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Abstract

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

the southerimost region of New Zealand. Previous research on pa sites has primarily focused on
areaswith high distributions of recorded pa, such as the Northland, Auckland and Waikato
regions. TIs 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 criticathyreecthrough 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 andKiie 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 rangerin open to fully enclosed sites. The positions of these
sites reflect the locations of soeconomic events, particularly the focus in the late prehistoric
period on the east Otago coast. The historic pa appear tadbagmpedn response to more
exterral 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 considasegasons 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 counterpaiiis study supports recent interpretations of Maori pa
asmultifunctional, multifaceted and complex sites that chartigexligh time.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Went to Day to the heppatiuponrasniabhlslanédr he Town
Rock, divided from the main by a breach in
as to render fortifications even in their way almost totally useless, accordingly there

was nothing but a small Palisade & one small fighting stagme end wire the

Rock was most accessible

(Sir Joseph Bankdanuary 2¢h 1770, in Morrell 1958:103)

1.1 Introduction

This thesisexamineas why there are so fewecordedpa sites which have beedescribedas

"rare and rudimentary"”, in Murihikuhe mostsouthernportion of New ZealandAnderson
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 higtic 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 padefensive 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, ov&0® pa sites have been recorded (New
Zealand Archaeological Association (NZAA) Site Recording Scheme)Higere 1.1). In
Murihiku, there are far fewer pa recorded, czimably less than ten sitesegFigure 1.1 -
Brailsford 1981 Hamel 200
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Figure 1.1: Pa sites recorded by the New Zealand Archaeological Site Recording Scheme
(CINZAS May 2008).



While fortificationsare identified throughout Polynesia, for example in Fiji and Samoa, the

site type O6pab6 is confined to New Zeal and (Fi
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 laegethworks particularly by ditches and banks

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

present within the archaeological record, make them important places for investigation
particularly those related to settlement patterns, mobility and-scoieomics.

The majority of previous studies on pa (e.g. Allen 1994; 81464, Irwin 1985; Phillips 2000;
Suttonet al.2003) have primarily focused on study areas Wwitiher densities afecordedpa

sites. However, there are areas of both high and low concentrations in the spatial distribution
of recorded pa sites in New @land. A distribution map of recorded pa sites (Sgerel.1)

in New Zealand illustrates that over 97 percent of these sites are located above the latitude 40
A0506 Hgurgkle Walton 2001:47)Fewer recordd pa sites are found southtbfs
latitude(seeFigure 1.}, which isparticularly evident below Banks Peninsula and in Murihiku
(seeFigurel.2).

Murihiku is the Maoriterm 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 linextending west fromfumukaformsthe northern boundary, while the southern
coast of $ewart Islandormsthe southern boundary (sEmgurel.2). This area is in line with
Brailsford's (1981) Murihiku regianit is also beyond the accepted limits of widespread
prehistoric horticulture (Anderson 1998; Furey 2006; Leach 1976; Trotter and McCulloch
1999; Shortland 1851; Simmons 1969:6) and the last large cluster of pa sites on Banks

Peninsula (seEigurel.l).

In contrast with the studies cited above, thigeech focuses on Murihika 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 hve typically focused on the early prehistoric period, before pa appear in
the area. Despite ¢limited scope of research number of theories have proposed reasons as

to why few pa have been recorded in Murihiku, but none have been systematicalledeview
This research explores these gaps in the archaeological record using current theory on pa and

the Murihiku region.
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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 upkafahese 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 baignificant and canplex; fulfilling settlement, symbolic,

ceremonial, defensive and sometimes monumental purposes. The defensive and offensive role
of pain warfare was recognised by Europeans as early as 1769. Captain James Cook wrote

that pa were retreats or strongholds, disagreement with his interpreter, Tupaia, who



identified them as places of worship (in Beaglehole 1968:191). More recently, however, other
nondefensive functions for pa, such as symbols of group identity and as places of display,
have been discusseel.g. Barber 1996; Suttast 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 Suttenal. (2003:237) haveummarisegthe "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&ditins 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 tloae 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 (2W1:6265) 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 associateihonly
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 recogni
means O6to obstraumtount ddflolradk iwepd ;plasce, st ocka
it carried the sense of enclosureo. I nternati:«

for any feature surrounding a siteodo (Parkinsc
stating point from which to identify and analyse pa in this research. Pa may be described as
encl osed spaces, in that fAwhen one speaks of
referring to a space, a piece of ground, surrounded by some featuferths a barrier to

mo v e me nt O et &l.AGDS:ix).ilnbemational literature stresses that archaeologists who

study enclosures believe it is unlikely that any single site was established for only one function
(Hardinget al.2006; Neustupny 2006:1afkinson 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?) (Neugbny 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 andscape.



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 Xarad 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 additiothi@esubquestiors, is:
1. Why are there so few recorded pa sites in Murihiku?

While there are currently fewgia recorded in Murihiku than iother areas in New Zealand,

the exact number of sites is unknown. Research on pa in Murihiku by Brailsfortl) (198
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 assdsserder to address the primary

research question, this thesis establishes the current sample of pa sites in Murihiku.
The firstsubquestionasked for this research is:

1.1. Using a testable methodology, what is the current sample of pa sites inrth&uMu

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/ ti@uidi 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 historisites 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 idelif@tifications,

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.



