral, and he 
or she was free to choose between the various hapū and places of residence of 
their parents or grandparents; individuals often moved to another community on 
marriage or for a variety of reasons including quarrels. In Hawke's Bay the larger 
hapū, often with more generations, perhaps ten or twelve, between the epony-
mous ancestor and the extant community, were sometimes split into sections 
which resided with different communities. Smaller hapū, of not more than four 
or five generations, typically resided together within a larger community. 

Iwi were larger descent groups usually, rather than sometimes, split into 
various segments, often geographically separated by intervening territory owned 
by populations of different ancestral origins. The status of any one descent group 
as iwi or hapū was subject to change over time. It could grow, bifurcate or 
decrease and contract. It could wax and wane, as Joan Metge put it.'4 In its 
origins, for example, Ngāti Kahungunu was a Tūranganui hāpu of an older iwi 
whose people lived in one community. As it had developed by the eighteenth 
century, the iwi Ngāti Kahungunu was dispersed in various pockets of popula-
tion between Tūranganui in Poverty Bay and islands in the north of the South 
Island. In between were groups of people which derived their identity from other 
eponymous ancestors such as Rangitāne, Tahu and Ira and some earlier figures. 
Intermarriage was creating links between them but in the eighteenth century 

12 In research for 'The Origins of Ngāti Kahungunu'. 
13 When hapū look a non-ancestral name derived from some incident in tradition, such as Ngāti 

Pahauwera, the new name usually replaced that of an eponymous ancestor from whom the members 
reckoned their descent and membership of the hapū. The 'eponymous ancestor' of this hapū was Te 
Kahu-o-te-rangi. 

14 Joan Metge. The Maoris of New Zealand Rautahi, London, revised ed., 1976, p.5. 
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these had not yet blurred the origins of the various descent groups to an extent 
that these other markers of identity had ceased to be important.15 

Apart from the degree of dispersion, the main difference between i wi and hapū 
as these were perceived at any one time was in genealogical depth. Where hapū, 
in external relations with other hapū, sometimes needed to look beyond their 
hapQ's eponymous ancestor for their full identity and relationships, the epony-
mous ancestor of the iwi marked a more definite boundary between one people 
and another. 

The territory of the larger, and even some of the smaller hapū was not 
continuous. Individuals, both chiefs and people, inherited use rights from both 
parents and other relatives, and the result was a patchwork of interspersed and 
sometimes conflicting claims to resources. But the territory of the community 
which included this patchwork of inherited use rights was given a unity in 
practice through the protection afforded it by the mana (authority or control) of 
its chief or chiefs over land and people. In practice the rights of community 
members tended to be concentrated in a particular area. The concentration of 
such rights was one factor leading to the formation of the community; its core 
hapū tended to be those with inherited rights over the land. 

The various descent groups or hapū which made up the core of its kin structure 
had ranked points of attachment to the community. But both distant and non-kin 
hapū could also belong to it, and they had varied reasons for living and working 
within the community, acknowledging the mana or authority over them of its 
chief or set of closely related chiefs and sharing in the group's offensive and 
defensive fighting. Some did because, while they might or might not be close kin, 
their group had been constrained to join the community, or their status within it 
had been affected through some catastrophe, such as defeat in local quarrels or 
external war, or inability to defend their property against encroachment. They 
might be migrants to the area, living there on the sufferance of the chief. In these 
cases such groups would become to some greater or lesser extent clients of their 
chief, owing him gifts of tribute, and sometimes falling so low as to be regarded 
as his tāngata (serfs or servants), working for him at his direction on his lands. 

A community made up of these different descent groups or hapū, owing varied 
degrees of allegiance to a chief, was by its nature a short-lived, often shifting 
affair. It might last over a number of generations, but every internal dispute over 
resources, over women, over slights of one kind or another, had the potential to 
break it up, sending the component parts, the different descent groups or hapu, 
trekking away to join distant kin or carving out a new home for themselves by 
conquest or alliance. 

In one sense then, the communities studied, including Porangahau, were 
volatile. In another sense, the accounts paint a very different picture of a routine, 

15 Given the resurgence of Rangitāne, Ngāi Tara and Ngāti Ira in the later twentieth century, 
partly in response to Treaty claims and re-organization of the Māori Affairs Department, but partly 
as a phenomenon of Maori cultural resurgence reflected in study of tribal origins, it is debatable 
whether they ever became completely blurred except in European eyes. See for example Steven 
Chrisp, 'The Maori Occupation ofWairarapa: Orthodox and Nonorthodox Versions 'Journal of the 
Polynesian Society (JPS). 102, 1 (March 1993), pp.39-70. 
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almost monotonous, round of seasonal activities. In one month pipi were 
collected and kahawai harvested at the best locations for these resources. At 
another, the people moved inland perhaps to plant kūmara and other crops on 
some sunny northward facing slope best suited to horticulture. At other times the 
pigeons and berries were at their best, and they moved into temporary camps in 
the forest areas to exploit both. The next month might be the kelp season on the 
coast. The following year they would repeat the whole round of planting, 
gathering, harvesting and processing the different resources. 

What should be noticed about this seasonal process was the constant shifting 
of location within a wide territory. In eighteenth-century Hawke's Bay people 
were highly mobile. They moved from resource area to resource area according 
to a logic which dictated that each resource be exploited when it was at its best 
for human consumption, and when it could be safely taken without destroying 
the resource itself. The resources were gathered and processed where they 
occurred, instead of carrying the raw materials to a central village or pā. But they 
may have been stored for winter in such a central village or villages. 

