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Abstract 

This Master's Thesis examines why there are fewer recorded pa (fortification) sites in Murihiku, 

the southern-most region of New Zealand. Previous research on pa sites has primarily focused on 

areas with high distributions of recorded pa, such as the Northland, Auckland and Waikato 

regions. This thesis examines the idea of the enclosure, using pa sites as a means through which 

to view variation in the form and function of enclosed sites. 

A testable methodology was formulated to establish a data set of archaeologically visible pa sites 

within Murihiku. Data was compiled from a range of sources, drawing upon archaeological, 

traditional, environmental and historical sources to produce a list of locations that has been 

identified, in some form, as pa sites. The resulting 31 sites were critically examined through field 

visits and the identifying attributes used to categorize these sites as pa. Subsequently, four 

archaeologically visible pa were confirmed; two prehistoric sites, Mapoutahi and Pa a Te Wera, 

and two historic sites, Te Waiateruati and Te Kiri o Tunoho. 

The nature of pa and their role in the late prehistoric period in Murihiku was investigated in order 

to evaluate the theories on why there are so few pa recorded. Pa sites are part of a dynamic and 

fluid continuum of site types that range from open to fully enclosed sites. The positions of these 

sites reflect the locations of socio-economic events, particularly the focus in the late prehistoric 

period on the east Otago coast. The historic pa appear to have developed in response to more 

external events, occurring to the north and south of Murihiku. Pa were important occupation sites 

within the settlement pattern, however, a lower population, varying motivations for warfare and 

their location south of the horticultural line should be considered as reasons for the fewer number 

of recorded pa sites in the region. 

This research project offers a new perspective on settlement in the late prehistoric period in 

Murihiku. Furthermore, it illustrates the value of understanding enclosed settlements in the 

occupational history of Murihiku, even though features such as pa are not as common or widely 

distributed as their northern counterparts. This study supports recent interpretations of Maori pa 

as multifunctional, multifaceted and complex sites that changed through time. 

 



III  

 

Acknowledgements  

 

I would like to thank my supervisors, Dr. Ian Barber and Dr. Tim Thomas, for the opportunity, 

patience and support to complete this thesis. 

To my friends, thank you for always being there to discuss ideas, read drafts, laugh and cry. My 

archaeology friends, Ben, Cathleen, Tristan, Chelsea and Emma, the field trips would not have 

been carried out with as much detail and fun without you. Alex, thank you, for listening, reading, 

coming on field trips and the many years of support. Sarah, Anna, Josh, Nicolle and Vanessa 

thanks for reading drafts and learning more about pa than you thought you would ever know. 

Finally, Ungie, you have been a wonderful friend, listener and supporter and for that I am very 

grateful. 

This thesis benefited immensely from the input and support from many of the Anthropology 

Department staff members. In particular, I am indebted to Phil Latham for his enthusiasm and 

knowledge in the field as well as many hours of discussion about pa. I would also like to thank 

Dr. Mark McCoy for the opportunity to carry out more in depth studies on some of the research 

sites. 

This thesis could not have happened without the many people who helped me collect the data 

required. To the various iwi, land owners, museum staff and file keepers, thank you for giving me 

your time and knowledge. 

Joan, Steve, Trent and Kel, thank you so very much for the continued phone calls, lunch breaks 

and support that encouraged me. I am particularly grateful to my mum, Joan, for many hours of 

draft reading. 



IV  

 

Table of Contents 

Chapter One: Introduction ......................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 1 

1.2 Theoretical Perspective ................................................................................................... 4 

1.3 Research Focus and Aims ............................................................................................... 6 

1.4 Summary of Chapters ...................................................................................................... 8 

Chapter Two: Murihiku ........................................................................................................... 10 

2.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................... 10 

2.2 Murihiku: A Brief Overview ......................................................................................... 11 

2.2.1 The Prehistoric Period ............................................................................................ 11 

2.2.2 The Early Historic Period ....................................................................................... 14 

2.2.3 Models of Change in Foveaux Strait ...................................................................... 15 

2.3 Theoretical Perspectives on Pa in Murihiku .................................................................. 17 

2.4 The Role of Pa in Murihiku ........................................................................................... 18 

2.4.1 The Chronology of Pa in Murihiku ........................................................................ 18 

2.4.2 Population and Murihiku Pa Sites: A Numbers Game ........................................... 19 

2.4.3 Warfare and Pa ....................................................................................................... 21 

2.4.4 The Role of Pa Beyond Warfare ............................................................................ 25 

2.5 Conclusions ................................................................................................................... 27 

Chapter Three: The Site Type Pa ............................................................................................ 28 

3.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................... 28 

3.2 Pa as an Archaeological Site ......................................................................................... 29 

3.2.1 The Concept of Site Internationally ....................................................................... 29 

3.2.2 The Concept of Site in New Zealand ..................................................................... 30 

3.3 The Definition of the Site Type 'Pa' .............................................................................. 32 

3.3.1 The Term Pa ........................................................................................................... 32 

3.3.2 The Definition of Pa in New Zealand .................................................................... 34 

3.4 Variation between Pa .................................................................................................... 39 

3.4.1 Gunfighter Pa ......................................................................................................... 40 



V 

 

3.4.2 Regional Variation ................................................................................................. 42 

3.5 Identifying Pa in the Field ............................................................................................. 43 

3.5.1 Ditches and Banks .................................................................................................. 46 

3.5.2 Defensive Scarps .................................................................................................... 47 

3.5.3 Palisades ................................................................................................................. 49 

3.5.4 Natural Features Interpreted as Being Defendable ................................................. 53 

3.5.5 Artificial Islands ..................................................................................................... 55 

3.5.6 Fighting Stages ....................................................................................................... 56 

3.5.7 Gates and Entrances ............................................................................................... 57 

3.5.8 Platforms/ Tihi........................................................................................................ 58 

3.5.9 Ethnohistoric Sources ............................................................................................. 59 

3.6 The Functions of Pa ....................................................................................................... 60 

3.7 Conclusions ................................................................................................................... 62 

Chapter Four: A Method for Critically Identifying Pa ............................................................ 64 

4.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................... 64 

4.2 Identifying Pa in Murihiku ............................................................................................ 64 

4.2.1 Avenues Searched for Pa Sites ............................................................................... 65 

4.2.2 Source Types Consulted ......................................................................................... 67 

4.3 Investigating Murihiku Pa Sites .................................................................................... 68 

4.3.1 Literature Investigation .......................................................................................... 68 

4.3.2 Sources Used to Obtain Information on Murihiku Pa Sites ................................... 70 

4.3.3 Field visits .............................................................................................................. 71 

4.4 Organisation of Results ................................................................................................. 74 

4.5 Limitations of the Methodology .................................................................................... 75 

4.6 Summary ....................................................................................................................... 76 

Chapter Five: Establishing a Sample of Murihiku Pa Sites .................................................... 77 

5.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................... 77 

5.2 Critically Assessing Pa Sites in Murihiku ..................................................................... 78 

5.3 Chronology and Archaeological Evidence at Murihiku Pa and Enclosures ................ 118 



VI 

 

5.3.1 Chronology ........................................................................................................... 119 

5.3.2 Archaeological Assemblages ............................................................................... 124 

5.4 Summary ..................................................................................................................... 131 

Chapter Six: ........................................................................................................................... 133 

Reviewing the Research Methodology.................................................................................. 133 

6.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................. 133 

6.2 Attributes used to Identify Pa Sites in Murihiku ......................................................... 134 

6.3 Sources Identifying Murihiku Pa ................................................................................ 138 

6.4 Murihiku Pa in the NZAA Site Recording Scheme .................................................... 140 

6.4.1 The NZAA Sample of Pa Sites in Murihiku ........................................................ 140 

6.4.2 Recording Murihiku Pa Sites in the NZAA Site Recording Scheme ................... 144 

6.5 The Continuum from Open to Enclosed Sites in Murihiku ......................................... 145 

6.5.1 The Morphology of Murihiku Pa and Enclosures ................................................ 148 

6.5.2 From Open to Enclosed Sites in Murihiku ........................................................... 150 

6.6 Conclusions ................................................................................................................. 153 

Chapter Seven: Southern Pa, Southern Influences ................................................................ 155 

7.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................. 155 

7.2 Murihiku Pa: Late Prehistoric ..................................................................................... 156 

7.2.1 Pa a Te Wera ........................................................................................................ 157 

7.2.2 Mapoutahi............................................................................................................. 158 

7.2.3 The East Otago Coastal Pa ................................................................................... 158 

7.2.4 Murihiku Pa Sites as Villages .............................................................................. 162 

7.3 Murihiku Pa: Early Historic ........................................................................................ 163 

7.3.1 Te Waiateruati ...................................................................................................... 164 

7.3.2 Te Kiri o Tunoho .................................................................................................. 165 

7.3.3 Change into the Historic Period ........................................................................... 166 

7.4 Pa in Murihiku: Why so Few? ..................................................................................... 167 

7.4.1 Chronology ........................................................................................................... 168 

7.4.2 Population ............................................................................................................ 168 



VII  

 

7.4.3 Warfare ................................................................................................................. 169 

7.4.4 Other Roles of Murihiku Pa ................................................................................. 170 

7.5 Summary ..................................................................................................................... 171 

Chapter Eight: Conclusions ................................................................................................... 173 

8.1 Research Conclusions ................................................................................................. 173 

8.2 Establishing a Sample ................................................................................................. 174 

8.3 The Nature of Pa Sites in Murihiku............................................................................. 176 

8.4 Theory on Pa in Murihiku ........................................................................................... 179 

8.5 Implications of the Research ....................................................................................... 182 

8.6 Summary ..................................................................................................................... 183 

Reference List ....................................................................................................................... 185 

Appendix One ....................................................................................................................... 210 

Appendix Two ....................................................................................................................... 220 

Appendix Three ..................................................................................................................... 318 

Appendix Four ...................................................................................................................... 321 

Appendix Five ....................................................................................................................... 326 

Appendix Six ......................................................................................................................... 332 

 



VIII  

 

List of Figures 

Figure 1.1: Pa sites recorded by the New Zealand Archaeological Site Recording Scheme 

(CINZAS May 2008). ................................................................................................................... 2 

Figure 1.2: Murihiku including modern regions and cities. .......................................................... 4 

Figure 2.1: Orchiston's method for determining occupation of pa sites (Orchiston 1979) ......... 26 

Figure 3.1: Terms identified by Best (1927:17-18) used by Maori to denote the various forms of 

fortified places. ............................................................................................................................ 33 

Figure 3.2: Possible combinations of cross-sections for defensive ditches, banks and scarps found 

at pa (Daniels et al. 1979:25). ..................................................................................................... 35 

Figure 3.3: Classification of Pa (Spring-Rice 1996:156) ............................................................ 38 

Figure 3.4: Aerial view of the gunfighter pa Ruapekapeka (Q6/139) established 1845, Northland 

(Jones 2005). ............................................................................................................................... 41 

Figure 3.5: Ten attributes used by archaeologists to identify enclosures and pa sites. ............... 45 

Figure 3.6: Aerial view of a prehistoric pa in southern Hawkes Bay. Note the single and double 

ditches around the circumference of the hilltop (Jones 2005). .................................................... 47 

Figure 3.7:Some attributes of pa including ditches, banks and scarps (Lilburn 1985:87) .......... 48 

Figure 3.8: Mangakaware swamp pa (S15/18), Waikato. Note the entrance indicated on the middle 

right and the palisade post-holes (Fox 1976:25) ......................................................................... 50 

Figure 3.9: Surviving palisade posts at Mangakaware swamp pa (S15/18), Waikato (Fox 1976:27)

 ..................................................................................................................................................... 51 

Figure 3.10 Plan and section of a fighting stage at Tiromoana pa (W21/1), Te Awanga (Fox 

1978:12). ..................................................................................................................................... 56 

Figure 3.11: 1st tihi (centre of photo) at Pouerua cone pa (P5/195 - Jones 1994). ..................... 58 

Figure 3.12: Cone pa at Pouerua (P5/195) indicating the position of the four tihi (Sutton et al. 

2003:209). ................................................................................................................................... 59 

Figure 5.1: Location of identified pa sites in Murihiku (see Table 5.1 for site details). ............. 79 

Figure 5.2: Site plan of Te Waiateruati (Brailsford 1981:232). .................................................. 82 

Figure 5.3: Overlay of Trotter's (NZAA Site Record K38/12) and Brailsford's (1981:232) maps 

of Te Waiateruati onto Google Earth (2011a). ............................................................................ 83 

Figure 5.4: Mantell's 1848 sketch of Huru Huruôs pa (Brailsford 1981:235). ............................ 85 

Figure 5.5: Map of Katiki Point, location of NZAA Site J42/19 (Te Raka a Hine atea pa - from 

Bing Maps 2011, NZAA Archsite and field visits, including GPS and tape and compass survey, 

October 2010). ............................................................................................................................. 87 

Figure 5.6: View west of western portion of Te Raka a Hine atea pa, note the exposed bedrock on 

the isthmus (November 2009). .................................................................................................... 88 



IX  

 

Figure 5.7: Site plan of Huriawa, location of Pa a Te Wera (Keen and Jacomb 1985 in NZAA Site 

Record I43/1). ............................................................................................................................. 91 

Figure 5.8: Sketch map noting names and points of interest at Pa a Te Wera (Bristow 2000:15).

 ..................................................................................................................................................... 91 

Figure 5.9: Map of Mapoutahi (NZAA Site Record I44/17). ..................................................... 96 

Figure 5.10: Oblique Google Earth (2011b) image of Murdering Beach with the location of 

Whareakeake indicated by the red oval, note this does not indicate the size or shape of the site

 ................................................................................................................................................... 100 

Figure 5.11: Units excavated in 1956, including those that revealed palisade posts. The units with 

the palisade are the four on the right hand side and the postholes are illustrated (Bell 1956: 36).