Previous studies on pa have tended to focus on a regional level l{erg1894;Buist 1964;

l rwin 1985; Phillips 2000), as this research
publication included the region of Murihiku, the descriptions of the pa sites were brief and

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

regional level. Furthermore, there have beemmabrer of investigations that hapeoduced

new data that updates Brailsford's (1981) research. This thesis investigates pa sites in the
Murihiku region indepth and wh 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 morphologit attributes exist, or have been recorded at the identified sites,
primarily through the literature and subsequently thrdigtl 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 secondubquestionasked 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 resaltedentifiable

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 peeeen 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 developsetiesiient
pattern and mobility theory for the late prehistoric period in Murihiku that should be applied
to the investigation of these sites. Most recently, Jacetrah (2010) introduced new models

for the Foveaux Strait area to explain change over, tand settlement of that area. While
Jacomlet 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 sampled 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.



This approaclprovides 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 sitigied reasoning rather than contgadly 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 thirdsubquestionof 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 evidencmpare and contrast to the theorigs

why there are fewer recorded pa sites in Murihiku?

This research addsees the thresub-questiors 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 thisheay, t
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 investigatilg 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 preisigteriod,
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 summarytioé 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 archasoisgito
recognise pa sites, presenting the framework by which sites identified as pa within Murihiku

can be critically examined.



Chapter Four explains the methods used in this research to identify and critically assess sites
identified as pa in MurihikiVhile 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 khoonological

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 recordea gites 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 Zeahnd.

Chapter Eight brings together theb-questiols and summarises the above chapters to outline
and discuss the reasons for the fewer number of pa sites in Murihiku.
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Chapter Two: Murihiku

There are few fortified sites, i.e. pa, in the southern gfalkew 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 incetdivmiild

per manent houses or earthwork defenses [sic]

minor earthworks by congpison with the North Island pa.

(Hamel1986:6).

2.1 Introduction

This chapter examines the literature, and investigates what is cukmeoiiy abait 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 gitesin the late prehistoric and ’yahistoric 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
subquestiors of this thesis. The fitsubquestiorof 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 thisdbquestionof this thesis involves reviewing previous
reseach 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, paytisitlaa
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

2.2.1The 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 horticultu(@nderson 1998:72; Furey 2006; Leach 1976; Shortland
1851; Simmons 1969:6; Trotter and McCulloch 1999). Instead, Maori would have relied on a
hunter/gatheer subsistence strategy that shifted its focus from big game hunting, to fishing
and fowling (Andersn 1988 Anderson and Smith 199&\ndersonet al1996 Davidson

1984). Before1500, villages, such as Shag River mouth (J43/2), were occupied for a number
of decades and the surrounding area was targeted with adpeecinum subsistence strategy
(Andersonand Smith1996; Andersonet al1996 Nagaoka 2002). This strategy focused on

big game including moa (familyDinornithida® and marine mammals, primarily seals

(Arctocephalus forster Andersoret al1996 Davidson 1984; Holdaway and Jacomb 2000

The mos 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 refestsoits a

lived sedentary settlemeffnderson and Smith 199@&ndersonet al1996 Smith 1999;
Walteret 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 woelcebcated (Anderson and Smith 1996;
Andersoret al1996 Walteret 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.288flements
between 1400 antb00 represented smaller, more temporary arrangspmrch as Kahukura
(G47/128- Brown 2010; Jacomiet al. 2010; Simmor 1969), and subsistence strategies
shifted to focusing on the remaining resources (Anded€81a;1983; Walteret al. 2006).

While there are few firmly dated sites between 1600 and 1800, subsistence patterns from late
prehistoric occupation sites, such as Mapoutahi (144/17) and Pukekdvd)(Jadicate a
reliance on fishing, particularlyarracouta, as well as fowliriggnderson1981b155,1983;

1988, 1997Leach and Hamel 1978).

Following the decline of seal and moa populations, the southern Coast and south Otago were
largely abandonedAndersoret al1996 Hamel 197& Jacomtet al.2010; Lockerbie 1959;

11



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
dispersabf people in the Murihiku are@d.ockerbie 1959; Simmons 1973; Jacoetlal 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 approximatelytd @850
(Anderson 1982:112). Recent archaeological research suggests that material culture in
Murihiku does not show a significant shift in style over thehisteric period for either
fishhooks or adzes (Brown 2010). However, the introduction of nessidad materials late

in the prehistoric period is thought to have included fortificatisresgpons such gsatuand
mere,and certain nephrite ornamerfts, examplenei tiki, which are generally associated with
the arrival of North Island immigrant grosipspecifically, various hapu dfigai Tahu
(Anderson 1982123, 1983:35; Duff 1956:11). During this period nephrite became an
importantexchangeatem throughout New Zealand, and was sourced from the West Coast of
the South Island (Cable 2006).

There is sme evidence that very late in the prehistoric period or early in the historic period,
villages once again returned to the south supported by large sociakemhgenetworks
(Anderson and Smiti996 Hamelet al. 2003:138). Early European records detajlihe
protohistoric period describe villages, which may have been part of settlement patterns similar
to those of the late prehistoric period (Anderson 1980). It is suggestex¢hangeccurred
throughout the southern region, encompassing most @abth Island, and that individuals
would have moved throughout the vidaf Murihiku (Anderson 1980).

Settlement pattemfor the late prehistoric period in New Zealand have tended to revolve
around base settlements, used particularly during winter, vatiility for seasonal resource
procurement or social reasons (Anderson 1998; Davidson 1984: 166; Groube 1964; Phillips
2000: 1678; Walteret al. 2006:281). Walteret al. (2006:281) propose Oruarangi (Furey
1996), Kohika (Irwin 2004) and Panau (Jacomb 2GB0gxamples 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 1964Valter et al. 2006:281). After reviewing the archaeological record,
Walteret al.(2006) proposed that the transient village concept, with mobilithe occupants
occurringfor food procurement, existed in both the South and North Islands as the biasic un
of settlement throughout the full prehistoric sequence. In regards to Murihiku, gater
(2006:281) noted "in southern New Zealand transient villages may have disappeared briefly
with the depl eti on -emérget by the gpratantgm (Ahderson and a d
Smith 1996a)".