But although the people of eighteenth-century communities were mobile, they 
did have limits to their shifts of location. There were property rights and defined 
boundaries. People could not walk into the forest and choose any berry tree to 
strip, or set traps for kiore (rats) and kererū (pigeons) wherever they pleased, or 
take eels from any likely bend of the river. On the contrary, rights to individual 
bird trees or pua manu, rights to fishing spots or eel weirs, rights to specific 
cultivations and so on, were carefully handed down to specific individual heirs, 
male or female, from either parent or any elder relative of either sex. 

The community had its boundaries too. By and large, most eighteenth-century 
communities were based on river systems in association with local lakes and 
swamps; their property rights were exercised within valleys and up into the 
ranges to a certain limit, often the tops of the hills dividing their territory from 
the next river valley. The criterion of what belonged to one group rather than 
another was the direction of flow of the rivers and streams. If the streams flowed 
into its valley the mana of its chief probably overlay them and the community 
could exploit their resources up to their headwaters. Usually each community 
had a section of coastline as well, sometimes divorced from rather than 
contiguous to their inland territory. Of course that was not always possible, since 
many communities lived too far inland. In these cases, inland communities and 
sea coast communities often set up an elaborate system of gift exchange. They 
exchanged such products as birds preserved in their own fat for dried fish and 
other sea products. 

Porangahau was a fortunate community. Its people had something of every-
thing. Near the coast the Porangahau River became a lagoon, rich in freshwater 
and salt water species according to the tide and season. There were fishing 
villages associated with the community on various parts of the coast. They had 
much swampy ground, a source of birds, eels, and useful plants such as raupō. 
The river was navigable for miles inland, and a network of streams criss-crossed 
their territory, providing an abundance of suitable locations for eel weirs. The 
forest inland was a source of timber for all purposes, and of other resources such 
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as birds, native rats, berries and wild vegetables. 
Who were the people living in this rich territory? By the late eighteenth century 

the community was made up of the intermarried members of six hapū and 
remnants of others dominated by Ngāti Kere. They included the descendants of 
Kere's brother, Te Kiore (Ngāti Te Kiore), Ngāti Manuhiri, Ngāti Hinetewai, 
Ngāti Pakiua, and some Ngāti Hinepare. In a separate group, inland at Eparaima, 
were Ngāti Tānehīmoa and Ngāi Tamatea, with some Ngāti Hinetewai. From 
where did they originate? What caused them to settle in the Porangahau district? 

The origins of the eighteenth-century Porangahau community lay in the days 
before the arrival of descendants of Kahungunu and Ira in Hawke's Bay. 
Traditionally, 16 or 17 generations before Māori people living in the nineteenth 
century, much of central and southern Hawke's Bay was inhabited by descend-
ants of Toi and Whātonga; later their descendants were known as Ngāi Tara and 
Rangitāne.16 An ancestor of Whātonga may have been Te Porangahau, who gave 
his name to the region.17 Other descent groups in central Hawke's Bay included 
the descendants of Kupe's ancestor Awanui-ā-rangi or of Whatumāmoa, a 
descendant of Te Ha;18 Napier harbour was called after Orotu, father of 
Whatumāmoa — Te Whanganui-a-Orotu.ll) Their descendants were the occu-
pants of the well-known Heipipi and Otātara pā.20 For the rest of this essay these 
groups will be designated the early tangata whenua tribes to distinguish them 
from the later migrants, who eventually became tangata whenua themselves, the 
descendants of Kahungunu, Tahu and Ira. 

Kahungunu lived about 17 generations before the mid-to-late nineteenth 
century.21 He was a traveller and adventurer, and had children by a number of 
unions before his marriage to Rongomaiwahine of the Māhia peninsula. But 
most of the children and grandchildren of this marriage and others settled in and 
around Tūranganui (the Gisborne area). In the time of his grandson, Rākaihikuroa, 
a fearful quarrel, resulting from a murder, rent the family, and was the impulse 
which caused groups of their extended kin to migrate south. The group which 
eventually settled Heretaunga and Ahuriri (Napier) north of the Tukituki was led 
by Taraia I, Kahungunu's great-grandson, acting as toa (fighting chief) for his 
father, Rakaihikuroa's people. These migrants only indirectly affected 

16 Wairarapa 2, p.23; J.D.H. Buchanan, ed. D.R. Simmons, The Maori History & Place Names 
ofHm'ke'sBay, Wellington, 1973, p.3; J.M. McEwen, Rangitāne, Wellington, 1986, p.21-27; J.C. 
Crawford, 'Notes on Miramar Peninsula, Wellington Harbour', Transactions and Proceedings of the 
New Zealand Institute (TPNZI), 5,(1872), pp.388-9. 

17 Napier 13, p. 155. Genealogies of the area often begin with Te Porangahau. It is suggested in 
Tanguru Tūhua that he may have been the same person as Rongoueroa, father of Whātonga, 
'Incidents in the History of Horehore Pa, Te Takapau, Hawke's Bay District', trans, and comments 
by S. Percy Smith. JPS, 15 (1906) p.81. Smith or Tanguru is citing Hōri Rōpiha (JPS, 2 (1893), p.76). 
But the people of Porangahau do not agree. (Piri Sciascia, personal communication.) 

18 Napier 12, p. 19, evidence of Airini Donnolly re Porangahau; Napier 13, p.208, evidence of 
Maraea Puri re Porangahau. 

