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Abstract 
 
Håkansson, O. 2017. Stratified Polynesia: a GIS-based study of prehistoric settlements in 
Samoa and Rapa Nui 
 
Håkansson, O. 2017. Det stratifierade Polynesien: en GIS-baserad undersökning av 
förhistoriska bosättningar på Samoa och Rapa Nui 
 
Det övergripande syftet med föreliggande studie är att komma närmare den förhistoriska 
människans upplevelse av varat, att komma närmare hennes upplevelse av att finnas till i 
världen. Detta görs genom att undersöka fornlämningars spatiala relationer för att förstå  
hierarkier. I uppsatsen redovisas två databaser och Geografiska Informationssystem som har 
konstruerats utifrån fornlämningsdata från förhistoriska bosättningar på Samoa i 
västpolynesien och Rapa Nui i östpolynesien. På Samoa är det Letolodalen på ön Savai´i som 
undersöks, och på Rapa Nui är det Hanga Ho´onu vid La Pérouse-bukten som undersöks. 
Uppsatsen ämnar tillgängliggöra opublicerade inventeringar av Letolo på Samoa.  

En intention är att utarbeta specifika kriterier för att utläsa social information från den 
spatiala utbredningen av fornlämningar. Arbetet ifrågasätter om det är möjligt att läsa ut 
graden av hierarki i ett förhistoriskt samhälle utifrån de spatiala relationerna mellan 
fornlämningar. Svaret är att det går om analogier och förförståelse används då det annars är 
problematiskt att tillskriva mening till fornlämningar. Eftersom Polynesien är väl 
dokumenterat utifrån ett etnohistoriskt perspektiv används analogier och förförståelse från 
dessa berättelser.   

I uppsatsen undersöks vidare mentala världar och strukturer som visar sig i gruppers 
upprepade praktiker i de två bosättningarna.  
Keywords: GIS, social struktur, Samoa, Rapa Nui, Påskön, bosättning, hierarki, arkeologisk 
metod på spatiala relationer, stratifikation, hövdingadöme, den ädle vilden, spatial analys, 
hare paenga, hare moa, ahu, moai, pipihoreko, manavai 

 
The overall objective of this study is, to understand how the prehistoric individual 
experienced her “being in the world”. This is done by examining the spatial relationships of 
prehistoric remains in order to understand hierarchies. The foundation of the thesis is 
constructed by using data from the prehistoric settlement of Letolo in Samoa (Independent 
State of Samoa) in West-Polynesia and Hanga Ho´onu on Rapa Nui (Easter Island) in East-
Polynesia. These data are stored and analysed in a Geographical Information System (GIS). In 
the Samoan case the intention is to make previously unpublished surveys available.  

An aim is to develop a method to interpret social information from the spatial relations of 
built structures. It is questioned if it is possible to interpret the degree of hierarchy in a 
prehistoric society only from the spatial relations of features. It is concluded that such an 
inquiry needs to be paired with preunderstanding and analogies, such as ethnohistorical data, 
since it otherwise is problematic to ascribe meaning to different built structures. The thesis 
uses ethnohistory for preunderstanding and analogy. The thesis further examines the 
worldviews and structures that are shown in the repeated practice of groups in the two 
settlements. 
Keywords: GIS, social structure, Samoa, Rapa Nui, Easter Island, settlement, hierarchy, 
archaeological method on spatial relations, stratification, chiefdom, , the noble savage, spatial 
analysis, hare paenga, hare moa, ahu, moai, pipihoreko, manavai 
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1 Research purpose 

The scope of this study is extensive. My intention is to inquire how the prehistoric individual 
experienced her “being in the world”. In particular, I would like to know how people of 
Samoa (Independent State of Samoa) and Rapa Nui (Easter Island), experienced “being in the 
world”, before contact time with Europeans. This is arguably a difficult question to answer 
even for an individual living today, and this research deals with multiple individuals from the 
Polynesian prehistory in various temporal and spatial settings and is interpreted from a 
Western scholarly approach. However, I make an attempt to answer how various individuals 
were positioned in prehistoric Samoa and Rapa Nui society. This attempt is based on the idea 
that the positioning of the individual in relation to others in society has a direct bearing on the 
experience of “being in the world”.  

In my Bachelor's thesis, I investigated if the settlement of Hanga Ho´onu on Rapa Nui 
was hierarchical and stratified based on an archaeological perspective, and it was concluded 
that it was (Håkansson 2015). This finding is in line with the general anthropological view 
(Sahlins 1958; Goldman 1970; Kirch 1984). In this study I use data from East and West 
Polynesia alike and the previous dichotomous yes or no question is replaced by an inquiry 
into how.  

 Research objective 

The objective of this MA-thesis is to examine the hierarchy of prehistoric Samoa and Rapa 
Nui. This is done by constructing models of settlements in Samoa and Rapa Nui, and analyse 
them using a Geographic Information System (GIS). One GIS model is made over the 
settlement of Letolo on the Letolo plantation on the Island of Savai’i in Samoa and the other 
is made over the settlement of Hanga o’Honu at the North coast of Rapa Nui. The objective is 
further to make these datasets available for study for other scholars of the Pacific Prehistory.  

Another objective is to find out if it at all is possible to interpret the degree of hierarchy in 
a prehistoric society from the spatial relations of features alone. This study is inspired by the 
theory of practice as it is developed by Pierre Bourdieu (1977). The practice theory is applied 
as a tool, to detect if there is structure and meaning underlying the way space is organised in 
Polynesian chiefdom societies. 

The objective is also to gather and discuss data that inform on the hierarchy of individuals 
in the prehistoric societies of Samoa and Rapa Nui. The data is gathered from archaeological 
excavations, surveys, ethnographic and anthropological studies, and ethnohistorical accounts. 
When performing the analysis the aim is to associate groups of individuals with various 
features and then by a study of the spatial relations between these features discuss the 
hierarchy of prehistoric Rapa Nui and Samoa.  

The choice of the study area is based on the position of Samoa in West Polynesia and 
Rapa Nui in East Polynesia. As such the study areas reflect the movement of the ancestors of 
the Polynesian people through time and space, and is made with the intention of contrasting 
West and East Polynesian society to make differences and similarities visible. 
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 Research questions  

To investigate my purposes the following questions are asked: 
 

• Is it possible to interpret social information from the spatial distribution of features in 
a prehistoric polity? 

 
 

• What does the spatial distribution of features say on the hierarchy of the prehistoric 
polity? 

 
 

• What practice is visible in the spatial distribution of features within the prehistoric 
polity? 

 Definitions 

Ahu The Rapa Nui version of the Polynesian temple complex marae. A rectangular raised 
platform of stone with an open space in front. Variables are wings that jut out to the open 
space in front, dressed or undressed retaining wall, adjacent crematoria and moai etc.  
Alii Chief. 
APS Ancient Polynesian Society. 
Ariiki Nobles, kings. 
Entrance sill Sill in stone placed at the entrance to the elite houses on Rapa Nui. 
Feature class A term used in GIS meaning a homonogeous set of features, used in a 
geodatabase. Examples are points, lines and polygons. A feature class have a common set of 
attribute columns in the database and the same spatial representation. 
Fuai´ala translates to “measurement along a path”, a prehistoric domestic family unit.  
GIS Geographic Information System. 
Hare umu An earth oven covered with a building. 
Hare moa A rectangular chicken house in stone. 
Hare paenga Elite house visible from paenga stones and the larger than average patio of 
beach pebbles in front. 
Hanga Ho´onu A place on the northern coast of Rapa Nui, meaning bay of turtles. Also 
known as La Pérouse. 
Kaainga PPN smaller group within a larger kainanga that is land holding and residential. 
Kainanga PPN larger land holding group that trace descent from a common ancestor.  
Kava Narcotic beverage served at meetings made from the root of the pepper plant Piper 
methysticum. 
Letolo A place on the SE coast of the Island Savai'i in Samoa. The name is from the 
plantation that used to be located here. 
La Pérouse Bay A bay on the N coast of Rapa Nui. Located at Hanga Ho´onu. 
Layer A word with multiple uses in this thesis. The context the term is used in defines the 
meaning. In archaeology it is a visible deposit seen in section at the excavation, that is 
indicative of an event. In GIS terminology it is a reference to a data set and a specification for 
how this data set is portrayed in the software with symbols. In image manipulation software 
terminology it is a term for image files that are placed on top of each other.  
Lithic mulch Arable land that is mulched with rocks to retain moisture and protect the plants 
from sun and wind. 
Manavai A hollow stone protection for plants that contains moisture and shed from the wind 
and the sun. 
Mata The tribe. 
Matai Title holder. 
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Moai Anthropomorphic stone figures. 
Paenga Dressed basalt stones used in elite houses on Rapa Nui. When placed together paenga 
form an elliptical enclosure. Paenga often has holes in which to put the sticks that make up 
the walls of the elite houses. 
Poro Smooth beach cobbles. 
Pipihoreko Circular stacked stone cairns, 1-1.5 m diameter at base, conical and 1.5-2 m high. 
PPN Proto-Polynesian. 
Qariki PPN title for the highest ranked male within kainanga.  
Rapa Nui Also known as Easter Island.  
Red scoria Stone that is used as eyes of the moai statues. 
Samoa An Island nation in the Pacific. Full name is the Independent State of Samoa. 
Formerly known as West Samoa.  
Savai´i The largest Island in Samoa. 
Star Mound A mound with protruding parts in a basic shape of a star.  
Top knot The stone hats of the moai statues. 
Tulafale Talking chief. 
Umu Earth oven, a hole in the ground where food is cooked over heated stones and covered 
with leaves and earth until ready.  
Umu pae Stone lined earth oven.  
Umu ti´i An earth oven in which the ti root is cooked. After a prolonged period of intense heat 
it crystallises into a sugary snack.  
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2 Theory 

The world, everything, is composed of matter and energy that is muddled together in a 
temporal and spatial web of interconnectedness. We cannot view the world as a whole, rather 
we select part of the information available, and we put this together to make sense of the 
world.  

I define theory as the way reality is viewed. It is what we judge to be important to note 
and in what order facts are put (Johnson 2010: 2). Theory is the meta-perspective where we 
are thinking of the thinking itself. It is necessary that a researcher state what theory is applied, 
since failing to do so is to hide the most dominant view of society as self-evident common 
sense. The ideology of society still colour and affect the interpretation that a so called 
atheorethical archaeologist do when ideology permeates everything in society (Childe 1954: 
16-19; Johnson 2010; Nealon & Searls Giroux 2012: 93-101; Neil Price pers. comm. 2015; 
Michael Lindblom pers. comm. 2015).  

Following this reasoning I suggest that it is a matter of accountability to honestly describe 
theory in archaeology. The more explicit the theory is the more reliable is the result. We exist 
in a measurable physical world but our relations, belief and indeed our experience of 
existence is to a large degree not tangible. In the Natural Sciences there is intersubjective 
testability, meaning that the researcher could be replaced but the result stays the same (Thurén 
2007: 34). This is problematic in the Social Sciences when humans are studying humans. But 
realising this dilemma does not mean that any version goes. Rather it is an awareness of how 
fragile any postulate on human history is and an awareness of the need for hermeneutics in the 
archaeological process. It is important to understand that any model of the real world is a 
model. It is not the real world it is trying to depict. To understand the reality that we are 
researching, we sort, categorise and define (Rönnby 2014: 11).  

In the endeavour to understand the world, we have reached a post-modern condition 
where it seems that the over-arching trajectories in history, and even the possibility of 
knowing in itself, have vanished. It seems as if the fitting of events into a big story, a meta-
narrative, is no longer possible (Nordin 1995: 527-537; Olsen 2003: 53-65; Johnson 2010: 
199-204; Nealon & Searls Giroux 2012: 139-145). Philosophers such as Wittgenstein and 
Foucault has in my reading made it difficult to use “common sense”, and to “tell it like it is”, 
when they have shown that we scientists shape the world when we describe it. The way we 
use words is itself shaping the world (Lubcke 1988: 167-168, 580-585; Johnson 2010: 202-
203). In this view, the world is not a separate entity possible to measure with positivistic 
science but it is defined at the very moment when it is viewed. This means that we will 
redefine the world endlessly and that there will never be a stable truth.  

I perceive this lack of stable ground as a constituting part of what is known as 
postmodernism. I agree with the postmodern critique of teleology where progress is seen to 
accumulate and lead to a fixed point, whether that is the classless communism, the 
enlightened reason or the capitalist liberal democracy, depending on the speaker (Fukuyama 
2006; Johnson 2010: 199-204). But contrary to postmodern thought I do believe that there is a 
“real world” out there, between us individuals. This “real world” is the physical world, that 
down to the micro level of the atom is possible to measure and that behave in predictable 
ways (Rees 2009: 6). When we move on to even smaller contexts such as the sub atom micro 
level it is problematic when quantum mechanics and Heisenberg's uncertainty principle 
contradict science (Al-Khalili 2009: 38-41). But, my point is that there is a way forward. 
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There is a way to conduct archaeological scientific research and gain insight into the past 
while at the same time accepting the postmodern idea that all knowledge is constructed and 
that no version of the past is the final one.  

This way forward I call the smaller stories. As I probe deeper into the science of 
archaeology I have discovered that history consists of a limitless amount of stories, a limitless 
amount of events that make up the whole of history. Instead of trying to tell the whole history 
I propose that we can move forward by telling smaller stories. Depending on the perspective 
many different stories can be told of the same past, an example of this is the gender 
perspective. If applied correctly it holds the promise of unfolding new stories of the past 
(Arwill Nordblad 2003: 10-11). I like to think that history, the archaeological past, is a large 
tree and the stories we tell are acting as torches of light shining on different branches. And as 
such we do not see the whole tree, but we see parts of it lit up at times. This is also the way 
that other thinkers have moved forward from the seemingly deadly couch lock of postmodern 
ontology (Hodder 1991, 1999).  

It seems to me that there are two main avenues of thought in the social sciences. In 
simplified terms it could be put like this: either we are controlled by overarching structures 
that are out of our control, or we are free agents that shape our own destiny. There are several 
theoretical views that try to overcome this gap and bridge the different sides into a coherent 
whole.  

One of these is the field theory that has been developed by Pierre Bourdieu (1977). A field 
exists when actors are competing for common material or symbolic resources (Broady 1988: 
5). The basic concepts of Bourdieu's theories are, apart from field; practice, habitus, capital, 
and doxa (Bourdieu 1977, 1989: 14-25; Hodder 2004: 132; Olsen 2003: 140). In the present 
analysis it is in particular the concept of practice and habitus that will be used.  

In plain English; the maps that are constructed are studied to see what individuals do and 
where they are. The description of what humans do is the practice. This is used to describe 
the doxa of prehistoric Polynesians. The doxa is the rules of the practice and the reason 
individuals are in the social position that they are (Bourdieu 1977: 164-71; Broady 1988:6). In 
my reading doxa is what individuals believe in. A related theoretical concept is habitus. This 
designate individual memories, habits and dispositions (Broady 1988: 4). I read it as being the 
way that individuals believe that things should be done, without being aware of it. Bourdieu 
speaks about symbolic and cultural capital and by this, I think he means the assets that an 
individual have that is ascribed and recognised within the current field (Bourdieu 1977: 171-
183; Broady 1988: 2-5; Andersson 2015: 95).  

 In this study I use Bourdieu’s definitions and concepts in the following way; Practice is 
repeated action done in a certain place that I can identify from the archaeological features 
(Bourdieu 1977; Broady 1988). With habitus, I mean a set of dispositions that is embodied by 
an individual (Broady 1988: 12). Habitus could mean pre-conceived notions on how stuff 
should be done. The doxa is the rules and assumptions that quietly underlie the physical and 
mental world of multiple individuals (Broady 1988: 59-88).  

In essence, and as a way to grasp the concepts it could be put like this; practice is what 
you do. Habitus is how you think about what you do. Doxa is the common rules on how you 
do what you do.  

 Besides the writings of Bourdieu, and the research on Bourdieu and his practice theory 
by Broady, I have been unable to find a specific theory on how to infer social information 
from the spatial patterning of features within settlements (Bourdieu 1977; Broady 1988). I 
have, however, found more generic statements on spatial analyses by other researchers. In 
Renfrew and Bahn's introductory work on archaeology, it is claimed that it is possible to study 
the organisation of segmentary societies through what is left of their settlements (Renfrew & 
Bahn 2012: 189). This is based on the notion that the spatial patterning of features carries 
meaning and that all living organisms organise space around them (Rapaport 1994: 461). This 
I have viewed as a possibility to disentangle and interpret the intentions behind this organising 
of space (Håkansson 2015). A useful archaeological method to investigate hierarchies is to 
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look for lavish burials that display wealth and compare this with less conspicuous burials 
(Renfrew & Bahn 2012: 189-93). In this way, it is possible to illuminate the relation between 
powerful and less powerful individuals. This is unfortunately not possible at Letolo since not 
much bone material has been found due to the acidity of the soil. On Rapa Nui, there are no 
conspicuous burials that display wealth apart from the individuals  buried in the ahu structure 
itself. The cremation burials on Rapa Nui make an osteological analysis complicated when the 
material is fragmented (Navarro 2017).   

 It is claimed that it is possible to withdraw information on the economic, social, and 
political life of ancient societies by studying settlement patterns (Trigger 1993: 338). This is 
named settlement archaeology and is concerned with the internal and external structure, 
arrangement, distribution and relationships within settlements (Darvill 2002: 385). In part as a 
response to settlement archaeology, landscape archaeology emerges (Trigger 1996). However, 
settlement archaeology and landscape archaeology cross-fertilize as they are both methods to 
perform an analysis of spatial relations in the landscape (Feinman 2001: 13937).  

It is perhaps better to view settlement archaeology as part of the positivistic processual 
school of thought as it is concerned with the utilisation of the surrounding area and with 
counting and analysing. Landscape archaeology, on the other hand, is in the post-processual 
school of thought focusing on the experience of the landscape while walking through it.  

A special circumstance when it comes to Polynesian studies is that Islands are limited 
spaces, that have been seen as the ideal laboratory for studies of how cultures develop. But as 
the idea of the unilineal development of societies was criticised by the post-processual school 
the “Polynesia as a lab”-idea seems to be out of date (Hodder 1991, 1999). I do see some 
tendencies to focus on landscape, cultural resource management, monumental and spiritual 
architecture (Green 2002: 127-152; Martinsson-Wallin 2016). But all in all the study of 
Polynesian history seem to be unaffected by the post- or post post-processual developments. 
Polynesian history is still seen through a culture-historical lens (Gosden: 1999: 496; 
Martinsson-Wallin 2016: 133).  

Since I have been unable to find a specific theory or method on how to infer social 
information from intra-site spatial patterning of settlement features I have made my own 
theory to base my method on. It is based on connecting groups or individuals of different 
hierarchical strata to archaeological features. Then the spatial relations between the features 
are discussed. The data used to connect social groups to features is gained from a study of 
ethnohistory, anthropology, ethnology, and archaeology.  

A basic tenet of my theory is that what is rare, hard to do and require lots of manpower is 
used to show status by high-ranking individuals. Likewise, what is common or hastily built 
and where a minimum of work effort and material has gone into the construction is interpreted 
as belonging to low-rank individuals. The position of features in the intra-site communication 
network is also used. A close distance to ceremonial or spiritual centres could indicate 
closeness to the supernatural and a sanction of the divine, while a longer distance indicates a 
less privileged position. It is also of interest if built structures are close to communication 
hubs, where it is easy to travel around in a settlement, or far away from the intra-site 
communication network. Further if built structures are in a position where individuals that 
would be present on them can see, and be seen by, the individuals moving past the built 
structures. Built structures indicating high-ranking individuals placed close to structures 
indicating low-ranking individuals could be assumed to be controlling the low-ranking 
individuals. I suggest that the presence of a high-ranking individual is acting as a reminder to 
the low-ranking individuals of their place within society. It is further supposed that the 
presence of religious structures reinforces the social structure and serve as a reminder as to 
why society is organised the way it is.  

A method that is discussed but not used is correspondence analyses, a method that ties in 
well with Bourdieu’s theory of practice.  
The processing power of computers is well suited to generate complex pictures of relations 
and GIS software offers a way to store, display and analyse the relations of the built 
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structures. The reason that this is mentioned in the theory chapter is the need to stress that the 
models displayed in the GIS are in itself a result of categorisation and a selection of data. It is 
a direct result of what facts are judged as important to note and thus dependent on theory.  
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3 Method 

Writing this thesis I have felt that what I was searching for was constantly eluding me and that 
it is not graspable or possible to feel. Then it struck me that hierarchies in itself are immaterial 
and as such rather hard to make concrete. I am trying to make the mental jump from remains 
in the ground to the social workings of society. It is not self-evident how this is done but I 
believe that it is possible when the organising of space is not random. The method is the way I 
deduce immaterial social information from the remains of the built environment. I believe that 
there is not only one method applicable to all archaeological research on all sites. There is a 
variety of possible methods and it is a matter of applying the most suitable method based on 
the research questions and the nature of the source material (Carver 2011: 20-36, 115-8).  