 ................................................................................................................................................... 100 

Figure 5.12: Postholes excavated in 1956 at Whareakeake, including those that have been 

interpreted as house walls (Bell 1956:37). ................................................................................ 101 

Figure 5.13: Oblique Google Earth (2011c) image of Taiaroa Heads/ Pukekura (NZAA Archsite; 

Google Earth 2011c; Hamel 1994; Hamel 2005; NZAA Site Records J44/3, J44/4, J44/71, J44/77, 

J44/103, J44/148, J44/151, J44/152, J44/154 and J44/158). ..................................................... 104 

Figure 5.14: Plan of Ram Island/ Whakapaupuka (field visit 2011; Bing Maps 2011; NZAA Site 

Record H45/5) ........................................................................................................................... 109 

Figure 5.15: Te Kiri o Tunoho and surrounding area (field visit, February 2011 - aerial photograph 

(2008), courtesy of Environment Southland 2011). .................................................................. 114 

Figure 5.16: The current sample of recorded pa and enclosure sites in Murihiku .................... 118 

Figure 5.17: Fish species present in assemblages from KTK-20 (Katiki Point, Te Raka a Hine atea 

pa), HUR (Huriawa, Pa a Te Wera), MAP (Mapoutahi) and TRH (Taiaroa Heads, Pukekura) 

(Smith and James-Lee 2009:74) ................................................................................................ 127 

Figure 5.18: Shellfish species present in assemblages from KTK-20 (Katiki Point, Te Raka a Hine 

atea pa), HUR (Huriawa, Pa a Te Wera), MAP (Mapoutahi) and TRH (Taiaroa Heads, Pukekura) 

(Smith and James-Lee 2009:72) ................................................................................................ 128 

Figure 5.19: Mammal species present in assemblages from KTK-20 (Katiki Point, Te Raka a Hine 

atea pa), HUR (Huriawa, Pa a Te Wera), MAP (Mapoutahi) and TRH (Taiaroa Heads, Pukekura) 

(Smith and James-Lee 2009:85) ................................................................................................ 129 

Figure 5.20: Bird species present in assemblages from KTK-20 (Katiki Point, Te Raka a Hine 

atea pa), HUR (Huriawa, Pa a Te Wera), MAP (Mapoutahi) and TRH (Taiaroa Heads, Pukekura) 

(Smith and James-Lee 2009:82) ................................................................................................ 130 

Figure 6.1: Theoretical model of the continuum from open through to enclosed sites, including 

the position of Murihiku Level 1 and 2 sites ............................................................................. 147 

Figure 7.1: The current sample of recorded archaeologically visible pa sites in Murihiku ...... 156 



X 

 

Figure 7.2: Oblique Google Earth (2013) image looking south of a 16 km stretch of the east Otago 

coast. Mapoutahi and Pukekura are visible from Pa a Te Wera, but not from each other ........ 157 

Figure A2.1: Sketch of Waiateruati by Mantell in 1848 (National Library Reference Number E-

334) ........................................................................................................................................... 223 

Figure A2.2: Sketch map and sketches of Te Waiateruati (NZAA Site Record K38/12) ......... 224 

Figure A2.3: Likely location of Otipua ópaô of indicated by black circle (image courtesy of Phillip 

Howe, South Canterbury Museum 2010) .................................................................................. 225 

Figure A2.4: Looking south over reported terraces at Camp Hill ............................................. 227 

Figure A2.5: Simmonsôs sketch map of Camp Hill pa site (NZAA Site Record E40/13) ........ 228 

Figure A2.6: Reported ditches at Camp Hill from the south (field visit 2010) ......................... 229 

Figure A2.7: Katiki Point (courtesy of Ben Teele 2009) .......................................................... 233 

Figure A2.8: NZAA Sites located at Katiki (NZAA Archsite) ................................................. 234 

Figure A2.9: Looking east towards the knoll on the peninsula where Trotter excavated houses in 

the 1950s and 1960s (field visit 2009) ...................................................................................... 237 

Figure A2.10: The landside of the isthmus- the reported location of the shallow ditch (field visit 

2009) ......................................................................................................................................... 238 

Figure A2.11: Umu ti and ódimplesô at Matanaka with Huriawa and Pa a Te Wera in the 

background (photo courtesy of Phil Latham, field visit 2010) .................................................. 242 

Figure A2.12: View from the south of Cornish Head/ Matanaka Head by William Hodgkins 

c.1880. Note erosion/ cliffs already present at the eastern tip (National Library, Reference Number 

A-169-001) ................................................................................................................................ 243 

Figure A2.13: View south (left) and east (right) of suggested terraced areas at Cornish Head; both 

have eroding midden on the visible exposed faces (field visit 2010) ........................................ 243 

Figure A2.14: Sketch plan of Huriawa indicating areas of interest (Bristow 2000:15) ............ 246 

Figure A2.15: Large ditch and causeway (foreground) excavated by Knight (field visit 2010)251 

Figure A2.16: Ditch, bank and pyramid features at Omimi (field visit 2010) .......................... 258 

Figure A2.17: Site Plan of the Omimi Site (I44/11). Note the ditch on the northern edge of the 

site (Hamel 2006:20) ................................................................................................................. 259 

Figure A2.18: Narrow causeway up to Mapoutahi, the dirt path indicating its width (field visit 

2010) ......................................................................................................................................... 260 

Figure A2.19: 1929 map of Mapoutahi (Steele and Swanson 1929 in NZAA Site Record I44/17)

 ................................................................................................................................................... 265 

Figure A2.20: Mapoutahi in 1954 with less vegetation than the present and the western ditch 

clearly visible (Pybus 1954:44) ................................................................................................. 266 

Figure A2.21: High area of Pulling Point (field visit 2010) ...................................................... 270 

Figure A2.22: The Barnicoat and Davison map (1845), showing (circles added) Acheron Head on 

the left and Pulling Point on the right (modified from NZAA Site Record I44/137)................ 271 

file:///C:/Users/Kirsty/Dropbox/AAA%20New%20Draft/current%20draft/131013%20KP%20Full%20MA%20Draft.docx%23_Toc370419102
file:///C:/Users/Kirsty/Dropbox/AAA%20New%20Draft/current%20draft/131013%20KP%20Full%20MA%20Draft.docx%23_Toc370419102


XI 

 

Figure A2.23: Acheron Head from Pulling Point, which is located to the north-east (field visit 

2010) ......................................................................................................................................... 273 

Figure A2.24: Location of sites on Acheron Head (NZAA Site Record I44/137) .................... 274 

Figure A2.25: Map of Taiaroa Heads (Hamel 1994:6) ............................................................. 276 

Figure A2.26: Cross section of the parapet (Hamel 1994: Figure 7a) ....................................... 279 

Figure A2.27: High area on south side of Papanui Inlet. Left: view of the high area from the west. 

Right: View from the high point to the north toward Taiaroa Head ......................................... 283 

Figure A2.28: Map of the Papanui Inlet and Papanui Beach, Otago Peninsula. Red arrow indicates 

"Pa o Ngatikuri" and blue arrow indicates "Orangiwairua" (arrows added, Stevens 1976:27) 284 

Figure A2.29: Headland from the east where Steven (1976:27) identified ó?Pa o Ngatikuriô .. 285 

Figure A2.30: The small hill in the forground is the location of J44/6; it is covered in midden and 

lithic material ............................................................................................................................ 285 

Figure A2.31: Amoka, reported location of Pa a Tu Pare Taniwha, after it was ploughed in 2001 

(courtesy Brian Allingham 2011) .............................................................................................. 291 

Figure A2.32: Ram Island from the west (courtesy of Ben Teele, field visit 2011 ) ................ 293 

Figure A2.33: Henley Hill from the east (courtesy Ben Teele, field visit 2010) ...................... 295 

Figure A2.34: 360 degree panoramic view from the top of Henley Hill (courtesy Ben Teele, field 

visit 2010).................................................................................................................................. 296 

Figure A2.35: Water tank where a reported ditch was bulldozed (courtesy Ben Teele, field visit 

2010) ......................................................................................................................................... 297 

Figure A2.36: View south of Matariki Island from the mainland at high tide (field visit 2011)

 ................................................................................................................................................... 302 

Figure A2.37: Early photograph of Matariki Island, perhaps from the shore (Cyclopedia Company 

Limited 1905:776) ..................................................................................................................... 304 

Figure A2.38: Looking down the bank in the southerly direction at Matariki Island (field visit 

2011) ......................................................................................................................................... 306 

Figure A2.39: Looking south across the shallow ditch (foreground where bag is located) and bank 

directly behind (field visit 2011) ............................................................................................... 307 

Figure A2.40: Waipara Lighthouse at Otara in the 1970s (information board at Waipara 

Lighthouse, 2011) ..................................................................................................................... 308 

Figure A2.41: NZAA Site D48/1 with East Ruggedy in the background (field visit 2009) ..... 313 

Figure A2.42: Dune deflation and cultural material exposure behind foreshore at NZAA Site 

D48/1 (field visit 2009) ............................................................................................................. 313 

Figure A2.43: Small midden scatter near reported site of D48/2 (field visit 2009) .................. 314 

Figure A2.44: Reported location of a pa by DOC employee Phil Dobbins (courtesy Rachael 

Egerton, 2009) ........................................................................................................................... 316 



XII  

 

List of Tables  

Table 2.1: Mean Percentage of New Zealand Middens Identified as Barracouta (data from 

Anderson 1981b:155, 1997:19; Leach and Hamel 1978) ............................................................ 23 

Table 5.1: Sites identified as pa in Murihiku (for further information and references see Appendix 

Two) ............................................................................................................................................ 80 

Table 5.2: Confidence levels of sites identified as pa in Murihiku. .......................................... 117 

Table 5.3: Chronological information for Level 1 and 2 Sites in Murihiku. or radiocarbon (C14) 

dates, sample materials are distinguished between terrestrial (T) and marine (M) reservoirs (see 

Appendix Three). ...................................................................................................................... 122 

Table 6.1: Attributes of Murihiku Pa ........................................................................................ 136 

Table 6.2: Source types identifying pa in Murihiku (see Appendix Two for further information 

and sources) ............................................................................................................................... 139 

Table 6.3: Suggested Murihiku Pa Sites and the NZAA Site Recording Scheme (see Appendix 

Two - NZAA Archsite) ............................................................................................................. 142 

Table 6.4: Sites identified as being pa in the Murihiku area by the NZAA Site Recording Scheme 

and this thesis ............................................................................................................................ 144 

Table 6.5: Confirmed structural attributes at pa sites in Murihiku (see Appendix Two and 

Appendix Four) ......................................................................................................................... 148 

Table 6.6: Naturally defendable features at Level 1 and 2 sites in Murihiku (see Appendix Five)

 ................................................................................................................................................... 149 

Table A1.1: Reported pa that did not meet the methodology outlined in Chapter Four for inclusion 

in the results section .................................................................................................................. 211 

Table A3.1:Radiocarbon dates from pa and enclosure sites in Murihiku ................................. 319 

Table A4.1: Identifying attributes at Murihiku pa sites (see Appendix Two for sources) ........ 322 

Table A5.1: Naturally enclosing features at identified pa sites in Murihiku (see Appendix Two 

for sources) ................................................................................................................................ 327 

Table A6.1: Early Europeans at visits to identified pa sites in Murihiku (see Appendix Two for 

sources) ..................................................................................................................................... 333 



1 

 

1  

Chapter One: Introduction 

 

Went to Day to the heppah or Townéthe Town was situated upon a small Island or 

Rock, divided from the main by a breach in the Rockéthe sides everywhere so steep 

as to render fortifications even in their way almost totally useless, accordingly there 

was nothing but a small Palisade & one small fighting stage at one end where the 

Rock was most accessible 

(Sir Joseph Banks, January 24th 1770, in Morrell 1958:103) 

 

1.1 Introduction  

 

This thesis examines why there are so few recorded pa sites, which have been described as 

"rare and rudimentary", in Murihiku, the most southern portion of New Zealand (Anderson 

1983a:34). In order to answer this question, the research will use contextual information from 

the current sample of pa sites in Murihiku and explore the nature and role of pa in the late 

prehistoric and early historic periods in the region. These sites are, in turn, examined within 

relevant existing models for pa, as well as Murihiku settlement and mobility theory, in order 

to answer the research problem. 

At the most fundamental level, archaeologists identify pa as defensive fortifications, 

particularly identifiable in sites with ditches and banks (Best 1927; Hamel 2001; Walton 

1999). Pa sites are perhaps, one of the most visible remnants of Maori settlement in New 

Zealand. In the North Island of New Zealand, over 6500 pa sites have been recorded (New 

Zealand Archaeological Association (NZAA) Site Recording Scheme) (see Figure 1.1). In 

Murihiku, there are far fewer pa recorded, conceivably less than ten sites (see Figure 1.1 - 

Brailsford 1981; Hamel 2001). 
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Figure 1.1: Pa sites recorded by the New Zealand Archaeological Site Recording Scheme 

(CINZAS May 2008).  

LŀǘƛǘǳŘŜ пл ϲлрΩ {  

Murihiku 
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While fortifications are identified throughout Polynesia, for example in Fiji and Samoa, the 

site type ópaô is confined to New Zealand (Field 2008; Field and Lape 2010). Pa sites appear 

in the archaeological record from approximately A.D. 1500 to 1850 (Schmidt 1993, 1995, 

1996), and are characterised by their defensive fortifications (Walton 1999). Pa sites are most 

easily recognised in the field by the often large earthworks, particularly by ditches and banks 

(Walton 1999). The high labour input into these sites, and the sheer number of these features 

present within the archaeological record, make them important places for investigation; 

particularly those related to settlement patterns, mobility and socio-economics. 