12
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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;
Hamelet al 2003:138). Coastal argaxcluding 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 (Andersonbib32
Bathgate 169; Leach 1969). Northern Murihiku was important for cabbage tre€dtdyline
australig, the east Otago coast was important for barracdutargites atuj) and southern
Murihiku and offshore islands were uskxnl hunting mutton birds (titi Puffinusgriseus-
Anderson 1988, 1998; Anderson and Sm#96 Hamelet 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), sMaitahD.
1477), Ngati Mamoe (c. A.D. 1577) and finally Ngahu (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, alliandesamiages at a hapu, rather
than an iwi level (Anderson 198223, 1998; Beattie 195&arringtonet al. 2008 Leach B.

1978; LeachH. 1978h). However, the documentation of these traditions, for example those
by Stack (1877), often only refer to iws ¢he complexity of the many hapu was deemed too
intricate for the European audience (Anderson a983There is also some questioning of the
simplification of the iwi hierarchy, which has Ngai Tahu as the primary iwi in Murihiku when
Europeans first aved. Ballaraexplained:

Edward Shortland. .. reported to J.J. Symond :
‘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

oo modern Christchurch. I n southern Canterbu
the 'first class claimants'. He recorded that other Maori then living on those lands had

been invited to settle there by the <chiefs

Rauparaha'attack on Kaiapided to a general move south (1998:71).

Ballara (1998:7&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
ignorancesimply 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 ¥@&ifangi

Tribunal consideration of the southern Maori as a synthesis known as Ngdilgah/amoe.

13



2.2.2The Early Historic Period

When Captain Cook first came to New Zealand, thaxtbeemo contacbetweerEuropeans
andpeople or pa in eastern and sauthMurihiku. When Cook passed south of the Otago
Peninsula in Februarylarch 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 1968:25860). Sealing occurred on the shores of Murihiku from 1793 and
intensified in the first decades of the 1800s (McNab 1907143). However, the first detailed
written accounts of Murihiku were not recorded until the 1830s and 1840s, approximately 40
years afer Europeans first arrived in the area, and after the first muskets were acquired by
Maori in the regionin 1825 (Anderson 1998;Hirch 2008; Crosby 1999:158.

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 onlytditexk came from

ataudwar partyf r om Ngat. Tama (led by Te Ploho) i

18367. As this was almost a surprise attack (Crosby 1999321%, there would be no

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

The introdution 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 -#998:73
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 (18563-56) believel, 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@734). Records from th8napped s

visit to Foveaux Strait in 1822823 reported Maori in the Bluff area growing over 100 acres

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

Recently, new research has examined the southernmostpoftMurihiku, Foveaux Strait.

The Southland Coastal Heritage Inventory Project (SCHIP) included an archaeological survey
of the coastal strip between Waiparau Head and Rowallan Burn (Jatair2010). Drawing

on NZAA Site Records and survey, the SCHleated an inventory of 431 archaeological
sites, including 154 sites that were noloeated in the field and 109 previously unrecorded
sites. Jacombt al. (2010) focused on the 350 recorded prehistoric sites in order to evaluate
the known record forhie Foveaux Strait region. After consideration of the outcomes of the
SCHIP and the current literature Jacoatkal (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 secianomic response” (Jacombal. 2010:49). Early
settlanent was permanent in larger settlements, supported by "big meat packages" particularly
seals (Jacombt al. 2010:4950). By the 15th century, a diminished population adopted a
seasonal settlement pattern with higher mobility in response to a decreasslyinnen
resources. Subsistence relied upon yeand 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 introdwdtagriculture encouraged

people to permanently occupy settlements again (Jaebalb2010:50).

Model 2- Meat and Potatoes Model

Like Model 1, the motivation for settlement in Model 2 was economically driven. However,
in Model 2 Jacombet 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 wereonly 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 settlemerff@feaux Strait was "driven by
processes and events occurring outside the region" as the area was "economically and
demographically linked to wider resource networks" (Jacemal. 2010:5). Early in the
sequence, when @a were supporting base settlemesush as the Shag River mouthesi
(J43/2), the low density of oa 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 peds of time. Jacomét 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 sepgrmanent sites on both the Catlins Coast and in Ofagtefson

and Smith1996 Hamel 1973@). With the breakup of these populations, visits to the Foveaux
Strait area occurred infrequently or not at all. People only returnige te@gion, 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 indimarn 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 proposéher 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.atombet 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 shoreview 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 e&rEurop
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 followingextion.

2.3 Theoretical Perspectives on & 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 Nalartkhas been on large early
prehistoric sites, particularly sites with abundant moa remains. There are also issues with the
radiocarbon dating of later prehistoric sites andréssilts in few late sites being classified as
such. The flattening calibiiah 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 tyitmgether oral traditions and archaeological
informaton, 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 dtairtsadnd

the people associated with those sitesdérson 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 Brailsfad)(di®8scribed

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 prehistand historic archaeology of Otago.

Al'l three publications define pa in a similar
1981:4,9), settlements (Anderson 1998:8), or sites (Hamel 2001:62). The second of these
would advocate some level of oceauqgy. The only one of these three publications that

di scusses the definition of t hThe Aschaeddogytofy pe p a
Otaga

Hamel (200165 ) di stingui shes between sites that are
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 makestehteinctionally

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

17



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

arena fo these discussions.