As the method in this research is to use GIS and maps to interpret social information from 
the spatial layout of features, we need to know what a map is. A map is a model that carries 
generalised information (Wellwing 2001: 97). When making any model of the world, such as 
a map, there is selection and construction involved. To make maps is to transform the real 
world into a picture that can be used and understood. But, as the world is infinitely complex, 
one has to simplify the real world, and divide it into separate measurable pieces (Eklundh 
2016). It is essential to remember that a map is not the real world it is trying to depict, it is a 
generalised model (Olsson 2005: 12; Arnberg 2006: 15; Eklundh 2003).  

Since maps are heavily dependent on the choices made during the construction of the 
databases and the GIS models,  a detailed account of the construction follow below. On Rapa 
Nui, the building of the GIS was done in two steps. The initial work was done to produce a 
GIS model for the BA-thesis, where I made a selection of the remains that I studied. In the 
MA-thesis the GIS was expanded to include all data in the report. After making photocopies 
of the maps published in Prehistoric Rapa Nui (Stevenson et al. 2008) I used the software 
Adobe Photoshop to construct a single map with the position of all the archaeological 
features. The smaller maps are in Photoshop displayed over a layer of the small scale pull-out 
map in Stevenson et al. (2008) publication with the intention to make the smaller maps to fit 
into a coherent whole. A source critical aspect is that features drawn in the border area of the 
smaller maps could have been obscured by the map next to it, during this phase. The resulting 
map was then opened in the GIS-software Arcview. The projection was done by recognising 
two features in the map as the same as two features observed in Google Earth, thus producing 
the coordinates. The coordinate system, reference ellipsoid, and geoid model were set to WGS 
1984.  

In ArcMap I have built the database as a geodatabase. I decided on the most appropriate 
formats for the storage of the data such as short integrals, nominal, float value etc. that was 
sufficiently small and easy to handle for the hardware but at the same time flexible enough to 
store unexpected data. The exact nature of the columns and lines in the database is available 
in the database itself. Here it is sufficient to note that the database was built as a shape file 
(.shp) with rows for the attribute information feature type, length, width, height, shape, the 
slope of sides and extra info.  

After this the input of the archaeological data followed. The database and GIS were first 
designed to be used in the BA-thesis (Håkansson 2015). Structures indicating rank was put 
into the feature classes: ahu, major ahu, crematoria, pipihoreko, waterhole, cooking, lithic 
activity, agricultural activity, hare moa, platforms, terraces, house and high-ranking house. 
The complete area of Hanga Ho´onu that is surveyed and published by Stevenson and Haoa 
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was too extensive for the limited scope of a BA-thesis (Stevenson & Haoa 2008). I therefore 
chose to delimit the area to the E and W, resulting in a piece of land that stretched from the 
sea to the area furthest inland. It should be noted that features that did not fit into the feature 
classes were discarded. When I started work on the MA-thesis it was the databases and GIS of 
the BA-thesis that were built upon and expanded. In the making of the MA-thesis all features 
in the previously discarded areas to the E and W were entered.  

 While building the databases and GIS over Samoa, the process is similar. Smaller large 
scale maps are photographed by me and aligned using the software Photoshop. Due to the 
slight shift in perspective when photographing by hand certain numbers on the border of some 
of the photographs is lost as the separate photographs are made into a composite picture. A 
spatial distortion is possibly introduced while aligning the separate photographs into a 
composite picture. There are numbers in the original map that are not possible to read either 
due to the original handwriting or that the map is a copy. In Photoshop I enhance the 
markings on the map and make them as readable as possible. The reference ellipsoid, 
coordinate system and the geoid model is set to WGS1984. The georeferencing is done by 
identifying two known points on the Google Earth satellite image of Letolo Valley with two 
points that are visible in the GIS. When surveyed in 1976-78 the area was cleared of 
vegetation by grazing animals. The satellite image in Google Earth is more recent and the area 
is covered in dense secondary canopy. It is therefore only possible to make out the shapes of 
features and riverbeds by noticing the change of hue in the jungle canopy. Since the Pulemelei 
mound is marked on the Google Earth map this is the first coordinate chosen and entered as -
13.735260,-172.324433. The second coordinate is a bend in a small river that is identified by 
the bend itself and by the shapes of features surrounding it. This is entered as -13.739031,-
172.323404. The construction of the database is done in a similar manner as the database 
containing the data on Rapa Nui. 

After georeferencing the maps the written notes from the reports is entered into the GIS 
and the databases. Data is left out when there is uncertainty but obvious mistakes in the 
survey notes or the map is corrected. A guiding principle is to avoid entering errors in the GIS 
database. Only data that is clearly visible is entered. There are errors in the maps that I use as 
a base to build the GIS. Some numbers are missing and others are drawn in two places. I also 
measure on screen in the GIS to connect the drawn feature in the map with the corresponding 
attribute data in the survey notes. 

The first step after the construction of the GIS is to look at what is there and recognise 
and acknowledge the existence of patterns. The second step is to analyse and verify that the 
patterns are real. The third step is to identify the causes of the patterns (deMers 2009: 52-56, 
280-2). The GIS is searched by writing search strings in the computer language Structured 
Query Language with the compiler that is built into ArcMap. The analysis is performed by 
searching and displaying relations of features indicating low and high rank. The relations that 
prove to be revealing on aspects of hierarchy are then published as maps and discussed in the 
analysis chapter.  

 
 

 

 The data set 

The data set consists of survey data on the prehistoric settlements of Letolo on Savai’i in 
Samoa and Hanga Ho´onu at La Pérouse bay on Rapa Nui.  

The Samoan survey was made in 1976 to 1978 by Gregory Jackmond, an American Peace 
Corps Volunteer and archaeologist who worked with Jesse Jennings in Samoa in the 1970s 
(Jennings et al 1982). The survey data is unpublished and the documentation is on file at 
Auckland War Memorial Museum. I have been presented with photocopies of the survey 
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notes and digital and analogue photocopies of hand drawn maps by my supervisors. The base 
map that shows the position of Samoa and Rapa Nui is accessed from Natural Earth, an 
organisation that supplies public domain vector and raster data. It is version 2.0.0 of the 10:1 
m cultural vectors. The base map for the Samoa overview is made by Jackmond and accessed 
in 2016.  

On Rapa Nui the empirical data is surveys compiled and published by Christopher M. 
Stevenson and Sonia Haoa Cardinali in 2008 (Stevenson & Haoa 2008). It is based on surveys 
of the Hanga Ho´onu area made in 1995, 1996, 1997, 1999 and 2001 by volunteers funded by 
the Earth Watch Institute in Maynard in the US. The published data consists of 14 maps with 
numbers that correspond to notes. The division of the area into smaller maps is based on aerial 
photographs. There is also a pullout map giving a general view of the whole area.  
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4 Polynesia 

Polynesia is located in the Pacific, together with Micronesia and Melanesia. It consists of 
many Islands dotted in a rough triangle. The name poly and nesia mean “many Islands”. The 
corners of the triangle are Hawaii, Rapa Nui and New Zeeland (Danielsson 1986: 30-35). 
Polynesia is inhabited by the descendants of the pottery-bearing marine orientated 
agriculturalists that expanded out of Island South East Asia into the Pacific. Based on the first 
find place in New Caledonia of the characteristic dentate stamped pottery this group of people 
has become known as the Lapita (Kirch 2000: 200-210). Archaeological research indicates 
that the area of Tonga and Samoa was settled around 2500 BP. On Rapa Nui radiocarbon 
dates from the earliest cultural layers at Anakena indicate a settlement event as late as around 
1200 AD (Hunt & Lipo 2006). The social organisation, language and material culture of the 
Lapita is the blueprint from which all of the cultures in the Polynesian triangle developed 
(Kirch & Green 2001).  
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Figure 1 Position of Samoa and Rapa Nui 
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 Samoa 

Figure 2 Samoa position of Letolo Settlement 
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Samoa is an Island nation in West-Polynesia. The Samoan chain of Islands is divided into 
Samoa and American Samoa. Samoa consists of the Islands Savai’i and Upolu and a few 
smaller Islands (Martinsson-Wallin 2016: 1). On SE Savai’i is the remains of the prehistoric 
settlement of Letolo, shown in Fig. 2, that is one of the investigation areas in the present MA-
thesis. In this area there were at the time of the survey in 1977-78 a plantation managed by the 
Nelson company that was grazed by animals and the undergrowth was suppressed leaving the 
prehistoric remains visible. The settlement is situated inland in relation to the present day 
village of Vailoa. Savai’i is a high Island of volcanic origin with mountains and valleys. It has 
a tropical climate with lush vegetation, dependable seasonal rainfall and an almost constant 
temperature (Scott 1969: 69-70). There is as yet only one find place in Samoa that has traces 
of the Lapita culture, at Mulifanua on the NW side of Upolu (Martinsson-Wallin 2016: 5). 
After the time of the Lapita culture pottery became coarser to finally be abandoned altogether, 
and the period of roughly 1500-1000 BP has been called the “dark ages” due to scarce 
archaeological traces (Davidson 1979). It is however probable that the period from initial 
settlement to the emergence of chiefdoms in 1000 BP was far from “dark”. The settlement 
features that are studied here are the material traces of the stratified hierarchical chiefdoms 
that emerged 1000 BP and lasted to 300 BP (Martinsson-Wallin 2016: 3). After 300 BP and 
European contact the settlements of Samoa was gradually abandoned in favour of villages 
located by the sea. In the first half of the last century Samoa was a German colony and then a 
New Zeland protectorate, and in 1962 Samoa gained independence from New Zeeland. 
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 Rapa Nui 

 

Figure 3 Position of Hanga Ho´ono Settlement on Rapa Nui 
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Rapa Nui, also known as Easter Island, is an Island in East Polynesia. In Fig. 3 the position of 
the settlement area of Hanga Ho´onu at La Pérouse Bay is marked out by the red quadrangle 
at the NE coast. As is evident from the scale bar, the Island, although well known in the 
contemporary world, is rather small. It is a volcanic Island, roughly triangular in shape, made 
up by three volcanoes (Skottsberg 1920: 4-8; Routledge 2007: 3, 131-3). The geology consists 
mostly of basalt and similar stone. With the passing of time the landscape has become eroded, 
at least in comparison with Samoa. Although now it is covered in rocks and grass it was once 
covered by large palm trees (Martinsson-Wallin 1994: 20-24). The availability of fresh water 
on Rapa Nui is high with a large annual rainfall but the ground is porous and the water 
quickly trickles away to form subterranean streams (Skottsberg 1920: 6). It is one of the most 
remote places on earth in a geographical perspective and one of the most recent places to be 
colonised by humans (Métraux 1971: 7, Ayres 1975: 3, Martinsson-Wallin 1994: 15, 20). 
Humans arrived sometime in the 11th or 12th century (Hunt & Lipo 2006). The society on the 
Island is thought to have developed in isolation after the colonisation event without much 
external interaction (Ayres 1975: 22, Martinsson-Wallin 1994: 16). This idea has been 
questioned (Stevenson and Haoa 2008: 6). Besides the occurrence of sweet potatoes, which is 
native to the South American continent and thus would suggest contact (Wallin 2014: 102-
03), secure proof of outside contact has been missing. But recent aDNA analysis suggests an 
admixing of South Americans at a single event slightly after the colonisation of the Island 
(Thorsby 2016). Sometime prior to initial contact with Europeans in 1722 it seems as if the 
culture collapsed, and after the European contact the situation worsened with wars, famine, 
disease and slave raids. In the 19th century the island was colonised by the State of Chile and 
the population was reduced to a mere hundred individuals. Although popularly known as an 
example of overexploitation of natural resources recent studies indicate that the Islanders 
found new ways to sustain themselves (Martinsson-Wallin 1994: 21, Stevenson 1997, 
Stevenson et al 1997, 1999, 2000a, b, 2008, 2014). Thus the Island is also an example of 
resilience in the face of environmental decline.  
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5 Previous research 

This chapter provides an overview of the research history of Polynesia, with a focus on 
Samoa and Rapa Nui. It begins with a short introduction to the possibilities of language 
reconstructions. It is followed by Ethnohistory and a presentation of the accounts of the 
earliest Western visitors to Samoa and Rapa Nui. After this is sections on the ethnography and 
archaeology of Samoa and Rapa Nui. The chapter ends with a brief account of how the 
influential anthropologists Irving Goldman and Marshall Sahlins view the social systems of 
Samoa and Rapa Nui.  

 Proto-Polynesian Language Reconstructions 

Of particular interest are the reconstructions of the language of the people of Ancestral 
Polynesian Society (Kirch 2010: 17). Through this it has been possible to identify words and 
functions of groups that were used from an early date (Kirch & Green 2001, Kirch 2010). 
This is based on words that are found in all of Polynesia that has been traced back to the root 
words they have in common. If it is reliable it offers a possibility to reconstruct the hierarchies 
already present in the proto-Polynesian culture that set out to colonise Polynesia. There are 
three words of particular interest to my study. The first is kainanga that signify the whole 
group of individuals that are tracing descent from a founding ancestor. This is a land holding 
or controlling group. The highest ranking male in this group is qariki. This is the man who is 
closest in the genealogy to the founding ancestor. The final word of interest is kaainga that 
signify a smaller group that is land holding and residential. This is the unit of production and 
consumption. Thus, many smaller kaainga make up a larger kainanga and it is all crowned by 
the qariki who is basically the chief of chiefs (Kirch & Green 2001; Kirch 2010: 16-27). This 
introduces a two-tiered power structure in which there is room for competition between 
different kaainga. An interesting note that Kirch make is that the qariki is in charge of the 
rituals as well as being in charge of secular affairs (Kirch 2010: 16-27). This is not the case in 
the more recent chiefdoms in Samoa and Rapa Nui where the ceremonies are controlled by 
priests or talking Chiefs (Goldman 1970). 

 Ethnohistory 

With the renaissance and the expansion of European capitalism in the 16th-century, 
Europeans set out in ships to map and describe the world. The scientific ambitions of the 
renaissance backed by the economic ambitions of individual countries led to an exploration of 
the world on a previously unknown scale. The first voyages of exploration were soon 
followed by traders, missionaries, artists, scientists and ethnographers (Martinsson-Wallin 
1994: 26; Kirch 2000: 12-13). It is possible to make a rough distinction that places the 
explorers in the time period from late 18th to middle of 19th century, the traders from 19th 
century and ethnographers from the 20th century and onwards. The various accounts offer a 
firsthand glimpse of the prehistoric societies of Samoa and Rapa Nui. They are biased and it is 
necessary to apply textual criticism. A text has an author and this author has ambitions and 
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views. The text has a context in which it is written. Furthermore what is presented to high-
status visitors might not be the normal state of society. 

On Easter day 1722 the Dutch explorer Jacob Roggeveen discovers Rapa Nui. The Island 
was obviously discovered earlier by the Polynesians who lived there when Roggeveen 
arrived. The Dutch named it Paásch Eyland (Roggeveen 2010: 6). By the time of the visit 
some of the moai statues was still erect, the people well fed and the Island had plants 
(Roggeveen 2010: 1-25; BBC 2014: 31-33min). An interesting point made is that there are not 
that many huts and that the ones that did exist seemed to be serving a larger community 
(Roggeveen 2010: 18-9). Roggeveen indicates that they use their houses and things in 
commune rather than having personal possession. There seems to be a shortage of wood for 
construction on the Island. In the encounter at the 6th of April in 1722, the canoes of the 
Islanders are made of patches of wood stitched together. The Dutch estimate that the Islanders 
spend half the time while in the canoes pouring out the water that leak into it (Roggeveen 
2010: 19). There are several canoes going out to meet the Dutch showing that there is at least 
enough patches of wood to make several canoes. This could be a sign that the Islanders are 
friendly (Roggeveen 2010: 11).  

The Islanders steal various objects and threaten the Dutch which lead the exploring Dutch 
party to kill and wound several of the Islanders. It is interesting that when a man on the Island 
recognise the commanders in the Dutch side this man is able to affect the whole crowd of 
islanders that respond by bowing and obeying to this individual´s will (Roggeveen 2010: 12-
13). This indicates a hierarchical society where a chief can influence a group of people. 
Roggeveen notes individuals that have a lighter skin tone and speculates that this could be 
persons that are exempt from physical labour and not exposed to the sun since they are of 
higher rank (Roggeveen 2010: 15). The Dutch commanders report that Rapa Nui is 
exceedingly fruitful and produce bananas, potatoes, sugarcane and many other kinds of 
vegetables. This should be viewed in the light of the commanders trying to distinguish Rapa 
Nui from a low and sandy Island that is reported by the English, but it still indicates the 
economy of the Island. There is not much in the way of animals to eat except chickens and 
rats, but the commanders state that the soil is rich and the place could be turned into an earthly 
paradise. The commander's remark that the Islanders only cultivate as much as they need to 
uphold life (Roggeveen 2010: 21). Roggeveen is also the first visitor to Samoa when he visits 
Manau in 1722 (Davidson 1969: 46).  

Captain Don Felipe Gonzales visited Rapa Nui in 1770 and travelled inland to explore the 
Island (De Amat 2010: 3). From Gonzalez visit, it is described that goods and produce are 
held in common. It is reported that the soil is fertile. The Spanish are uncertain who is in 
charge on the Island (De Amat 2010: 30). Gonzales describes that ministers live in stone 
houses close to the statues (Gonzales 2010: 102). He describes how most people live in low 
huts or caves and more important individuals live in the houses (Gonzales 2010: 122-26). It 
could be that after Roggeveens visit there is social change leading to an abandonment of the 
houses in favour of caves and that only the top strata of society are staying in the houses. In a 
society where rank is allocated on the basis of genealogical ties to deified founding ancestors, 
the visit of someone from the outside that is more powerful than the top strata could question 
the legitimacy of the top strata. If there is social unrest following Roggeveens visit a reason 
for individuals to relocate to caves is that the cave entrances could be narrowed and defended 
as has been demonstrated by archaeology (Ferdon 1961d: 332-33).  

James Cook arrives in Rapa Nui the 14th of Mars 1774 four years after Gonzalez (Forster 
2000: 297- 304; Cook 1999: 336). He writes in his diary that the Spanish visit is still visible in 
the natives clothing (Cook 1999: 338-9). The comments that Cook makes should be set into 
the context of the desperate conditions on board his ships. When Easter Island was sighted the 
British expedition had been one hundred and three days out at sea in icy and stormy weather 
and Cook and his crew suffered from scurvy and malnutrition (Forster 2000: 298). Cook 
describes a poor and barren landscape in short supply of food and with only brackish drinking 
water. He notes that the statues are overturned (Cook 1999: 334-37). He states that the Island 
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is of no interest to other nations and estimates the population to 700 individuals (Cook 1999: 
337). The estimation is low and it is probable that the Islanders were hiding since Cook's 
landing party shot some of them (Cook 1999: 336-37). He notes a skeleton on a moai statue 
and speculates that these places are not for deities but are burial places for families and tribes 
(Cook 1999: 338-9). 

The Frenchman Jean-Francois de Galaup de La Pérouse left Europe for the Pacific 1785 
and reached Easter Island in April 1786 (La Pérouse 1994). In the sixth to the 17th of 
December 1787, he visited the Samoan Island group (La Pérouse 1995: 386, 426). On Rapa 
Nui La Pérouse reports on a people with little hierarchy and not much in the way of chiefs (La 
Pérouse 1994: 57-69). He speculates that the monument building stopped since there is no 
chief with the authority to order the construction of new monuments and statues (La Pérouse 
1994: 63). An egalitarian picture of society is given (La Pérouse 1994: 54-74). La Pérouse 
believes that the houses and perhaps also the women and the agricultural produce are held in 
common. The houses are described as having the shape of an upturned canoe, holding a large 
number of individuals and generally fitting the description of hare paenga structures (La 
Pérouse 1994: 63-66). Regarding the food production, he states that three days’ work could 
supply a year's worth of food and that at most a tenth of the Island is under cultivation, with 
cleared plots in the shape of “prolonged squares” (La Pérouse 1994: 63,73). The men are 
described as treating women as commodities to be sold by anyone with enough physical 
strength (La Pérouse 1994: 63-67). La Pérouse describes a society with lax attitudes to 
property, and much like Cook describe the nuisance of the constant thieving (La Pérouse 
1994: 57-75). According to La Pérouse, the French expedition gives gifts, introduce new 
crops and animals while holding back on the use of force. This is done to establish a friendly 
report with the Islanders. But according to La Pérouse, the response is constant thieving and 
hostilities (La Pérouse 1994: 68-69).  