19 Buchanan, Maori History & Place Names, pp.3, 76: McEwen, Rangitāne, p.20. 
20 Donald McLean, Diaries and Notes 1848-1850, entry for 30 December 1850, ATL. 
21 The figure 17 results from averaging the number of generations given in genealogies between 

Kahungunu and Māori recording them in the latter half of the nineteenth century. 
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Porangahau, through intermarriage and various battles which produced shock 
waves further south.22 

But travelling with Taraia and Ngāti Kahungunu was another descent group 
later known by the two names Ngāi Tahu23 and Ngāti Ira. The descendants of Ira-
turoto eventually merged with the descendants of Ira-kai-putahi to be known as 
Ngāti Ira; in the eighteenth century, their descendants, progressively more 
intermarried with Ngāti Kahungunu and with the tangata whenua groups 
descended from Toi, Whātonga and others, occupied the east coast from 
Waimārama to Wairarapa, Palliser Bay, Te Whanganui-a-Tara (Wellington 
Harbour) and around the coast to Porirua.24 

The toa of this group of Ngāi Tahu/Ngāti Ira was Te Ao-matarahi. He, as a 
descendant of Whaene, was a kinsman of Ngati Kahungunu. In his lifetime, 
through a combination of conquest and marriage alliances, he established a 
foothold for his people south of the Tukituki, including Porangahau, and 
extending as far south as Akitio.25 His chiefly descendants established their mana 
over the people living on the land; intermarriage gradually created kinship bonds 
between the various groups originally of very different ancestral origins. 

What should be noticed about this process was that there were no dramatic 
destructions and replacements of one population by another. If one is to believe 
early twentieth-century European tribal histories, Taraia and 'his general', Te 
Ao-matarahi, conquered and totally destroyed the resident populations in the 
sixteenth century. Those that were not killed fled, initially to the south-western 
mountain ranges, and eventually to the South Island.26 But this image of events 
was exaggerated. Of course there were some bloody battles fought by the 
migrants against the earlier tangata whenua, some displacement and many local 
shifts of population as a result of the arrival of the migrants from Tūranganui. 
Some portions of some descent groups even ended up in the South Island. But 
the traditions and genealogies show that accommodation and peace-making 
settled by marriage alliances were the norm rather than the exception.27 

The immediate formation of the Porangahau community had its origins in the 
time of Te Angiangi, brother of Tū-mapuhia-rangi (Tū-mapuhia), five genera-
tions descended from Te Ao-matarahi. By his lifetime intermarriage had blurred 

22 Napier 19, p.81, evidence of Te Meihana Takihi re Omāhu; Judge Brabant's Minute Book 4 
(Brabant 4), pp.367-8, evidence of Heperi Pikirangi; Mohi Te Atahlkoia, p.7. 

23 Not the South Island tribe though distantly kin to them. See Ballara, 'Te Whanganui-a-Tara: 
phases of Maori occupation of Wellington Harbour', in David Hamer and Roberta Nicholls, eds, The 
Making of Wellington 1800-1914, Wellington, 1990, p. 12. 

24 ibid., pp.12-13. 
25 MohiTe Atahlkoia, pp.9-10; Napier 13, p.208, evidence ofMaraeaTe Awaiti; Napier 19,p.80, 

Te Meihana Takihi's evidence re Omāhu. 
26 T. Lambert, The Story of Old Wairoa, Christchurch, reprint edition 1977 [19251, pp.251,290; 

W.T. Prentice, in J.G. Wilson et al., The History of Hcm'ke's Bay, Christchurch, reprint ed. 1976 
(1939], pp.22-23,46-47; J.G. Wilson, Road to Porangahau and Notes on Land Settlement, Napier, 
1962, p.3. 

27 Mohi Te Atahlkoia, pp.9-10; Napier 1, p. 194, evidence ofTemueraTe Mateaitu reOtamauri; 
Brabant 4, p.323, Rāniera Te Ahiko's evidence re Owhaoko; Napier 9, p. 123, Rāniera Te Ahiko's 
evidence re Mangaohane. 
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the lines between Ngāti Kahungunu and Ngāti Ira; he was descended from both, 
and also from Tara, uncle of Rangitāne.28 Te Angiangi and his elder brother, Tū-
mapuhia, were chiefs over a number of hapu living in the Porangahau area and 
beyond, the descendants of the earlier tangata whenua, by this time called 
Rangitāne, to some extent intermarried with the migrant groups descended from 
Tahu and Ira. Te Angiangi was an elder contemporary of Te Whatuiāpiti, whose 
descendants, Ngāti Te Whatuiāpiti, by the eighteenth century formed one of the 
most important tribal groups living in the greater Heretaunga area, from the 
Ngaruroro River extending south to Waipukurau. To give an idea of temporal 
continuity: later in his life Te Whatuiāpiti's principal wife was Te Huhuti, 
granddaughter of Taraia, the leader of Rakaihikuroa's migration to northern 
Heretaunga.29 

At the time of the events which were the catalyst of the eighteenth-century 
Porangahau community, Te Whatuiāpiti was a young man, the ambitious and 
active leader of a people who descended from earlier tangata whenua groups, 
and. in spite of some intermarriage with the descendants of Papauma and 
Ruarauhanga, the wives of Rakaihikuroa, still regarded themselves as somewhat 
other than, and rival to, the migrant newcomers. From youth Te Whatuiāpiti had 
clashed with Ngāti Kahungunu. He was related to TQ-mapuhia and Te Angiangi, 
and later claimed their protection and assistance in his on-going wars with Ngāti 
Kahungunu in the north and various Rangitāne groups in the south and west. It 
may have been as a result of this kinship, or a part of a deliberately expansionist 
ploy, provoked by Te Whatuiāpiti, that Te Angiangi felt himself obliged to give 
a great feast for his young kinsman.30 