2.4The Role of Pain 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 (Andersoa, 1982y Duff 1942,

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

not yet been established, it is unlikely there are hundreds of undiscovered sites, therefore, other
factorsalsoneed to be considered. The lower numberegbrdedpa sites in Muhiku may

reflect a lower population, or @h 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 todwarranted, indicating that place may have held some importance. Hence, the
reasons for the establishment of these sites requires investigation.

Paare thought to have had only minor, or simple, earthworks compared to pa in the North
Island @Anderson 198&34; Hamel 1986:6; Vayda 1960:4%) Walton 2001:47). The main

built defensive feature of southern pa is considered to have been palisading (Anderson
1983%:34; Vayda 1960:12). The following sections will explore the current literature on
Murihiku pasites. New Zealandvide 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,-nglitary reasons for the establishment andafse
Murihiku pa sites.

2.4.1The Chronology dPa 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 (Andersom, 1P823%). Duff

(1942, 1947, 19511) 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 fAthere appeian Morbbikho.f Al E
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 therefe an importanconsideration.

Pa in Murihiku are thought to have been mainly defended using natural features and palisades.
Anderson (1988:34) has briefly raised and discussed the appearance of the palisade in
Murihiku. He noted that it is problematic to identify whealisades 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 pdbkoles interpeted as houses). Anderson (1983b concluded that
palisags probably emerged arourib50, however, two sites, Shag River Mouth and
Pounawea, present small clues which Anderson suggests may indicate posts on the border of
a site.

2.4.2Populationand Murihiku PaSites 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 hdeen building pa at all times in order to establish the number

of recorded pa in New Zealand. Walton (2001:5
there were more pa established in New Zealand with a lower population than originally
thought. If trere 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 Mai@8@)J| 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 tookagly censuses (Anderson 1998:130 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 (Anderso
1998:19063; 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 pmpelation of

Maori in the southern areas of New Zealand than more northern areas (Sutton arall Marsh
1980). In1800 it is thought that the population did not exceed 3000 to 4000 people for the
whole of the South Island (Waitangi Tribunal 1991:B3R. It is generally thought that the
lower population in the southern portion of New Zealand was due to the harsh environment
(Golson 1957:45; McGlonet al. 1994:156), the inability for sustainable horticulture and
perhaps increased mortality from the coldénate (McGloneet 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 po&600, and thought to have beenmuetely
abandoned betvem 1700 and 1750 (Hamel 1982).

Southern coast of the South Isladdcombetalds (2010) second and thir
that during the late prehistoric period, the southern coast of the South Island was inhabited
only sparsely or not at all, and peoplere reattracted to the area when trading Europeans

arrived.

The West Coasthought to have been only infrequently visited for foraging throughout the
prehistoric period. There does not appear to have been permanent prehistoric settlement
however, more wrk is required in this area (Coutts 1982).

Inland areas of MurihikuWhile 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 neple 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 (Andersonbi®#8#hgate 1969;
Leach 1969). HoweveAnderson (198259) 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 Mrihiku 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. his would require that there be roughly 60 pa in the area to meet the national

average.
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2.4.3Warfare and Pa

The increased mobility of the prehistoric people of Murihiku, enforced by a hunter/ gather
lifestyle, may have resulted in fewer incentives to buildertban rudimentary pa (Hamel
19866). As no horticulture existed in Murihiku, there were neither gardens to tend nor stores
of kumara to defend (Anderson 1%834). This view has been held by both northern
investigators of paMihaljevic 1973178-9; Waltan 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 reasartdowever, 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 $&8ieh\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; D1#67; Kirch 2000; Leatherwick 2000;
McGlone 1983; McGlonet 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). Ldrsuitable for horticulture has been highlighted by
archaeologists as a primary cause of resource tensions (&i82h Buist 1964Duff 1967).

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

that needs to baken into consideratiofLeatherwick 2000; McGlonet al. 1994:152154;

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 tofttie borticultural

north (Golson 1957:456; Leatteiwick 2000; Lewthwaite 1949:93; Walton 2001). This school

of thought permeates the theoretical discussion of southern pa function, as illustrated by

Walton'scomment:

The different pattern of warfare indfSouth 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 @tthaproductive 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-homticultural area. An area that is generally marginal

may in fact increase the stakto have control over important resources. Barracthtagites

atun) are suggested to have been the resource over which tensions arose (Arti&bdBb6,
1983:42, 1998:137).

The southern wars 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 éander
1981h 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 includedd¢Bssudophycis
bachu$ and hapuku(Polyprion oxygeneigs 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 amer@ury made accessing
these resources more difficulthe Otago coast is therefore considered to have been the most
suitable place to access these resources, due to its leeward shore and numerous harbours
(Andersonl981h 1983y, 1988). This is reflectenh the fish bone assemblages from the region
(seeTable2.1).

Pa sites iMurihiku, specifically those on the east coast of Otago and around Otago Harbour,
are argued to have been look out points for schools of barracouta (#md&88:137; Hamel
2005:8). Prehistorically, and into the historic period, large schools of barracouta were taken
off the coast of Otago (Anderson 188®). The pa located in this area tend to be situated on
peninsulas and therefore make good lookouttppis well as serving as sheltered harbours

in times of bad weather (Anders@881b156, 1988:42, 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 prehistogdqual (Andersonl981h 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 methadf drying included removing the head, so even trade would not
affect these MNI counts (Andersd®81h. 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

consideed.
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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 wee 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. THishavaul

also decreased the reliance on fish compared to more northern populations (Smith 2004).