Even though La Pérouse did not land on Savai’i or Letolo there is still valuable 
information in the account of his visit to the region. The expedition only made landfall on 
Tutuila, which today constitute the largest island in American Samoa. During the landfall they 
traded extensively and observed the Samoan islands of Upolu and Savai’i from the ships. 
According to an unsigned drawing published in La Pérouse´s journals, they sailed only along 
the N coast of Savai’i meaning that they did not observe the Letolo settlement located on the 
S side (La Pérouse 1995: 387-88). As La Pérouse was trained by the Navy and was an 
experienced commander the observations made from the ships are trustworthy. He notes that 
the islands are extremely fertile and that there is a large populace (La Pérouse 1995: 426). On 
the settlements, he notes that from the sea there is a small path that stretches inland for half a 
league that is lined with houses. The houses are described as large enough for several families 
and positioned on raised platforms to protect from the damp. He comments that they are very 
well made, of an oblong shape with blinds that can be adjusted to provide shade from the sun 
and let the breeze in. The agricultural produce that is mentioned is coconut, banana, 
breadfruit, guava and grapefruit. Sugar cane is noted as growing wild along riverbanks. The 
animals mentioned are hens, dogs, fowl and fish (La Pérouse 1995: 425).  

On the 11th of December 1787 at A´sua Bay at Tutuila there is a violent conflict (La 
Pérouse 1995: 405-11). An expedition to obtain fresh water is attacked by Samoans which 
causes the losses of twelve men on the French side and an unknown number on the Samoan 
side. A higher number is wounded (La Pérouse 1995: 400). The location of the fresh water is 
such that the fire power of the two larger French ships cannot be used to protect the 
expedition. Although doubtful and not an adherent of the noble savage philosophy La Pérouse 
allows the expedition to go ahead and the twelve men, among them the Captain of the second 
ship, deLangle, is killed. The noble savage philosophy is championed by Rousseau and the 
Enlightenment philosophers and it holds savage man in the state of nature as the antithesis of 
the corrupt modern man. Savage man, it is claimed, lives happily, healthy and noble, without 
the worries that civilisation brings (Nordin 1995: 377-382; Delius et al 2000: 68-69). This is a 
recurrent strand of thought in western philosophy that is still with us in modern times (Berg 
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2005, 2012, 2015; Zuk 2013).  It is clear that the enlightenment idea of the noble savage is a 
contributing factor in the unfolding of events on Tutuila.  

Captain Bishop report from a visit on Rapa Nui in 1795 that although a captain James 
Baker had procured fowls there in 1792 or 1793 he was not able to get any fowls although 
Bishop offered what he believed to be enormous riches. What is interesting is that Bishop 
mentions that the fowls perhaps had a religious interdiction that he calls tabou’ee (Richards 
2008: 19-20). It could be a temporary taboo that was in place at the time of Bishops visit. 
Another possibility is that it after the visits of Roggeveen, Gonzales, Cook and La Pérouse, 
fowls became more valuable due to a shifting social system, and were sheltered and protected 
in the hare moa structures, the houses that were used to protect from theft of the chicken.  

The pearl trader Moerenhout visit Rapa Nui in 1829 and report that the Islanders eat 
chickens and rats besides fish and vegetables (Richards 2008: 56-58).  

A Captain Waldegrave report that in the year 1830 he saw plantations of sugar cane, 
plantains and potatoes but that no poultry or animals were seen (Richards 2008: 58).  

From the same visit and the same ship as Captain Waldegrave, there is another account. It 
is the ship´s surgeon, a Mr. Guthrie, who notes that there is still moai statues standing 
(Richards 2008: 59).   

From the late 18th century whaleships made calls to Rapa Nui (Richards 2008: 60-62). In 
the multitude of accounts of the meeting between the foreign visitors and the Islanders a 
similar story is repeated. The Island is isolated, and the Islanders swim out to the visiting 
boats, carrying trade goods in the bulrushes they use to swim. Then they trade sweet potatoes 
and jams for scraps of metal, clothes and wood. They put on a show for the visiting foreign 
people with dancing and singing. They steal, and trade sexual favours performed by the 
women for the goods that the visiting people bring. This goes on between 1793 to 1861 
(Richards 2008). At times seamen from the visiting ships are killed or wounded and at times it 
is the Islanders that get killed, wounded or kidnapped. After some Islanders are killed by 
visiting seamen they take a more distanced approach and do not allow foreign seamen to 
come on to the beach. However the procedure of swimming out to the ships is also a 
consequence of the difficulties of landing on Easter Island with the high surf and of the 
problem of finding a good mooring for larger ships (Richards 2008).  

The missionary William Ellis report on life in Tahiti in the early 19th century (Ellis 
1969). The descriptions are vivid and clear, and as there is a general likeness between the 
different nations in Polynesia it is still informative. Ellis writes on the division of individuals 
based on gender and describes how the nuclear family is separated when eating. The men 
carry the food to the house and dig the cooking pit while the woman prepares the food (Ellis 
1969: 192). Then the men eat first and the woman eats second. The women are not allowed to 
touch the men's food or to cook their own food over the same fire. This is taboo (Ellis 1969: 
128-159). It is probable that this affects the layout of households. The women are supposed to 
eat in silence in separate buildings (Ellis 1969: 129). They have food of a lesser quality and 
are supposed to carry it in separate baskets (Ellis 1969: 128-59). Most of the construction is 
done in perishable materials such as wood or straw and this is not visible in the archaeology. 
Ellis describes a system of building where a small canal is dug around houses and where 
bundles of sticks are placed in this canal. Even though the bundles are perishable it should be 
possible to identify the canals by archaeological means. Chiefs have larger houses and this is 
one method to identify hierarchy in the archaeological material. Ellis states that the larger 
houses were capable to house as many as 3000 individuals (Ellis 1969: 175-5). The shapes of 
the chiefly houses have straight sides and round corners (Ellis 1969: 175). The chiefly houses 
are surrounded by a perimeter that is covered with dry grass, or with black basalt stones or 
bits of coral (Ellis 1969: 176-78).  

The American William Judah Thomson visits Rapa Nui in 1886 and travels around the 
Island to gather stories and accounts from the inhabitants as well as to survey the land. On 
Polynesia in general he states that Polynesians have always lived in rudimental structures built 
from thatch and cane (Thomson 2008: 196). Such buildings would be difficult to find by 
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archaeological means in a tropical climate. On a drawn illustration the door is low and 
reminiscent of the entrances to the hare moa structures (Thomson 2008: 25-6). He describes 
the whole of Rapa Nui as barren and the agricultural situation as dire (Thomson 2008: 27). He 
further describes a kind of planting hole that I think is a manavai (Thomson 2008: 29). He 
states that the king of the whole Island and the sub-chiefs has the power to judge others. The 
law is arbitrary and in the minds of the king and chief. If subjects displease the king or the 
sub-chiefs they are marked as victims for sacrifice. As the law is not written it is based on 
tradition (Thomson 2008: 66). According to Thomson the social ranking is based on clan and 
kinship. Most people do not have special rights only the king with his close family and the 
sub-chiefs. Taboos can be enforced through a pile of rocks or small pyramid placed on crops 
that carry taboos (Thomson 2008: 60). The described pile of rocks could be the pipihorekos. 
On the government of the Island he writes that there is one king ruling the whole Island. The 
Island is divided into districts led by chiefs. The position of chiefs is hereditary but the king 
has the right to switch, remove or even to kill sub-chiefs, which means that there is a certain 
degree of flexibility (Thomson 2008: 60-66). The highest offices are reserved for men. He 
notes that the platforms along the sea are preferred as a burial place (Thomson 2008: 89-90).  

 Ethnography 

Ethnographers Margareth Mead and Lowell Holmes visited Samoa in the mid 20th century.  
Both Mead and Holmes were concerned with the functioning of society on the Island of Ta´u, 
in what is now American Samoa (Mead 1928; Holmes 1958). 

On Rapa Nui there is salvage ethnographies in the 20th century when researchers such as 
Katherine Routledge, Karl Skottsberg, Albert Métraux and Thor Heyerdahl visit to gather as 
much information as possible before it disappears with the last people that remember the old 
ways (Routledge 2007; Métraux 1971; Skottsberg 1920; Heyerdahl & Ferdon 1961, 1965; 
Martinsson-Wallin 1994: 32). When these researchers visit the inhabitants of Rapa Nui are on 
the verge of extinction. This is after the breakdown of Rapa Nui society, and after the 
Peruvian slave raiders that kidnapped the last in the line of ariiki (Thomson 2008: 66; 
Richards 2008). Europeans have arrived, and large numbers of the population are lost in 
newly introduced diseases (Métraux 1971: 3-22; Martinsson-Wallin 1994: 31). There is 
reason to view the ethnographic accounts with caution when they portray a world that exists 
in the minds of a few survivors only.  

Katherine Routledge meant to publish a scientific report but unfortunately, this never 
happened, and what is left is the popular account (Routledge 2007). None the less this is a 
valuable source as she is able to interview people that remember the old culture. I note that 
she uses the same informant, a Mr Juan Tepano, as the Swiss ethnographer Albert Metraux, 
that travel with the Franco-Belgian expedition in 1933-35. Metraux is the first trained 
ethnologist to conduct fieldwork on Rapa Nui (Métraux 1971). He notes that the ancient 
settlements consisted of stone lined houses as well as houses without stone foundations 
(Métraux 1971: 128). He also states that the houses are crowded and uncomfortable, adding 
that the inhabitants spend most of their time outdoors anyway (Métraux 1971: 192). This 
means that not all houses will be visible archaeologically and it is a possible explanation for 
the low number of visible dwellings. Combined with Ellis remarks above on the need to 
spatially separate cooking and eating along gender lines in Tahiti, it is interesting that 
Métraux notes that the Islanders have a separate shed to do their cooking although they have 
European style houses (Métraux 1971: 200). This could as well be a recent phenomenon that 
is not part of the prehistoric culture.  
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 Archaeology 

The archaeological studies have up until the 1950s been few. Before this Polynesian 
prehistory was based on oral traditions and genealogies, and the models of social organisation 
that the anthropologists came up with was more or less seen as representing the whole history. 
The ethnographically known cultures were projected back in time and assumed as almost 
static. One explanation for the late start of archaeology is that it was thought that Polynesia 
had no stratigraphy, and consequently that there was no prehistory to find (Heyerdahl 1961a: 
7-10; Danielsson 1986: 36; Solsvik 1999: 19; Kirch 2000: 12).  

In Samoa the first archaeological survey was made by Thomson at the Vailele Earth 
Mounds on Upolu in 1927 and this was followed by a small excavation and survey of the 
stone house called Fale o le fe’e (house of the octopus) by Te Rangi Hiroa in the early 1930s 
(Martinsson-Wallin 2016). Derek Freeman made an additional survey of this and published a 
minor text (Freeman 1944: 121-24). In 1957 Jack Golson and Wallace Ambrose were the first 
archaeologists who carried out extensive archaeological work in Samoa (Golson 1969a, 
1969b).  

A multi-year program for archaeology is initiated in 1963 under the leadership of Roger 
Green and Janet Davidson at the University of Auckland (Green & Davidson 1969, 1974; 
Davidson 1969). In 1974-1978 Jesse Jennings lead a program to investigate Samoa. He 
reports on research done on two different settlements in Samoa, one on the Island of Savai'i 
and one on the Island of Upolu. The aim of this research is to investigate the social and 
political life (Jennings et al 1982). After Green & Davidson and Jennings et al. in the 1960s, 
1970s and early 1980s only a few researchers carry out archaeological research in Samoa 
(Davidson 1979; Green 2002). In 2002 Helene Martinsson-Wallin initiated an archaeological 
project at Letolo and in 2002, 2003 and 2004 fieldwork was carried out (Martinsson-Wallin, 
2007a, b, 2016). This, and the beginning of an archaeological program at the National 
University of Samoa has resulted in a renewed interest in the Samoan prehistory and cultural 
heritage (Wallin & Martinsson-Wallin 2007; Martinsson-Wallin, 2007a,b, 2011a,b, 2014, 
2016). 

On Rapa Nui, modern archaeology was first undertaken by the Norwegian expedition in 
1955-56. The archaeologists established a chronology based on a seriation of ahu construction 
details and on excavations of a number of sites including settlements, caves and standing 
structures (Heyerdahl 1961a, b, 1965; Mulloy 1961a, b; Smith 1961a, b, c, d;  Ferdon 1961a, 
b, c, d, e, f; Skjøldsvold 1961a, b, c, d; Evans 1965).  

This was followed by William Ayres who was introduced by William Mulloy of the 
Norwegian expedition (Martinsson-Wallin 1994: 39). The main theme of Ayres investigations 
was to establish a seriation of portable artefacts and he examined nine sites in detail (Ayres 
1975: 29).  

After this Patrick McCoy arrived to do a study of the settlement system on the Island 
(McCoy 1976). Previous researchers had been more interested in questions of when the island 
was populated and by whom, and in contrast to this McCoy applied systems thinking and 
primarily studied the relationship between settlement features. Based on previous archaeology 
he characterised different settlement features (McCoy 1976).  

In 1987 Helene Martinsson-Wallin and Paul Wallin conducted fieldwork at a settlement 
or activity area at Anakena Bay, together with the Heyerdahl, Skjøldsvold and Haoa team 
(Martinsson-Wallin & Wallin 1994: 123-211). In 1994 Martinsson-Wallin published her 
doctoral thesis on the ahu structures of the Island in which she reviews construction details on 
the ahu. This was done in order to investigate spatial and temporal variation, but she also aims 
to place the religious structures in a social context and to critically examine previous research 
and interpretations (Martinsson-Wallin 1994). Martinsson-Wallin and Wallin returned to 
Rapa Nui, leading a team from the Kon-Tiki museum in Norway, during the 1990s. In 2000 
several scholars on Polynesian archaeology published in an edited volume in honour of Arne 
Skjøldsvold (Wallin & Martinsson-Wallin 2000). A contribution in this publication is from 
Christopher Stevenson, Sonia Haoa and Michael Glascock that focuses on the utilisation of 
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the La Pérouse area (Stevenson et al. 2000a). Stevenson has since the early 1980s researched 
this particular area (Stevenson 1984, 1997; Stevenson et al 1997, 1999, 2000a, b, 2008, 2014).   

 Anthropology 

Two of the most influential anthropologists that have studied Polynesian social organisation is 
Marshall Sahlins and Irving Goldman. Sahlins stress how cultures adapt to the environment 
and how this in turn affects the social stratification (Sahlins 1958: 14). He means that the 
degree of stratification is directly related to productivity (Sahlins 1958: 249). Sahlins note that 
it is a pan-Polynesian feature that the chief is a redistributor. The greater his powers to give, 
the greater his prestige becomes. Thus, as Sahlins see it, in a society that produces less, the 
chiefs prestige is reduced and if the society produces more his prestige is rising. With rising 
prestige the chief gains the power to influence productivity and thus his prestige is rising even 
more (Sahlins 1958: 5, 11). According to Sahlins the adaptation of societies to the 
environment results in three distinct types of chiefdoms: the ramage system, the descent-line-
system, and the atoll organizations. The three types of chiefdoms is divided into group one to 
three with group two subdivided into A and B (Sahlins 1958: 11-12). The ramage system is a 
ranked segmentary unilineal kin group that operates as a political unit (Sahlins 1958: 12). 
Primogeniture is the overarching principle and the basis for society. The ramage system can 
consist of a few ramages. Every member of each ramage can be placed in genealogical 
relation to the main line of descent in the ramage. In every ramage there is a chief that is the 
closest in genealogical relation to the deified ancestor (Sahlins 1958: 251). On top of the 
different ramages there is a chief who is the closest in rank to the deified ancestors, or there is 
one ramage that control the others (Sahlins 1958: 139-81). The descent-line system is a 
localized common descent group that is territorial and act as a political entity. Contrary to the 
ramage system where all individuals are part of a genealogical suprastructure, in the descent-
line systems there are different groups that do not have a genealogical connection (Sahlins 
1958: 251, 181-97). Atoll organizations are found on atolls where there is a low technology 
level and low productivity. 

Contrary to Sahlins view, Goldman stresses the role of internal conflict and strife as the 
driving force behind the development of the Polynesian chiefdoms (Goldman 1970). He states 
that it is not a surplus of production or population pressure that bring forth an aristocratic 
system. The aristocratic system is not static, but flexible and able to bend to differing 
circumstances (Goldman 1970: 20). A basic feature of aristocracy is the division of 
individuals in high worth and low worth. However social systems are composed of many 
gradations of the individual with many separate scales that intertwine and place the individual 
in relation to others in form of worth, obligations and privileges (Goldman 1970: 446). The 
individual navigates in this and is as such an actor.  

Comparing the differing views of the two anthropologists I cannot help but notice how 
much the disagreement resembles the common fault line in social studies, the question if we 
humans are free actors that shape our destiny or if we are controlled by overarching structures 
out of our control.  

Goldman divides the Polynesian status system into the traditional, the open and the 
stratified (Goldman 1970: 20-1). In the traditional chiefdom senior descent is the main 
principle to allocate power, authority and rank. Seniority of descent bestows mana and 
sanctity. Status differences are graded. In the open chiefdom the military and political 
effectiveness influence status, and stability are maintained by the use of secular power. Status 
differences are here sharply defined. The stratified chiefdoms are characterised by clear-cut 
breaks in status that are far reaching. The chiefs are far stronger than in the traditional and 
open chiefdoms. They, together with the ariiki hold the land titles and rule over landless 
subjects.  
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Sahlins designate Samoa as a group one society meaning that it is among the most stratified in 
Polynesia (Sahlins 1958: 11). He classifies Rapa Nui as belonging to group two A with a 
ramage organisation (1958: 11, 139). However he questions why Rapa Nui has a ramage 
organisation when the selective forces are indifferent (Sahlins 1958: 252). Perhaps this is 
because in the 1950s the economy of prehistoric Rapa Nui was poorly understood. Goldman 
classifies Samoa as an open society (Goldman 1970: 244). He designates Rapa Nui as an open 
society without a central authority (Goldman 1970: 94).  

 
 
 



31 

 

6 Analysis and interpretation 

In this chapter, a selection of maps is shown to examine the spatial patterning of features on 
the Letolo settlement on Savai´i in Samoa and the Hanga Ho´onu settlement at La Pérouse 
Bay on Rapa Nui. Note that it is not every imaginable spatial relation that is shown but a 
selection that I believe has the ability to inform on social relations and hierarchies. Further 
practice is identified by noticing areas with repeated action and this is used to infer meaning 
and habitus through the field theory developed by Pierre Bourdieu (Bourdieu 1977). As the 
analysis is heavily dependent on reasoning and discussion I have chosen to include the 
interpretation of what the spatial patterns means in this chapter. This is followed by a 
conclusion of the analysis and a contrasting of the results from W and E Polynesia. 
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 Settlement pattern analysis: the Samoa case 

 
 

 

 
Figure 4 Letolo settlement Samoa, all platforms and large umu ti´i´s 
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In order to get an overview of the area all platforms, including those without attribute data 
from the survey, is shown in Figure 4. The river and the larger umu ti´i are included for 
reference so that the reader can orientate. When the platforms with locational data and survey 
data, and the platforms with only locational data is shown, a rather even spread of people is 
indicated. With only the platforms that have locational and survey data showing there are 
more platforms in the S part. If combined with the umu ti´i and the network of walls which is 
also more extensive in the S it does give a general impression that the S part of the settlement 
is more populated than the N part.  

The N part has stone piles, large platforms and walls for transport and farming/husbandry, 
but not as many small platforms, that in my view were for living and working. Pending dated 
features from the whole settlement, one possibility is that what is visible in the GIS is a 
diachronic record where different parts could have been in use at different times. A similar 
view is articulated by Scott in connection to the area around Pulemelei (Scott 1969: 83).  

In the map, some of the dots of the platforms are clustered in the shape of lines and it is 
tempting to try to infer meaning from this. There are a lot of features that are not shown on 
the map and this is a reason why the shapes are so clear. The road and wall network affect 
where platforms are placed, or it is the other way around, that the walls and roads are in place 
in between the platforms. But there is still too much of a pattern visible to be explained solely 
by this.  

When analysing figure 4 it is possible to discern a tendency for the platforms to form a 
circular pattern. These circles are often around 60 meters in diameter. This is comparable to 
the Andalusian villages in southern Spain where one often finds a small opening in front of 
churches that could act as a communal meeting place. The analogy here is that the space 
which the circle of platforms makes up could function as a sort of Agora, a smaller village 
square. And indeed, if the circle is made up of house platforms it would be interesting to find 
out in which direction the opening of the houses was facing but this data is not available in the 
GIS. However, the agora idea is less likely considering that the area encircled by platforms is 
in many cases crisscrossed with walls. This indicates that the area was designated for pigs or 
poultry or as gardens for the inhabitants in the houses on the platforms.  