It was a tactical error. Te Whatuiāpiti was taking refuge for a time from Ngāti 
Kahungunu attacks in Te Angiangi's territories. He prevailed upon a number of 
the hapū to whom he was kin, including those of Porangahau, to collect food for 
him. He gave a much greater feast for Te Angiangi. Such a feast would result 
from the collection and storage of foods by a large number of people over a whole 
planting and gathering season, sometimes even two or three. It consisted of three, 
or in some accounts four, separate piles of food, each with their own name.11 The 
requirements of mana and the cultural code meant that Te Angiangi had to 

28 Napier 13, pp.200-1, genealogy given by Maraea Te Awaiti shows descent of Te Angiangi and 
TO-mapuhia-rangi from Te Aomatarahi. Selected MSS. compiled by H.T. Whatahoro, 'Moihi 
Torohanga Pukapuka Tenei Whakapapa, Genealogies of Ngati-Kahungunu (Tribe), Wairarapa 
District' (hence Whatahoro-Torohanga Collection), Part III, genealogies on pp. 2, 129, show Te 
Aomatarahi's descent from Tara and Kahungunu through the marriage of Te Aohaeretahi to 
Rākaimoari, Micro 1525, Auckland University Library. 

29 Brabant 4, p. 147, evidence of Te Meihana Takihi; Buchanan, M aori Historv and Place Names, 
p.16. 

30 Napier 13, pp.151, 156, 173, 218-19, evidence of various witnesses re Porangahau. 
31 Three of the names were given as Ngāporaumati, Te Reupuanga and Whararaumoto by Maraea 

Te Awaiti, Napier 13, pp.218-9; another version of one of these names was Torepuanga, Napier 14/ 
15, p.15. Raina Te Rangikoianake remembered the feasts as Te Rupuango, Whakaararaumati and 
Ngatopakurua, Napier 11, p.235. The judges considered the whole feast was later known as Te Uaua 
Tamariki oTe Rangiwawahia, and the four separate piles of food as Waka-ara-raumati, Toreopuanga. 
Rurupou, and Rurea and Taiwha, Napier 14/15, pp.78 ff., judgement. 
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reciprocate with an even bigger feast. In some accounts he sent his father to 
gather food in the South Island; in others he went himself, leaving orders with 
his various hapū to collect food in his absence.32 

Te Angiangi failed. Exhausted by their efforts for Te Whatuiāpiti, and no 
doubt having depleted bird stocks and other resources for miles around, his 
people could come up with only a meagre display. According to some accounts, 
his father's canoe overturned in Cook Strait, with the loss of its crew and 
provisions. Faced with a serious loss of prestige, Te Angiangi found another 
solution. If he could not provide a feast, he could better Te Whatuiāpiti's gifts 
by giving him the source of many future feasts, the land itself. After consultation 
with his elder brother, Tū-mapuhia, he made a great gift of land to Te Whatuiāpiti. 
Its extent was reckoned as from Ouepoto in the north to Akitio on the Wairarapa 
east coast in the south, although some witnesses gave other boundary limits.33 Its 
western boundary was the upper Manawatū River.34 It was a matter of continuing 
debate, especially by those wishing to deny the rights of these hapū to land in the 
area, as to whether, disgusted with the meagre efforts of his people, Te Angiangi 
handed them over as well to Te Whatuiāpiti, as tāngata, or servants living without 
mana.35 

Whatever Te Angiangi's intention, it was countered by Te Whatuiāpiti. He in 
turn, having put himself under an obligation to his kin, made over the land to the 
various hapū who had collected the food for him. He then departed for his own 
lands to the north where he fought Ngāti Kahungunu again, was defeated, took 
refuge with Tū-mapuhia, fought various Rangitāne groups, returned north and 
finally defeated Ngāti Kahungunu, regaining all his lands from elements of the 
people who were attempting to establish possession of them.36 He then married 
Te Huhuti and made peace with Ngāti Kahungunu. As far as the eighteenth-
century Porangahau community was concerned, Te Whatuiāpiti and Te Angiangi 
were now out the picture; the various hapū which had been given the land were 
almost their own masters. But some of their later acts, including a gift to Ngāti 
Manuhiri (discussed below) demonstrated that Te Angiangi and Tū-mapuhia 
considered that they retained a dormant mana over the area.37 

In the Native Land Court Maraea Te Awaiti listed the various hapū in control 
of Porangahau after Te Whatuiapiti's gift as Ngāti Te Rangi-moukio, Ngāti Te 
Ao-whakauru-rangi, Ngāti Hinepare, Ngāi Tamatea and Ngāi Tānehīmoa. Other 
accounts included Ngāti Hinetewai, Ngāti Kotore, Ngāti Poporo (or Poroporo), 
Ngāti Māhu and Ngāti Hoko.38 These were the early hapū of the Porangahau 

32 Napier 13, pp. 156, 230-1, evidence of RainaTe Rangikoianake and Hon NianiaTe Aroatua 
re Porangahau. 

33 Napier 13, pp.206, 218-9. 230-1. 
34 Napier 13,p.206. 
35 Napier 13, pp. 151-2. 156, 168-9, 173, 206, 217-9, 230-1, various witnesses re Porangahau. 
36 Napier 13. pp.207-8, evidence of Maraea Te Awaiti; Napier 14/15, p.20, evidence of Airini 

Donnolly. Some witnesses were not agreed that the gift of Te Angiangi preceded these events. 
37 ibid., and Napier 11, p.268, evidence of Te Teira Tiakitai re Porangahau. 
38 Napier 14/15, p. 16. evidence of Hēnare Matua. and pp.78 ff., judgement. 
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community, people of mixed descent, but mainly of Rangitāne and Ngāti Ira 
stock, who had been living on the land under the mana of Te Angiangi. Events 
will show they did not all remain there, and some of those who did came to be 
dominated by other groups, especially various kin groups who were descendants 
of Ngāti Te Whatuiāpiti. They were soon joined by Ngāti Manuhiri. 