Table2.1: Mean Percentage of New Zealand Middens Identified as Barracouta (data from
Anderson1981b155, 1997:19Leach and Hamel 1978)

Area Time Period (where applicable) Mean Per Cent o
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 6! 32.50

assemblages)

Although barracouta appe® 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 mayiynbe 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 pues®ccurred, or that headland pa were a socio

political enterprise.
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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, ethnolidtaditions 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 béles 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 &maiith 1996. Taua were, at the most, on the hapu
level and were usually motivated by family quarrels and revenge (AndersoaIZ®21998;

Leach 1978; Orchiston 1979). It has been suggested that the way Maori in southern New
Zealand fought was differera the north, with more oren-one fighting, raids and retreats to

the hills or bush (Anderson 19834; 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 palisadeMihaljevic 19731789; Vayda 1960:14.2).

The inland areas of Murihiku have been proposed as places of retreat, therefore pa were not
required (Anderson 198274-74, 198®:34). The ethnohistoric records have been used to
support this thegr, 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 th
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 pressigasing 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 (Allén 199
20086 Earle 1997). Others point to incredsmnsolidation of the community, specifically the
hapu, rather than the work of individuals (Irwin 1985; Marst887,2004; Phillips and
Campbell 2004; Walteet al. 2006). Aside from the debate regarding which social sector pa
may represent, the motitvan 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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2.4.4The Role of Pa Beyond Warfare

There is no agreement as to whether Murihiku pa were placesugfaimn or simply refuges

in times of danger. Vayda (1960:1@) 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 whetherwgsaa citadel or occupied settlement (see
Figure2.1). 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 actigigyasid 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 introducedhhtdhiku via this northern coast, creating

a potential similarity in use of these sites.

Mihaljevic (1973:178179) suggested that South Island pa may have beedaiensive in

nature and may have been viewed as temples. The reasoning behind, or retatoisftirat
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 mairlgmotith 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 (1988:42) suggested that if theatlitions 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 investiggti pa i n Muri hi ku. AFort i
symbolically useful when they are militarily
surround sites with many other functions and because they are so useful as symbols, their
features often incorporatdements that either exceed or, to some degree, undercut military
necessit ga.2Q0R&&2ry Further mor e, AWi despread p
correlated with the socipolitical development of the ancestral landscape and, eventually, the

formation of new founding traditions and descent assoat i ons 0 ( Batsoskeer 199 6:
Sissons 1988). The movement of new people intoai®nand the symbolic impact this had

on the inhabitants already in the area, as well as the tying of the new peplplectcshould

not be underestimated in the establishment of new pa sites in Murihiku.

25



New Zealand pa were habitation sites within which the “everyday activities of
living” occurred, then they should contain:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

abundant faunal (and perhaps floral) remains, representing a variety
of microenvironmental exploitation strategies;

a full spectrum of artifact forms, including stone flake implements,
adzes/chisels/gouges, fishing gear (if a coastal site), abraders,
pounding implements, spearpoints (if forest resources were available),
and ornaments;

evidence of workshop activities (involving the manufacture, or, at
very least, the maintenance of artifacts used in the quest for and
preparation of food); and

evidence of continuous occupation (even if the population was fluc-
tuating seasonally).

In contrast, pa that served simply as specialist-activity sites could be
expected to show

(1)

(i)

(iii)

(1iv)

a drastically-reduced — even impoverished — floral/faunal range
(representing stockpiled foods mainly — particularly fish and fernroot),
given the same environmental conditions;

an impoverished artifactual assemblage with major emphasis on
food-preparation implements and broken non-perishable weapons of
war;

comparatively few signs of workshop activity, and where these do
occur the diagnostic artifacts are those that would have been employed
in the fashioning or maintenance of implements of war; and
evidence of a comparatively short-lived interval (or intervals) of
occupation, and, if re-occupation, signs that some renovations were
carried out on structures (as is clearly documented at Motuara Pa,
Queen Charlotte Sound, during the 1770’s — Anderson, 1776-7:800).

These are the sorts of propositions that can be tested by excavation.

Figure2.1: Orchiston's method for determining occupation of pa sites (Orchiston 1979)

If pa sites in Murihiku werestablished 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
represerdgd by monumental buildings, pa are seen by many archaeologists as representing
community and shared purpose (Phillips and Campbell 2004; Véalgr2006). However,

others, such as Allen (2006) suggest pa represent leaders or chiefs. Either wayppa @re o

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 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. Itis thoughthat 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 thatliter 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 trsite 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 Zealamdde focus.

On the whole, pa in Murihiku are geatly 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 liked, 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, paytlwatadouta on

the east Otagaoast. 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 chaptersisthiesis within the context of the individual

pa sites of Murihiku.
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Chapter Three: The Site Type Pa

AfOne of the greatest problems of New Zeal and

difintion [sic] of thepaa 0

(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 curreqiesarinpa 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 ttefinition 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 Manghilkaught 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 worditself, 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 stigge of the function of

pa and is presented in order to establish a background for interpreting Murihiku pa sites.
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3.2Pa 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 analysés sifet

debate in New Zealand). The notion of fAsiteo
yet archaeologists find it a difficult term to define. Orton (2000:67) commented that, when

asked to define the concept of the site, archaeologistsrefppnii| candét define it
but | k now o n elhevattlmenlodical site is seenrag addiscrete and continuous

spread of artefacts, although how many, and where to place a border generates difficulty in
defining the concept of site (Ort@000).

3.2.1The 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 ofthe 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 unlilegsta
organisation in the past and how a place was significant to the people that used it (Binford
1992;Rossignolnd Wandsnidet992).However, the difficulties of empirically defining site

have led to debate among scholars as to whether site is amprgeranit Dunnell and

Daney 1983L ewar ch and TahsrendeDunndl §1892))rejected the concept

of site as an archaeological construction (also Dunnell and Darcey 1983; Gallant 1986).
Furthermore, while areas identified as sites may bgredt 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

Aisiteo.