The pattern in 19th century Upolu and Savai´i is an inland heavily covered in plantations 
(Sterndale 1969; Wright 1969; Buist 1969: 39). It could still be an open space with the 
platforms circled around it, but with enclosures for chickens and pigs, or for the growing of 
foodstuffs (Buist 1969: 39). The second theory is more probable, and is based on the limited 
amount of archaeological excavation that has been done. Archaeology within this circle of 
platforms has the potential to tell more of the everyday life and practice of the prehistoric 
individual.  
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Figure 5 Letolo settlement Samoa platform shape and height 

 
The map in Figure 5 is done to visualise the placement of platforms of different shapes. It is 
combined with the height of the platforms. It demonstrates that the higher platforms tend to be 
rectangular. The reason for this could be that rectangular platforms are a frequent category.  

The map also demonstrates that square platforms are of a comparatively low height while 
oblong, elliptic, oval and circular platforms are of a low to moderate height.  
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Figure 6 Letolo settlement Samoa, slope of sides platforms and stone piles 

 
A noteworthy spatial relation is the one between features with vertical and sloping sides. 
There is a clear limit as to where they are placed. The pattern that emerges is based on 
features with both locational and descriptive data. The majority of the features are not 
included since the survey data is not complete. There is a source-critical aspect here in that the 
pattern that emerges is based on 51 out of 667 stone piles which have all the necessary data: 
location, description and slope of sides. Out of the 196 stone piles which have both locational 
and descriptive survey data six are vertical, 45 are sloping and 145 do not have data on the 
angle of the sides. There are a further 471 stone piles that do not have locational data and are 
not part of this analysis.  
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Stone piles with sloping sides do not occur in the N part of the investigated area at all, all 45 
instances are in the SE part of the area. Out of the six confirmed stone piles with vertical 
sides, arguably not a large group, three are placed in the N part of the map while the other 
three are placed in the area where the sloping and vertical stone piles meet. None is placed in 
the S part of the map.  

A similar pattern as with the stone piles is evident with platforms, where all 113 identified 
platforms with sloping sides are placed in the SE while the 61 platforms with vertical sides 
are placed in both the N and S part of the map. In the NE part, there are two platforms with 
vertical sides but one of them is uncertain as it is noted in the survey notes as being a vertical 
or sloping platform. The other could possibly have something to do with an umu ti´i that is 
placed ca 80 m nearby. Considering the category platforms, there are 537 in total. 63 of them 
do not have locational data and 474 have. Of the platforms with locational data, there are 113 
that are sloping, 61 are vertical and 300 do not have data on the angle of the sides. 

Before cultural conclusions are drawn it is necessary to investigate if there are any other 
possible explanations for the position of the platforms and stone piles with sloping and 
vertical sides. As I have used the survey notes to build the database and the GIS there is no 
doubt that the surveyors used the same datasheet. These papers contain scribbles and 
handwriting that is done in a hurry so it was likely intended as a temporary note to be read by 
the writer only. It is quite obvious that the papers that I have digitised are copies of the ones 
used in the field and I can say with confidence that they are identical.  

Being the original field notes it is trustworthy evidence of the who was in the field and 
made the judgements of sloping or vertical sides. The individual sheets are signed by the 
surveyors. In most cases it is G.U. Jackmond but there is also a “Lisa” and on one occasion 
the name L. Worrall that is written. I have gone through all the sloping and vertical stone piles 
as well as platforms that I have entered into the database. Out of 45 sloping stone piles, all are 
noted by Jackmond. Out of six vertical stone piles, one is noted by Lisa and four are noted by 
Jackmond. It is not known who entered the remaining sixth one. Platforms with vertical sides 
are also mostly entered by Jackmond but a few in the upper part of the map is noted by Lisa. 
Overall it is mostly Jackmond who has entered the survey data. It is not different surveyors 
describing the same features differently that cause the spatial relation between sloping and 
vertical features.  

As platforms with vertical sides are placed in the S part as well it seems to be reasonably 
clear that constructions with vertical sides are technically possible in the whole area. 
However, platforms and stone piles that have sloping sides are only present in the S and SE 
part of the area. It could be that it is the slope of the valley that is the reason for the different 
building techniques. I have not been able to produce data on the height and slope of the valley 
in detail. Maps of the area with drawn height lines do not show height in sufficient detail. 
Neither does a close inspection of the shift in hue in the jungle canopy in satellite imagery. 
From what is visible in the image provided by Google Earth the valley appears to be rather 
flat. However, it is known that the valley is rising from sea level at the coast and upwards 
towards the centre of Savai´i with the large Pulemelei mound placed approximately 3 km 
inland from the coast. The height of the area that the platform or mound is placed on is 120 m 
above sea level and the platform is in itself 12 m above ground (Martinsson-Wallin 2016: 16-
17). The fact that the valley is rising towards the centre of the Island could perhaps explain 
the placement of features with sloping sides if these features had to be placed on ground with 
a certain degree of slope.  

The conclusion is that it is not known if it is the slope of the valley that is the reason for 
the distribution of features with sloping and vertical sides. In lack of a natural cause for the 
finding, a theory is that platforms and stone piles with sloping sides mean that it is living 
quarters with house platforms and households. This could help identify areas where ordinary 
individuals slept and lived. But a spatial analysis show that the platforms with matching house 
platform criteria are too dispersed to allow for conclusions like this. The definitions for house 
platforms are according to Buist rectangular square and oval platforms that are low above 
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ground (Buist 1969: 40-41). All of these forms are more common in the S part. But they are 
not unique to the S part. It is likely that it is the fact that there are a bit more platforms in the S 
part, in general, that is the reason that platforms with house criteria are more common in the S 
part, and not that the sloping sides indicate house platforms. A speculation is that it is difficult 
to construct something with sloping sides on ground that is sloping in itself. The sloping 
ground must make it difficult to build a solid “stop” for the wall on the ground. Following this 
reasoning the placement of the features is perhaps due to the slope of the valley, if the valley 
floor is flat in the S while steeper and sloping to the N.  

I have not been able to provide a cultural explanation for the placement of the platforms 
and stone piles with sloping sides. It is probable that the placement is a result of the slope of 
the valley but lacking specific data on the slope it is not possible to get any further on the 
matter  

There are two ways to measure the slope of the valley floor in detail to investigate if this 
might be the reason for the placement of the sloping features. The first is the use of LIDAR 
survey data (Light Detection and Ranging). (Renfrew & Bahn 2012: 83). 

The second method is to enter the jungle with machetes and GNSS (Global Navigation 
Satellite Systems) equipment such as GPS to take measuring points in order to make a digital 
elevation model in a GIS.  
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Figure 7 Letolo settlement Samoa, vertical side platforms/stone piles, and intra site communication 

 
Figure 7 shows the platforms and stone piles with vertical sides, the network of walls and 
roads forming the intra-site communication. The road network is important in itself but here it 
is shown to answer if platforms with vertical sides have a higher status than other platforms. 
The analysis shows that platforms with vertical sides have a privileged position in relation to 
the intra-site communication network. This is demonstrated when the platforms and stone 
piles with vertical sides are shown in relation to the walled and elevated walkways as well as 
the walls graduated by width. However, platforms with vertical sides are present in a large 
part of the map whereas platforms with sloping sides are present only in the N and this could 
be an explanation to the privileged position.  
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Roads that lead to or pass by high-status features can be viewed as being there not only as a 
means for high-status individuals to travel but also to offer a way for commoners to see the 
high-status individuals move about and perform rites at the monuments. James Cook 
describes the ceremonies on Tongatapu in Tonga where all but the most privileged were 
forbidden to look due to the tabu. There were even walls put up to hinder the view if someone 
dared break the tabu. (Cook 2003: 479-88). It could be something similar here with important 
individuals performing rituals on the platforms with vertical sides demonstrating power. With 
these platforms placed in full view on prominent places along the intra-site communication 
network a tabu to look upon high ranked individuals present on the platforms would be a 
powerful way to demonstrate power. In support of the idea is the observation in the analysis 
that platforms with vertical sides are highly visible due to their placement on prominent 
places along the intra-settlement communication network. 

The roads and walls are in the analysis divided into walled walkway, elevated walkway 
and walls. The walls are further divided into three divisions according to how wide they are. 
This is done to separate walls built as fences or as walkways. A wall that is primarily built as 
a fence could have many possible uses (Buist 1969: 52). It could be to manifest individual or 
group claim to an area. Or it could be to keep animals out or contain animals such as pigs or 
fowls. It could also serve as delimitation for plantation and/or to keep moisture in the ground.  

The walls that are two meters or wider could serve either of these purposes but based on 
the amount of work invested in the construction it is likely that it is also built to walk on. 
While a wall for transport could have many uses it may be difficult to walk on too small a 
wall if individuals are to meet while transporting goods. Therefore it is reasonable to assume 
that if walls were used to walk on they would have to be broad enough to make such a walk 
possible without too much danger of falling down as well as making it possible for 
individuals walking in opposite directions to meet. This makes walls that are less than two 
meters wide less suitable as a means of communication.  

The walls used to walk on should perhaps not be viewed primarily as walls used to 
separate but as raised footpaths used for personal transport. Scott believes that this is the 
function and refers to personal experience and state that it is necessary to construct a raised 
footpath to be able to move in an area of volcanic soil that becomes slippery when wet and 
where rainfall is abundant. According to Scott, the same observation is made by Davidson on 
Sauniatu on Upolu (Scott 1969: 79). 

The road network and the other features in Figure 7 are analysed to see if the pattern is 
random or planned. A random pattern is when roads are formed organically over time based 
on the placement of other features, with the road network of medieval London as an example. 
A planned pattern is where there is even and generally straight stretches of roads, with the 
road network of modern New York as an example. The even and straight stretches of roads in 
New York indicate a central power that does not need to take older features that are in the 
way of the road into account. The random pattern of medieval London, on the other hand, 
indicates that there is no absolute authority in place when the road has to go around older 
features.  

Within the settlement, there is mostly a planned pattern to the communication network 
but also anomalies. A general description is that the walls are evenly spaced to form quadrants 
or rectangles. This evenly spaced and repeated pattern is most apparent in the area between 
the two walled walkways that run through the valley. But the area around Pulemelei mound is 
not representative of this pattern.  

The layout of the intra-settlement communication network indicate that there were central 
authorities in place. The walls of the area around the Pulemelei mound are more random but 
here the size of the platform indicates authority instead. It is possible that the construction of 
the mound disturbed an older more regular pattern in this area. 
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Figure 8 Letolo settlement Samoa, umu ti´i´s, platforms vertical sides and major platforms 

 
Figure 8 shows the umu ti´i and platforms with vertical sides. It also shows the stone piles 
with sloping and vertical sides, a star mound and the category major platforms. 

 In Figure 8, it is possible to further investigate what platforms indicate rank. An 
underlying assumption is that there are fewer people in the top strata of society and more 
people lower down. This is the society that is reported by the European explorers such as 
Cook and La Pérouse (La Pérouse 1994, 1995; Cook 2003: 498). 

The spatial relation between platforms with vertical sides and umu ti´i ovens is uncertain. 
Most umu ti´i is closest to a platform with vertical sides but there are anomalies. There is a 
spatial tendency where the umu ti´i ovens is close to the category major platforms. The 
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category major platforms are in five out of six cases placed in the area of the map that only 
have platforms with vertical sides. A star mound is also plotted on the map. This feature is 
defined by Buist as a mound that has five to nine projections, by Scott as a mound with six to 
nine projections or points around the perimeter and by Herdrich as any mound with four to 11 
ray-like projections (Buist 1969: 39-40; Scott 1969: 71-72; Herdrich 1991: 381-82). 
Ethnohistory indicate that star mounds were used for pigeon snaring which was a chiefly sport 
(Herdrich 1991:381; Martinsson-Wallin 2016: 95).  

A proposed method to investigate how practice is expressed within the settlement is to 
focus on the placement of what I call the major platforms. Major platforms are platforms that 
are more than 30 meters long or wide or both, and have a height of three meters or higher. 
Such structures indicate a fair degree of influence over communal labour to have it 
constructed. A platform that is three meters or higher would be higher than the individuals 
that pass by it. This means that the heads of by-passers will be at a lower height than the feet 
of the people on the platforms. This could signal superiority. The height would also be an 
advantage for the people on the platforms if there is physical violence between them and the 
people on the ground.  

Combined with what is known from Cooks visit to Tonga in 1773 of the tabu for 
commoners to look at the high-ranking individuals it indicates a status system that is 
reminding everyone of their place in society (Cook 2003: 481-82) 

There are six major platforms of large size. The three largest in the NW part of the 
settlement could be thought of as being one group since Pulemelei mound is such a clear 
status expression and it is dominating all the platforms in the local area. It is interesting how 
the distance is almost identical between the cluster at the top and at the cluster at the bottom 
to the one major platform that is in the middle. Furthermore, it is about the same distance 
between the two major platforms in the S as it is between the two platforms in the N and 
Pulemelei. It is as if there is an ideal distance that should be about 280 meters. The spatial 
relation to the larger umu ti´i ovens identify the major platforms as belonging to the upper 
strata of society. The two major platforms connected to Pulemelei mound is not close to a 
large umu ti´i, but they could be tied to Pulemelei and as such do not need an umu ti´i as there 
is one in connection to the Pulemelei mound (Martinsson-Wallin et al 2007a).  It could also 
be that the individuals on the two major platforms connected to Pulemelei did not need to 
make ti’i roots themselves if others had to bring it to them as a tribute for further 
redistribution. The other three major platforms are between 80 to 170 meter away from a large 
umu ti´i ovens and this closeness in space indicate that the platforms are connected to the 
chiefly sphere. This is because the making of the crystallised sugary ti´i root in the umu earth 
ovens is associated with chiefs (Davidson 1974: 236-37; Jennings et al 1982: 84-86; Carson 
2002: 339-45).  

In support of the theory that platforms with vertical sides are more important in society 
than platforms with sloping sides is the fact that it is more complicated to build a vertical wall 
of stones than to build a sloping wall. To build a vertical wall, the stones have to be well fitted 
to prevent them from falling out whereas in a sloping wall they could be stacked and still stay 
in place. This means that workers constructing features with vertical sides had to be skilled 
and that the individual who ordered the building to be done had access to, and influence, over 
specialists.  

A possible conclusion is that features with vertical walls carry more prestige than features 
with sloping walls. But this is only true if there is no natural reason to build a vertical wall 
instead of a sloping wall, as discussed in relation to Figure 6.  

Umu ti´i ovens and platforms with vertical sides seem to have a relation and to be placed 
relatively close. This is based on the uneven distribution of platforms with sloping sides. 
Since most of the investigated area is void of platforms with sloping sides most umu ti´i is in 
close connection with a platform with vertical sides. In the S part, there is at least three umu 
ti´i closer to platforms with sloping sides. It could be that the sides have fallen out on these 
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particular platforms but it could just as well be the uneven distribution of platforms with 
sloping sides.  

There is also an area in the NE part where there is no umu ti´i but a star-shaped platform 
is located there that indicate status. In the NW part, there are areas where umu ti´i is less 
frequent, but this is the area of the Pulemelei mound that is high status and contains at least 
one large umu ti´i (Martinsson-Wallin et al 2007a). 

Almost all of the investigated area has vertical features so these are expected to be more 
numerous than the features with sloping sides. Still, it is noteworthy that out of six major 
platforms five are in the area devoid of sloping features and one is on the border of the area 
with sloping features. 

It is unclear what kind of sides the longest platforms have. Out of the ten longest 
platforms that are at least one meter high, seven are of unknown slope and three are sloping. 
None is vertical. This seems to contradict that vertical side is a sign of importance when the 
longest platforms should have some importance due to their size. But it simply means that no 
conclusion can be reached concerning the shape of the sides of the longest platforms due to 
the lack of data. It should be noted that Pulemelei mound has both sloping and vertical sides. 
This is probably out of necessity due to the proportions. At the top, there are vertical sides and 
this seems to indicate that vertical sides were the preferred building technique to demonstrate 
high status.  

The category major platforms have wide roads that connect to them. It is likely that they 
also had walled walkways connecting to or passing by them. This is based on a visual review 
where it seems that the walled walkways should have this layout if they were to continue in 
the same direction as they “started”. In order to keep the number of maps produced to a 
minimum I will have to refer the reader to the previous Figure 7 to inspect the layout of the 
walled walkways. In Figure 7 the walled walkways are broken up and discontinued in such a 
way that it is likely that what we see is a distorted picture as a result of damage or rebuilding. 
Several of the walled walkways would pass close to the category major platforms if they were 
not disturbed. The initial walled walkway seems to be laid out in a grid with two walkways 
running the full length of the valley in an NW to SE direction separated by about 400 meters. 
Between the two walkways are two shorter walled walkways that probably once ran the full 
distance between the two larger ones. The upper one is continued after 240 meters by a 
walkway that is placed to the West in the exact position to be the continuation of the walkway 
connecting from the East. It is perhaps better understood by looking at the map than explained 
in words. If one follows the trajection of the upper connecting walkway one finds a walkway 
to the W that is in the exact position to be a continuation of the former walkway.  Furthermore 
there is reason to believe that the two long walled walkways running in an NW to SE 
direction with roughly 400 meters in between were once connected by three more walled 
walkways making a total of five walled walkways between the two long ones, as seen on the 
map.  

A suggestion is that the major platforms all had walled walkways passing near them. By 
the sides of the two walled walkways that run through the valley there are stumps of elevated 
walkways as well. This is not the same as walled walkways, the elevated walkways are 
walkways that are raised (Golson 1969: 18; Davidson 1974: 239-40). It is interesting that the 
stumps of elevated walkways are not that frequent between the two walled walkways running 
along the valley in NS direction. Instead they are for the most part placed on the outside of the 
two larger walled walkways.  

The stumps of elevated walkways were probably once connected to form longer elevated 
walkways. This would make for a radically different layout of the settlement. In the area to 
the NE there was probably a longer elevated walkway, where there are snippets of one today. 
To the NW there could have been as many as two elevated walkways running from the 
Pulemelei area and down to about half of the investigated area. This is interesting when the 
excavations of Martinsson-Wallin of 2004 and forward indicate that there is a continuation of 
practice on this spot for over two millennia (Martinsson-Wallin 2016: 75, 88). With the 
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addition of the proposed walled and elevated walkways compartments would have existed 
were individuals were on all sides surrounded by walled or elevated walkways. However this 
is speculative and it is difficult to relay in text. It is perhaps best studied by a closer look at the 
walled and elevated walkways and of what would be the pattern if one were to “connect the 
lines” of the stumps of walled and elevated walkway with the portions still standing.  

The resulting pattern and the even distance between the category major platforms and 
umu ti´i ovens are reason to believe that we do not see a complete picture. What we see is the 
disturbed traces of interconnected walled walkways that are now broken or disturbed in many 
places.  

I hold it as probable that there were more walled walkways in ancient times and that they 
divided the area into compartments. 
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Figure 9 Letolo settlement Samoa, umu ti´i´s major walls and major platforms 

 

Figure 9 show umu ti´i ovens in relation to major platforms, that is a category made up of 
platforms that are three meter or higher with at least one side that is more than 30 meters long. 
The larger roads such as walled or elevated walkways are shown, as well as walls graduated 
after width.  

Umu ti´i are placed close to features of high status. This indicates that umu ti´i ovens is 
connected with the activities of high ranked individuals. Umu ti´i is close to major platforms 
as well as major walkways and larger walls that could have been used as walkways. The 
position within a road network indicates the importance of individuals. If the individual is 
important the individual will be situated near or on a hub within the network where the 
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individual will be seen as well as be able to see others pass by. If the individual would like to 
go somewhere within the settlement the individual is ideally situated to do so. Conversely, a 
less important individual will be situated more far off.  

An analogy could be done with the individual working close to Charing Cross in central 
London, compared to the one working a few streets off Charlton Station in East London. The 
individual at Charing Cross is more likely positioned higher up in society than the one in 
Charlton. Although the difference of the prehistoric society of Letolo compared to a modern 
capitalist capital city is great, the analogy is valid when the meaning of the position within the 
road network is comparable.  

In many cases, the umu ti´i ovens are close to major platforms. These are platforms that 
by the sheer scale made the construction labour intensive, and this means that society viewed 
the individuals or practices that took place on them as important.  
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Figure 10 Letolo settlement Samoa, platform size, pairs and triplets 
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Figure 11 Letolo settlement Samoa, platforms height and distribution 

 
Above are two composite figures that show the distribution of platforms in accordance to size. 
Each composite figure display four maps. Figure 10 shows the distribution of the largest 
platforms with a height of one meter or more. There is a clear tendency to place platforms in 
pairs of two or three. This is marked by ellipses. Figure 11 displays the distribution of 
platforms according to height. The spatial distribution of the largest platforms is used to 
identify areas of importance. 

There are only five platforms that are over forty meters long, while there are plenty of 
platforms of a smaller size. This is in line with how protohistoric Pacific society is described 
by ethnohistory. Both Cook and La Pérouse report on a stratified society with fewer 
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individuals at the top than at lower levels (La Pérouse 1994, 1995; Cook 2003;). There is a 
clear tendency to place two or three platforms together. In three of the maps in Figure 10 this 
is outlined with lilac ellipses. Note that other combinations could apply as well and that the 
outlined pairs are not consistent in between map one, three and four. This is because it is not 
known if the platforms have to be of equal size to be part of pairs or triplets.  