The majority of previous studies on pa (e.g. Allen 1994; Buist 1964; Irwin 1985; Phillips 2000; 

Sutton et al. 2003) have primarily focused on study areas with higher densities of recorded pa 

sites. However, there are areas of both high and low concentrations in the spatial distribution 

of recorded pa sites in New Zealand. A distribution map of recorded pa sites (see Figure 1.1) 

in New Zealand illustrates that over 97 percent of these sites are located above the latitude 40 

Á05ô S (see Figure 1.1 - Walton 2001:47). Fewer recorded pa sites are found south of this 

latitude (see Figure 1.1), which is particularly evident below Banks Peninsula and in Murihiku 

(see Figure 1.2). 

Murihiku is the Maori term for the southern area of New Zealand, but has been used with 

differing northern boundaries (see Anderson 1998; Brailsford 1981; Brown 2010). In this 

research, a line extending west from Tumuka forms the northern boundary, while the southern 

coast of Stewart Island forms the southern boundary (see Figure 1.2). This area is in line with 

Brailsford's (1981) Murihiku region. It is also beyond the accepted limits of widespread 

prehistoric horticulture (Anderson 1998:72; Furey 2006; Leach 1976; Trotter and McCulloch 

1999; Shortland 1851; Simmons 1969:6) and the last large cluster of pa sites on Banks 

Peninsula (see Figure 1.1). 

In contrast with the studies cited above, this research focuses on Murihiku; a region with very 

few recorded pa. The only major study of pa sites in Murihiku was Brailsford's (1981) research 

over thirty years ago, in which the descriptions of many of the pa sites are brief. Previous 

studies of Murihiku have typically focused on the early prehistoric period, before pa appear in 

the area. Despite the limited scope of research, a number of theories have proposed reasons as 

to why few pa have been recorded in Murihiku, but none have been systematically reviewed. 

This research explores these gaps in the archaeological record using current theory on pa and 

the Murihiku region.  
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Figure 1.2: Murihiku including modern regions and cities. 

 

1.2 Theoretical Perspective 

 

Pa sites catch the eye of the casual observer due to their built fortifications, and prominent 

locations in the landscape. For archaeologists, the cultural significance of pa and the additional 

labour required for the establishment and upkeep of these sites, represents an insight into the 

late prehistoric period of the New Zealand archaeological record. 

While the function of pa sites has long been disputed by Europeans and archaeologists, most 

agree that these sites are both significant and complex; fulfilling settlement, symbolic, 

ceremonial, defensive and sometimes monumental purposes. The defensive and offensive role 

of pa in warfare was recognised by Europeans as early as 1769. Captain James Cook wrote 

that pa were retreats or strongholds, in disagreement with his interpreter, Tupaia, who 
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identified them as places of worship (in Beaglehole 1968:191). More recently, however, other 

non-defensive functions for pa, such as symbols of group identity and as places of display, 

have been discussed (e.g. Barber 1996; Sutton et al. 2003). As a site type, pa are variable in 

form and function. A cautious approach is therefore desirable because, as Groube (1964:210-

211) first expressed, and Sutton et al. (2003:237) have summarised; the "form, function and 

meaning [of pa] will not always correlate in obvious ways and will not always change in 

unison". 

Fortification implies defence against an external threat, real or imagined (Walton 2001). 

However, it cannot be assumed that the sole function of these fortifications was use in warfare. 

While defensive features would have created a physical barrier to attackers, this does not mean 

that pa were established or used solely for that purpose (Kennedy 1969). Furthermore, as Best 

(1927) proposed, there was more than one type of pa, and the specific meaning and use of a 

pa site must be considered in its own context. Kennedy (1969:116) used the term, 'pa' without 

the defensive connotation to refer to any site with earthworks, such as scarps, banks and 

ditches. Hamel (2001:62-65) distinguished between defendable sites and pa, which alludes to 

the first of many difficulties associated with identifying pa. This research uses the terms 

'fortification' and 'defensive feature', but does not presume these to be associated only with 

warfare. Rather, these terms are associated with natural and structural features that enclose an 

area and reduce access. 

The idea of pa as an enclosed site was recognised by Best (1927:18): ñThe word pa, as a verb, 

means óto obstruct, to block upô; as a noun ófortified place, stockade, barricade, screen.ô Also 

it carried the sense of enclosureò. Internationally, the term enclosure is used as a ñgeneric term 

for any feature surrounding a siteò (Parkinson and Duffy 2007:102). This is the theoretical 

starting point from which to identify and analyse pa in this research. Pa may be described as 

enclosed spaces, in that ñwhen one speaks of enclosures in the prehistoric past, one is usually 

referring to a space, a piece of ground, surrounded by some feature that forms a barrier to 

movementò (Harding et al. 2006:ix). International literature stresses that archaeologists who 

study enclosures believe it is unlikely that any single site was established for only one function 

(Harding et al. 2006; Neustupny 2006:1; Parkinson 2007). Three things must be reviewed in 

relation to enclosures: the practical function (what is it used for?), the social meaning (what 

does it mean to people's social relations?) and the symbolic significance (what ideas are 

communicated?) (Neustupny 2006:1). Thus, an aim of this research is not to characterise pa 

sites in the Murihiku region as single function sites, but to recognise that they were 

multifunctional and need to be considered within their own context, as well as the wider 

cultural landscape.  
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1.3 Research Focus and Aims 

 

This thesis investigates the reasons why there are few recorded pa sites in Murihiku. This 

research is timely and important for two reasons. Firstly, new theoretical models for settlement 

in the southern areas of New Zealand have been developed since the last investigations of pa 

in the area were undertaken. Secondly, there has been little comprehensive investigation into 

pa sites and the late prehistoric period in the region. 

The primary research question, in addition to three sub-questions, is: 

1. Why are there so few recorded pa sites in Murihiku? 

While there are currently fewer pa recorded in Murihiku than in other areas in New Zealand, 

the exact number of sites is unknown. Research on pa in Murihiku by Brailsford (1981) 

identified nine sites, while the NZAA Site Recording Scheme currently identifies fourteen for 

the same area. This variation may be the result of the 30 year time lapse, however, it highlights 

the need for the sample of pa sites in Murihiku to be assessed. In order to address the primary 

research question, this thesis establishes the current sample of pa sites in Murihiku. 

The first sub-question asked for this research is: 

1.1. Using a testable methodology, what is the current sample of pa sites in the Murihiku 

region? 

The investigation uses a testable methodology by which pa can be identified. More 

specifically, the objectives of this investigation are to use archaeological/ traditional/ historical 

sources to identify what archaeological features/ traditional knowledge have been used to 

identify a site as a 'pa'. Furthermore, it will determine if these attributes are consistently 

applicable to the identified sites. The investigation is not limited to late prehistoric sites. It also 

includes early historic sites as these pa were part of, and reflect, a changing cultural landscape. 

This allows discussion and comparisons between the periods, particularly of the major social 

and economic changes that occurred. The methodology is based on the archaeological and 

theoretical framework that a pa is an enclosure with defensive fortifications, most notably 

ditches and banks. This is important because there is currently no single system of pa 

identification in use. From an archaeological premise of pa having identifiable fortifications, 

sites are assessed against the current defining features of pa. This allows discussions on how 

pa are being identified, and what features distinguish a site as a pa. 
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Previous studies on pa have tended to focus on a regional level (e.g. Allen 1994;Buist 1964; 

Irwin 1985; Phillips 2000), as this research will do for Murihiku. While Brailsfordôs (1981) 

publication included the region of Murihiku, the descriptions of the pa sites were brief and 

hence, a more comprehensive study of pa in Murihiku could be achieved, particularly at a 

regional level. Furthermore, there have been a number of investigations that have produced 

new data that updates Brailsford's (1981) research. This thesis investigates pa sites in the 

Murihiku region in-depth and with recent additions to the literature. 

Upon the establishment of the sample of pa sites in Murihiku, the nature of these sites must be 

examined, both individually and as a class of sites. Using the identified examples, this thesis 

examines what morphological attributes exist, or have been recorded at the identified sites, 

primarily through the literature and subsequently through field visits. The investigation of pa 

sites identified from archaeological, traditional and historical sources also precipitates 

discussion about the nature of the evidence. It also allows the impact of existing classification 

methods on current models of site identification and survey based archaeological research to 

be discussed, particularly in regards to the region of Murihiku. 

The second sub-question asked is: 

1.2. What is the nature of pa sites in Murihiku? 

Research on Murihiku tends to focus on the early prehistoric period, more specifically, before 

1500 and before pa were first established in New Zealand. This has resulted in an identifiable 

gap in the research for the late prehistoric period in Murihiku that studying pa will help 

address. Pa represent sites that appeared after approximately 1500 (Schmidt 1996) and hence, 

can be used as proxy markers to signify this time period, even if no absolute dates are known. 

This research will, therefore, contribute to this understudied period of Murihiku prehistory, as 

well as the early historic period. 

Since the 1980s there have also been several significant theoretical developments in settlement 

pattern and mobility theory for the late prehistoric period in Murihiku that should be applied 

to the investigation of these sites. Most recently, Jacomb et al. (2010) introduced new models 

for the Foveaux Strait area to explain change over time, and settlement of that area. While 

Jacomb et al. (2010) proposed settlement models for the Foveaux Strait, they stated that more 

research was required to fully understand the late prehistoric and early historic sequence. 

Using the above mentioned sample and contextual site information, an examination of the 

literature associated with proposed theories on the lower number of pa sites in Murihiku will 

be undertaken. Initially, the reasons why pa appear when and where they do will be examined. 



8 

 

This approach provides the opportunity for a critical review of proposed reasons for the decline 

in the number of recorded pa in the southern areas of New Zealand, many of which focus on 

the reason for pa further north, and are single-lined reasoning rather than contextually focused 

on the southern pa, themselves. However, these theories do allow for the placement of 

Murihiku pa sites as a group within the wider class of pa sites that appear throughout the 

entirety of New Zealand. 

The third sub-question of this thesis is: 

1.3. How do theoretical interpretations of pa compare with the archaeological evidence for pa 

in the Murihiku region and how does this evidence compare and contrast to the theories on 

why there are fewer recorded pa sites in Murihiku? 

This research addresses the three sub-questions presented in this section: methodologically 

establishing the sample of pa sites in Murihiku, exploring the nature of pa in Murihiku, and 

investigating current theories on why there are fewer pa sites in Murihiku. In this way, the 

primary research question of why there are few recorded pa sites in Murihiku can be 

systematically addressed and answered. 

 

1.4 Summary of Chapters 

 

As discussed above, this thesis will examine why there are few recorded pa sites in Murihiku 

by investigating three aspects; firstly, the sample of pa in Murihiku; secondly, the nature of 

these pa sites; and thirdly, an assessment of current theory on why there are fewer pa in the 

area. 

Chapter Two reviews the region of Murihiku with a focus on the late prehistoric period, 

followed by a review of previous pa studies in the region. This chapter aims to outline the 

theoretical literature on Murihiku pa sites, as well as the proposed theories on why there are 

few recorded pa in Murihiku. Following this, a summary of the relevant settlement and 

mobility theory on Murihiku is presented. 

Chapter Three discusses the known literature on the site type pa, specifically, with an aim of 

investigating how these sites are identified. It also outlines the attributes archaeologists use to 

recognise pa sites, presenting the framework by which sites identified as pa within Murihiku 

can be critically examined. 
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Chapter Four explains the methods used in this research to identify and critically assess sites 

identified as pa in Murihiku. While mostly limited to literature based searches, some sites were 

also visited by the author to assist in establishing the sample of pa sites in Murihiku. 

Chapter Five critically examines and establishes the current sample of recorded pa sites in 

Murihiku. This is achieved through the critical evaluation of the individual sites identified as 

pa in the literature in Murihiku. Following this, there is a general discussion on the 

archaeological material present at Murihiku enclosures and pa, including known chronological 

information. 

Chapter Six examines why there are so few archeologically visible pa compared to identified 

pa in the literature. To do this, the effectiveness of the methodological framework is evaluated. 

In this way, whether the few recorded pa sites in Murihiku is a sampling issue can be 

considered. 

Chapter Seven is largely a theoretical discussion on why pa were established where and when 

they were in order to consider explanations for the fewer recorded pa in the southern portion 

of New Zealand. 

Chapter Eight brings together the sub-questions and summarises the above chapters to outline 

and discuss the reasons for the fewer number of pa sites in Murihiku. 
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2  

Chapter Two: Murihiku  

 

There are few fortified sites, i.e. pa, in the southern part of New Zealand. Kumara 

could not be grown south of Banks Peninsula, and there were consequently no 

kumara gardens or stores of kumaras to defend. The hunting and gathering life style 

of the southern Maori, involving regular movements, gave little incentive to build 

permanent houses or earthwork defenses [sic]. The known Otago paé have only 

minor earthworks by comparison with the North Island pa. 

(Hamel 1986:6). 

 

2.1 Introduction  

 

This chapter examines the literature, and investigates what is currently known about why there 

are few recorded pa sites in Murihiku. Initially, a brief overview of the Murihiku 

archaeological record is outlined. This is an introduction to the region, which will aid in 

contextualising the place of pa sites in the late prehistoric and early historic period sequence. 

After this brief background section, previous research on pa in Murihiku and the associated 

theory on these sites is outlined and addressed. This information addresses the first and third 

sub-questions of this thesis. The first sub-question of this thesis addressing why there are fewer 

recorded pa in Murihiku, involves investigating the varying numbers of identified pa currently 

mentioned in the literature. The third sub-question of this thesis involves reviewing previous 

research with regard to the suggested reasons why fewer pa sites are recorded in Murihiku. 