The chief Manuhiri (or Manu whiri) leader of a group of kin soon known by hi s 
name and a contemporary of Te Angiangi and Te Whatuiāpiti, had, in accounts 
deriving from non-Porangahau witnesses, been driven away from 'inland Pātea', 
the high country west of central Hawke's Bay, by Ngāti Whiti, even though he 
was descended from their eponymous ancestor, Whiti-kaupeka.39 He came to 
Porangahau because he had heard that the great chief, Te Angiangi, was giving 
away land to people who would collect food for him to feast his rival, Te 
Whatuiāpiti. But when Manuhiri arrived, Te Angiangi had presented the latter 
with the land. Despite his gift (and in an interesting reflection on the difference 
between gifts resulting from mana over land and land alienation), Te Angiangi 
presented Manuhiri with a portion of the same land he had already ' given away'. 
In another account, Manuhiri, who was a powerful tohunga, recited incantations 
which resulted in the deaths of some of Te Angiangi's various hapū, and thus 
created room for his own people. However he accomplished it, Manuhiri 
established his people at Porangahau.40 

Probably late in the seventeenth century or early in the eighteenth,41 the various 
resident hapu were joined by Ngāti Kere,42 Ngāti Te Kiore and Ngāti Pakiua. 
These three hapū left their home area because of a disastrous quarrel and chose 
Porangahau because they had kin there. Kere's wives were kin to Ngāti 
Hinetewai, one of the resident hapū. He, his brother Te Kiore, and his sister 
Hinetewai, were descendants of Te Whatuiāpiti.43 Kere had been involved in, 
and may even have caused, a quarrel over the resources of the Poukawa lake 
between Te Whatuiāpiti's grandsons, Te Rangi-hirawea (Kere's half-brother) 
and Te Rangi-ka-whiua. With Te Kiore and their families and followers, he was 
driven from Heretaunga. He brought with him to Porangahau his friend and 
kinsman, Pakiua. 

Pakiua was a descendant of the eponymous ancestor of Ngāti Hinepare, 
another of the resident hapū. He and his followers were given land by Kahutara 
of Ngāti Manuhiri, and by his uncle, Kaitahi of Ngāti Hinepare and Ngāti 

39 Napier 13, p.208, evidence of Maraea Te Awaiti. 
40 Napier 12. p.27, evidence of Airini Donnolly; Napier 13, pp.208-9, evidence of Maraea Te 

Awaiti. 
41 Kere, discussed in this paragraph, was Hēnare Matua's great-great-great-grandfather (6 

generations inclusive), Napier 14/15, p. 18, evidence of Hēnare Matua. Henare's great grandfather, 
Tuanui (Napier 14/15, p.38), encountered Captain Cook at Pourerere in 1773. Napier 13, p.426, 
evidence of William Colenso re Porangahau. Colenso mistakenly gives Tuanui as Henare's 
grandfather. 

42 Often spelt Kerei in the records. 
43 Ngāti Hinetewai probably did not take their name from Kere's sister, but from an earlier 

ancestor, the child of Uetara. Napier 13, pp. 159-60, evidence of Nōpera Kuikainga. Information re 
Kere's wives from Piri Sciascia. 
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Manuhiri.44 Kaitahi's sisters were the wives of Rangi-wawahia, the father of 
Kere, Te Kiore and Te Rangi-hirawea.45 Kaitahi had come from Poukawa earlier, 
but had been resident on the land under Te Angiangi. Ngāti Pakiua were given 
land at the mouth of the Whangaehu River, at Wai-karaka and Parimahu. They 
lived with Ngāti Hinepare.46 

For a while after they arrived the new group lived in peace with the old, but a 
quarrel soon arose over the abduction of a woman by one of their number, 
Ngāoko-i-te-rangi. This chief fled to Wairarapa, taking with him the four hapū, 
Ngāti Hoko, Ngāti Māhu, Ngāti Kotore and Ngāti Pōporo.47 These hapū did not 
return. On his way his party attacked and killed a group of Ngāi Te Ao living at 
Mataikona. Ngāi Te Ao turned for help to the Ngāti Te Whatuiāpiti enemies of 
the brothers, Kere, Te Rangihirawea and Te Kiore. A party of Ngāti Te 
Whatuiāpiti came south, and wounded Rauponga, son of Kaitahi, by striking his 
tapu head. This led to a further battle in which Kaitahi and Te Kiore were killed.48 

Kere, Pakiua and their people fled to Wairarapa, but were later re-established at 
Porangahau through the intervention of another kinsman and chief, Pipine of 
Ngāti Manuhiri.49 Pipine could make peace because he was kin to both parties. 
On their return, Ngāti Kere and Ngāti Pakiua were mocked for their flight by 
Pipine and reproached for leaving him to defend their territories alone, but he re-
established them on Kaitahi's lands at Porangahau and Whangaehu.50 Kere was 
given the gift of a bunch of flax which, in one account, symbolized his right and 
that of Ngāti Te Kiore to haul fishing nets on the coasts of that land.51 

Ngāi Tanehīmoa and Ngāi Tamatea also helped to avenge the death of Te 
Rangi-hirawea.52 They shared the area with the newcomers until the time of 
Kere's son, Te Ahurangi when they were driven inland to Ngāpaeruru and 
Eparaima as the result of a quarrel with the other occupying hapū. Although 
remnants of these hapū remained, the evidence given in the 1887 rehearing of the 
Porangahau block convinced the judge that they were living as clients of Te 
Ahurangi of Ngāti Kere.53 