Several of the pairs and triplets in Figure 10, map one, are of unequal size. The guiding 
principle in map one in Figure 10 is nearest neighbour and not equal size.  

There is sufficient evidence of at least two centres of gravity in the Letolo settlement as is 
outlined by the two ellipses in Figure 10, map four. There could be a third centre of gravity 
but this is uncertain when the two platforms not marked by an ellipse could possibly have 
connecting platforms outside the mapped area. The distance between them is 570 meter and 
they are left out.  

It is noteworthy that most of the pairs of platforms that are marked by the lilac ellipsoid in 
Figure 10, map one, is placed about 70 to 80 meter apart. This is possibly related to the word 
fuai´ala that according to ethnohistory designates a domestic family unit and translates to 
“measurement along a path” (Davidson 1969: 56; MartinssonWallin 2016: 70). It could be 
that the pairs of platforms outlined in Figure 10, map one, is the remnants of prehistoric 
domestic households, or fuai´ala.  

As in Figure 10 the platforms shown in Figure 11 tend to cluster in pairs of two or three.  
That platforms tend to be positioned in pairs of three is a phenomenon noted by Buist and 
Scott as well (Buist 1969: 39; Scott 1969: 71). To Buists observation can be added that the 
platforms found in threes often contain the same set of shapes with one rectangular, one 
square and one oblong/oval. All the lines of three platforms do not reflect this pattern but it is 
common enough to be mentioned. 

Most of the platforms that are two meters or higher have a rectangular or round shape and 
for the most part they occur in pairs. A problem in interpretation is that while Buist and Scott 
separated platforms and mounds they are in the GIS entered as platforms only. The map 
shows that in most cases platforms two meters or higher is found in pairs but there is also a 
few located in isolation. This partially confirms Scott's view that they are found both in threes 
and in isolation but since he is writing on the mounds only it is problematic to compare the 
results (Scott 1969: 71). The analysis shows that the platforms that are largest in plan are not 
rectangular or square like Buist suggest but rectangular or oblong (Buist 1969: 39). This is 
problematic to corroborate when Buist is separating mounds and platforms (Buist 1969: 38). 

The pattern that is visible on this map and the previous one of platforms of relatively 
equal size built in pairs or as threes is perhaps best understood if it is related to the Polynesian 
concept of junior and senior branches. There is a general concept of dualism already present 
in the ancient Polynesian society (Goldman 1970: 248, 291, 473; Kirch 1984: 31-33, 62-63, 
235-37). A common theme in mythology is the junior brother overcoming the senior brother 
and establishing his own genealogical line. There is an element of competition in this: yes 
your older brother is senior and the leader, but if you play your cards right you might topple 
him and become the new senior. It has been proposed that the rapid colonisation of Polynesia 
is due to junior chiefs that had to search for new Islands to start a new dynasty where they 
became the senior or funding branch. The anthropological literature describes how the 
concept of junior and senior act as a way to balance power with the junior chief ready to 
supersede his senior brother if the need or opportunity arises (Sahlins 1958; Goldman 1970; 
Solsvik 1999; Kirch 2010). It should be noted that there are other roles in prehistoric 
Polynesian society with this function such as the sister of a chief, or of a leading person in a 
village council (Sahlins 1958: 184; Yamamoto 1987).  

One interpretation of the large platforms placed in threes or in pairs is that it is this 
counterbalancing that is manifested. Another is that it represents a household unit or a lesser 
line of a family. The idea of the household unit is the more probable one if it is taken into 
account that a feature of a balancing power would probably be placed some distance away 
from the prime power. But then again the balancing power to the prime power is in many 
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cases family since it is a system where the position in the hierarchy is accorded to individuals 
based on the genealogical distance to the deified ancestors.  
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Figure 12 Letolo settlement Samoa, hotspots kernel density point features 

 
Figure 12 show where features are concentrated to indicate higher levels of activity. It is 
made with the kernel density tool in ArcMap to indicate hotspots. The data layer it is based on 
contains all the point features with locational data that is described in the survey notes. This 
excludes point features described in the survey notes but not present in the base map as well 
as point features present in the base map but not described in the survey notes. Line features 
are also absent, meaning that roads and walls are not part of the equation. Note that in the 
kernel density calculation all features carry the same value. They are weighted the same, so 
that a large platform has the same value as a small stone pile. Figure 12 is still useful as it 
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indicates where there is more activity. It is drawn with nine colours from yellow to darker 
brown. Light yellow represents a low concentration of point features while increasing darker 
brown represents a higher concentration of point features. The point features are also shown 
as lilac points. This is done to complement and clarify the density map. According to this 
map, there are seven hotspots in the area with an increased number of point features. 
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Figure 13 Letolo settlement Samoa, hotspots kernel density line features 

 
Conversely Figure 13 shows the result of the kernel density analysis performed on the line 
features that are believed to be ancient. The modern line features such as walls, fences and 
roads are not part of the equation. It is drawn with nine colour shades where the light yellow 
represent a low concentration of line features and increasing darker brown represent a higher 
concentration of line features. The line features consist of all lines that had both locational 
data and were described in the survey notes. Line features on the base map that is not 
described in the survey notes are not included and neither is line features described in the 
survey notes that is not drawn on the base map. Note also that the line features in the above 
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map are not weighted as in the map with point features. This means that an elevated broad 
walkway has the same value as a small wall that is enclosing plants.  
 
 

 
Figure 14 Letolo settlement Samoa, hotspots line and point 
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Figure 14 is a composite map where the two kernel density layers are put on top of each 
other. The lilac layer is overlaid by the yellow to brown one. The lilac represents the result of 
the kernel analysis of line features and the yellow to brown represent the result of the kernel 
analysis of the point features and is set to a transparency of 30 %.  

There are a few ways to identify centres of power, and none of them can be said to be 
absolute. The overall spatial pattern is a result of the use of the place over time and therefore 
it is difficult to draw conclusions.  

An analysis in search of power centres is very dependent on the factors that are 
considered as indicative of power. This is especially true concerning the size of features, a 
decision to include only platforms over 30 meter means that the possibly relevant platform 
that is 29.5 meters is not included.  

In brief, the thinking that underlines the analysis is that what is big in length, width or 
height, indicate power, as do closeness to umu ti´i ovens.  

It has been shown that vertical walls and the position within the road network are further 
factors to consider.  

Finally, an indication as to the power expressed in the settlement is the hotspots where 
features are more common. The features in the hot spot maps are not weighted and only point 
to where it is a concentration of features and not importance and this should be kept in mind.  

The feature class umu ti´i is problematic when it is divided into umu ti´i, possible umu ti´i, 
umu ti´i twelve meters or wider and possible umu ti´i twelve meters and wider and there is no 
self-evident way to decide which is to be included in the analysis.  

A further problematic factor when doing relational analysis is that including features 
close to the border of the map could yield misleading results.  

I have studied the kernel density maps in Figure 12, 13, and 14. Together with the 
placement of platforms that have distinguishing attribute data such as length, height and/or 
width, as well as relative closeness to umu ti´i over 12 meters wide, there are some general 
observations to be made, which will be shown in Figure 15.  
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Figure 15 Letolo settlement Samoa, possible centres of power 

 
Figure 15 is a composite map of the kernel density analysis that shows seven clusters with a 
concentration of features. This corresponds quite well with the number of major platforms and 
umu ti´i ovens that are six respectively. It does not correspond exactly with the four areas that 
Jennings et al identified as clusters of high-status platforms in the part that is covered in the 
GIS. They identified five areas in total but since one of them is outside the geographic extent 
of the GIS-model a comparison and discussion will not be undetaken here (Jennings et al 
1982: 90). The model of power centres described in Figure 15, map three, is the one most 
similar to the one proposed by Jennings et al. They identified clusters of high-status platforms 
and the kernel density analysis presented in Figure 12, 13, and 14, is based on clusters of all 
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features. Still, there is a general likeness between their results and the result of the kernel 
density analysis presented in Figure 15, map three.  

There is not an absolute spatial match between umu ti´i and major platforms or between 
umu ti´i and hotspots and this is a confusing factor. It could be that there are two major areas 
of power in the settlement as shown in Figure 15, map one. This is the three major platforms 
and corresponding hotspots and umu ti´i in the upper valley in the N and the three major 
platforms with hotspots and umu ti´i in the lower S part of the valley. This scenario means 
that each chief or head matai’i of the fono ruled an area of around 7-800 meter long and this is 
probably what a person with excellent eyesight is capable of overlooking.  

Another possibility is that there are three major power centres in the area and that each 
consists of two major platforms following the ideas of the balancing of power and junior-
senior discussed above. The three areas would then be the Pulemelei area followed by a 
central area and then an area in the lower S part as shown in Figure 15, map two. 

If the two major platforms that are too close to the border of the map to be reliable are 
removed there are four major platforms left. The resulting map does not include the E area at 
all. A perhaps better way is to include the platforms that are one meter or higher and 40 
meters or longer. This is not platforms that signal superiority in height as the category major 
platforms but it is substantial buildings none the less due to their length. If they are added as 
well as the umu ti´i ovens that is less than 12 meters wide there is an interesting pattern 
showing. Then there are five power centres as is seen in Figure 15, map three. 

Figure 15, map three is visually pleasing but the major platform that is close to Pulemelei 
mound to the E of the stream is unaccounted for. If this is included we end up with six areas 
of power as shown in Figure 15, map four. It is striking that if smaller umu ti´i ovens is 
shown then the two platforms that are to the E and W in the lower S part both have one within 
a similar distance.  

But the major platform that is to the E of the stream close to the Pulemelei mound does 
not. This platform is confusing. There is no umu ti´i near and the hotspot area to the E does 
not seem to be connected. The hot spot area across the stream to the W could perhaps be 
connected with it. If the walled and elevated walkways are shown it is clear that the platform 
is in a position where two lines of walled walkway cross the stream and perhaps this is the 
reason that it is this big. It could be related to agricultural produce when it is placed in close 
connection to the stream where there probably are plantations. It could as well be related to 
the moving of goods and individuals on the walkways. It might also have some kind of ritual 
significance. It is clearly important since it is so big. In Figure 15, map four, it is highlighted 
with a circle, but since there is no umu ti´i in relation to this platform it is not included in the 
power centres.  
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Figure 16 Letolo settlement Samoa, practice and habitus 

 
Figure 16 separates the practice of the spiritual and the practice of living. The practice of 
living is the repeated household activities of living with kids and relatives on the smaller 
house platforms at a spot that is considered as home base. Smaller house platforms are 
generated by showing all platforms that are less than three meters high and less than 30 
meters on either side. The practice of the spiritual is where chiefs and orators perform rituals 
on the large platforms. It is not possible to show the practice of food production when it is so 
intermingled with the practice of living.  
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 Settlement pattern analysis: The Rapa Nui case 

In this chapter the spatial relations of settlement features at Hanga Ho´onu at La Pérouse Bay 
on Rapa Nui is analysed. As in the previous analysis of the Samoan settlement, note that it is 
not every imaginable spatial relation that is shown, but a selection that I believe has the ability 
to inform on social relations and hierarchies. Further practice is identified by noticing areas 
with repeated action and this is used to infer meaning and habitus through the field theory 
developed by Pierre Bourdieu (Bourdieu 1977). The rather odd placement of the N arrow in 
the following maps is because I wanted the settlement of Hanga Ho´onu to be displayed in the 
same manner as the settlement at Letolo, with the sea down and the land up, in order to 
facilitate a comparison of the two.  
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Figure 17 Hanga Ho´onu settlement Rapa Nui, production 

 
In Figure 17 the features that are indicative of production is shown. It is further divided into 
the production of food and of lithics. The production of food tends to correlate with where 
individuals live. Although rather evenly spread there is a bit more in the W part as the lithic 
mulch plantation is a food producing area as well.  

In order to protect crops and maintain water, stone features are built to protect the crops 
(Skottsberg 1920: 13; Martinsson-Wallin 1994: 20-25; Stevenson et al 1997, 1999, 2000 a, b, 
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2008, 2014). The position of these stone works shows the food production areas. It contains 
mostly manavai structures, but also enclosures, gardens, agricultural features and terraces 
with agricultural features. Hare moa structures is not included in the food production sphere 
as they are to be found in the domestic sphere (McKoy 1976: 23,34; Stevenson 1997: 2).  

With the second feature class of lithic production, there is the complicating factor that 
working with stone could be carried out anywhere. Single small stones are therefore not 
included in the feature class. Apart from a few outliers, the lithic production is concentrated in 
the NW part of the area.  

The NW area contains quarries for basalt with adjacent areas where knapping of stone 
was carried out. The concentration of lithic activity to the W part of the area is striking. There 
are three outliers to the E consisting of a workshop, an activity area and a distribution of lithic 
material. All three is possibly temporary in character. The lithic production outlier that is 
located furthest inland is a quarry for red scoria and could have been in use for a prolonged 
time. Since red scoria is the material used for the topknots of the moai statues and in temple 
details it could be considered as valuable for society on Rapa Nui as a whole and was perhaps 
something that the high ranked persons in the settlement used to bargain with the other clans 
on the Island (Stevenson 1997: 1).  

Apart from the few outliers, the lithic production is concentrated in the W part of the area 
and although there are other places on the Island where basalt could be quarried, it is probable 
that the basalt in this area was of a particularly high quality (Stevenson & Haoa 2008: 7; 
Stevenson et al 2000: 61-68).  

The large coherent area of lithic activity is within the control of the spiritual sphere 
further down to the shoreline. Previous research has described this area of lithic production as 
not overviewed by elites in the form of elite houses or ahu structures (Stevenson et al 2000: 
68). It is true that there is no hare paenga structures in the area, however several ahu 
structures are located in the area of lithic production. There are also other spiritual features 
inside this area of lithic production that could be presumed to have a controlling function. 
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Figure 18 Hanga Ho´onu settlement Rapa Nui, bulk of populace 

 
It is assumed that in a hierarchical society, based on genealogies, the bulk of the populace is 
neither high ranked chiefs nor spiritual leaders. The activities of the large group of lower 
ranked individuals, that are positioned in accordance with the presumed genealogical distance 
to the deified founding ancestors of the lineage, is possibly identified in Figure 18. 
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In this combination of maps, several layers have been constructed that show features 
indicative of the bulk of the populace and these are shown in turn to postulate three possible 
models for where the bulk of the population is located in the area. 

In Figure 18, map one, a rather wide definition of what indicates the presence of lower 
ranked individuals is used, resulting in 1050 drawn features. The layer contains all the 
features that are not specifically tied to the top strata of society.  

It shows hare moa structures, all house building features, all umu ovens, and all 
agricultural features. The only thing that is excluded is the field of lithic mulch that is drawn 
separately, water holes, lithic activity that could be present in any context as well as hare 
paenga and hare umu structures that is judged to be status features. It is difficult to make 
sense of where there are indications of lower ranked individuals among all these features. 

In Figure 18, map two, a less inclusive definition of what constitutes a living area for 
normal to low-rank individuals is used. In order to identify the bulk of the population that is 
not chiefs or priests, this layer contains features named house or domestic and all umu except 
hare umu. Terraces, foundations, hare moa structures and agricultural features are not 
included. The resulting layer of 473 features that is drawn in the map is clearer than the first 
map but perhaps still too cluttered.  

Figure 18, map three, show the absolute basics of the features indicative of the bulk of the 
population resulting in 363 drawn features. Here the category house is removed since it could 
possibly be a house belonging to the top strata of society. The only houses shown in this layer 
is circular and sub-rectangular houses since this is mentioned by McKoy as temporary 
dwellings for commoners (McCoy 1976: 37). There are a total of four houses in the map. It is 
not possible to remove any more features from the layer without losing data on the location of 
the bulk of the populace. 
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Figure 19 Hanga Ho´onu settlement Rapa Nui, bulk of populace and high rank 

 
Perhaps the most accurate way to identify the bulk of the population is to take the layer from 
map two in the previous Figure 18, and show it in relation to the hare moa structures. Figure 
19 shows this, and features indicative of high rank. Hare moa structures are traditionally seen 
as a feature belonging to domestic living on Rapa Nui but not for the top strata of society 
(McKoy1976: 48). I believe that by showing the categories in relation the analysis is able to 
show where the lower ranked bulk of the populace is situated within the settlement. In Figure 
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19, hare umu structures is shown as well to identify places where cooking has been covered 
by a house. Both umu ovens and hare moa structures is in most cases clustered. They are in 
some places arranged in a circular pattern. 

Figure 19 shows the domestic zone of the medium to low ranked bulk of the population. 
A source critical aspect is that the feature umu is possibly misleading since it could be the 
result of a single event or be repeated on the same spot for long periods. While a single umu 
oven could have fed a small group of people a concentration could indicate a large family 
and/or a longer use of the place. When the method for cooking is time-consuming as has been 
shown by ethnohistory and ethnology it is assumed that the preparation and execution of this 
method of cooking are carried out close to where individuals are living (Danielsson 1986: 53). 
The category hare umu is drawn in the map. Apparently, this feature belongs to both high and 
low ranked. It is found at elite dwellings by ahu structures but also by hare moa structures 
belonging to the feature class bulk of populace. It is possible that hare umu structures was 
used at ceremonies and this could explain why it is found in both high and low-status 
contexts.  

The hare paenga structures and features that indicate the spiritual is in the majority of 
cases in close connection to umu ovens and in less close connection to hare moa structures. 
Previous researchers have claimed that the top strata of society represented by hare paenga 
structures do not have agricultural features and hare moa (McKoy1976: 48). This is true in 
some cases but it cannot be said to be the case in the whole area.  

In the area between the ahu structures and the coast, there are features indicative of lower 
ranked individuals, but at closer inspection, the few umu ovens and houses present can be put 
in the high-status category. The umu could possibly have been used to cook for rituals at the 
ahu, and the houses are large enough to be indicative of high status rather than the bulk of the 
populace. It could also be that some of the umu ovens by the coast is recent and from a time 
when the ahu and hare paenga structures was no longer in use.  

The area inland and farthest from the coast could have been used when collecting and 
working wood or for lithic or agricultural purposes. It is a prerequisite that the features are 
from a period before the deforestation of the Island if it is to be in connection with 
woodworking. There is less hare moa structures in the area to the W and E in the inland and 
this could indicate a seasonal presence. See the following Figure 20-22 that indicate the 
centre of elite features by the coast.  

There are examples from Maunga Tari on another inland location on the Island of 
intermittent residency for work purposes and it could possibly be something of the like in this 
area (Stevenson 1997).  
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Figure 20 Hanga Ho´onu settlement Rapa Nui, spiritual sphere 
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Figure 21 Hanga Ho´onu settlement Rapa Nui, high rank  
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Figure 22 Hanga Ho´onu settlement Rapa Nui, elite features distilled version 

 
Figures 20-22 are made to investigate the location of the elite. Figure 20 shows the spiritual 
features while Figure 21 shows them in connection with hare paenga structures. Figure 22 
shows hare paenga structures together with spiritual features chosen by stricter criteria. 

Figure 20 display 86 features connected to the spiritual or ritual. The definition of 
spiritual features is that it is built architecture that is directly connected to metaphysical 
beliefs and rituals. On Rapa Nui this connection is done by a study of historical ethnography 
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and ethnography (Skottsberg 1920; Métraux 1971; La Pérouse 1994, 1995; Cook 2003; 
Routledge 2007).  
In order to provide the means for future researchers to make distinctions, the features are 
drawn with separate colours. The spiritual category includes ahu structures and moai statues , 
as well as places used for cremation and burial. There is one ahu structure included that is 
written down as “in construction” in the survey notes. In the survey notes there is also an 
entry of a ”clear area” and this is included when it could be a plaza. A plaza is an open space 
commonly found in front of ahu structures (Martinsson-Wallin 1994: 17). There is one 
crematoria that is found next to the lithic mulch plantation and it is in the surveyor's notes 
indicated as crematoria or offering basin in a basalt cavity. The rest of the crematoria related 
features is placed in connection to ahu Heki´i or close to the coast. 

Figure 21 show features that are of spiritual significance as well as elite dwellings and 
hare umu. It could be that hare umu structures is not needed in order to identify the highest 
ranked in the settlement as it is a feature that belongs to both high and low rank. Hare umu is 
placed above the area of lithic mulch and outside the context of high rank, which is a further 
indication that it is not exclusively an elite feature.  

The high ranked features are stringed along the shore with the highest density in the area 
around the largest ahu structures. Further inland there are a number of strings of high-status 
features as well as a few isolated features. The strings make up two rough half circles around 
the central area of the coastal zone. Further inland, and halfway up in the lithic mulch area, 
the features indicating high status disappear. 