While focusing on theories related to reasons for fewer pa provides a focal point for 

examination, a review of the wider settlement patterns and recent theory, particularly with a 

Murihiku focus, also warrants an investigation. This final point allows for discussion in 

following chapters on the specific and wider reasons for the fewer recorded pa sites in 

Murihiku compared to more northern areas of New Zealand.  
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2.2 Murihiku: A Brief Overview 

 

2.2.1 The Prehistoric Period 

 

The current general model for settlement in the south of New Zealand during the prehistoric 

period is resource focused. Murihiku is considered to have been outside the region of 

widespread prehistoric horticulture (Anderson 1998:72; Furey 2006; Leach 1976; Shortland 

1851; Simmons 1969:6; Trotter and McCulloch 1999). Instead, Maori would have relied on a 

hunter/ gatherer subsistence strategy that shifted its focus from big game hunting, to fishing 

and fowling (Anderson 1988; Anderson and Smith 1996; Anderson et al.1996; Davidson 

1984). Before 1500, villages, such as Shag River mouth (J43/2), were occupied for a number 

of decades and the surrounding area was targeted with a broad-spectrum subsistence strategy 

(Anderson and Smith 1996; Anderson et al.1996; Nagaoka 2002). This strategy focused on 

big game including moa (family Dinornithidae) and marine mammals, primarily seals 

(Arctocephalus forsteri - Anderson et al.1996; Davidson 1984; Holdaway and Jacomb 2000). 

The most current literature on the early settlement patterns of the southern region propose a 

transient village model as the primary residential site type. A transient village refers to a short-

lived sedentary settlement (Anderson and Smith 1996; Anderson et al.1996; Smith 1999; 

Walter et al. 2006). These villages were located in areas rich in meat resources and display all 

of the indicators of a sedentary population. Once the surrounding environment was depleted, 

perhaps within a few decades, the settlement would be relocated (Anderson and Smith 1996; 

Anderson et al.1996; Walter et al. 2006). 

A rapid depletion of resources occurred soon after Murihiku's settlement, and by the mid-

prehistoric period, moa species were extinct and sea mammal populations had declined 

(Anderson and Smith 1996; Davidson 1984; Holdaway and Jacomb 2000). Settlements 

between 1400 and 1600 represented smaller, more temporary arrangements, such as Kahukura 

(G47/128 - Brown 2010; Jacomb et al. 2010; Simmons 1969), and subsistence strategies 

shifted to focusing on the remaining resources (Anderson 1981a; 1983b; Walter et al. 2006). 

While there are few firmly dated sites between 1600 and 1800, subsistence patterns from late 

prehistoric occupation sites, such as Mapoutahi (I44/17) and Pukekura (J44/4), indicate a 

reliance on fishing, particularly barracouta, as well as fowling (Anderson 1981b:155, 1983a; 

1988, 1997; Leach and Hamel 1978). 

Following the decline of seal and moa populations, the southern Coast and south Otago were 

largely abandoned (Anderson et al.1996; Hamel 1977a; Jacomb et al. 2010; Lockerbie 1959; 
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Simmons 1973). The current gap in identified sites in Southland and south Otago between 

approximately 1600 and 1800 has been used to support the model of a general decline and 

dispersal of people in the Murihiku area (Lockerbie 1959; Simmons 1973; Jacomb et al. 2010). 

The material culture of the late prehistoric in Murihiku is consistent with the Classic Period 

(as opposed to the Archaic Period), lasting in the south from approximately 1650 to 1850 

(Anderson 1982:112). Recent archaeological research suggests that material culture in 

Murihiku does not show a significant shift in style over the prehistoric period for either 

fishhooks or adzes (Brown 2010). However, the introduction of new ideas and materials late 

in the prehistoric period is thought to have included fortifications, weapons such as patu and 

mere, and certain nephrite ornaments, for example hei tiki, which are generally associated with 

the arrival of North Island immigrant groups, specifically, various hapu of Ngai Tahu 

(Anderson 1982a:123, 1983a:35; Duff 1956:11). During this period nephrite became an 

important exchange item throughout New Zealand, and was sourced from the West Coast of 

the South Island (Cable 2006). 

There is some evidence that very late in the prehistoric period or early in the historic period, 

villages once again returned to the south supported by large social and exchange networks 

(Anderson and Smith 1996; Hamel et al. 2003:138). Early European records detailing the 

protohistoric period describe villages, which may have been part of settlement patterns similar 

to those of the late prehistoric period (Anderson 1980). It is suggested that exchange occurred 

throughout the southern region, encompassing most of the South Island, and that individuals 

would have moved throughout the whole of Murihiku (Anderson 1980). 

Settlement patterns for the late prehistoric period in New Zealand have tended to revolve 

around base settlements, used particularly during winter, with mobility for seasonal resource 

procurement or social reasons (Anderson 1998; Davidson 1984: 166; Groube 1964; Phillips 

2000: 167-8; Walter et al. 2006:281). Walter et al. (2006:281) propose Oruarangi (Furey 

1996), Kohika (Irwin 2004) and Panau (Jacomb 2000) as examples of late period sedentary 

villages, with very similar characteristics to the earlier transient villages. Furthermore, these 

sites are 'remarkably consistent' with historic records of villages noted during the early contact 

period (Groube 1964; Walter et al. 2006:281). After reviewing the archaeological record, 

Walter et al. (2006) proposed that the transient village concept, with mobility by the occupants 

occurring for food procurement, existed in both the South and North Islands as the basic unit 

of settlement throughout the full prehistoric sequence. In regards to Murihiku, Water et al. 

(2006:281) noted "in southern New Zealand transient villages may have disappeared briefly 

with the depletion of big gameé they had re-emerged by the contact period (Anderson and 

Smith 1996a)". 
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Ethnohistoric records indicate that social networks dictated subsistence availability, with 

individual people having access to different resources based on descent lines (Anderson 1980; 

Hamel et al. 2003:138). Coastal areas, excluding perhaps the west coast of Murihiku, were the 

focus of settlements, with the interior being used as a transit zone for hunting eels, catching 

birds and travelling to acquire lithic material, particularly nephrite (Anderson 1982b:125; 

Bathgate 1969; Leach 1969). Northern Murihiku was important for cabbage tree (ti / Cordyline 

australis), the east Otago coast was important for barracouta (Thyrsites atun), and southern 

Murihiku and offshore islands were used for hunting mutton birds (titi / Puffinus griseus - 

Anderson 1988, 1998; Anderson and Smith 1996; Hamel et al. 2003:138). 

Ethnohistoric sources outline oral traditions explaining that Murihiku was settled throughout 

the prehistoric period by four waves of people: Te Rapuwai (date unknown), Waitaha (c. A.D. 

1477), Ngati Mamoe (c. A.D. 1577) and finally Ngai Tahu (c. A.D. 1650 - Anderson 1998; 

Beattie 1954; Lockerbie 1959:87; Stack 1898:14). The arrival of these new people from the 

north is thought to have been a combination of battles, alliances and marriages at a hapu, rather 

than an iwi level (Anderson 1982a:123, 1998; Beattie 1954; Carrington et al. 2008; Leach, B. 

1978; Leach, H. 1978b). However, the documentation of these traditions, for example those 

by Stack (1877), often only refer to iwi, as the complexity of the many hapu was deemed too 

intricate for the European audience (Anderson 1983a:4). There is also some questioning of the 

simplification of the iwi hierarchy, which has Ngai Tahu as the primary iwi in Murihiku when 

Europeans first arrived. Ballara explained: 

Edward Shortland... reported to J.J. Symonds in 1844 that NgǕti MǕmoe were the 

'admitted proprietors' of the southern half of the South Island. Their territory stretched 

south from Taumutu, a place at the outlet of Waihora (Lake Ellesmere), not far south 

of modern Christchurch. In southern Canterbury and Southland NgǕti MǕmoe were 

the 'first class claimants'. He recorded that other Maori then living on those lands had 

been invited to settle there by the chiefs of NgǕti MǕmoe at the time when Te 

Rauparaha's attack on Kaiapoi led to a general move south (1998:71). 

Ballara (1998:70-76) considered the sale of the Otago block in 1844 to Ngai Tahu rather than 

Ngati Mamoe as the result of placating Ngai Tahu for sales of their land further north. Through 

ignorance, simply not caring, or a lack of systematic inquiry, a progressively simpler hierarchy 

of tribes was created throughout the 19th century within which Ngati Mamoe were almost 

ignored altogether. The simplification of the situation is highlighted by the 1991 Waitangi 

Tribunal consideration of the southern Maori as a synthesis known as Ngai Tahu-Ngati Mamoe. 
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2.2.2 The Early Historic Period 

 

When Captain Cook first came to New Zealand, there had been no contact between Europeans 

and people or pa in eastern and southern Murihiku. When Cook passed south of the Otago 

Peninsula in February/ March 1770 he recorded no signs of people nor were there people 

sighted further south at the Catlins, other than possible evidence in the form of a large fire 

(Beaglehole 1968:258-260). Sealing occurred on the shores of Murihiku from 1793 and 

intensified in the first decades of the 1800s (McNab 1907:131-144). However, the first detailed 

written accounts of Murihiku were not recorded until the 1830s and 1840s, approximately 40 

years after Europeans first arrived in the area, and after the first muskets were acquired by 

Maori in the region in 1825 (Anderson 1998; Church 2008; Crosby 1999:158-9). 

During the early historic period there were continued attacks against northern Ngai Tahu hapu 

and others by Te Rauparaha. While these battles only made it as far south as Banks Peninsula, 

there was genuine concern that Te Rauparaha would continue into Murihiku proper (Anderson 

1998; Brailsford 1981:232; Crosby 1999; Taylor 1952:163). The only direct attack came from 

a taua/ war party from Ngati Tama (led by Te PȊoho) in an attempt to invade Southland in 

1836-7. As this was almost a surprise attack (Crosby 1999:315-321), there would be no 

expectations that fortifications would have been established for this specific event. 

The introduction of potatoes by Europeans during the first decade of the 1800s allowed 

widespread and sustainable horticulture in Murihiku. Captain Cook planted a garden at Dusky 

Sound in 1777 but potatoes are not believed to have been grown (Anderson 1998:73-4). 

Although he did plant potatoes in Queen Charlotte Sound in the same year, the garden became 

overgrown and it is assumed to have been unused. Therefore, it is likely that potatoes were not 

introduced into Murihiku from the north as Simmons (1967a:55-56) believed, but were 

directly introduced by sealers in Foveaux Strait in the early 1800s. Sealers grew potatoes on 

Solander Island in 1808 and on Stewart Island by 1809, so this is the likely source and time 

period of the first horticulture in Murihiku (Anderson 1998:73-4). Records from the Snapperôs 

visit to Foveaux Strait in 1822-1823 reported Maori in the Bluff area growing over 100 acres 

of potatoes (McNab 1907:146). 
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2.2.3 Models of Change in Foveaux Strait 

 

Recently, new research has examined the southernmost portion of Murihiku, Foveaux Strait. 

The Southland Coastal Heritage Inventory Project (SCHIP) included an archaeological survey 

of the coastal strip between Waiparau Head and Rowallan Burn (Jacomb et al. 2010). Drawing 

on NZAA Site Records and survey, the SCHIP created an inventory of 431 archaeological 

sites, including 154 sites that were not re-located in the field and 109 previously unrecorded 

sites. Jacomb et al. (2010) focused on the 350 recorded prehistoric sites in order to evaluate 

the known record for the Foveaux Strait region. After consideration of the outcomes of the 

SCHIP and the current literature Jacomb et al. (2010) proposed three alternative models of 

occupation for the Foveaux Strait area: the Economic Change Model, the Meat and Potatoes 

Model and the Resource Network Model. 

 

Model 1 - Economic Change Model 

 

This model states that the sequence of Foveaux Strait "can be understood in terms of internal 

processes of ecological change and socio-economic response" (Jacomb et al. 2010:49). Early 

settlement was permanent in larger settlements, supported by "big meat packages" particularly 

seals (Jacomb et al. 2010:49-50). By the 15th century, a diminished population adopted a 

seasonal settlement pattern with higher mobility in response to a decrease in easily won 

resources. Subsistence relied upon year-round resources, including fish and shellfish, 

complimented by seasonal resources, such as marine birds. This continued until the arrival of 

Europeans in the late 18th century, when trade and the introduction of agriculture encouraged 

people to permanently occupy settlements again (Jacomb et al. 2010:50). 

 

Model 2 - Meat and Potatoes Model 

 

Like Model 1, the motivation for settlement in Model 2 was economically driven. However, 

in Model 2 Jacomb et al. (2010) theorises that Foveaux Strait was only permanently occupied 

during the very beginning and the very end (or very early and very late periods) of the 

sequence. In the interim period the area was sparsely occupied. The difficult conditions of the 
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area were only endured when economic returns made permanent occupation viable, such as 

big game in the early period and European trade and agriculture late in the period. 

 

Model 3 - Resource Network Model 

 

Model 3 differs from Model 1 and 2 in that the settlement of Foveaux Strait was "driven by 

processes and events occurring outside the region" as the area was "economically and 

demographically linked to wider resource networks" (Jacomb et al. 2010:51). Early in the 

sequence, when moa were supporting base settlements such as the Shag River mouth site 

(J43/2), the low density of moa and difficult conditions prevented viable settlement south of 

the Catlins Coast. Settlement on the southern coast during this period by people from Otago 

was intermittent and for short periods of time. Jacomb et al. (2010) suggest the argillite source 

as the main attraction and pull factor to the region, in addition to other subsistence resources. 

The decline of moa in the early 15th century is regarded as the trigger for the abandonment of 

the large permanent or semi-permanent sites on both the Catlins Coast and in Otago (Anderson 

and Smith 1996; Hamel 1977a). With the breakup of these populations, visits to the Foveaux 

Strait area occurred infrequently or not at all. People only returned to the region, and for the 

first time established permanent settlement, in the early historic period. In Model 3 this was 

prompted by the arrival of Europeans, and more northern tribal politics. 

 

All three models suggest a bipolar settlement pattern in the southern areas of Murihiku with 

higher levels of occupation before the 16th century and also in the early historic period. 

Between the 16th century and the early historic period, Model 1 outlines a low, highly mobile 

population, while Models 2 and 3 propose either very sparse occupation or complete 

abandonment of the Foveaux Strait area. The trigger for the decrease of population in Models 

1 and 2 was a local resource crisis, while in Model 3 a wider resource network crisis occurred 

further north in Otago. Jacomb et al. (2010) use the archaeological evidence from SCHIP to 

lend support to the third model, although they call for further research. Archaeological 

evidence from the late prehistoric period in the Murihiku region is currently sparse. 