Ngāti Hinepare also suffered a change of fortune. A threat had been made by 
some of them to makutu (kill by spiritual means) the chiefs Tohirangi and Te 
Ahurangi of Ngāti Kere. The intended victims managed to pre-empt the situation 
by killing the tohunga (priest) who would have performed the ceremony. 
Kaitahi's son, Rauponga, then took a portion of Ngāti Hinepare away to 
Wairarapa. The rest of Ngāti Hinepare were taken under the mana of the chief, 

44 Napier 13, p.152; Napier 14/15, p.5. 
45 Napier 14/15, p.6, evidence of WT Matua. 
46 Napier 13. p.210. 
47 ibid., p.16, evidence of Hēnare Matua. 
48 ibid. 
49 Napier 12, p.28; Napier 13, p. 162. 
50 Napier 13, p.210, evidence of Maraea Te Awaiti. 
51 Napier 13, p. 152; Napier 14/15, p.61. In other accounts Pipine hung up the bunch of flax as 

a peace-making gesture. 
52 Napier 12, p.4; Napier 13, p. 161. 
53 Napier 11, pp.166, 181-2; ibid., Napier 14/15, p.78, judgement on Porangahau. 
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Ngā-rangi-whaka-upoko, a descendant of Te Kiore. They had become involved 
in a quarrel between two other parties. Their situation being desperate, a party 
of Ngāti Hinepare asked one of the warring leaders, Te Kukanga of Ngati Pakiua, 
to give them a canoe in which to migrate. In exchange they gave him their land. 
Since they were nominally under the protection of Ngā-rangi-whaka-upoko, he 
was angered by the gift and had some of them killed. The rest escaped, and those 
who remained lived under the mana of Ngāti Kere chiefs.54 

Thus the remaining hapū forming the Porangahau community in the eight-
eenth century were Ngāti Kere, which included the descendants of Kere's 
brother, Te Kiore, Ngāti Manuhiri, Ngāti Hinetewai, Ngāti Pakiua, and some 
Ngāti Hinepare. In a separate group, inland at Eparaima, were Ngāti Tānehīmoa 
and Ngāi Tamatea, with some Ngāti Hinetewai. 

It will have been seen that both push and pull factors contributed to the 
formation of the eighteenth-century community. Only Ngāti Manuhiri seem to 
have had no existing kin ties before arrival at Porangahau. Although driven to 
migrate there by wars in other parts of Hawke's Bay, Ngāti Kere, Ngāti Te Kiore 
and Ngāti Pakiua were drawn to choose Porangahau in preference to other places 
by existing kin ties. Gifts of land ensured their rangatira status within the 
community; had no land been given their status would have been that of tāngata, 
or client serfs, living and cultivating at the direction of their host chiefs. But kin 
ties ensured that the gifts would be given. 

All of these details of battles and quarrels, arrivals and departures illustrate the 
fragility of the community. Quarrels over women and resources led to the 
permanent departure of four hapu, and to the banishment to its outskirts and the 
reduction of status within the community of four others. Ngāti Kere and Ngāti 
Pakiua also fled, but their higher status as kin to the dominant remaining hapū 
permitted their return with only a temporary loss of mana by their chiefs. 
Thereafter, through further clashes, Ngāti Kere gradually rose to a position of 
dominance. The fluctuations of membership within the community demonstrate 
the code of behaviour which regulated it: the authority of the chiefs and the limits 
to that authority; the principles of kinship, which permitted people to live 
together but also forced them to defend their immediate kin, the members of their 
hapū, to the point of endangering, if not their own lives, then at least their 
continued membership of the community, the principle of reciprocity which 
imposed, sometimes, intolerable burdens leading to the break-up and reforma-
tion of the community. 

While the fragility of the community was demonstrated by the frequent 
fluctuations in its membership, caused by the cultural code which required whole 
hapū to respond to relatively trivial causes of dispute, other processes had an 
opposite effect. The separate hapū retained their identity within the community, 
but their members constantly intermarried, creating generation by generation 
strengthened bonds which helped to knit it together. Kere probably lived in the 
early eighteenth century.55 By that time, all the various hapū, including the three 

54 Napier 14/15, pp.20-1, 28-9, evidence of Hēnare Matua. 
55 See above, note 25. 
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hapū 'driven out', were already closely intermarried with each other. Various 
lines of their genealogies stretched back (or forwards in Māori estimation) to 
Rangitāne, Kahungunu, Tahu and Ira, and to other ancestors who lived before the 
arrival of the descendants of Kahungunu. By the eighteenth century a web of 
lateral connections existed, at least among the chiefly families. Their nineteenth-
century descendants gave their genealogies. Nōpera Kuikainga's great-grand-
parent, Te Wī,56 for example, was a member of Ngāi Tānehimoa, Ngāi Tamatea 
and Ngāti Hinetewai.57 The nineteenth-century chief, Te Rōpiha Te Takou was 
descended on one side from Hāmua, Te Rangiwhakaaewa, and Parakiore, all 
descendants of Rangitāne, and on the other from Kere, himself a descendant of 
Te Whatuiāpiti, and of Hinepare and Pakiua. Kere had married as his second and 
third wives two sisters, descendants of the earlier Hinetewai.58 Manuhiri, a 
contemporary of the earlier Hinetewai, was the great-grandfather of Pipine.59 

Pipine, as well as belonging to Ngāti Manuhiri, was regarded as the chief of Ngāi 
Tamatea.60 