Figure 22 employ stricter criteria for what constitutes an elite feature than Figure 20 and 
21. The hare paenga structures is still shown but the selection of features in the spiritual layer 
is changed. Features indicating cremations are not shown. This is because it could be that 
some of them is from a later date and not relevant to the discussion of prehistoric social 
relations. Hare umu is not included as it is a feature that belongs to both high and low status. 
The feature shrine or ahu is not included. Moai is an obvious elite feature but it is not 
included since it could possibly have been moved from the original position. Further features 
that are not included is the clear area, platform with cists and enclosures in ahu fill. Ahu 
poepoe is included even though the antiquity of this feature is questioned (Martinsson-Wallin 
1996¸67; Stevenson & Haoa 2008: 26-32).  

The resulting Figure 22 is a distilled version of the hierarchical top strata in prehistoric 
Hanga Ho´onu. Studying the spatial distribution of high-rank features from the meta position 
that a zoomed out map give, there are a few remarks to be made. The most evident spatial 
relation is that the majority of spiritual features is found along the coastline. This show that 
the doxa of the individuals is that spiritual features is supposed to be along the coast.  

Above this coastal row follows a line of spiritual features that circumscribe the largest of 
the ahu structures in the settlement. A visual review gives the impression that the high-status 
features form half circles. It is possible to count at least ten of these smaller half circles. They, 
in turn, make up the first of the two larger half circles that radiate out from an area roughly 
between the two largest ahu in the coastal zone. It is clear that this area in between the two 
largest ahu structures in the coastal zone is the centre of gravity.  

All other high-status features are placed in accordance to this centre of gravity. The two 
half circles that radiate out from this area seem to be placed along two lines that are loosely 
parallel. The reason for this line tendency is unknown. A speculative hypothesis is that it is an 
emulation of the line of spiritual features along the coast.  

The tendency to spread out from a marae or open space where rank diminishes further 
away from the centre is seen in more recent settlement patterns in American Samoa (Quintus 
& Clark 2016: 3). This could be corresponding to an ideal of how to order the world already 
present in APS. Figure 22 seems to show how the individuals in the settlement ordered 
themselves into hierarchical structures in relation to the most important and most mana-filled 
centre in the settlement. It is interesting that the ahu “in construction” is found in the area far 
upland. It is plausible that the two lines of spiritual features inland are built in order for elites 
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to overview individuals working with food production. It is likely that this happened in the 
15th century when the need for food surged as this period saw expansion and the rebuilding of 
the ahu structures (Stevenson et al 1997: 3-17, 1999: 801, 806-8, 2000: 2-4).  
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Figure 23 Hanga Ho´onu settlement Rapa Nui, control over production 
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Figure 24 Hanga Ho´onu settlement Rapa Nui, elite management of fields 

 
In Figure 23 elite features and the production of food and lithics is drawn. In Figure 24, the 
ahu structures is graduated according to length to show family lineages. Figure 24 also 
proposes managerial zones of production. 

In Figure 23 I try to define the element of control over the production of food and lithics. 
It is based on the assumption that the presence of spiritual features act as a reminder to the 
producers of food or lithics of why society is arranged the way it is. The hare paenga 
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structures is drawn in the map and is assumed to have the same reminding function as the 
spiritual features but also to be a way for elite individuals to be present and directly overview 
the work that is being done (Stevenson et al 1999: 801, 2000: 4; Stevenson & Haoa 2008). 
High-rank features indicating control is found in the area of lithic and food production. The 
high-ranking features are however not uniformly spread. The frequency of high ranked houses 
or spiritual architecture is high in the coastal zone and decreasing further inland.  

There is thus control over production but it is not all-encompassing. The control over 
production seems to diminish when moving further inland. To the W and E in the farthest area 
upland, there are no high-rank features at all. An interpretation is that since there are high-
rank features in the area of lithic production, this is something of interest for the top strata of 
society. This seems to indicate that the production of lithics is considered more important than 
the production of food. Another alternative is that the food production in the farthest area 
upland is not overviewed as it is more recent and from a time when the building of spiritual 
and high-ranking features had started to decrease (Stevenson et al. 2014). The spatial analysis 
of features of high rank and features of production suggest that although there is control over 
production it diminished with an increased distance from the coastal zone.   

Figure 24 shows the placement and size of ahu structures. The aim is to use the size of 
ahu structures to visualise the hierarchy of different strands of family lineages within the 
overall genealogical hierarchy of the settlement. The map also proposes areas of influence. 
This is where elite features, such as elite dwellings or spiritual features are placed in 
connection to lithic or agricultural areas of production. Around these elite features, a circle 
with a 250-meter radius is set to show a proposed area of influence.  

The thinking behind the graduating of ahu structures is that the social system in place in 
the settlement is the one derived from APS where each family line has their own spiritual 
building and the placement and size reflect the social standing of the lineage within the 
settlement. Following proto-Polynesian terminology, the graduated ahu structures then show 
the smaller kaainga within the larger kainanga (Stevenson 1997: 1, 11; Kirch 2010: 16-27;). 
A source critical aspect in the identification of kaainga is that the dataset lack information on 
the length of all ahu. Out of 58 features 12 do not have complete data on size. The analysis 
still shows that the largest and most important ahu structures is placed along the shore.  

The ahu structures that is placed in the inland is smaller and less important. There are two 
ways to interpret this. It could be that the smaller ahu and elite features that are located inland 
belong to lesser strands of the family. Or it could be that it is placed there to overview and 
manage production. It is probable that it is both.  

The spatial relations of elite features strung along a half circle inland are suggestive of 
control over the production. Since this string of high-status features is found in areas that 
produce lithics and food it is likely that it is a way for the societal elite to overview and 
manage this production. (Stevenson 1997: 141-43; Stevenson et al 1999: 801; 2000: 4, 
Stevenson & Haoa 2008). The elite features indicative of high-status individuals is set to a 
zone of influence with a diameter of 500 meters. Although this is an arbitrarily chosen 
number I believe it to be a reasonable distance. This is based on the fact that unless eyesight is 
failing it should be possible for a high-status individual to overview most of what is 
happening within 250 meters. And this is close enough for the overviewed individuals to be 
reminded of the elite feature and the high-ranking individuals it might contain.  
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Figure 25 Hanga Ho´onu settlement Rapa Nui, practice and habitus 

 
Figure 25 separates the four practices of work, the spiritual, high ranked living and living. 
The overall objective is to isolate and display features that show repeated practice in the 
settlement.  

The practice of domestic living is representing the medium to low-ranked individuals. It 
includes houses, hare moa, umu and everything else that indicate domestic living except high-
status living, which is a separate feature class named high ranked living. Although living is in 
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a way the same thing regardless of rank it is assumed that it is a different concept for 
individuals if they live and are seen by others in an ordinary homestead or in a luxurious one. 
This is the reason for the separation into high ranked and ordinary living. Figure 25 also 
contains a feature class called the practice of production and the practice of the spiritual.  

The practice of high-status living, and of the spiritual is based on point features that are 
buffered to a 30 m radius. The layer practice of living and practice of production is based on 
point features that are buffered to a 20 m radius. All circles are dissolved to blend together 
and form polygons when they overlap within the layer.  

It should be noted that Figure 25 shows the practices in single layers and that this erases 
the differences within each group. In a way, it is problematic to separate the practice of the 
spiritual and the practice of production when a pre-modern society does not necessarily have 
this division.  

The quarrying and treatment of basalt and red scoria stone might as well be viewed as 
spiritual in nature. Perhaps even more so regarding the red scoria that was used for the 
topknots of the moai statues, and in ahu construction details (Stevenson 1997: 1). 

It is probable that when the practice of living and the practice of high-status living take 
place in close spatial connection the practice of high-status living is the dominating one.  

As the record is diachronic it could be the case that Figure 25 is distorted. The features 
that are the basis for Figure 25 could be from any point in time. In particular, the feature umu 
pae could be the result of recent activities. 

Based on Figure 25 it is possible to show where individuals with differing rank are 
supposed to be. The high-ranking individuals are supposed to be by the seashore either in the 
elite houses or by the spiritual features. The medium to low-ranked individuals are supposed 
to be in all parts of the investigated area, even in close spatial connection to the high-ranking 
features. This is surprising. I would have thought that high-rank individuals would have 
wanted the low ranked to stay away. There is the possibility that they are working directly for 
the high ranked and need to stay close. It could be that some of the features indicating the 
practice of the low ranked such as the production of lithics or food or cooking is made at a 
later date when the elite was not present at the high ranked features. But, it could also be that 
the different practices actually played out this close to each other. Perhaps lower ranked 
individuals were present within the land that belonged to their own kaainga so that even 
though they were lower ranked they still belonged to the same family line as the higher 
ranked and was appointed to work on these lands.  

According to figure 25, the practice of living and the practice of food production could 
take place almost anywhere. There is a tendency of the practice of living and practice of food 
production to take place in connection with the practice of the spiritual and the practice of 
high-status living. There is also a tendency for high status living to take place close to the 
practice of the spiritual.  

The practice shows the habitus of the individuals. The habitus is internalised ways that 
the individual has that instruct the individual on the how and where of practices. It informs 
the individual of where the spiritual, the living, the high-status living and production is 
supposed to be (Bourdieu 1977). Figure 25 displays the practice of the prehistoric 
individuals. The doxa is then that high rank and spiritual is supposed to be in the coastal zone 
while living and food production can be performed anywhere.  

 Conclusion of the analyses and interpretations 

6.3.1 Samoa 

The analysis of the Letolo settlement shows that there is a structured pattern behind the way 
features are placed within the settlement. This is most evident in the S part of the area where 
the features seem to be laid out in a planned fashion to form compartments. This is indicative 
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of a centralised society where there is a central planning and the individual falls into her 
place. In contrast, the N part gives a more unplanned impression. The N part includes the 
large Pulemelei mound, the large platforms, the star mound and the stone piles.  This area 
seems to be more recent or under construction.  

A tentative speculation is that the S part of the settlement with the uniform layout and 
order represents an older building phase and the N part represents a more recent phase. The 
rebuilding and rearrangement of the settlement could be the reason for the platforms of large 
size that appear to have a random distribution that Jennings et al was unable to account for 
(Jennings et al 1982: 89). Probably the N part is the result of the coming together of the four 
highest titles in queen Salamasina as traditional history suggest (Martinsson-Wallin 2016: 
65,72).  

Additional archaeological research could verify if the stone structures in the N part in 
general are more recent than in the S. At the same time, it could be misleading to focus too 
much on the Pulemelei area because it might be the case that social power is manifesting in 
other parts of the settlement as well.  

Besides the Pulemelei mound, there are other centres of power. They are identified by 
size and their exposed placement along roads and walls, as well as the privileged access to the 
communication network. They are the large platforms that are in close connection to large 
umu ti´i ovens and they are centrally placed along the main arteries of intra-settlement 
communication.  

A general intensifying of status competition would explain the presence of the other 
centres of power besides Pulemelei. It is known that Pulemelei is rebuilt and added to over 
time, with its lowest-lying structure being much older. What we now see as Pulemelei is the 
latest phase and underneath is other versions of the monument (Martinsson-Wallin 2016: 64-
65). Pulemelei is one of the areas that were controlled by chiefs or groups of families that 
were struggling for power by building larger monuments. What we see at present is a few 
centres of power in which Pulemelei is the largest. The group behind Pulemelei succeeded in 
building the largest monument and established themselves as the paramount power but the 
analysis shows that there are other centres of power in the area that most likely belonged to 
competing chiefs or groups.  

The analysis shows that the previous view where most features are roughly the same size 
with a few of larger size is not correct (Scott 1969: 71). It is true that some are much larger 
than others but there is much variation in size. 

The map in the GIS is a diachronic image that shows the use, reuse and practices in the 
area over time. I believe that the resulting picture indicates a society with ideas on the 
separation of individuals and features in society and space present from the start, even though 
there are no indications of such a separation in the earliest deposits. These ideas are within the 
Ancestral Polynesian Society and are the same in this settlement as on other Polynesian 
Islands that were colonised by the group of people referred to as APS. The ideas from APS 
that lead to and are used by the more hierarchical chiefdoms that emerge in Samoa could be 
traced in the titles within the hierarchies as well as ideas of first fruit and the importance of 
genealogies (Kirch 2010: 13-28). Pending more dated features within the settlement, the 
analyses do seem to show that the hierarchical ideas within APS become more articulated 
over time.  

The first construction phase of Pulemelei mound is set to around 1100-1400 AD. It was 
later extended around 1400-1600 AD with further rebuilding (Martinsson-Wallin 2016: 64-
65). This could have something to do with the group of orator chiefs called Pule in Savai´i 
and Tamua in Upolu that seem to be consolidating and gaining power a short time before the 
coming together of the four highest titles in queen Salamasina. The group of orator chiefs 
called Pule usurped the right to bestow the highest titles. In this way, power was transferred 
from the fonos that are the meetings of matais that represent the larger aigas to a smaller 
group of pule orators and the chiefs they bestowed with power (Martinsson-Wallin 2016: 72). 
This means that hierarchical power was centralised.  
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The finding of the intermittent walled and elevated walkways in the settlement indicates that 
they were once more extensive and connected into a network. It is probable that the walled 
and elevated walkways once divided the settlement into parcels but as the struggle for power 
continued stones were gathered from these walkways as building material for the expanding 
platforms. A source critical aspect is that it also could have been used to build modern 
features such as plantation walls, before they were constructed with barbed wire (Scott 1969: 
77). The plantation walls were used to fence in the grazing animals who kept the secondary 
canopy in check at the copra plantation initiated after European contact (Buist 1969: 52).  

If the S area is structured and indicative of a central power then it would seem that the 
area in the N is lacking central planning. However following the reasoning above it is rather 
the case that it is the result of even stronger centralisation of power where the apparent 
randomness of the built structures of the area is a result of the rebuilding and competition for 
power.  

There are several valleys on the S coast of Savai’i that have remains of prehistoric 
settlements (Buist 1969: 34-54; Scott 1969: 69-87), but Letolo is the most extensive 
(Jackmond pers. comm 2017, Wallin pers. comm 2017). Considering the settlement in a 
macro perspective, on the scale of Savai’í and Upolu, the geographic conditions should be 
considered. A reason that the settlement is so extensive could be that it is the only area on the 
whole Island of Savai´i that has consistent and substantial water flow (Buist 1969: 34). This 
means that plantations yield steady and substantial crops. The S coast of the Island is 
showered in regular and plentiful rainfall and this would act as a supply for irrigation for more 
valleys on the S coast of Savai´i but not of the consistency and amount of the Letolo valley. 
Another reason for the larger settlement here is the presence of a sandy beach without the 
rocky cliffs that are common on most of the S coast. The beach at Letolo is protected from the 
surf so that canoes can land. Further, for Savai´i that do not compare favourably with Upolu 
when it comes to soil fertility, it has a strip of mineral-rich land to the W where crops grow in 
relative ease (Scott 1969: 69, 76). Perhaps these geographic conditions can explain why the 
large Pulemelei mound is placed in this settlement. Whoever controlled the valley with the 
constantly flowing stream bed controlled the natural resources to back up a large populace. 

The analysis shows that there are built structures that are grand and such that are ordinary. 
It further shows that they, in general, are spatially intermingled. But it is still possible to 
identify areas with larger and more elaborate structures that are spatially separated from areas 
of produce or areas that contain simpler features. A result of the analysis is that there are high-
status structures that are placed inside or in close distance to “hotspots”. The hotspots are 
centres of gravity that are identified through kernel density analysis as places with an 
increased amount of features. This indicates that there is a separation of high and low ranked 
individuals in place within society. The analysis shows that there is a division of high status 
and low status.  

The conclusion is that it is a stratified society where a distinction is made as to whether 
the individual is of a high or a low status and that it rests on the principle of hierarchy. 

Parts of the settlement are relatively devoid of features. In particular, the area along the 
river bank, but also patches to the E. It is likely that these areas were used for the raising of 
chickens and/or pigs or as plantations. Such food producing activities does not necessarily 
leave material traces.  

Another reason for the relative lack of material traces is that stone from older features 
could have been used as building material in more recent constructions. But the fact that the 
stream is the only substantial and constant over groundwater source on the Island lends 
credibility to the theory that it is an area that has been used for plantation and/or husbandry. 
Crops were probably grown both locally in patches connected to house platforms as well as in 
larger swathes of land along the river bank. The larger swathes of land could have been used 
on a more communal scale. 

Following the analysis, I propose a division of the settlement into three general areas. 
This is areas of living, areas of food production and areas of chiefs and ritual. I agree with 
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Scott that there is a certain randomness to the placement of features (Scott 1969: 83, 88). 
However, where Scott had a limited area around the Pulemelei mound to draw conclusions 
from, the present dataset is more extensive. It is not an absolute division, but on a zoomed out 
macro scale the division into three general areas work. The three general areas are the 
physical remains of the groups and the individual's practice (Bourdieu 1977). Following this, 
the practice is to tend to the crops and animals in the areas where this took place, into living 
with kids and relatives on the smaller house platforms, and lastly, it is the practice of the 
spiritual where chiefs and orators were performing rituals on the large platforms. The practice 
of food production and the practice of living are to a large degree intermingled and are taking 
place in close spatial relation. An exception to this is the practice of food production on the 
areas of land that is relatively devoid of features and where it perhaps was food production on 
a more communal scale. The practice of ritual is performed in the power centres in the S and 
SE but the larger rituals are assumed to be taking place on Pulemelei as it is the largest 
platform.  

Again it is problematic that what is visible in the GIS-model is a diachronic image and 
there is a danger of misinterpretation. However, on a general level, it is possible to describe 
the practice, doxa and habitus of the individuals on the prehistoric settlement of Letolo.  

The resulting image following a practice analysis as I understand the method is that the 
practice and habitus of most people are the everyday affairs on the house platforms 
intermingled with food production. For most individuals, although aware of rituals and the 
spiritual side of things, and sharing the doxa with higher ranked individuals, it is not their 
practice or habitus. This is the domain of chiefs and higher ranking individuals at the top.  

The practice and habitus of matai’i and chiefs are the opposite of the larger mass of 
individuals. Matai´i and chiefs do not concern themselves with the everyday workings of food 
production and the everyday affairs of running the household. With increasing intensity the 
higher the individual is positioned in the hierarchy of society, it is the ritual that is the habitus. 
In terms of the practice theory applied, this is what I believe is possible to deduce from the 
spatial distribution of features on the prehistoric settlement of Letolo.  

An unexpected finding is that platforms and stone piles with sloping sides only exist 
within a limited area in the S part of the area. Indications of the reasons for this are as yet 
inconclusive but a natural cause such as a shift in elevation in the valley floor is probable. It 
could be that it is difficult to build a sloping wall on sloping ground. It has however not been 
possible to produce data of sufficient quality on the elevation of the valley floor to test this 
hypothesis. Lacking a natural explanation, a theory is that the sloping platforms and stone 
piles are indicative of living quarters for commoners. It would then mean that towards the sea 
in the S of the area is where commoners are supposed to live and to the N is the area devoted 
to chiefs and rituals. Contradicting this is that the centres of powers have house platforms 
placed outside of the area with sloping sides and it is probable that individuals wanted to live 
near centres of power. In fact, the clustering of features is one of the variables used to define 
power centres. In Samoa of today, the villages are by the coast and the forest is seen as 
dangerous and as a realm for the supernatural (Golson 1969: 16, Martinsson-Wallin 2016: 
95). This could be a lingering mental template from an earlier spatial division of the 
settlements, but it could also be a result of the Christian conversion when the old ways were 
rebranded as pagan (Scott 1969: 90).  

In further support of the conclusion that it is a society based on the principle of hierarchy 
is that the analysis shows that the platforms with vertical sides are indicative of high status. 
This finding is based on the privileged placement of platforms with vertical sides in the inter-
settlement road network, the ability for individuals on these platforms to view others and be 
viewed by them, and the distance of such platforms to umu ti´i ovens.  
One way forward is to investigate if the settlement show signs of a mental division in binary 
oppositions such as front/back, warm/cold, male/female, open/closed, left/right, up/down and 
so forth (Wallin & Martinsson-Wallin 2007: 87-88). A correspondence analysis performed by 
Wallin and Martinsson-Wallin in 2007 indicated that the S area is residential and the N area is 
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a spiritual or high-status area (Wallin & Martinsson-Wallin 2007: 87). To be able to fully 
examine binary oppositions in the settlement the GIS would have to include the area down to 
the beach. Binary oppositions have been applied in Polynesian archaeology elsewhere and it 
could be a fruitful way to work with spatial data (Solsvik 1999:56-60).  

In the investigated area there is an abundance of stone piles and I believe that their 
primary function is as markers of taboo. This seems likely when they are placed in piles by 
human agents with a purpose, but it is not plausible that all stone piles had this function. 
Some are probably remnants of platforms or walls while others are culture cairns or 
temporary piles of building material. In the Pulemelei area, in particular, there is an 
abundance of stone piles. There is too many to be taboo markers and it is likely that it is a 
temporary storage of building material.  