The landscape approach to aratlagy questions the use of the site concept and introduces
the idea of a(Gélayi2@08) The lansistapagpgoach awvas kupported by both
Binford (1992) and Dunnell (1992), despite their disagreement over the concept of site, due to
the flexbility it allows for spatialscales (Rossignaind Wandsnidet992). In itspurest form

of the landscape approach, the site concept is made obsolete. The entire landscape is simply
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seen as varying densities of artefacts, and no judgements are madeaiheepoes place is
more important than anotheaBitliff and Snodgrass 1988; Dunnell 19€innell and Dacey
1983; Kowalewski 2008;Wandsnider and Camilli 1992However, strict application of
density based boundaries to landscapes may result in missitficaignfeatures (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 seemagy to distinguish a site, for example a walled building, this

may not take into account the time and spatial realities of thelpastf and McBide 1992;

Dunnell 1992; Dunnell and Dancey 198Xantner 2008). From the perspective of the
researcher, thete 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 enclo$@aiures and, therefore, is a good
candidate for using the site apprbad\lthough critigues 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.

3.2.2The Concept of Site in New Zealand

The conceptofsie has been defined in New Zealand as
is physical evidence for human occupation in the past that is, or may be able to be, investigated
by archaeol ogi cal techniquesd (Waltoand 1999: 3)

archaeologists in relation to their definition of site:

One gets the impression that most researchers think it is superfluous to even state
it éRat her tinhmost gases regarsesl asi se unequivocal that the criteria
used for determining sitesodhot 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 byxpediency or psychic powers (1996:15).

Doherty (1996) also noted that archaeologists tend to fmeudlse 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 thahaitaay be

30



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 accountseTefinition 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 wibut physical evidence (Allen 1998). Other countries have begun to
recognise areas of significance without known physical evidence, for example the Australian
Acts on heritage; th&nvironment, Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1899

the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972t 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 withinattker archaeological latscape.

Pa are recognised by site recorders as archaeological sites, and they are recorded using the
basic units of ¢6éfeaturesd and the O0sited (Wal
sites, site recorders need to look at features (culturatstese elements of human activities)

and Oenvi r on metot rithumspatribetes Wéltan 1999:1113). Walton

(1999:111 3) defines O6environment al spaced to be
features and resource zones. Features erdifiéd 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 forutural 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) aralyhe size of pa in New Zealand and asked,

Aiif there is no clear perimeter in places, wh:¢

are not?0 When defining t hle) ssiutgeg ebsotuendd afriiresst,
features together arthen splitting features into sites when the features are more than 40

metes 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 influencedithker 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.

3.3.1The Term Pa

The Maori language and early Europeariters advise that the word pa has numerous
meanings. Best (1927:47/ 8 ) |l isted the O6typesd of pa that
prehistorically seeFigure3.1). Accordingly, pa reflects more of a collectiohfortification

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 notfortified settlements. Europeans soon after began & pasto 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 asdoant 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 (Salmob@75:31). Sutton (1990) proposed that the pa of the

prehistoric periodaws t he prototype for the modern day

al ways use the term 6pUbd to refer to earthwor
does not refer to the modern MUori settl eme

archaeological interpretation of the term pa.
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i P a .tDanotes a fortified place. A generic term.

Pa whawhat pa- to obstruct. Any barricade or screen may be describedpashait pa
tauaimplies something to obstruct enemies, wpewhawhaimay berendee d a

pad .
Pamaori-Li t erally o6native fort.d& Any f or{

Pa maioro- Earthworks, both rampart and fosse, are termatbro. Hence a pa maioro
a fortified place the defences of which are earthworks (stoskbdang an additiong

defence).

Pa tuwatawataPa tiwatawata A fortified place having no earthworks; stockades be

the form of defence employed.

Pa kokori. Pa korikoriThese terms were applied to any defence of an inferior nature
as a few hutswsrounded by an ordinary type of palisaded barrier. Such places werg
constructed at cultivation grounds away from the fortified village, and at fishing can

the coast.

Pa Tahora Applied topa tuwatawataor any inferior type of defended positisituated

away from the maipa of the clan.

Pa whakairo. Pa whakanohoThese terms imply a first class type of fortified villa
defended by earthworks and stockades. ad¢tad some of the stockade posts embellis

with carvings, hence thetermwhaka o. They wer e al so pr

Pa punangaA term applied by some clans of Wairapa, etc., to retreats or places
refuge provided fromnen o mbat ant s i n war ti meé Thgeg
depths of t he f ¢hatenany & thdse places of fuge wareenat forti

in any wayé

Paukiuki:Thi s expression denotes a per man

Figure3.1: Terms identified by Best (1927:418) used by Maori to denotke various forms

of fortified places.
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3.3.2The 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 m@mebtutabl i she:
systematic files of information about archaeol
includes a number of publicatiorBdnielset al. 1970;Danielset al 1979;Golson and Green

1958; Walton 1999) used as handbooks for recording Nelaizeétarchaeological sites.

In the most recent of the NZAA Site Recording Scheme handbooks, the passage that could be
described as a definition for pa reads:

I n ethnographic texts, such as Elsdon Bestds
pa is used talescribe a fortified place constructed by Maori. Pa were often built on

hills and ridges but with the advent of firearmsthesa|l | ed o6gunfi ghter pa6é
be constructed. The common identifying features of pa were earthwork defences

(ditches and bankand, for some gunfighter pa, bastions and underground bomb
shelters) and frequently palisadingé Pal i sce
archaeological context so the main diedentifier is now earthworks. (Walton

1999:4753)

Walton defined pa sites as fified 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
defensivesar p: fAan artificially steepened sl opeo. |
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 wiaréarthwork defences

were illustrated by a crossection drawing of some possible combinations found in the field

(see Figure 3.2). Otherwise, site recorders are left to define what artificial defensive

earthwaoks are.