Other communities in eighteenth-century Hawke's Bay had a dispersed 
leadership, in which several chiefs rather than one were recognized as the 
community's leaders. In sharing this pattern Porangahau differed from other, 
perhaps more stable contemporary communities in which one pre-eminent or 
paramount chief of both very high rank and charismatic ability ruled a number 
of hapū. Their mana, inherited over land and people, was unquestioned; minor 
chiefs in these communities had little independence of action. Two such chiefs 
were Hāwea of Te Awanga, and Te Uamairangi of Heretaunga and 'inland 
Patea'.61 While Ngāti Kere's chiefs eventually rose to power it was shared in the 
eighteenth century; Ngāti Manuhiri and Ngāti Te Kiore chiefs also played 
dominant roles. It is probable that in Porangahau the dispersion of chiefly 
leadership sprang from the circumstances out of which the community grew; a 
collection of hapū of disparate origins brought together by a series of cata-
strophic events involving external factors. Another contemporary community 
with similarly dispersed leadership was that dominated by Ngāti Hineuru in the 
Tarawera area; it too was affected by exceptional outside political pressures.62 It 
is likely that, given a longer period of peace and further intermarriage among the 
chiefly families, leadership would have eventually coalesced in one family but 
external invasion caused Porangahau to be virtually abandoned in the early 
nineteenth century. Leadership of the community was not clearly established 
until the latter half of the nineteenth century. 

The evidence which demonstrates that the principal hapū discussed above did 
live and work together is scattered through the accounts of both claimants and 

56 Or Te Uri. Manuscript difficult to decipher. 
57 Napier 11, p. 142, evidence of Nōpera Kuikainga. 
58 Napier 13, p. 150, evidence of Hēnare Matua. 
59 Napier 11, p. 161, evidence of WĪ Matua. 
60 Napier 12, pp.4, 19, evidence of Airini Donnolly; Napier 13, p.204, evidence of Maraea Te 

Awaiti. 
61 Ballara, 'The Origins of Ngāti Kahungunu', pp.233-68. 
62 ibid., pp.243-51. 
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counter-claimants in nineteenth-century Native Land Court hearings. Maraea Te 
Awaiti, a descendant of all those hapū who shared in the gift of land by Te 
Whatuiāpiti, claimed that 'they all lived together on the land'.63 Nōpera Kuikāinga, 
her close kin and a descendant of Ngāi Tānehīmoa, Ngāi Tamatea and Ngāti 
Hinetewai, explained how the partnership worked. He said that each hapū 
resided on its own part, but collected food from the whole area.64 When whales 
were stranded on the beach, each hapū of the community was allotted a share. 
When large fishing catches were made by one hapū, shares of the catch were left 
on the beach for the others. It was the failure to observe these conventions which 
led to some of the quarrels which caused fluctuations in the membership of the 
community.65 Nōpera also said: 'Kerei [sic] & Manuhiri . . . lived together with 
Tamatea and Tanehimoa on the land. All their descendants have continued to live 
on the land down to present time.'66 

The evidence for a community rather than a set of contiguous hapū includes 
the names of shared pā, unfortified kāinga, and of many resources of the 
eighteenth-century community given in evidence during the several hearings 
and re-hearings of the Porangahau block. In the Native Land Court hearings the 
claimants to Porangahau and contiguous blocks were representatives of the three 
hapū, Ngāti Kere, Ngāti Manuhiri and Ngāti Hinetewai. The Rōpiha family were 
descendants of Kere's friend and teina (junior cousin), Pakiua, and were among 
the claimants, although Ngāti Pakiua had merged their claim with that of Ngāti 
Kere. Place names commemorated Ngāti Pakiua, and its dead were buried in the 
communal burial places.67 The rights of some Ngāti Hinepare were also recog-
nized. The nineteenth-century descendants of Ngāti Te Kiore, Ngāti Te 
Rangimoukio and Ngāti Te Ao-whakauru-rangi were, through intermarriage, 
members of the five hapū already mentioned as claimants and their claims came 
under these names. Thus the pā, kāinga and resources were the property of five 
to eight hapū, though only three are usually mentioned in the lists. 

Some of the counter claimants were descendants of the three hapū driven off: 
Ngāi Tamatea, Ngāi Tānehīmoa and part of Ngāti Hinetewai. Te Teira Tiakitai 
of Waimārama was another counter claimant; he admitted, as did the three 
expelled hapū, that Ngāti Kere and the others had occupied the areas claimed but 
considered that they had lost their mana by taking refuge at Nukutaurua in the 
1830s. He claimed that they had been restored to their lands by his father, 
Tiakitai, and had lived under the mana of this great Waimārama chief.68 This 
claim was decisively dismissed in the third hearing, as were those of various 
people claiming under the mana of Te Whatuiāpiti. 