It is plausible that it was gathered from the elevated and walled walkways to be used in 
the building of Pulemelei and the other major stone works in this area. This would explain the 
existence of walkways with parts missing or with snippets scattered. From this a conclusion 
can be drawn: that there is change.  
The analysis indicates that the chief or group behind the Pulemelei area was exercising power 
over other competing chiefs or groups in the S part of the Letolo area. If the stone piles are 
construction debris then what we see is a culture that much like Rapa Nui halted at the height 
of intensifying competition and in the midst of construction.  

6.3.2 Rapa Nui  

In the analysis, two groups of social strata are identified. This is the high-ranking individuals 
and the larger group that is of medium to no rank.  

In the settlement, it is possible to identify four types of practice. This is the practice of 
production, of the high and the low ranked domestic living, and of the spiritual. This practice 
is affected and recreated by the habitus of the prehistoric individuals. Underlying this is the 
doxa that is the unspoken rules governing how to act (Bourdieu 1977).  

According to the spatial patterning of practices, the doxa is that the spiritual and high 
ranked is supposed to be in the coastal zone. The practice of medium to low ranked living and 
the production of food can take place anywhere in the settlement, but a slight spatial tendency 
towards high ranked or spiritual features is noted. It could also be that the features are not all 
contemporary (McCoy 1976: 70).  

The doxa that states that high rank and the spiritual should be at the seafront is perhaps 
indicative of a mental binary dividing of the world. The analysis shows a concentration of 
high status and spiritual features along the coast, followed by a cluster around the biggest ahu 
structures, which is then followed by two semi-circular rows stretching inland.  

The axis that the semi-circles describe, correlate well to a centre in between the two 
largest ahu structures at the coastal zone. This is called the centre of gravity and it is as if a 
compass have been placed here and the two rows of high-status features have been drawn in a 
semicircle inland.  
The analysis shows a settlement that is radiating outwards from the centre of gravity where 
the mana, taboo and high-ranking individuals are most concentrated. It demonstrates that 
spiritual features diminish in size the farther they are from the centre of gravity.  

The second row of high-status features is placed in areas of production and it is 
probable that this is to overview and manage the production. In this second row, areas of 
influence are proposed where production is overviewed and possibly managed. It is assumed 
that the presence of spiritual or high rank features act as a reminder to all individuals in the 
settlement of the doxa underpinning the social stratification. The presence legitimises and 
strengthens the ideas that uphold the hierarchies within society. 

The analysis confirms the hypothesis put forth by Stevenson et al of elite management 
of production (Stevenson et al 1999: 801; Stevenson & Haoa 2008). The analysis indicates 
control and elite management of fields. However, furthest from the centre of gravity, in the  
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SE and SW there is no high rank or spiritual features. This area is perhaps a sort of outback 
where the control of the kainanga is lesser and might be used for temporary production. 

The analysis shows a close spatial connection of hare paenga and ahu structures. This 
indicates that the power of the elite is legitimised by a connection with the spiritual.  

In the GIS analysis, the ahu structures are graduated in accordance with length and this 
show how the ahu structures is ordered into a hierarchy. It is clear that ahu size diminishes 
with increasing distance to the centre of gravity and it is speculated that the spatial hierarchy 
of ahu structures represent how kaainga is ordered hierarchically into the larger kainanga 
(Stevenson 1997: 1, 11; Kirch & Green 2001; Kirch 2010: 16-27;).  

 Comparison of Samoa in W Polynesia and Rapa Nui in E Polynesia 

As I see it, the culture that is visible in the spatial layout of features in Samoa has more 
similarities with the Polynesian “original” culture. Meanwhile, even though Rapa Nui have 
had some influx of culture from South America as recent genetic research indicates, the 
culture visible in the spatial layout of features has been developed in isolation and is thus 
further from an “original” Polynesian culture (Thorsby 2016). It is however problematic to 
discuss an “original” culture since culture in itself is something changing and evolving. 
Perhaps it is better to view Samoa as being positioned closer to the centre of Polynesian 
culture, and Rapa Nui as further from this centre.  

In Samoa it is the inland and the forest that is the area of spiritual significance, and on 
Rapa Nui it is the opposite with the coast as the preferred place for ahu structures and moai 
statues.  

Another difference is that in Samoa there are built roads that connect the settlement but 
on Rapa Nui there are only smaller pathways (Forster 1999). On both Islands there is a need 
for roads when the ground is rocky and difficult to walk on. 

A similarity is a separation in space of ritual or spiritual activities to areas of living and 
working. There seems to be an underlying need to differentiate the spiritual and ritual from 
the rest. On both Islands the high ranked living and the spiritual is spatially connected.  

There is a separation of high ranked and low ranked living but it is not strong. On Rapa 
Nui in particular this separation is weakly articulated but it could be that more recent 
inhabitants have placed low ranked dwellings close to former high-rank dwellings.  

An apparent difference is that while in Samoa spiritual activities are carried out on larger 
platforms there is on Rapa Nui the ahu complex that has this function.  

On both Islands there is cooking in earth ovens, but only on Samoa is there the very large 
umu ti´i  ovens. This could be since they are used to prepare the ti’i root that is only available 
in Samoa.  

A difference is that on Rapa Nui there are measures taken to protect plants with the areas 
of lithic mulch and the built stone structures to protect the crops from the environment. It is 
not fully known if the walls in Samoa is there to protect plants or if there is some other 
purpose to the walls. It is probable that the reason for this difference is that the environment 
on Rapa Nui is much more challenging for crops than in Samoa.  

On Rapa Nui the tendency for elite dwellings to cluster is more pronounced than on 
Samoa where the elite dwellings are spread out.  

A similarity is that in both areas I see how the quest for power and dominance is 
intensifying over time. In both areas the culture is evolving and changing. In Samoa this 
changing and evolving lead to the establishment of one dominant force, the one behind the 
Pulemelei monument, over the other groups with their own monuments. On Rapa Nui I see 
the group behind the largest ahu structure in the research area as the dominant force, closely 
followed by the group behind the second largest ahu structure.  
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7 Answer to research questions and suggested further research 

Question: Is it possible to interpret social information from the spatial distribution of features 
in a prehistoric polity? 

 
Yes. However the information obtained is significantly improved by knowing something 
about the culture in question. If we have no preunderstanding, no analogy of the features that 
we are studying, there is not much social information that can be gained. Indeed, without 
preunderstanding the social information that can be interpreted from the spatial patterning of 
features would be almost meaningless. The spatial patterning would only be dots on a 
computer screen with no meaning. Obviously the mind of the researcher is leaning towards 
some form of preunderstanding even if this not consciously known by the researcher. I have 
in this thesis made use of a preunderstanding gathered from ethnohistory, ethnology, lexical 
reconstructions, archaeology and anthropology.  

I have pondered how it would be possible to interpret social information from the spatial 
distribution of features in a prehistoric polity with a minimum of preunderstanding. Based on 
this thinking and based on the experiences gained from working with this thesis I have 
developed a method. 

This method is to identify features that are grand, large in size, exclusive and invested 
with labour, and relate this to the opposite, to features that are inconspicuous. The method is 
to identify features that are placed in a privileged position within the communication 
networks, features that have easy access to places where activity is clustered and where it is 
possible to overlook and be seen by many individuals. And then to relate this to the opposite, 
to features that are far from places with clustered activity and where it is possible to overlook 
and be seen by but a few, if any, individuals. All the while when performing this method it is 
imperative that the researcher discusses the findings, as it is the discussion that is the result.  

It is also possible to interpret social information by identifying practice in the 
archaeological record. The theory of practice is inspired by the writings of Pierre Bourdieu 
(Bourdieu 1977; Hodder 1991: 73-79).  

 
 
Question: What does the spatial distribution of features say on the hierarchy of the prehistoric 
polity? 

 
That both polities are hierarchically structured.  

On Samoa the hierarchy is probably at first structured around groups or genealogical lines 
that are visible in a few larger structures, but as time passes one group become the dominant 
one due to the internal dynamics of the culture.  

On Rapa Nui it is possible that the spatial distribution would have shown an even more 
hierarchical polity if there were not recent features present. It is evident that the settlement 
radiates outwards from the area with the most spiritual and political power and that features 
diminish in rank the further they are from the centre. This implies that just as on Samoa there 
is on Rapa Nui a close connection between high-ranked individuals and spiritual matters.  
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Question: What practice is visible in the spatial distribution of features within the prehistoric 
polity? 

 
On Samoa it is the practice of ritual, the practice of food production and the practice of 
living.  
On Rapa Nui it is the practice of the spiritual, the practice of production, the practice of 
living, and the practice of high-status living. 

 Suggested further research 

During the course of the three years it has taken to produce the BA-thesis and the MA-thesis I 
have been able to build databases with locational and attribute data over the two settlements 
of Letolo valley on Savai’i, Samoa, and Hanga Ho´onu on Rapa Nui. The two places mapped 
and investigated is a fraction of the prehistoric Polynesian people's space. It is apparent that 
there is a need to continue with the building of the databases of Samoa and Rapa Nui in a 
GIS. Now there is even more reason to do so as this MA-thesis has shown it possible to 
interpret social information from a study of the spatial layout of features. The more 
information that is incorporated the more social data is potentially available. Also, the  
Samoan and Rapanui might appreciate to know were past material culture such as old 
dwellings, platforms, roads and ceremonial sites are placed in the landscape, and to be able to 
easily access this data in order to enjoy and manage the historical material cultural heritage of 
the place they call home.  
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 Database Samoa 

9.2.1 Samoa point features 

 

FID type length widht height slope comments shape_1 

0 platform 13 13 0,25       

1 platform 18,4 16,6 0,1       

2 stone pile 0 3,7 0,45       

3 stone pile 0 3,4 0,35       

4 platform 18,5 14,2 0,8       

5 platform 9,6 8 2 sloping     

6 platform 6,1 5 1 sloping   elliptic 

7 platform 8,8 4,4 0,4 sloping   elliptic 

8 stone pile 0 3,1 0,4 sloping   uniform 

9 platform 30,8 24,8 0,8 slope   rectangula 

10 platform 16,3 12,1 0,35 slope   elliptic 

11 platform 17,5 10,7 0,4 sloping   oblong 

12 platform 17 9 0,3 slope oblong   

13 platform 13,4 10,8 0,9 slope   oblong 

14 platform 6 0 0,8 slope possible stone pile square 

15 platform 12,6 10 1,2 sloping   rectangula 

16 platform 12,5 0 0,2 sloping     

17 platform 14 9 0,4 sloping   elliptic 

18 stone pile 5,8 4,6 0,2 sloping possible platform elliptic 

19 stone pile 6,1 5 0,4 sloping   elliptic 

20 stone pile 7 4,4 0,6 slope   elliptic 

21 platform 19 19 0,5 slope   uncertain 

22 platform 17 15,3 0,3 slope   rectangula 

23 platform 13 9 0,3 vertical   elliptic 

24 platform 14,4 9 0,15 slope   elliptic 

25 stone pile 2,8 0 0,25       

26 platform 11,9 7,2 0,2 slope   oblong 

27 stone pile 3 0 0,3 sloping     

28 stone pile 2,5 0 0,15 slope small stones   

29 stone pile 3 0 0,15 slope small stone   

30 small stone 3,6 0 0,25       

31 platform 17,9 16,6 0,4 slope   oblong 

32 possible 

platform 

5,2 4,8 0 slope platform or stonepile   

33 platform 15,6 0 1,6 sloping     

34 stone pile 0 3,1 0,5   small to medium stone   

35 stone pile 3,9 0 0,6   small to medium stone   

36 possible 

platform 

0 6,8 1,2 slope platform or stone pile   

37 possible 

platform 

3 4,1 0,75 slope     
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38 possible 

platform 

5 3 0,3 slope platform or stone pile elliptic 

39 possible 

platform 

9,5 0 0,5 slope platform or stone pile   

40 platform 16,2 15,8 0,4 slope possibly rectangular   

41 stone pile 0 2,9 1,35 slope     

42 stone pile 0 5 0,6 slope     

43 possible 

platform 

0 8,5 1 slope     

44 possible 

platform 

6,5 4,5 0,3 slope   oblong 

45 platform 25 19 0 sloping     

46 platform 38 14 0,6 slope   oblong 

47 platform 20 10,6 0,4 slope   oblong 

48 possible 

platform 

6,4 3 0,3 slope platform or wall oblong 

49 possible 

platform 

15 0 0,8 slope     

50 platform 11,1 8,6 0,4 slope   oblong 

51 platform 0 8,6 0 slope stone facing oblong 

52 platform 11,4 7,2 0,3   disturbed   

53 possible 

umu ti 

5,7 0 0,4   against wall   

54 stone pile 0 0 0       

55 stone pile 0 3,1 0,5       

56 possible 

platform 

0 4,2 0,3   platform or stone pile   

57 stone pile 0 3,8 0,7       

58 platform 33 24 0,7 slope   oblong 

59 possible 

platform 

7 0 0,6   platform or stone pile   

60 platform 18 18 0,8 slope     

61 platform 18 13 0,8 slope disturbed   

62 platform 19,6 13,8 0,6 slope   oblong 

63 possible 

stone pile 

4,5 0 0,7 slope some very large stones   

64 possible 

platform 

0 20 2   platform or modified outcrop, 

very large stone 

  

65 platform 19,4 16,8 0,2 sloping   rectangula 

66 platform 21 14 0,4 slope   rectangula 

67 platform 24 20,8 0,4     rectangula 

68 platform 13,3 8,5 0,75 slope   elliptic 

69 stone pile 3,5 0 0,5       

70 possible 

stone pile 

8,7 7,1 0,3 slope stone pile or platform oblong 

71 platform 20,7 13,4 0,4     oblong 

72 platform 8 7,8 0,4 slope   oblong 

73 platform 7,8 0 0,5 slope   circular 
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74 platform 23,2 21 0,6 slope west edge exit by road rectangula 

75 platform 20,4 13,4 0 slope height unreadable in survey 

report from 1977-11-17 

rectangula 

76 platform 10,6 9 0,4 slope   rectangula 

77 platform 22 20,8 0,3 slope   rectangula 

78 platform 26,3 19,8 0,6 slope   rectangula 

79 umu ti 9,5 8,5 0,3       

80 platform 19,8 19,5 0,4     oblong 

81 stone pile 2 0 0,4 vertical     

82 stone pile 2 0 0,3 slope     

83 stone pile 4,5 3,7 0,9 slope   oblong 

84 platform 12 0 0,65 slope   circular 

85 platform 58 29 1,45 slope   oblong 

86 stone pile 3,1 0 0,4       

87 platform 19,9 0,8 0,6 sloping possibly same platform as 

adjacent one 

rectangula 

88 platform 19,9 18 0,6 slope possibly same platform as 

adjacent platform 

rectangula 

89 platform 19,6 15,2 0,5 slope   rectangula 

90 platform 19,7 12,7 1,1 slope   rectangula 

91 platform 25,4 15,5 0,3 slope   rectangula 

92 platform 21 14 0,2 slope   oblong 

93 platform 28 13,4 0,2 slope   rectangula 

94 platform 20 14 0,4 slope   oblong 

95 platform 20 14 0,4 slope   oblong 

96 platform 7,1 6,1 0,8 slope   oblong 

97 platform 9,5 5,9 0,4 slope   rectangula 

98 platform 14 14 1,8 vertical possibly sloping sides and 

square shape 

circular 

99 platform 36 0 0,5 slope earth platform containing 

feature number 456 

rectangula 

100 stone pile 0 2,3 0,3 slope     

101 stone pile 0 3,5 0,4 slope     

102 platform 10,9 7,7 0,7 slope   oblong 

103 stone pile 0 3,4 0,8 slope     

104 platform 13,8 8,5 0,9 slope   oblong 

105 platform 17,4 10,4 0,6 slope     

106 platform 10,2 7,9 0,5   sloping or vertical rectangula 

107 platform 0 14,9 2 slope lenght unreadable rectangula 

108 stone pile 0 5,5 0,8 sloping     

109 stone pile 0 4,1 0,9 slope     

110 stone pile 0 6,3 0,8 slope     

111 possible 

platform 

16,5 8,7 0,7 slope   oblong 

112 stone pile 4,2 2,5 0,4 slope     

113 possible 

stone pile 

3,3 2,2 0,7 vertical note that it is vertical oval 
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114 possible 

stone pile 

4,8 3,8 0,6 possibly 

vertical 

unreadable parts in survey data, 

vertical or slope 

oblong 

115 stone pile 0 2,9 0,4 slope     

116 stone pile 0 2,9 0,5 sloping     

117 possible 

platform 

6,6 0 0,65 sloping widht unreadable oblong 

118 platform 14,7 11,6 0,9 slope   rectangula 

119 platform 22,7 17,3 0,1 slope   oblong 

120 platform 7 5,3 2 slope height at least 2m oblong 

121 platform 24,4 18,3 0,4 slope   oblong 

122 platform 16,5 10 0,2 slope   rectangula 

123 platform 28 22 0,3 slope unreadable number on basemap 

but probable position 

  

124 platform 29 18,5 0,3 slope oblong   

125 platform 20,2 0 1,1 slope   circular 

126 platform 0 12,4 0,4 sloping     

127 platform 19 17,5 0,3 slope   rectangula 

128 platform 5,4 5 0,4 slope   oblong 

129 platform 13,6 10,6 0,3 slope   rectangula 

130 possible 

umu ti 

0 14 0,5 slope     

131 umu ti 0 7,7 0,4 slope   circular 

132 platform 39 0,8 0,6 slope noted as facing-platform   

133 platform 36 22 0,25 vertical   oblong 

134 platform 24,9 23,7 0,6 slope   rectangula 

135   0 12,1 0,8 slope     

136 platform 13,1 10,5 0,4 vertical   rectangula 

137 platform 24,1 21,9 0,4 vertical   rectangula 

138 platform 9,2 8 0,5 slope   rectangula 

139 platform 0 14 0,3 slope     

140 platform 24 15 0,7 vertical     

141 platform 15 9 0,3 vertical curbed with very large stone oblong 

142 platform 35,5 22,6 0 slope   rectangula 

143 platform 0 7,4 0,3 slope   rectangula 

144 possible 

stone pile 

0 4,1 0,4 vertical stone pile or platform   

145 platform 20,1 17 0,9 vertical   rectangula 

146 platform 5,8 0 0,7 slope   circular 

147 platform 21,7 20,4 0,5 slope   rectangula 

148 stone pile 0 5 0,6 slope     

149 platform 24,5 19,9 0,5 vertical   rectangula 

150 stone pile 0 2,8 0,5 slope     

151 platform 13,2 7,4 0,2 slope   oblong 

152 platform 6,8 4,4 0,2 vertical   elliptic 

153 platform 9,6 5,1 0,3 slope   oblong 

154 stone pile 0 2,1 0,3 slope     

155 stone pile 0 1,9 0,3 slope     
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156 stone pile 0 2,3 0,25 slope     

157 platform 25,4 23,4 0,25 vertical curbing, oblong or rectangular   

158 stone pile 0 2,3 0,3 slope     

159 possible 

stone pile 

4,8 3,1 0,4 slope   oblong 

160 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4 slope   circular 

161 stone pile 0 3,6 0,4 sloping   circular 

162 platform 0 5,5 0,4 slope   oblong 

163 platform 0 5,5 0,6 slope   circular 

164 platform 18,2 14,9 0,3 vertical   elliptic 

165 stone pile 0 2,5 0,45 slope   circular 

166 platform 11,1 7 0,5 slope   oblong 

167 possible 

umu ti 

0 10,6 0,3 slope     

168 platform 18,1 15,5 0,2 sloping   oblong 

169 stone pile 0 4,5 0,4 slope   circular 

170 probable 

stone pile 

0 3,5 0,35 slope unreadable data in basemap but 

probable location 

  

171 possible 

platform 

4,9 3,4 0,3 vertical   rectangula 

172 platform 29,7 23,5 1,8 slope   oblong 

173 platform 26,4 24,4 0,6 slope   rectangula 

174 stone pile 0 4,2 0,6 slope   circular 

175 platform 22 19,8 0,35 slope   rectangula 

176 platform 13,8 11,7 0,25 vertical   rectangula 

177 stone pile 0 2,3 0,3 slope     

178 probable 

stone pile 

6,2 4,2 0,5 slope   oblong 

179 stone pile 0 1,6 0,2 slope     

180 stone pile 0 1,6 0,2 slope     

181 stone pile 0 3,6 0,2 slope     

182 stone pile 0 1,6 0,2 slope     

183 platform 16,1 14,1 0,4 slope   oblong 

184 umu ti 0 7,7 0,3 slope   circular 

185 platform 17 12 0,3 slope   oblong 

186 possible 

platform 

4,9 3,7 0,7 vertical   oblong 

187 platform 13,7 12,6 0,9 slope   rectangula 

188 platform 18,3 9,4 0,1 slope   oblong 

189 possible 

stone pile 

5,1 3,9 0,2 vertical stone pile or platform elliptic 

190 platform 0 11 2 vertical   circular 

191 platform 11 8,6 0,25 vertical   rectangula 

192 possible 

platform 

33 24 1,5       

193 platform 23,7 17,9 0,5 slope   oblong 

194 stone pile 0 2,5 0,3 slope     
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195 stone pile 0 3,2 0,3 slope     