 

The above short review of the history of Murihiku indicates the centrality of subsistence in 

current theories about settlement patterns, from big game in the early prehistoric period, 
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through the subsequent loss of these resources, and the eventual introduction of European 

cultigens. The interim period is one that has undergone less research, and it is during this 

period that pa were established. The proposed reasons for the fewer recorded pa sites will be 

explored in the following section. 

 

2.3 Theoretical Perspectives on Pa in Murihiku  

 

The majority of archaeological research on pa has been undertaken in the northern areas of 

New Zealand, while southern research has tended towards the early prehistoric period. The 

focus of archaeological research in southern areas of New Zealand has been on large early 

prehistoric sites, particularly sites with abundant moa remains. There are also issues with the 

radiocarbon dating of later prehistoric sites and this results in few late sites being classified as 

such. The flattening calibration curve during the late prehistoric period means that there are 

issues in obtaining shorter date ranges for archaeological sites (Anderson 1998:7). For this 

reason, as well as the difficulties of tying-together oral traditions and archaeological 

information, Anderson (1998:7) wrote about the traditions of the South Island without 

correlating archaeological evidence. Due to problems with radiocarbon dating late prehistoric 

sites in Murihiku, most of the dates for pa come from estimations based on oral traditions, and 

the people associated with those sites (Anderson 1998; Brailsford 1981). 

Theoretical reviews of pa in Murihiku can be found in Brailsford (1981), Anderson (1998) and 

Hamel (2001). Using archaeological evidence and oral traditions Brailsford (1981) described 

sites he identified as pa in the South Island of New Zealand in the course of the Southern 

Earthworks Project. Anderson (1998) synthesised the oral traditions of the South Island, and 

Hamel (2001) identified pa in a review of the prehistoric and historic archaeology of Otago. 

All three publications define pa in a similar way, as ñfortifiedò, be they strongholds (Brailsford 

1981:4,9), settlements (Anderson 1998:8), or sites (Hamel 2001:62). The second of these 

would advocate some level of occupancy. The only one of these three publications that 

discusses the definition of the site type pa in any detail is Hamelôs (2001) The Archaeology of 

Otago. 

Hamel (2001:62-5) distinguishes between sites that are pa (ófortified sitesô) and sites that could 

be naturally defended from her study region, Otago. The difference between a fortified site 

and a defendable site is that the former had built fortifications (ditches and banks) and the 

latter is located in a naturally defendable area. Whether this makes the site functionally 

different is not discussed, nor is the fact that often fortified sites are also defendable sites, 



18 

 

although as a summary text of archaeology in Otago, this publication was not the appropriate 

arena for these discussions. 

 

2.4 The Role of Pa in Murihiku  

 

Much of the wider literature on pa that considers Murihiku investigates why the decline in the 

number of pa sites occurs the further south one travels (Anderson 1982a, 1983a; Duff 1942, 

1947, 1956; Vayda 1960; Walton 2001). While it may be that the full sample of pa sites has 

not yet been established, it is unlikely there are hundreds of undiscovered sites, therefore, other 

factors also need to be considered. The lower number of recorded pa sites in Murihiku may 

reflect a lower population, or that there were fewer systemic reasons for establishing and 

occupying these sites, for example greater mobility or a different type of warfare. The reasons 

for the establishment of a pa must have been such that the additional labour input was 

considered to be warranted, indicating that place may have held some importance. Hence, the 

reasons for the establishment of these sites requires investigation. 

Pa are thought to have had only minor, or simple, earthworks compared to pa in the North 

Island (Anderson 1983a:34; Hamel 1986:6; Vayda 1960:10-2; Walton 2001:47). The main 

built defensive feature of southern pa is considered to have been palisading (Anderson 

1983a:34; Vayda 1960:10-2). The following sections will explore the current literature on 

Murihiku pa sites. New Zealand-wide literature typically focuses on why pa were not required 

in Murihiku, and the perceived lower prehistoric productivity of southern New Zealand. 

Contextual studies tend to explore other, non-military reasons for the establishment and use of 

Murihiku pa sites. 

 

2.4.1 The Chronology of Pa in Murihiku 

 

The standard view by archaeologists is that the pa were developed in the north and the concept 

moved south with the arrival of the classical assemblage (Anderson 1982a, 1983a). Duff 

(1942, 1947, 1956:11) viewed pa as material culture and argued that they were brought south 

with the classic assemblages from northern New Zealand by Ngai Tahu, late in the prehistoric 

sequence. Simmons (1969:13) argued that this movement of classic culture and European 

influence triggered the establishment of pa in Murihiku. This idea of European influence 

suggests pa were only recently introduced into Murihiku. Bellwood (1978:1) took this one step 
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further by arguing ñthere appear to be no fully prehistoric fortificationsò in Murihiku. A shorter 

chronology for the establishment of pa could have resulted in fewer pa being established in 

comparison to the rest of New Zealand. The timing for the arrival of pa, prehistoric or 

protohistoric, in Murihiku is therefore an important consideration. 

Pa in Murihiku are thought to have been mainly defended using natural features and palisades. 

Anderson (1983b:34) has briefly raised and discussed the appearance of the palisade in 

Murihiku. He noted that it is problematic to identify when palisades first arrived in the south, 

as they are features identified during excavations. Excavations usually do not focus on the 

borders of sites, and prior to the 1950s, features in general were often overlooked (as illustrated 

by the overlooking of postholes interpreted as houses). Anderson (1983b:34) concluded that 

palisades probably emerged around 1550, however, two sites, Shag River Mouth and 

Pounawea, present small clues which Anderson suggests may indicate posts on the border of 

a site. 

 

2.4.2 Population and Murihiku Pa Sites: A Numbers Game 

 

The reason there are fewer pa in Murihiku compared to other areas of New Zealand may be 

due to a lower population density. Groube (1970) calculated that two percent of the population 

would have been required to have been building pa at all times in order to establish the number 

of recorded pa in New Zealand. Walton (2001:53) has stated, since Groubeôs publication, that 

there were more pa established in New Zealand with a lower population than originally 

thought. If there were fewer people in an area, a smaller number of workers would have been 

available at all times to construct pa. It is thought that there were fewer people in Murihiku in 

the prehistoric period than in other parts of New Zealand (Sutton and Marshall 1980), which 

may account for the lower number of pa sites. 

A reliable population estimate for the south during the prehistoric period has not been made 

due to disease and warfare in the early historic period, and the mobility of people when 

Europeans took early censuses (Anderson 1998:190-3). While there was a general decrease in 

the number of Maori in Murihiku during the historic period, due to the loss of southern Maori 

in warfare further north and decimation of the population by European diseases (Anderson 

1998:190-3; Williams 2010:158), there was also an increase in people moving into the area as 

refugees from the warfare on Banks Peninsula and further north (Wanhalla 2004:83). 
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In general, during the prehistoric period, it is thought that there was a lower population of 

Maori in the southern areas of New Zealand than more northern areas (Sutton and Marshall 

1980). In 1800 it is thought that the population did not exceed 3000 to 4000 people for the 

whole of the South Island (Waitangi Tribunal 1991:182-84). It is generally thought that the 

lower population in the southern portion of New Zealand was due to the harsh environment 

(Golson 1957:45; McGlone et al. 1994:156), the inability for sustainable horticulture and 

perhaps increased mortality from the colder climate (McGlone et al. 1994:156). 

Large areas of Murihiku are thought to have been sparsely inhabited or uninhabited during the 

late prehistoric period: 

The Catlins: believed to have few sites post 1500, and thought to have been completely 

abandoned between 1700 and 1750 (Hamel 1982). 

Southern coast of the South Island: Jacomb et al.ôs (2010) second and third models suggest 

that during the late prehistoric period, the southern coast of the South Island was inhabited 

only sparsely or not at all, and people were re-attracted to the area when trading Europeans 

arrived. 

The West Coast: thought to have been only infrequently visited for foraging throughout the 

prehistoric period. There does not appear to have been permanent prehistoric settlement 

however, more work is required in this area (Coutts 1982). 

Inland areas of Murihiku: While ethnohistoric traditions suggest that villages existed in the 

interior, these are not represented in the known archaeological record. While it has been 

thought that control of nephrite sources may have been important (MacKay 1873:41,44; 

Shortland 1851:99), it is now argued that the interior was a transit area visited for food 

expeditions (eeling and birding) and acquiring nephrite (Anderson 1982b; Bathgate 1969; 

Leach 1969). However, Anderson (1982b:59) argued that if sites were found in this area and 

they were fortified, then it may have been only in a rudimentary way. 

It could be proposed that the reason there are fewer pa sites in Murihiku is simply that there 

are fewer sites in Murihiku in general. Currently, roughly ten percent of recorded 

archaeological sites in New Zealand are identified as pa (estimated from CINZAS, May 2008). 

This same data set suggests there are just fewer than 6000 NZAA Site Records for the 

Murihiku area. This would require that there be roughly 60 pa in the area to meet the national 

average. 
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2.4.3 Warfare and Pa 

 

The increased mobility of the prehistoric people of Murihiku, enforced by a hunter/ gather 

lifestyle, may have resulted in fewer incentives to build more than rudimentary pa (Hamel 

1986:6). As no horticulture existed in Murihiku, there were neither gardens to tend nor stores 

of kumara to defend (Anderson 1983b:34). This view has been held by both northern 

investigators of pa (Mihaljevic 1973:178-9; Walton 2001), as well as more southern focused 

investigators (Hamel 1986:6). The protection of horticultural assets is seen to be the purpose 

of many northern pa and hence, the establishment of pa sites in Murihiku must have resulted 

from other systemic reasons. However, while the people are seen to have been highly mobile, 

it is believed that villages may have existed in late prehistoric Murihiku and the existence of 

pa at all warrants further investigation (Anderson 1998; Anderson and Smith 1996; Walton 

2006). 

 

Resource Motivated Warfare 

 

The distribution of pa sites in New Zealand has been linked with an association between pa 

and areas of rich, and desired resources (Allen 1994, 2006; Anderson and McGlone 1992; 

Bellwood 1978:1; Davidson 1984, 1987, 2001; Duff 1967; Kirch 2000; Leatherwick 2000; 

McGlone 1983; McGlone et al. 1994; Vayda 1960; Walton 2001). Some archaeologists point 

to pressure on resources as the population increased as the trigger for conflict in the late 

prehistoric period (Sullivan 1985). Land suitable for horticulture has been highlighted by 

archaeologists as a primary cause of resource tensions (Allen 1994; Buist 1964; Duff 1967). 

While kumara is the primary resource noted (Sutton et al. 2003:9), it is not the only resource 

that needs to be taken into consideration (Leatherwick 2000; McGlone et al. 1994:152-154; 

Walton 2001:55). 

Conventionally, the southern areas of New Zealand are considered to have been ecologically 

and economically marginal in the late prehistoric period compared to that of the horticultural 

north (Golson 1957:45-6; Leatherwick 2000; Lewthwaite 1949:93; Walton 2001). This school 

of thought permeates the theoretical discussion of southern pa function, as illustrated by 

Walton's comment: 

The different pattern of warfare in the South Island, with its significantly fewer pa, 

may be a reflection of the relative weakness of economic base of southern 
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communities compared with the northern. The question is could so much effort be 

devoted to warfare and preparations for war without a productive economic base? 

(2001:55) 

It may have been that there were more tensions over resources despite a lower population, as 

the resource threshold was lower in a non-horticultural area. An area that is generally marginal 

may in fact increase the stakes to have control over important resources. Barracouta (Thyrsites 

atun) are suggested to have been the resource over which tensions arose (Anderson 1981b:156, 

1983b:42, 1998:137). 

The southern waters of New Zealand had primary production of up to five times greater than 

those further north. The most important economically valuable fish were barracouta, which, 

although available all year round, school near the coast from November until April (Anderson 

1981b, 1988). Barracouta accounts for over half the sample of fish recovered from middens in 

the Murihiku area: Anderson (1997) suggested about 62 percent, while Leach and Boocock 

(1994) suggested 55 percent. Other prominent fish species include red cod (Pseudophycis 

bachus) and hapuku (Polyprion oxygeneios), which have similar seasonal patterns to 

barracouta. However, the prevailing south westerly winds on the southern coast of the South 

Island, and scarcity of canoe launching places in Southland and Canterbury made accessing 

these resources more difficult. The Otago coast is therefore considered to have been the most 

suitable place to access these resources, due to its leeward shore and numerous harbours 

(Anderson 1981b, 1983a, 1988). This is reflected in the fish bone assemblages from the region 

(see Table 2.1). 

Pa sites in Murihiku, specifically those on the east coast of Otago and around Otago Harbour, 

are argued to have been look out points for schools of barracouta (Anderson 1998:137; Hamel 

2005:8). Prehistorically, and into the historic period, large schools of barracouta were taken 

off the coast of Otago (Anderson 1983b:42). The pa located in this area tend to be situated on 

peninsulas and therefore make good lookout points, as well as serving as sheltered harbours 

in times of bad weather (Anderson 1981b:156, 1983b:42, 1998:137). 

While it has been suggested that an increase in barracouta fishing was the reason for the shift 

of sites onto headlands in the late prehistoric period (Anderson 1981b; Leach and Hamel 

1978), the figures do not really support an increase in barracouta targeted fishing. While there 

is a small increase in the percentage of barracouta in middens, on average it is by only two 

percent. Traditional methods of drying included removing the head, so even trade would not 

affect these MNI counts (Anderson 1981b). This would suggest other reasons for the locating 

of sites on headlands in the late prehistoric period on the east Otago coast also need to be 

considered.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thyrsites_atun
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thyrsites_atun
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There are also other factors that must be considered for a model of barracouta fishing being 

the reason for the establishment of pa on headlands. For example, why are places enclosed at 

all if they are acting solely as lookout points?  