Whil e identifying pa that are fimassive and at:t
forward, the identification of pa in Murihiku based solely on the definition given in the NZAA

Site Recording Scheme can be more problematic. Sitesiiitniku 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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J%,m !

Figure 3.2: Possible combinations of cressctions for defensive ditches, banks and scarps
found at pa (Danielst al. 1979:25).

Archaeologists define and explain their method of pa identification to differing degrees. Some

do notdefine 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 time €amnclusion as Schmidt
(1996: 1) when hpa®ags kehdatfiwhhaet iinst ea pretations
investigator or the author. The simplest definition is that pa is a generic name used by
archaeologists to describe a group of sites whiclk features identified as defences (Daniels

et al 1979:26).

I n the past, pa were often referred to as 6fc
Best (1927), Firth (1927:66) and Buck (1949:8)7 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 fosisesne

not all fortified sites have evidence of occupation (Sugtioal. 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 beerapentty 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 levelof definitions are recognisable in regards to defining pa:

Benign Neglectassumes 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 araedentified by archaeologists, nor do archaeologists identify them in the same way.

7

A Vague Definitton such as o6éa fortified sited. The pr
fortifications? For example, do they include natural features interpreted ag Headna

defensive function or only modified defences? (See below for a more in depth discussion on

this point)

The Formalised Definitionbroken down into seemingly rigid criteria (see examples below).
While this may be the most detailed type of definititrey 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 foiified 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 irgdrgsdtaving

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 typaesddiirfedas$ anfareadf larid enctbsswo ul d b
by a ditch, or a ditch and bank, or a scarpo
simpler definition of a pa as é@tall%924)evaxcont ai ni
used in the 1979 version of the NZAA Site Recording Scheme bakdind has often been

used by archaeologistBijrridge 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 tlieatures, 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):

fipawere defined a.a defensive area marked by earthworks. That is, a site was plotted
as agpaif: 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,

orThesitewaan artificial swamp mound. 0
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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 settlent' or an area of occupation. Additionally, the protection
given to a swamp mound is the difficulty of access through the natural swamp. Gorbey
(1970:278) preferred this method as that is how he believed other people identified pa, so this

in turn, wouldmake 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,eod¢hate 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 sitdboundaries, and site contemporaneity issues (Phillips 1983). Of particular concern

is lrwinds (1985:79) comment in relation to
typol ogi cal ambiguity for the sitetsofacorder
i nconsistent shorthand which is misleadingo.

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 becserfti 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 bylliRisi (1983).

One way that has been used to approach pa, is to view them as artefacts and create
classifications (Suttoat al.2003:5). Due to the difficulty of creating an objective descriptive

definition for pa, classifications have been suggested (Miha 1973:143). The NZAA Site

Recording Scheme handbooks (Danalal 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 assuomat of the chronology and function of these sites can

be inferred (Walton 1999:41). However, a |l ack
fuzzy definitionsdo for pa (Walton 1999:41).
classifications (Bring-Rice 1996; summarised iRigure 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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Class, | Pxe-1930 | 19500,608 |  2270s | __Post-1980

Emic Best (1927)

Topographigal «r— Skinner-->Best
(1911) (1927)

Golson
& Green (1958)

Fomigon (19%9)

Walch {1959)

(1968)
Morphological
L Upit Buist  (1964)
- Form _of Bast (1903)
Rafence (1927)
Groube (1964)
Groub@=««v««- »Irwin
(1970) (1985)
rox'(zsvs)
v
Challis
(1978)
- 8ize
Irwin
(1L985)
|
v
- Components —— Lilburn
{1985)
L gize, internal texrxacing,
presence of ditch Phillipa
(1994)
Topographical =—r—— Firth-ccceeeawa »Qolson (1957}
& (1925)
Moxphological Buist (1964,5)
“_Location, form of defence
pize, complexity Spring-Rice
(1996)
Fungtional Groub@-=~=-~ »Ballwood
(1965) (1971)

Figure3.3: Classification of Pa (SprinBice 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 comnedeiged to as

a kainga or open settlement (Suttral. 2003). Features of the unfortified site and fortified

site are often compared based on the presenc:
Suttonet al.2003; Vayda 1960:10). Hamel (2001:68¢ognised that defendable sites need to

be carefully considered as t peesgThmiafgrenceast hav e
that earthworks, such as ditches, are the important part of identifying pa. As Hamel noted,
there fi s apabsadedsettiementratoMharenkeaka (Lockerbie 1959: 92; Skinner
1959), which was in a bay and not on a headl at
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 (deferttiechesat) oversimplifies

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 suggeshdithaljevic 1973:143)

3.4 Variation between Pa

This section addresses thariations 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 i
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 (McFadgest al. 1994, Schmidt 1996) have indicated pa

construction occurred for ¢.350 years, from approximately 1500 until 1850. They are,
therefore, considered to be | ate prehistoric
appear to have been established on sitashad already been occupied, in areas that were

naturally defendable, including Rahopara Pa (Auckland, R10/21), Station Bay Pa (Motutapu,

R10/ 26) , Sarahdéds Gully Pa (Coromandel , T10/ 16
Q10/32 and Q10/44), Te Awgma ( W21/ 1) , a rBdy (Birks 19601 Pavittbanw k e 6 s
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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Fox 6s (9)Lrmodebaf ga&volution 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 evolutiof pa involved the spread of ideas rather than people. While

Foxb6s evolutionary sequence fits the Otakanin
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 bessedismi

with the development of the gunfighter pa in the historic period being the only time that the

general morphalgy of pa changes (Buist 1964).