The counter claimants admitted the rights of Ngāti Kere and the other hapū but 
challenged their exclusive possession. The lists of shared pā, kāinga and 

63 Napier 13, p.206. 
64 Napier 13, p. 160. 
65 Napier 13, p.210. 
66 Napier 13, p. 175. Nōpera was referring to the period before the quarrel which saw Ngāi 

Tānehīmoa and the other hapū driven to Eparaima. 
67 Napier 11, p. 181: Napier 12, p.4; Napier 13, p.204. 
68 Napier 11, pp.280-3; Napier 12, pp.3, 9-10. 
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resources submitted in evidence by the witnesses of Ngāti Kere, Ngāti Manuhiri 
and Ngāti Hinetewai were generally uncontested, though some of the counter 
claimants mentioned others or maintained that their ancestors had occupied or 
used those listed instead of or as well as the claimants.69 

At various times the people of Porangahau built and occupied at least 19 pā. 
Some of these were occupied by single hapū; others were shared by two hapū or 
used in common.70 In addition to pā, the main hapū of the community occupied 
together at different times 12 kāinga or undefended settlements. Most had only 
one or two houses, and were associated with specific seasonal economic 
activities and resources. In addition to places termed 'kāinga' or 'settlements', 
two 'camping places', and seven fishing spots were named.71 Nine pā tuna (eel 
weirs) were named and evidence given that there were 'many other eel weirs 
besides then shared by Ngāti Kere, Ngāti Manuhiri and Ngāti Hinetewai. After 
giving the names of many pā and settlements Hēnare Matua said that cultivations 
used by these were 'all about the same places'. He gave the names of five of them. 
He also named various sources of fern root, places where birds and rats were 
taken, karaka groves and sources of raupō. Mangamaire was a place many canoes 
were made by Ngāti Kere and Ngāti Manuhiri; Kere's son Te Ahurangi had given 
the order for their construction. Orākai-ō-roa was a place for making nets. Other 
named places associated with these hapu included Herangi, a mountain haunted 
by supernatural beings, and wāhi tapu or burial grounds at Pukekaihou, Pou-
awatea, Porangahau, and Kai whi-tikitiki. Hēnare Matua named 35 people buried 
together there and indicated that there were many others; they belonged to the 
three (five) main hapū of the community. In addition, there were some deceased 
Ngāti Pakiua.72 

This list seems to demonstrate that while most pā were built by and occupied 
by single hapū, others were shared by at least two descent groups. It has been 
noted elsewhere that pā tended to be built or rebuilt in times of emergency — 
during inter-hapu quarrels for example.73 The fact that pā were often the property 
of single chiefs and their followers may reflect the inherent fragility of a 
community in which disputes, however 'trivial' in origin, automatically in-
volved all the kin of the original disputants, divided on lines of direct descent. 

More conclusive as evidence of the community is the list of kāinga or 
undefended settlements. Most of these settlements were shared by the three 
major hapū which, as shown above, included the remnants of four others. They 
were used for different economic purposes in a sequence which reflected the 
economic cycle. They included at least one kāinga regarded as the principal 

69 Napier 11, p. 143; Napier 12, pp.51-56, Napier 13, pp.146, 151-7, 159-77, 200 ff. 
70 Napier 13, pp.379-83, list given by Hēnare Matua. The names of these pā were confirmed by 

other witnesses, although there was some variation in spelling and format: Napier 13, pp.152, 
155,157,160,166,377. Some pā not mentioned by Matua were Patumango (possibly the same place 
as the settlement and fern-root source Pahumango), Puketaitai, Te Kaipu and Porangahau pā at the 
mouth of the Mangamaire. The full list is included in the 'Origins of Ngāti Kahungunu', pp.336-40. 

71 ibid., and Napier 13, p. 157. 
72 Napier 13, pp.384-5. 
73 Ballara, 'The Role of Warfare in Māori Society in the Early Contact Period', JPS, 85, 4 

(December 1976), pp.487-506. 
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settlement. The records do not say, but it is possible that the term 'principal' 
meant that this village was the winter headquarters of the community. Other 
villages were resorted to in the proper season for various economic activities. 
Associated with them were māra of cultivated crops, planted to support the 
community while members of it were carrying out the specific task for which the 
kāinga had been developed. While the cultivations referred to by the witness 
were probably used for potatoes from the late eighteenth century, the existence 
of at least one 'very old' cultivation suggests that the new crops were fitted into 
an existing, if extended pattern. Some resources were shared, including coastal 
reefs. Canoe building was a co-operative venture between the two dominant 
hapū, Ngāti Kere and Ngāti Manuhiri. Most importantly of all, the community 
shared wāhi tapu; they buried their dead together. 

The formation and continuance of a community at Porangahau in the eight-
eenth century resulted from patterns of Māori cultural behaviour over a wider 
area and over a long period of time. Traditional information cannot provide a 
substantial and connected narrative about the origins and mode of dispersal of 
the people of the land before the time of the Ngāti Kahungunu, Ngāi Tahu and 
Ngāti Ira migrants, but it is probable that their settlement patterns would have 
been similar to events after the time of Te Angiangi. Migration was the stock 
response to threats to or disturbance of the kin group. Migration determined the 
genealogical composition of the people living at Porangahau. 

The internal relations of the community were affected by the kin-based 
mechanisms of social and economic control. Fluctuations in the hapū member-
ship of the community resulted from disputes which could only be resolved 
through the joint responses to threat by the whole of each constituent hapū. The 
community was best seen in action during periods of peace when co-operative 
sharing and exploitation of the resources of the community was the norm. 

The kind of community revealed at Porangahau suggests a wider contempo-
rary Māori society fragmented by distance, in which small pockets of population 
co-operatively exploited favourable resource areas within a wide territory. The 
ramification and migration of descent groups and the cultural norms of behav-
iour based on degrees of kinship ensured that these communities of clusters of 
small hapū were frequently forced to respond to events elsewhere. They 
identified themselves with wider descent categories, iwi or peoples, precisely 
because physical isolation and small size were no guarantees of survival in the 
event of internal quarrels or external attack. A network of widely dispersed kin 
groups categorized and recorded by the techniques of whakapapa provided allies 
in war and destinations of relative safety if matters were beyond repair at home 
and migration was the only solution. But ramified descent groups of the 
eighteenth century bore little or no relation to the neat, hierarchical 'tribes' 
envisaged in much earlier historical writing. 
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