While fish were an important resource, they were balanced with other protein resources such 

as marine animals and birds in the southern areas of New Zealand (sites included are located 

at or south of the Shag River site) compared to central and northern areas. This would have 

also decreased the reliance on fish compared to more northern populations (Smith 2004). 

 

Table 2.1: Mean Percentage of New Zealand Middens Identified as Barracouta (data from 

Anderson 1981b:155, 1997:19; Leach and Hamel 1978) 

Area Time Period (where applicable) Mean Per Cent of 

barracouta 

remains found in 

New Zealand 

middens 

Northern North Island  4.80 

Southern North Island  4.30 

North coast, South Island  38.50 

East coast, South Island Archaic 66.30 

East coast, South Island Classic  67.80 

 Taiaroa Head (Pukekura) 40.00 

 Huriawa Peninsula (Pa a Te Wera) 80.00 

South coast, South Island  34.00 

West coast, South Island  6.00 

New Zealand Total (from 65 

assemblages) 

 32.50 

 

Although barracouta appear to be a pull to the area in the late prehistoric period, midden studies 

illustrate that this fish was also an important resource in early times. Therefore, the shift in site 

locations from bays in the early period to headlands in the late period may not only be linked 

to the increased importance of barracouta. If this shift from primarily river and bay sites to the 

use of headlands was not the result of increased focus on barracouta, it may have been a social 

response. It is possible that population pressure occurred, or that headland pa were a socio-

political enterprise.  



24 

 

Non Resource Motivated Warfare 

While resources are argued to have been a primary motivation for warfare in the prehistoric 

period, there is some critique of this. For example, ethnohistoric traditions outline that raids 

were a component of prehistoric warfare in which the attackers did not necessarily want to 

occupy the land they raided (Vayda 1960). With limited transport to carry raided goods, 

warfare for material gain may not have been the sole motivation for warfare (Lilburn 1985). 

Therefore, other motivations for warfare also need to be considered. 

Warfare in prehistoric Murihiku is thought to represent battles between small, kin based parties 

(Anderson 1980, 1988, 1998; Anderson and Smith 1996). Taua were, at the most, on the hapu 

level and were usually motivated by family quarrels and revenge (Anderson 1982a:123, 1998; 

Leach 1978; Orchiston 1979). It has been suggested that the way Maori in southern New 

Zealand fought was different to the north, with more one-on-one fighting, raids and retreats to 

the hills or bush (Anderson 1983b:34; Orchiston 1979; Walton 2001). This is interpreted as 

having resulted in fewer pa being established and pa being simpler in morphology, for example 

with just a palisade (Mihaljevic 1973:178-9; Vayda 1960:10-12). 

The inland areas of Murihiku have been proposed as places of retreat, therefore pa were not 

required (Anderson 1982b:74-74, 1983b:34). The ethnohistoric records have been used to 

support this theory, as groups fled, usually south (Anderson 1998). However, while there do 

appear to have been retreats and mobile raiding, they do not explain the pa sites that do exist. 

There is contention amongst archaeologists as to the effect of social pressures on the 

establishment of pa. One faction argues that the establishment of pa was purely based on 

resource driven conflict (Duff 1967; Green 1975), while the other suggests a shift in the social 

structure, due to various triggers, as well as resource pressure increasing warfare in the late 

prehistoric. Some archaeologists suggest this shift was an increase in social complexity with 

the emergence of individual leaders and the resulting control of their groups (Allen 1994, 

2006; Earle 1997). Others point to increased consolidation of the community, specifically the 

hapu, rather than the work of individuals (Irwin 1985; Marshall 1987, 2004; Phillips and 

Campbell 2004; Walter et al. 2006). Aside from the debate regarding which social sector pa 

may represent, the motivation for warfare was likely influenced by social triggers such as 

mana, territory disputes, and revenge (Allen 2006; Buck 1949; Vayda 1960; Walton 2001:48). 
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2.4.4 The Role of Pa Beyond Warfare 

 

There is no agreement as to whether Murihiku pa were places of occupation or simply refuges 

in times of danger. Vayda (1960:10-12) suggested that while pa in northern New Zealand may 

have been used as villages, those further south may have acted more as refuges. Orchiston 

(1979) created a method to determine whether a pa was a citadel or occupied settlement (see 

Figure 2.1). He concluded that pa located on the northern half of the east coast of the South 

Island, established by Ngati Mamoe and Ngai Tahu, were specialist activity sites and their 

living areas were usually adjacent to these pa sites. This region is ethnohistorically tied to 

Murihiku by related people and therefore, could suggest contact and sharing of ideas including 

pa, which are believed to have been introduced into Murihiku via this northern coast, creating 

a potential similarity in use of these sites. 

Mihaljevic (1973:178-179) suggested that South Island pa may have been non-defensive in 

nature and may have been viewed as temples. The reasoning behind, or reason for this is that 

warfare may not have existed in the south because of the low population. Furthermore, the 

small scale nature of the pa in Murihiku was the result of a smaller population having fewer 

resources, time and effort to construct them. The main problem with this theory is that there is 

some tangible evidence of warfare in Murihiku as well as many ethnohistoric traditions 

(Anderson 1998). However, it is thought that war was not a constant state in Murihiku. 

Anderson (1983b:42) suggested that if the traditions recount all of the incidences of warfare 

then there would have been years or decades between major events.  

The physical barriers and protection afforded, as well as the symbolic nature of deterrence 

leverage, should be considered when investigating pa in Murihiku. ñFortifications are most 

symbolically useful when they are militarily functionalé [but] Because fortifications usually 

surround sites with many other functions and because they are so useful as symbols, their 

features often incorporate elements that either exceed or, to some degree, undercut military 

necessityò (Keeley et al. 2007:81-82). Furthermore, ñWidespread paa building may also be 

correlated with the socio-political development of the ancestral landscape and, eventually, the 

formation of new founding traditions and descent associationsò (Barber 1996:877; also see 

Sissons 1988). The movement of new people into the region and the symbolic impact this had 

on the inhabitants already in the area, as well as the tying of the new people to place, should 

not be underestimated in the establishment of new pa sites in Murihiku. 
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Figure 2.1: Orchiston's method for determining occupation of pa sites (Orchiston 1979) 

 

If pa sites in Murihiku were established for social motivations they need to be viewed as 

enclosures in the full sense: that they were also established with social meaning and symbolic 

significance (Neustupny 2006:1). Unlike the general model of upward channelling of tribute 

represented by monumental buildings, pa are seen by many archaeologists as representing 

community and shared purpose (Phillips and Campbell 2004; Walter et al. 2006). However, 

others, such as Allen (2006) suggest pa represent leaders or chiefs. Either way, pa are open to 

the paradigm of international literature on enclosures but should be viewed from this sense of 

community. Likewise, Murihiku pa are also open to these theories and should be studied as 

such. 
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2.5 Conclusions 

 

In this chapter a review of the literature on the prehistoric and early historic periods in 

Murihiku outlined evidence for the population mobility and some permanent settlements. The 

late prehistoric period in Murihiku was characterised by subsistence focusing on fishing and 

fowling. It is thought that the population was very mobile but that, late in the prehistoric period, 

transient villages may have once again been established. This late prehistoric period was the 

focus of the rest of the chapter. 

This chapter also summarised and examined the literature about pa as a site type in Murihiku. 

This portion of the chapter explored the proposed reasons from previous research as to the 

reasons there are fewer identified pa the further south one goes in New Zealand. A review of 

how pa are identified and the site type defined illustrates the need for a firm definition and 

identification methodology for recognising pa, particularly in the field. This will be addressed 

in the following chapter with a New Zealand-wide focus. 

On the whole, pa in Murihiku are generally viewed as fewer and simpler than more northern 

pa. Proposed reasons for this tend to fall into three categories. The first argues that a sparse or 

absent population resulted in fewer pa. The second more popular argument is that pa and 

warfare are linked, and that with a reduction of, or a different type of warfare pa were less 

necessary. Like the rest of New Zealand, the reason for prehistoric warfare in Murihiku is a 

contentious topic, but economic reasons are the primary candidates, particularly barracouta on 

the east Otago coast. The third suggestion is that pa in Murihiku may not have been established 

as fortifications, but represent temples. While some of these theories can be critiqued at this 

point, they are discussed in the later chapters of this thesis within the context of the individual 

pa sites of Murihiku. 
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3  

Chapter Three: The Site Type Pa 

 

ñOne of the greatest problems of New Zealand archaeology is to find an acceptable 

difintion [sic] of the paa.ò 

(Mihaljevic 1973:139) 

 

3.1 Introduction  

 

Archaeologists define pa as a defensive fortification, the archetypical pa being a site with a 

defensive ditch and bank. These sites are enclosures, and it is these enclosing features that set 

them apart from other sites. In order to establish the current sample of pa sites in Murihiku, a 

methodology by which to identify and critique sites is required. This chapter outlines and 

examines how archaeologists currently identify the site type 'pa'. The chapter also addresses 

the gap in the literature regarding the definition of pa. The focus of this chapter therefore is on 

how archaeologists define and identify the archaeological site known as a pa, with the aims of 

identifying tools that systematically recognise pa in the field, and establishing the sample of 

pa in Murihiku. The methodology outlined is in essence a summary of the literature on pa 

throughout New Zealand, and aims to systemise how identification is currently carried out. 

This is required because, as established in the previous chapter, pa in Murihiku are thought to 

be 'rudimentary' or marginal examples of the site type, with fewer easily distinguishable 

features such as large ditches and banks. 

Defining the site type pa requires a working definition of an archaeological site, an exploration 

of the word itself, an examination of the current definition of the site type 'pa' and finally, a 

critical analysis of the attributes used by archaeologists to identify pa in the field. The final 

section of this chapter, provides a brief overview of the various suggestions of the function of 

pa and is presented in order to establish a background for interpreting Murihiku pa sites.  
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3.2 Pa as an Archaeological Site 

 

To define the site type 'pa', the definition of an archaeological site must be addressed. This 

section will review the international and New Zealand literature on the concept of an 

archaeological site in the context of the site type 'pa'. This will provide a better understanding 

of how pa are defined and identified (see Doherty 1996 for an in depth analysis of the site 

debate in New Zealand). The notion of ñsiteò is often assumed to be intrinsic in archaeology, 

yet archaeologists find it a difficult term to define. Orton (2000:67) commented that, when 

asked to define the concept of the site, archaeologists often reply: ñI canôt define it precisely, 

but I know one when I see oneò. The archaeological site is seen as a discrete and continuous 

spread of artefacts, although how many, and where to place a border generates difficulty in 

defining the concept of site (Orton 2000). 

 

3.2.1 The Concept of Site Internationally 

 

Internationally, archaeologists have questioned the notion of site and asked: is the concept of 

site real or is it a notional entity that is more of a reflection of the discipline of archaeology 

than it is of the past? Beginning in the 1960s, processual archaeology introduced systemic 

paradigms, in which archaeologists wanted to investigate methods designed to know the past 

and the systems that influenced it. This included the use of site as a unit for understanding 

organisation in the past and how a place was significant to the people that used it (Binford 

1992; Rossignol and Wandsnider 1992). However, the difficulties of empirically defining site 

have led to debate among scholars as to whether site is an appropriate unit (Dunnell and 

Dancey 1983; Lewarch and OôBrien 1981). To this end, Dunnell (1992) rejected the concept 

of site as an archaeological construction (also Dunnell and Darcey 1983; Gallant 1986). 

Furthermore, while areas identified as sites may be of great interest to archaeologists, their 

meaning to the people who created and used them may differ (Galaty 2005). Thus, the 

landscape approach was developed in an attempt to move away from the use of the concept of 

ñsiteò. 

The landscape approach to archaeology questions the use of the site concept and introduces 

the idea of a ósitelessô approach (Galaty 2005). The landscape approach was supported by both 

Binford (1992) and Dunnell (1992), despite their disagreement over the concept of site, due to 

the flexibility it allows for spatial scales (Rossignol and Wandsnider 1992). In its purest form 

of the landscape approach, the site concept is made obsolete. The entire landscape is simply 



30 

 

seen as varying densities of artefacts, and no judgements are made to presume one place is 

more important than another (Bintliff and Snodgrass 1988; Dunnell 1992; Dunnell and Dacey 

1983; Kowalewski 2008; Wandsnider and Camilli 1992). However, strict application of 

density based boundaries to landscapes may result in missing significant features (Gallant 

1986). 

Other archaeologists still use the site concept as an applied, rather than presumed, concept and 

incorporate it into the landscape along with areas identified as 'off site areas' (Galaty 2005). 

While sometimes it may seem easy to distinguish a site, for example a walled building, this 

may not take into account the time and spatial realities of the past (Dewar and McBride 1992; 

Dunnell 1992; Dunnell and Dancey 1983; Kantner 2008). From the perspective of the 

researcher, the site concept makes the study of settlements much more straightforward; as it 

allows sets of data to be grouped (Galaty 2005). 

The pa site is relatively restricted, due to its enclosing features, and, therefore, is a good 

candidate for using the site approach. Although critiques of the concept of site need to be 

considered, such as temporal and spatial factors, for the purpose of this research, the pa is 

viewed as a site within the context of a landscape. 

 

3.2.2 The Concept of Site in New Zealand 

 

The concept of site has been defined in New Zealand as ñany specific locality at which there 

is physical evidence for human occupation in the past that is, or may be able to be, investigated 

by archaeological techniquesò (Walton 1999:3). However, Doherty critiqued New Zealand 

archaeologists in relation to their definition of site: 

One gets the impression that most researchers think it is superfluous to even state 

itéRather the process is in most cases regarded as so unequivocal that the criteria 

used for determining sites do not even need to be specified. It is also generally 

accepted that an appropriate degree of separation is to be judged in the field, and can 

be mediated by expediency or psychic powers (1996:15). 

Doherty (1996) also noted that archaeologists tend to focus on the physical elements of sites 

that are testable with archaeological methods. 