3.4.1Gunfighter Pa

The introduction of muskets by Europeans triggered the development of a new type of
fortification (Jones 1994:84, s&&gure3.4). As many as 400 gunfighter pa were established

in the nineteenth century, mainly during the period 18880, but they were first known from

the 1830s in Northland (Golson 19%04; Jones 1994:84).

Gunfighter pa from the early contact period (181840s) 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 longgeamuskets 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 (Joree1994:8839). The appearances of gun pits are therefore the earliest
tangible identifiable adaptations of Maori fortifications to muskets (Jones 1989)88
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Figure 3.4: Aerial view of the gunfighter pa URpekapeka (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
perimeers, rifle trenches, breastworks, flanking angles, underground shelters, and a form of
stockadeo (-3eRigare3.41s8ecdldo:ABed 2008 Ditches, from which to fire
muskets, appear behind banks aead 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 abanddelach(1986;Best 1927:367

413; Davidson 198493; 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, gunfighteareanere
informal than European fortifications, reflecting defensive, rather than offensive warfare
(Belich 1986; Jones 1994:91).
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3.4.2Regional Variation

Regional variation in pa morphology is now generally accepted to be a response to local
contexts. Whilevariation ocurred due to agency (Allen 1994a 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 ,regicuns
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 poputation size

(Firth 1927:67; Prichard 1983; Walton 2001:51). The focusherdcation 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 presera ga 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). Heever, 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 odmnsaand varying in functiomhis

was clearly illustrated durgn 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 abo 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 €5ait@003. 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 formely 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, thesiBajk 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

| arge rivers of these areasitjiThé pé&giamms awis
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elaborate and deeply dug defences are Wanganui, Taranaki, the Bay of Plenty, the Waikato,
and Auckland and Northlandd (Jones 1994:48) .
have ringditch pa that were once argued to handicated 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).

3.51dentifying 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 firout 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 asabe used by archaeologists to identify pa and are broken down in
Figure3.5. The most convincing features in identifying pa sites are ditches and banks.

The international theory of enclosures has been highliglsteth @hcompassing 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 sits 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 morjaablog
attributes are considered, as they support the identification of pa sites: fighting stages, gates
and entrances, and platforntigl. Finally, a single noimorphological attribute, ethnohistoric
sources, must be considered as a rich source from \pbiemtial 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 caogvinciheir 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 araldieatures, 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 thendividual 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 ended 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 extretneother 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 offundt on t hat the use of the term édpad can |
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 hifittefions.
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1. Ditch

/V

_y 2. Bank
Surface Features _
—> Defensive Scarp
Enclosing Feature—» Cultural ———— > Subsurface —>» 4. Palisade
/ \ Features
Morphological \ Natural » 5. Natural Features
Attributes _ that prohibit access e.g. a
Mixture of Natural _
cliff
and Cultural
Attributes used tc Supporting \ 6. Atrtificial Island
Identify Pa Features  » 7. Fighting Stage
8. Gates and Entrances
9. Platform/ Tihi
Non- »10. Ethnohistoric
Morphological Sources

Attributes

Note: If a natural feature interpreted as having had a defensiggédn is the only attribute present, areas of habitation are required

Figure3.5: Ten attributes used by archaeologists to identify enclosures and pa sites.

45



3.5.1 Ditches and Banks

Ditches and banks are theost 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 culurally constructed features identified at pa siteségpare3.6 - Best 1927:212Buist

1964:8;Golson 1957; Groube 1964:187). While many European explorers and archaeologists

have identified ditches and bankbete has not been substantial theoretical discussion on

t hem. Kennedyod6s (1969:93) suggestion that t h o

enough.

Ditches and banks are often found together because the spoil from the ditch was frequently

used to crete 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 (&/itkies

1995:245). Maximum use of spoil was often used to minimise the time required to build the
ditch and bank:; ffease and speed of construct.i
or stylistic flourisho (Wil kes 1995:245) .

Internationally, ditche 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 thi
is by cutting a V shaped ditch (Keeletyal.2007:88). For a ditch to be considered to have had

a strict military function, it needed to have been at leasinetes wide and at leastheter

deep (Keelewt al.2007:60).

Archaeologists are inclined tdentify pa based on the interpretation of ditches and banks as
defensive. nPa sites are found in elevated,
characterised by the presence of terracing, ditching,araHnks. These features usually cut
acrossaccess routes onto the pa and are theressemed o b e d emipbases addesl 0 (
Suttonet al. 2003:1). Ditches and banks are often used to cut off and create different areas

within a single pa site (sdeigure 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 typid2lieét (1.8

- 3.7 m) inlength 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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Figure3.6: Aerial view of a prehistoric pa in southern Hawkes Bay. Note the single and double

ditches arond the circumference of the hilltop (Jones 2005).

3.5.2Defensive Scarps

Defensive scarps are less studied than defensive ditches and banks (Lilku@6)L $arps

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 Fsgere 3.7 - Lilburn 1985:86 O6Rour ke
1962. They tend to be dug into the earth but can also be stone faced (Best 12272160

1817 Nicholag1817:270)descrb ed a scarp first hand: A...they
the hill, so that the ascent was quite perpen
example, they are present in the earliest layers of the Otditeweangi Pa (V21/41) complex

(Jones and Walton 200@&nd Pouerua cone pa (P5/29Buttonet al. 2003). Groube (1964)

and Fox (1976) recognised the defensive scarp in their classification of pa as the Type 1

Terrace Pa (Lilburn 19886).
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