In New Zealand, focusing on physical remains to identify an archaeological site has been 

criticised, as the focus is on recoverable material and information rather than sites that may be 
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significant to iwi (Allen 1998). Allen (1998) criticised the defining of sites based on physical 

evidence; he claims that it ignores important areas, such as wahi tapu, which can be identified 

using only oral traditions and written accounts. The definition of an archaeological site in the 

legislation (Historic Places Act 1993) is a continuation from the site approach popular in the 

1970s; it has not changed with the development of the siteless approach, nor does it recognise 

important areas without physical evidence (Allen 1998). Other countries have begun to 

recognise areas of significance without known physical evidence, for example the Australian 

Acts on heritage; the Environment, Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 and 

the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972. It may, therefore, be worth considering places identified as 

pa that contain no known or visible archaeological evidence. These places may hold 

significance to local iwi and should be considered within the wider archaeological landscape. 

Pa are recognised by site recorders as archaeological sites, and they are recorded using the 

basic units of ófeaturesô and the ósiteô (Walton 1999:3). To fully understand archaeological 

sites, site recorders need to look at features (cultural structures - elements of human activities) 

and óenvironmental spaceô (a unit of non-human attributes - Walton 1999:11-13). Walton 

(1999:11-13) defines óenvironmental spaceô to be the interaction between, for example, 

features and resource zones. Features are identified by the site recorder, and then grouped 

together to form an archaeological site using a site boundary. One could argue, in a wider 

interpretation of this and in relation to pa, environmental space could also include the use of 

the environment for cultural purposes. An example of this would be the incorporation of a cliff 

into a strategically defensive site. 

The positioning of site boundaries can create problems when researchers are trying to analyse 

pa at the national scale. Walton (2006:177) analysed the size of pa in New Zealand and asked, 

ñif there is no clear perimeter in places, what areas are included as integral to the site and what 

are not?ò When defining the site boundaries, Walton (1999:40-1) suggested first ólumpingô 

features together and then splitting features into sites when the features are more than 40 

meters apart; this being the measure most people use to distinguish sites (Doherty 1996). 

However, alternative dimensions are also used, for instance Phillips (1987) divided sites by 

100 meters, while England (1993) divided sites by 50 meters. This thesis will, in the first 

instance, use the site boundaries as proposed by site recorders 
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3.3 The Definition of the Site Type 'Pa' 

 

The way pa are identified and recorded may have influenced the number of pa sites recognised 

in Murihiku. The definition of pa must be examined in order to ascertain if pa sites are being 

identified in the same way in Murihiku as they are in the rest of New Zealand. 

 

3.3.1 The Term Pa 

 

The Maori language and early European writers advise that the word pa has numerous 

meanings. Best (1927:17-18) listed the ótypesô of pa that he understood to have existed 

prehistorically (see Figure 3.1). Accordingly, pa reflects more of a collection of fortification 

types. These are also acknowledged by archaeologists, for example, Ruahihi pa (U14/38), 

located near cultivation grounds may represent a weak first line of defence rather than a 

standalone fortification (McFadgen and Sheppard 1984:36). 

Davidson (1984:185) outlined that when Europeans, such as Captain Cook (1955), first arrived 

in New Zealand, the term 'pa' described fortifications and other descriptions, such as village, 

referred to non-fortified settlements. Europeans soon after began to use pa to describe 

settlements on the flat with surrounding palisades or fences. Eventually, in the late nineteenth 

century this resulted in all Maori settlements being called pa. Consequently, when 

archaeologists are identifying pa based on European accounts from the eighteenth century, it 

is sometimes difficult to ascertain the specifics of a site in relation to fortifications. 

Contemporary communities in some areas refer to the marae complex as a pa to distinguish it 

from the ceremonial courtyard (Salmond 1975:31). Sutton (1990) proposed that the pa of the 

prehistoric period was the prototype for the modern day marae. However, ñarchaeologists 

always use the term ópǕô to refer to earthwork fortifications; the term as used by archaeologists 

does not refer to the modern MǕori settlementò (Jones 1994:41). This thesis uses the 

archaeological interpretation of the term pa.  



33 

 

 

ñPa taua.-Denotes a fortified place. A generic term. 

Pa whawhai.- pa- to obstruct. Any barricade or screen may be described as a pa, but pa 

taua implies something to obstruct enemies, while pa whawhai may be rendered a ófighting 

paô. 

Pa maori.- Literally ónative fort.ô Any fortified hamlet is included in this term. 

Pa maioro.- Earthworks, both rampart and fosse, are termed maioro. Hence a pa maioro is 

a fortified place the defences of which are earthworks (stockades being an additional 

defence). 

Pa tuwatawata. Pa tiwatawata.- A fortified place having no earthworks; stockades being 

the form of defence employed. 

Pa kokori. Pa korikori.-These terms were applied to any defence of an inferior nature, such 

as a few huts surrounded by an ordinary type of palisaded barrier. Such places were often 

constructed at cultivation grounds away from the fortified village, and at fishing camps on 

the coast. 

Pa Tahora.- Applied to pa tuwatawata or any inferior type of defended position situated 

away from the main pa of the clan. 

Pa whakairo. Pa whakanoho.- These terms imply a first class type of fortified village, 

defended by earthworks and stockades. Such pa had some of the stockade posts embellished 

with carvings, hence the term whakairo. They were also protected by a maurié 

Pa punanga.- A term applied by some clans of Wai-rarapa, etc., to retreats or places of 

refuge provided from non-combatants in war timeé These places were often situated in the 

depths of the forestéIt would appear that many of these places of refuge were not fortified 

in any wayé 

Pa ukiuki.- This expression denotes a permanently occupied fort.ò 

Figure 3.1: Terms identified by Best (1927:17-18) used by Maori to denote the various forms 

of fortified places.  
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3.3.2 The Definition of Pa in New Zealand 

 

What pa sites are and how to identify them in the field are not well defined in any single text. 

The NZAA Site Recording Scheme was established in 1958 with the aim ñto create simple but 

systematic files of information about archaeological sitesò (Walton 1999:1). Part of the scheme 

includes a number of publications (Daniels et al. 1970; Daniels et al. 1979; Golson and Green 

1958; Walton 1999) used as handbooks for recording New Zealand archaeological sites. 

In the most recent of the NZAA Site Recording Scheme handbooks, the passage that could be 

described as a definition for pa reads: 

In ethnographic texts, such as Elsdon Bestôs (1927) classic ñThe Pa Maoriò, the term 

pa is used to describe a fortified place constructed by Maori. Pa were often built on 

hills and ridges but with the advent of firearms the so-called ógunfighter paô came to 

be constructed. The common identifying features of pa were earthwork defences 

(ditches and banks and, for some gunfighter pa, bastions and underground bomb 

shelters) and frequently palisadingé Palisades do not usually survive in an 

archaeological context so the main field identifier is now earthworks. (Walton 

1999:47-53) 

Walton defined pa sites as fortified places, identified by earthwork defences. Three main 

defensive earthwork features are used to identify pa: ditches, banks and scarps. In relation to 

what earthwork defences are and how to identify them, Walton (1999:50) defines only the 

defensive scarp: ñan artificially steepened slopeò. For ditches, Walton (1999:50) considered it 

useful to distinguish between lateral and traverse ditches (a ditch running parallel and at a right 

angle to the topographic feature respectively). The three types of artificial earthwork defences 

were illustrated by a cross-section drawing of some possible combinations found in the field 

(see Figure 3.2). Otherwise, site recorders are left to define what artificial defensive 

earthworks are. 

While identifying pa that are ñmassive and attract attentionò (Walton 1999:48) may be straight 

forward, the identification of pa in Murihiku based solely on the definition given in the NZAA 

Site Recording Scheme can be more problematic. Sites in Murihiku identified as pa do not all 

have the easily definable features that many of the more northern pa sites have. A more detailed 

definition of the features used to identify pa then requires a review of the wider literature.  
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Figure 3.2: Possible combinations of cross-sections for defensive ditches, banks and scarps 

found at pa (Daniels et al. 1979:25). 

 

Archaeologists define and explain their method of pa identification to differing degrees. Some 

do not define pa at all and, therefore, an assumed level of knowledge is expected. There is an 

assumption of what a pa is; most authors of pa literature do not specifically outline their criteria 

for identifying and defining pa. Many archaeologists come to the same conclusion as Schmidt 

(1996:1) when he asked ñwhat is a pa?ò; that the interpretations are that of the primary 

investigator or the author. The simplest definition is that pa is a generic name used by 

archaeologists to describe a group of sites which have features identified as defences (Daniels 

et al. 1979:26). 

In the past, pa were often referred to as ófortified villagesô. Early researchers of pa, such as 

Best (1927), Firth (1927:66) and Buck (1949:137-8), defined pa as fortified villages. This 

tradition has been continued by some archaeologists (Bellwood 1978:3) but has been critiqued 

on two grounds. Firstly, it would suggest pa were always places where people lived, and 

secondly, it would suggest some lengthy occupation. While this may be true for some sites, 

not all fortified sites have evidence of occupation (Sutton et al. 2003). For example, some pa 

have been identified as food storage areas (Law and Green 1972). Thirdly, while many pa sites 

do have evidence of occupation, they may not have been permanently occupied. Some may 

have been used only as citadels and refuges in times of danger (Orchiston 1979). 

Consequently, while some pa may have been fortified villages, the definition of a pa as a 

fortified village is not all encompassing. 
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Three levels of definitions are recognisable in regards to defining pa: 

Benign Neglect: assumes that people know what a pa site is and that archaeologists will 

recognise it as such based on their professional experience. The problem with this is that not 

all sites are identified by archaeologists, nor do archaeologists identify them in the same way. 

A Vague Definition: such as óa fortified siteô. The problem with this definition: what are 

fortifications? For example, do they include natural features interpreted as having had a 

defensive function or only modified defences? (See below for a more in depth discussion on 

this point) 

The Formalised Definition: broken down into seemingly rigid criteria (see examples below). 

While this may be the most detailed type of definition, they vary in the criteria employed. 

Many still do not define what a fortified feature is, for example, what exactly constitutes a 

ditch? 

Focusing on the third type of definition, the formalised definition, there are varying degrees 

of restriction on fortified features within definitions of pa. Two main types are recognisable: 

a more restricted definition and a broader definition. The main difference between these two 

types of definitions for pa sites is the inclusion of natural features that are interpreted as having 

had a defensive function in the broader definition. 

The more restricted definitions of pa are based on the identification of artificial fortifications. 

An example of this type of definition would be: ñA pa is defined as an area of land enclosed 

by a ditch, or a ditch and bank, or a scarpò (Buist 1964:20; 1965:77, Wilkes 1995:239). A 

simpler definition of a pa as ña site containing built fortificationsò (Daniels et al. 1979:24) was 

used in the 1979 version of the NZAA Site Recording Scheme handbook and has often been 

used by archaeologists (Burridge 1995:52; Pritchard 1983). While the more restricted 

definitions do not recognise natural features that could have been defendable as a defining 

identifier of pa, there seems to be recognition of these features, due to their inclusion in site 

descriptions. 

The broader definition of pa includes natural features as attributes that may have been used for 

defensive purposes. An example of this definition would be that by Gorbey (1970:27): 

ñpa were defined as a defensive area marked by earthworks. That is, a site was plotted 

as a pa if: An area of land was enclosed by (a) a bank and ditch system or (b) a scarp 

system; Terrace arrangements were noted rising to a seemingly easily defended area, 

or The site was an artificial swamp mound.ò  
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It is the second and third criterion that recognises natural features. A site that contained only 

terraces without natural features, which could have been used for activities such as habitation, 

would be called an 'open settlement' or an area of occupation. Additionally, the protection 

given to a swamp mound is the difficulty of access through the natural swamp. Gorbey 

(1970:27-8) preferred this method as that is how he believed other people identified pa, so this 

in turn, would make his research easier. 

There have been critiques in the wider literature on how pa sites are recorded (Irwin 1985:79; 

Phillips 1983). Whether the reason archaeologists do not include a detailed definition is 

because they assume general knowledge, or the debate of the definition is too big a problem 

to address in that particular piece of literature is unknown. Problems that have been recognised 

in relation to the recording of pa sites include: inadequate recording, site damage, not recording 

beyond site boundaries, and site contemporaneity issues (Phillips 1983). Of particular concern 

is Irwinôs (1985:79) comment in relation to his study of pa at Pouto: ñThere is considerable 

typological ambiguity for the site recorder on the groundé our terminology consists of an 

inconsistent shorthand which is misleadingò. In response to these problems, Phillips (1983) 

highlighted a need for a higher standard of consistency in recording pa sites, to the degree that 

if a site was destroyed, the paper record would be sufficient to meet standards required for 

research. The inclusive nature of the NZAA Site Recording Scheme handbook may encourage 

this, however, many site records are still not detailed enough and do not meet the required 

standard of research as outlined by Phillips (1983). 

One way that has been used to approach pa, is to view them as artefacts and create 

classifications (Sutton et al. 2003:5). Due to the difficulty of creating an objective descriptive 

definition for pa, classifications have been suggested (Mihaljevic 1973:143). The NZAA Site 

Recording Scheme handbooks (Daniels et al. 1979; Walton 1999) advise that classifications 

may be useful for the identifying and recording of pa. It is from the classificatory systems of 

archaeological sites that some assumptions of the chronology and function of these sites can 

be inferred (Walton 1999:41). However, a lack of clear criteria has ñresulted in a mix of rather 

fuzzy definitionsò for pa (Walton 1999:41). The result has been a number of different 

classifications (Spring-Rice 1996; summarised in Figure 3.3), none of which are universally 

used or are particularly helpful in trying to decipher whether a site in Murihiku should be 

considered a pa or not. 
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Figure 3.3: Classification of Pa (Spring-Rice 1996:156) 
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A number of archaeologists have contrasted the pa/ fortified settlement with the unfortified 

settlement in order to understand them. An unfortified settlement is commonly referred to as 

a kainga or open settlement (Sutton et al. 2003). Features of the unfortified site and fortified 

site are often compared based on the presence or absence of fortifications (OôKeefe 1991; 

Sutton et al. 2003; Vayda 1960:10). Hamel (2001:62) recognised that defendable sites need to 

be carefully considered as they may not have been established ófortsô per se. The inference is 

that earthworks, such as ditches, are the important part of identifying pa. As Hamel noted, 

there ñis also evidence of a palisaded settlement at Whareakeake (Lockerbie 1959: 92; Skinner 

1959), which was in a bay and not on a headlandò (Hamel 2001:62), without implying that the 

site is a pa. Hamel listed sites in Otago that she thought were located in naturally defendable 

areas, primarily, surrounded by cliffs or located on headlands, but with the caveat that they 

cannot be assumed to be established forts, even if there are traditional accounts indicating this. 

The current use of kainga (open settlement) verses pa (defended settlement) over-simplifies 

the reality of the situation, and it is in fact much more likely that the degree of enclosure can 

and should be viewed more as a continuum (also suggested by Mihaljevic 1973:143). 

 

3.4 Variation between Pa 

 

This section addresses the variations that occur between pa sites in regards to the attributes 

used to identify them. Firstly, variations between pa over time is considered, including the 

origins of pa and change in their form into the historic period. Secondly, variation in space is 

analysed. This is the variation that occurs between individual pa sites and between pa in 

different regions. 

Pa sites are identifiable in the New Zealand archaeological record from approximately 1500 

(Schmidt 1993). Recent studies (McFadgen et al. 1994, Schmidt 1996) have indicated pa 

construction occurred for c.350 years, from approximately 1500 until 1850. They are, 

therefore, considered to be late prehistoric or óclassicalô sites. However, some pa fortifications 

appear to have been established on sites that had already been occupied, in areas that were 

naturally defendable, including Rahopara Pa (Auckland, R10/21), Station Bay Pa (Motutapu, 

R10/26), Sarahôs Gully Pa (Coromandel, T10/168), Waioneke and Otakanini (South Kaipara 

Q10/32 and Q10/44), Te Awanga (W21/1), and in the Hawkeôs Bay (Birks 1960; Davidson 

1978, 1984:188; Fox 1978). How this influences the dating of pa is yet to be addressed in 

general (Jones 1994:59). However, it does suggest that pa are identified based on the presence 

of built fortifications rather than natural features. 
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Foxôs (1976:28-9) model of pa evolution has since been critiqued (Davidson 1984:182). Fox 

outlined a four step evolution, from pa with only palisades to pa with stages, ramparts and 

ditches. She believed the evolution of pa involved the spread of ideas rather than people. While 

Foxôs evolutionary sequence fits the Otakanini pa (Q10/44) site development, one site is not 

enough evidence to indicate her evolutionary model was a general trend. Davidson (1984:182) 

provided Ruarangi (Q07/30) and Maioro (R13/1) as examples of sites that were always 

defended by scarp and palisade, and the Kauri Point pa (U13/4) as an example of a site that 

was always defended by a ditch. The evolution of prehistoric pa has therefore been dismissed, 

with the development of the gunfighter pa in the historic period being the only time that the 

general morphology of pa changes (Buist 1964). 

 

3.4.1 Gunfighter Pa 

 

The introduction of muskets by Europeans triggered the development of a new type of 

fortification (Jones 1994:84, see Figure 3.4). As many as 400 gunfighter pa were established 

in the nineteenth century, mainly during the period 1865-1880, but they were first known from 

the 1830s in Northland (Golson 1957:104; Jones 1994:84). 

Gunfighter pa from the early contact period (1810s-1840s) are sometimes difficult to 

distinguish from prehistoric pa (Jones 1994:88). As a general rule, historic fortifications were 

built on the flat for better defence against long range muskets and cannons. However, some 

fortifications were still established on hills and ridges (Best 1927:367). There was also reuse 

of prehistoric fortifications during the historic period. Furthermore, some prehistoric pa were 

built on flat ground (Jones 1994:88-89). The appearances of gun pits are therefore the earliest 

tangible identifiable adaptations of Maori fortifications to muskets (Jones 1994:88-89). 
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Figure 3.4: Aerial view of the gunfighter pa Ruapekapeka (Q6/139) established 1845, 

Northland (Jones 2005). 

 

Maori used a number of new and adapted fortifications that distinguish historic and prehistoric 

pa from the mid 1800s. Complex fortifications appeared with ñgun pits, multiple defensive 

perimeters, rifle trenches, breastworks, flanking angles, underground shelters, and a form of 

stockadeò (Jones 1994:89 - see Figure 3.4 - see also Allen 2006). Ditches, from which to fire 

muskets, appear behind banks and tend to be shallower than prehistoric ditches and banks 

(with exceptions, for example, the East Coast, North Island). The position of palisades may 

have also have changed, while fighting stages were abandoned (Belich 1986; Best 1927:367-

413; Davidson 1984:193; Jones 1994). Trotter (2009) analysed the position of palisades at four 

early contact period Canterbury pa, all from the early 1800s, and found that the palisades were 

built on the inner side or behind the defensive walls. On the whole, gunfighter pa were more 

informal than European fortifications, reflecting defensive, rather than offensive warfare 

(Belich 1986; Jones 1994:91). 
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3.4.2 Regional Variation 

 

Regional variation in pa morphology is now generally accepted to be a response to local 

contexts. While variation occurred due to agency (Allen 1994), pa design was also a response 

to the context of the local situation, such as the frequency and form of attack (Fox 1976:18, 

21). 

Variation between individual pa, as opposed to trends across geographic regions, occur 

primarily due to the unique location of each pa site. The location of a pa site may have been 

influenced by the need for natural protection, resources, and labour input/ population size 

(Firth 1927:67; Prichard 1983; Walton 2001:51). The focus on the location of pa in naturally 

defendable areas is viewed as such an important part of pa research that a number of 

classifications have been created around this theme (Best 1927:21; Golson 1957). Topographic 

location can influence the features present at a pa site, for example, at swamp pa, rows of 

palisades are found as these were more practical than ditches and banks. Since the morphology 

of a pa is the result of geographic context, stylistic differences are adaptations to the terrain 

(Jones 1994:48). However, the influence of the location of a pa on the types of defences did 

not always result in a particular type of fortification. 

Pa are complex sites, often the locations of multiple occupations and varying in function. This 

was clearly illustrated during the Pouerua cone pa (P5/195) excavation in which the 

researchers detailed the sequence of events over time to show changes in use over time, 

including times when fortifications were functional, and times when they were not. The types 

of fortifications also changed and at different times included scarps, palisades, and ditches and 

banks. Use of the area shifted from houses and occupation to what the researchers believed 

was a more ceremonial use of the cone pa that excluded living areas (Sutton et al. 2003). This 

illustrates the various uses of the landscape over time, and reinforces that pa sites changed, 

both morphologically and functionally over time. 

Some regions tend to have pa that use similar natural features and fortifications. While this 

was formerly thought to have been the result of the stylistic differences of agency, it is now 

believed to have been influenced by terrain. Some stylistic similarities between regions can be 

identified for pa. Jones (1994) summarised that south of Wanganui, the Hawkes Bay and North 

of Cape Runaway, earthworks tend to be shallow due to shallow soils. River terrace pa are 

common on the East Coast, Wanganui and parts of the Waikato that are a reflection of the 

large rivers of these areas. ñThe regions with the highest density of pǕ and also the most 
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elaborate and deeply dug defences are Wanganui, Taranaki, the Bay of Plenty, the Waikato, 

and Auckland and Northlandò (Jones 1994:48). The Bay of Plenty, Waikato and Northland 

have ring-ditch pa that were once argued to have indicated links between these people. It is 

now thought that these similarities are the result of the typographic similarities of these regions 

including volcanic landscapes and the resulting landforms including lahar plains (Jones 

1994:48). 

 

3.5 Identifying Pa in the Field 

 

What is required to identify pa in Murihiku is a systematic method of pa identification using 

tangible attributes. Walton (1999:39) proposes that one possible way of identifying pa, that 

would allow better comparisons between pa sites throughout the country, would be to treat the 

features of the site as discrete components. The reasons for the establishment and use of pa 

were contextual. The common feature of pa is that they are all enclosures and defensive. Ten 

attributes are outlined as those used by archaeologists to identify pa and are broken down in 

Figure 3.5. The most convincing features in identifying pa sites are ditches and banks. 

The international theory of enclosures has been highlighted as an encompassing quality of all 

pa sites, and it is the enclosing features identified in the literature that are the primary focus in 

this definition of the site type pa. The presence of a defensive ditch and bank at a site usually 

substantiates the site as a pa. Six attributes are identified within this methodology as being 

core features that identify pa: ditches, banks, scarps, palisades to a lesser extent, natural 

features that prohibit access, and finally, artificial islands. Three additional morphological 

attributes are considered, as they support the identification of pa sites: fighting stages, gates 

and entrances, and platforms/ tihi. Finally, a single non-morphological attribute, ethnohistoric 

sources, must be considered as a rich source from which potential pa sites can be identified 

and then considered in conjunction with the other attributes. 

The identification of a pa site based on a combination of attributes can be more persuasive 

than based on a single attribute. Some attributes can be convincing in their own right, for 

example, built enclosures such as ditches and banks. When these attributes exist, the 

identification of a pa site is relatively straightforward. Conversely, when there are attributes 

that are contentious, such as palisades or natural features, identification is more difficult. If a 

combination of attributes occur, the matter is less difficult. However, sometimes sites only 

have one attribute, which is contentious and a critical assessment of the site may be required 

based on the individual situation. 
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Three types of pa sites within the theoretical framework of enclosures can be identified: 

1. Natural enclosure: A site located in an area that is defendable using the natural features 

surrounding the site. 

2. Cultural enclosure: A site enclosed by way of built fortifications. 

3. A mixed natural and cultural enclosure: A combination of type two and three. 

From these a continuum of sites can be created. Those that are not an enclosure, and therefore 

presumed to be open sites, are at one extreme. At the other extreme are sites that have had a 

lot of labour and time invested in them. The term enclosure is not exclusive to the site type pa 

and could include other types of sites such as historic stock yards. However, this reduces the 

prejudice of function that the use of the term ópaô can imply. The assumption is that these sites 

could have been used for defensive purposes. Using the conventional definition, for a site to 

be considered an archaeologically identifiable pa, the site must contain built fortifications. 
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Note: If a natural feature interpreted as having had a defensive function is the only attribute present, areas of habitation are required 

Figure 3.5: Ten attributes used by archaeologists to identify enclosures and pa sites. 
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3.5.1  Ditches and Banks 

 

Ditches and banks are the most commonly recognised defensive features of pa (Lilburn 

1985:86). Ditch and bank structures are forms of earthworks typically constructed from natural 

material such as soil and sometimes stone. While ditches and banks occur naturally, they are 

often culturally constructed features identified at pa sites (see Figure 3.6 - Best 1927:212; Buist 

1964:8; Golson 1957; Groube 1964:187). While many European explorers and archaeologists 

have identified ditches and banks, there has not been substantial theoretical discussion on 

them. Kennedyôs (1969:93) suggestion that they are ñself explanatoryò is not explanation 

enough. 

Ditches and banks are often found together because the spoil from the ditch was frequently 

used to create the bank. However, they can be found separately and can also be identified in 

conjunction with scarps or palisades (Lilburn 1985:86). The order of the ditch or bank is 

variable with fortified sites tending to show the order as a response to the terrain (Wilkes 

1995:245). Maximum use of spoil was often used to minimise the time required to build the 

ditch and bank; ñease and speed of construction were more important than tactical perfection 

or stylistic flourishò (Wilkes 1995:245). 

Internationally, ditches are thought to be defensive based on their size and shape. The ideal 

defensive ditch is one that is the hardest to bridge and the most difficult to climb out of. 

Therefore, they are wide at the surface and deep. The most cost efficient way to achieve this 

is by cutting a V shaped ditch (Keeley et al. 2007:88). For a ditch to be considered to have had 

a strict military function, it needed to have been at least 1.5 meters wide and at least 1 meter 

deep (Keeley et al. 2007:60). 

Archaeologists are inclined to identify pa based on the interpretation of ditches and banks as 

defensive. ñPa sites are found in elevated, often highly inaccessible locations and are 

characterised by the presence of terracing, ditching, and/ or banks. These features usually cut 

across access routes onto the pa and are therefore assumed to be defensiveò (emphases added 

Sutton et al. 2003:1). Ditches and banks are often used to cut off and create different areas 

within a single pa site (see Figure 3.6). Archaeologically, defensive ditches and banks are 

described as usually being between three and six meters high (Fox 1976:57). Ethnohistoric 

accounts record that the size of a bank and, consequently a ditch, was typically 6 - 12 feet (1.8 

- 3.7 m) in length and 6 - 7 feet (1.8 - 2.1 m) in width to allow defenders to stand upon it (Best 

1927:51).  
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Figure 3.6: Aerial view of a prehistoric pa in southern Hawkes Bay. Note the single and double 

ditches around the circumference of the hilltop (Jones 2005). 

 

3.5.2 Defensive Scarps 

 

Defensive scarps are less studied than defensive ditches and banks (Lilburn 1985:86). Scarps 

have been described as averaging 6.6 feet (2.01 m) and can be identified by themselves or in 

association with palisades, ditches and banks (see Figure 3.7 - Lilburn 1985:86; OôRourke 

1962). They tend to be dug into the earth but can also be stone faced (Best 1927:210-211). In 

1817 Nicholas (1817:270) described a scarp first hand: ñ...they had cut away a great part of 

the hill, so that the ascent was quite perpendicularò. Scarps appear from earliest pa sites; for 

example, they are present in the earliest layers of the Otatara-Hikurangi Pa (V21/41) complex 

(Jones and Walton 2006) and Pouerua cone pa (P5/195 - Sutton et al. 2003). Groube (1964) 

and Fox (1976) recognised the defensive scarp in their classification of pa as the Type 1 

Terrace Pa (Lilburn 1985:86). 






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