196 platform 44 30 5,5 slope disturbed, estimate length 44, 

widht 30, sloping 

oblong 

197 platform 0 15 2 slope disturbed, height at least 2   

198 possible 

platform 

0 15 1,4 slope   oblong 

199 platform 11,2 7,2 0,79 slope   oblong 

200 platform 24 23,6 0,6 slope   square 

201 platform 12,9 11,5 0,6 slope   rectangula 

202 platform 0 1,6 0,8 vertical     

203 platform 36 21,5 1,3 slope   oblong 

204 platform 0 0 0,4 slope widht possibly 16, could be part 

of platform N-E 

  

205 platform 0 12 0,6 slope     

206 platform 0 19 2,8 slope in survey data noted as pltfm 

(facing) 

  

207 umu ti 0 7 0 slope height 0,5 or 0,2 circular 

208 possible 

stone pile 

5,5 3,6 0,4 slope stone pile or platform oblong 

209 possible 

platform 

13,5 7,5 0,9 slope   oblong 

210 possible 

platform 

23,8 14 0,9 slope oblong or rectangular   

211 platform 23,4 19,4 1,6 slope oblong   

212 possible 

platform 

0 7,5 0,6 slope     

213 platform 6,8 4,2 0,5 slope   oblong 

214 platform 13,2 9,3 0,3 slope   oblong 

215 possible 

platform 

0 5,2 0,8 slope platform or stone pile   

216 stone pile 0 2,7 0,5 slope     

217 stone pile 0 3,2 0,4 sloping     

218 platform 0 14,5 0,4 vertical     

219 platform 17 13 0,5 slope   oblong 

220 platform 20,5 14 0,4 vertical   rectangula 

221 platform 15,4 12,2 0,8 slope   elliptic 

222 platform 16,4 12,6 0,3 slope   elliptic 

223 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5 vertical     

224 possible 

platform 

8,7 7,7 0,6 vertical possible triangular platform   

225 platform 29,2 20,9 0,6 slope   rectangula 

226 platform 0 15,5 0,7 slope     

227 stone pile 0 3,5 0,7 slope     

228 platform 8 0 0,6 slope   oblong 

229 platform 23,6 2,6 1,2 vertical   elliptic 

230 stone pile 0 2,6 0,4 slope     

231 platform 10,6 8,8 0,5 slope   rectangula 

232 platform 13,7 7,8 0,45 slope   oblong 
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233 platform 8,6 4,7 0,4 vertical possibly connected to platform 

to East 

rectangula 

234 platform 21,7 15,6 0,8 slope   oblong 

235 stone pile 0 3,5 0,35 vertical     

236 stone pile 0 3,3 0,4 slope     

237 platform 16,1 15,6 0,8 vertical possibly larger to E rectangula 

238 stone pile 0 2,1 0,6   built in to wall, vertical or 

sloping 

  

239 platform 13,3 10,7 0,6 vertical   rectangula 

240 platform 18,7 10,3 0,9 slope   oblong 

241 umu ti 0 5,6 0,3 slope     

242 stone pile 4,6 2,5 0,5 slope   oblong 

243 possible 

platform 

6,6 5,5 1,1 slope platform or stone pile oblong 

244 stone pile 0 5,5 0,8 slope     

245 platform 11,4 11,4 0,2 slope   square 

246 platform 23 13,5 0,45     oblong 

247 platform 11,7 6,9 0,4       

248 platform 8,7 8,3 0,2 vertical   rectangula 

249 stone pile 3,4 2,8 0,5     oblong 

250 possible 

stone pile 

8,3 5 0,7   stone pile or platform oblong 

251 platform 10,1 5,4 0,5     oblong 

252 platform 18,8 10,6 0,7     oblong 

253 stone pile 0 2,7 0,6       

254 platform 23,8 12,8 0,2     oblong 

255 platform 16,9 12,5 0,6     oblong 

256 platform 8 4,5 0,5     oblong 

257 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5       

258 stone pile 0 4,1 0,5       

259 stone pile 0 2,1 0,4       

260 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5       

261 stone pile 0 3,2 0,5       

262 platform 0 6,9 0,8       

263 platform 7,9 5,9 0,6 vertical   elliptic 

264 platform 21,9 12,3 0,7 vertical   rectangula 

265 possible 

platform 

7,6 4,5 0,9       

266 platform 15,3 12,8 0,8   oblong or rectangular   

267 platform 0 18 0,6       

268 platform 17,9 17,1 0,5     rectangula 

269 platform 18 11 0,5     oblong 

270 umu ti 0 14,7 0,7       

271 platform 0 22,3 0,5     verical 

272 possible 

platform 

6,1 4,1 0,4     oblong 

273 platform 21 12,5 0,3   another platform on top rectangula 
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274 possible 

stone pile 

9 5 0,6     oblong 

275 platform 19,4 13,2 0,9     rectangula 

276 possible 

platform 

7 6,4 0,6   platform or stone pile rectangula 

277 platform 29,5 17,5 0,8     rectangula 

278 platform 17,1 13,4 1,8     oblong 

279 stone pile 0 2,8 0,5       

280 platform 33,5 19 0,7   length possibly 32,5 rectangula 

281 platform 20,2 16,1 0   height 1,8 or 0,8 rectangula 

282 platform 14,2 13,8 0,8     rectangula 

283 possible 

platform 

6,5 4,6 0,5   platform or stone pile oblong 

284 possible 

stone pile 

7,5 3,1 0,7   stone pile or wall oblong 

285 platform 21,1 16 0,8   platform attached NW 11m 

7,6m 

rectangula 

286 platform 0 11 0,8       

287 platform 14,5 7,5 1     oblong 

288 platform 17,2 13,2 0,2     oblong 

289 platform 22,1 19,3 0,7     rectangula 

290 stone pile 0 3,5 0,3       

291 stone pile 0 2,5 0,4       

292 possible 

platform 

16 11 0,6       

293 platform 17 16,5 0,7     square 

294 stone pile 0 3,5 0,5       

295 platform 11,3 8,6 0,9     square 

296 possible 

platform 

4,1 3,1 0,4 vertical   rectangula 

297 platform 10 8 0,5 vertical   oblong 

298 possible 

platform 

12 4,3 0,5     oblong 

299 platform 50,5 19,9 0,8     oblong 

300 umu ti 0 13 0,3       

301 platform 27,4 19,3 0,3     oblong 

302 platform 8,3 7,2 0,8 vertical   oblong 

303 platform 11,2 9,4 0,7     rectangula 

304 platform 21,5 9 1,6 vertical   rectangula 

305 umu ti 0 10,1 0,7       

306 platform 14 13 0,6     oblong 

307 platform 0 7,5 0,15 vertical     

308 possible 

platform 

26 14 0,4   disturbed oblong 

309 platform 24,7 10,1 0,6     oblong 

310 platform 15,5 9,9 1,1     oblong 

311 possible 

platform 

6,5 4,6 0,4     oblong 
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312 stone pile 0 3,5 0,5       

313 probable 

platform 

7,3 6,3 0,9     rectangula 

314 platform 19,3 16,4 0,4     rectangula 

315 platform 24 17,5 0,3     rectangula 

316 possible 

platform 

9 4,5 0,8     oblong 

317 platform 29 18 1,1 vertical   rectangula 

318 platform 23,2 16,5 1,2   L shaped   

319 platform 20 8,2 1,1     oblong 

320 stone pile 0 4,2 0,9   part of platform   

321 possible 

platform 

8,5 6,2 0,8     oblong 

322 stone pile 3 2 0,8   vertical or sloping slope   

323 stone pile 8,2 6,8 0,9     oblong 

324 platform 2,8 7,2 0,6     oblong 

325 platform 16,5 14,5 0,4       

326 possible 

platform 

6 3,6 0,7     oblong 

327 platform 21,4 17,8 0,9     rectangula 

328 platform 11,8 7,2 0,8       

329 stone pile 0 3 0,6       

330 platform 18,3 10,5 1,1     oblong 

331 platform 14,8 8,5 0,5     oblong 

332 possible 

platform 

20 12 0,3     oblong 

333 platform 27,8 15,5 0,7     rectangula 

334 stone pile 0 2,4 0,6       

335 platform 0 16 0,6     square 

336 platform 21,2 17,5 1,6 vertical   elliptic 

337 stone pile 0 2,3 0,6       

338 stone pile 0 3,4 0,7       

339 possible 

stone pile 

5,2 2 0,5   disturbed, widht at least 2 m oblong 

340 possible 

platform 

5,8 3,7 0,8     oblong 

341 platform 11,7 7,1 0,6     oblong 

342 platform 26,5 19,5 0,5     rectangula 

343 possible 

platform 

13,3 5,2 1,1   platform or stone pile oblong 

344 platform 17 11,8 0,5     rectangula 

345 platform 0 20 0       

346 platform 25 14,6 1,2     oblong 

347 platform 18,6 16,4 0,6     oblong 

348 stone pile 0 3,3 0,6       

349 platform 18,5 10 0,5       

350 stone pile 0 5,2 1,3       
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351 stone pile 0 3,2 0,6       

352 platform 21,5 12,7 0,4 vertical   rectangula 

353 possible 

platform 

5,8 4,3 0,5 vertical   oblong 

354 stone pile 0 6,3 1,1       

355 platform 18,5 13,8 0,7 vertical   oblong 

356 stone pile 0 1,9 0,5       

357 platform 25,3 16,7 0,8     rectangula 

358 possible 

stone pile 

5,1 3,8 0,6       

359 platform 11,4 7,3 0,8     oblong 

360 stone pile 0 3,9 0,6       

361 platform 31,4 24,4 4   height is 4m rectangula 

362 platform 5,1 10,7 0,5     oblong 

363 platform 10,1 6,4 0,6     oblong 

364 platform 17,2 14,1 0,8     rectangula 

365 platform 27,5 23 0,5     rectangula 

366 stone pile 0 1,8 0,4       

367 stone pile 6,5 3,8 0,7     oblong 

368 platform 34,2 23,3 1,3     oblong 

369 stone pile 0 4,1 0,5       

370 stone pile 0 2,8 0,3       

371 stone pile 0 4,7 0,4       

372 platform 24,8 20,9 1,7     rectangula 

373 platform 9,8 4,9 0,5 vertical oblong or rectangular   

374 platform 28,9 21,2 1       

375 stone pile 0 2,8 0,4       

376 platform 28 18 1,2     oblong 

377 possible 

platform 

20 15 0,5     oblong 

378 platform 0 6,3 0,4       

379 stone pile 0 4,8 0,4       

380 platform 9,5 13 1,1     oblong 

381 platform 12 10 0,4     oblong 

382 platform 26 18 0,6     oblong 

383 platform 0 15 0,6       

384 platform 19 13 0,7     oblong 

385 platform 18,7 15,9 0,5     oblong 

386 platform 9 6 0,4     oblong 

387 stone pile 0 2,9 0,5       

388 umu ti 0 4,1 0,3       

389 stone pile 0 4,7 0,4       

390 platform 0 0 0   position from base map, no 

further information 

  

391 possible 

umu ti 

0 13,5 0,7   notes states umu ti or earth   

392 platform 49 35 3,8   possibly rectangular, height   
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3,8m 

393 stone pile 0 3 0,3       

394 platform 20,5 14,7 0,6     oblong 

395 platform 0 8,6 0,6   attached to platform N E   

396 possible 

platform 

5,9 3,7 0,4   platform or stone pile oblong 

397 platform 20,2 0 0,6   square   

398 platform 21,5 15,7 1,2     rectangula 

399 platform 30,5 19,6 0,7     rectangula 

400 platform 31,5 22,5 0,5   ramp on S end oblong 

401 platform 15 13 0,4     oblong 

402 platform 20 16 0,5     oblong 

403 platform 32,1 15,2 0,5     oblong 

404 platform 30 22,5 1,1       

405 stone pile 5 3,5 0,6     oblong 

406 possible 

stone pile 

4,9 3,5 0,4   stone pile or platform oblong 

407 platform 0 18 0,4       

408 possible 

platform 

18 15 1,6   disturbed oblong 

409 platform 9,5 7,1 0,5     oblong 

410 platform 14 11,5 0,8     oblong 

411 possible 

platform 

13,5 9,3 0,8     oblong 

412 platform 14 13,5 0,2   rectangular or oblong   

413 stone pile 0 3,5 0,61       

414 platform 24 15 0,7     oblong 

415 platform 23 18 1,6     oblong 

416 platform 10 8,5 0,5     oblong 

417 platform 12 7 0,5       

418 possible 

platform 

0 7 0,6       

419 platform 25,5 16,1 1,3   disturbed, possibly rectangular   

420 platform 9,5 9 0,7       

421 platform 0 5,2 0,7       

422 platform 21,8 11,1 1       

423 stone pile 0 4 0,4       

424 stone pile 0 2,5 0,7       

425 platform 0 20 2,4       

426 platform 21,5 18,5 1       

427 platform 29 23 0,2     rectangula 

428 platform 11 7 0,6     oblong 

429 platform 31,5 17,5 0,3     oblong 

430 platform 12,4 11,3 0,6     rectangula 

431 umu ti 0 12,1 0,5       

432 platform 28 20 2     oblong 

433 stone pile 0 3,6 0,5 vertical     
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434 platform 21,5 18,5 1     oblong 

435 platform 0 7,5 0,4       

436 stone pile 4,8 3,2 0,4       

437 possible 

umu ti 

0 6,1 0,2       

438 platform 19,6 20,6 0,4     square 

439 platform 15,3 12,1 0,4     rectangula 

440 platform 18 17 1,3     rectangula 

441 platform 8,9 6,5 0,5     rectangula 

442 stone pile 0 5 0,6       

443 platform 28,2 15 0,6   wall on S edge rectangula 

444 platform 25,5 16,3 1,2 vertical   rectangula 

445 platform 21,5 20,5 0,6     oblong 

446 platform 21,2 12,5 0,6     oblong 

447 possible 

platform 

7,4 0 0,6 vertical platform or elevated walkway   

448 platform 11 9,5 0,1     oblong 

449 stone pile 0 1,8 0,4       

450 stone pile 0 2,4 0,4       

451 platform 15,5 15,4 0,9     square 

452 platform 10,4 6,2 0,5 vertical   rectangula 

453 platform 11,5 9,3 0,5 vertical   rectangula 

454 platform 14 8,9 0,6     rectangula 

455 platform 18,8 15,1 0,5     rectangula 

456 platform 16,7 15,3 0,8     rectangula 

457 platform 0 5,5 0,8     square 

458 stone pile 5 2,2 0,3     oblong 

459 stone pile 4 1,5 0,4     oblong 

460 possible 

platform 

14,5 13,2 0,6   disturbed oblong 

461 platform 38 20 0,6     oblong 

462 possible 

platform 

18 16 0,7   disturbed, oblong or rectangular   

463 platform 28,5 21,5 1,2     oblong 

464 platform 20,5 12,5 0,6     oblong 

465 stone pile 0,8 1,9 0,5   possibly part of elevated 

walkway 

  

466 platform 14 11,1 0,7 vertical   rectangula 

467 possible 

platform 

13,3 3,5 0,6     oblong 

468 platform 9,8 7 0,8 vertical   rectangula 

469 platform 6,1 5,4 0,9 vertical   rectangula 

470 stone pile 0 5,8 0,8       

471 possible 

platform 

9,2 5 0,7     oblong 

472 platform 20,2 17,6 0,6     rectangula 

473 platform 2,9 2,5 1,4     rectangula 
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474 platform 11,1 10 0,5   oblong or rectangular   

475 platform 5,5 4,5 0,9 vertical     

476 possible 

stone pile 

0 5,5 0,9   stone pile or platform   

477 platform 0 15 0,8     square 

478 possible 

platform 

0 6,5 0,9     square 

479 platform 13,7 13,5 0,9     square 

480 platform 18 13,5 0,5       

481 platform 16 8,2 0,9     oblong 

482 platform 20,5 17,4 0,8     rectangula 

483 platform 32 20,5 0,6     oblong 

484 stone pile 0 3 0,4       

485 possible 

platform 

10,5 8 0,4     oblong 

486 platform 15,1 14,3 0,6   rectangular or possible square   

487 platform 6,5 5,5 0,7 vertical   rectangula 

488 platform 0 6,8 0,9 vertical   square 

489 platform 18,6 14 0,5 vertical   rectangula 

490 possible 

platform 

7,5 3,3 0,6   platform or elevated walkway rectangula 

491 platform 17,3 10 0,5 vertical   oblong 

492 platform 25,5 21,5 0,8     oblong 

493 possible 

platform 

8 4,1 0,1     oblong 

494 stone pile 5,4 2,8 0,7     oblong 

495 platform 9,5 8,5 1,1     oblong 

496 possible 

platform 

19,7 9,6 0,6     oblong 

497 platform 13,2 11,9 0,8   oblong or rectangular   

498 platform 12,2 8,8 0,9     oblong 

499 platform 24 21 1,3     oblong 

500 platform 8,8 7,3 0,4     rectangula 

501 platform 23 16 0,8       

502 platform 26 0 0,5     square 

503 platform 16,1 13,5 0,7 vertical disturbed rectangula 

504 platform 27,3 24,5 2,7   height 2,7. Oblong or 

rectangular 

  

505 platform 21 18,5 0,9   possibly more than one 

platform 

oblong 

506 possible 

platform 

0 13,9 0,8       

507 stone pile 0 2,1 0,4       

508 possible 

wall 

5,7 1,9 0,4   wall or stone pile oblong 

509 platform 0 8,4 0,6       

510 platform 29,1 22,6 1,6     rectangula 

511 platform 28,5 23 0,4       
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512 platform 17,1 14,3 1,1     oblong 

513 platform 0 8 0,5     square 

514 stone pile 0 1,7 0,4       

515 stone pile 0 3,9 0,9       

516 platform 0 12 0,4   possibly larger   

517 stone pile 0 1,7 0,4       

518 stone pile 0 2,3 0,5       

519 platform 21,5 20,3 0,4     rectangula 

520 platform 24 19 0,9       

521 platform 13,2 8,3 0,2     oblong 

522 possible 

platform 

8 5 0,5     oblong 

523 platform 11,5 7,5 0,4     rectangula 

524 platform 15 10,7 0,9     rectangula 

525 possible 

platform 

7 6,8 0,6   disturbed square 

526 platform 25,4 21,6 1,5     oblong 

527 platform 15 8,5 1,5     oblong 

528 platform 21,2 14,7 1,2 vertical   oblong 

529 platform 61 50,3 12,2   pulemelei rectangula 

530 platform 17 9,5 0,6     rectangula 

531 platform 22,3 22,3 0,6     rectangula 

532 stone pile 0 2,9 0,6       

533 platform 13,5 10,8 0,7 vertical   oblong 

534 platform 10,3 6,4 0,9     oblong 

535 platform 7 4,5 0,9 vertical   oblong 

536 stone pile 0 3,2 0,4       

537 platform 19,8 15,8 0,4     rectangula 

538 platform 7,6 6 0,4   on N end of other platform elliptic 

539 platform 13 10 0,3   possibly vertical rectangula 

540 platform 26 10,1 0,3   possibly vertical, other platform 

built on top 

rectangula 

541 stone pile 0 5,5 0,45       

542 stone pile 5 3,2 0,45     oblong 

543 platform 9,2 7,2 1   oblong or rectangular   

544 platform 20,3 18,5 1   sloping or vertical rectangula 

545 platform 0 14 0,3       

546 platform 13 11,5 0,35     oblong 

547 stone pile 0 1,7 0,3       

548 platform 6,9 5,4 0,8 vertical oblong or rectangular   

549 platform 0 16 0,9     square 

550 stone pile 0 1,5 0,25       

551 stone pile 4 2 0,4     oblong 

552 platform 18,5 16,5 1,2     rectangula 

553 platform 12,5 10,9 0,7   oblong or rectangular   

554 stone pile 8,6 3,8 0,4     oblong 

555 platform 19,5 13,8 1     oblong 
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556 platform 0 5,8 0,25   attached to other platform   

557 platform 0 11,6 0,8   possible ramp on S   

558 platform 9,5 8,5 0,6   oblong or rectangular   

559 platform 14,5 13,5 0,7     oblong 

560 platform 38 16,5 1,2       

561 platform 13 7,9 1,3     oblong 

562 platform 22 14 0,4       

563 platform 15,2 13 0,6       

564 platform 11,2 8,5 0,8     oblong 

565 platform 19 14 0,6     oblong 

566 platform 15,5 11,5 1,5       

567 stone pile 0 2,3 0,7       

568 stone pile 0 1,9 0,3       

569 platform 17 13 0,4   oblong or rektangular   

570 possible 

stone pile 

5,8 3,3 0,2   stone pile or wall   

571 platform 24 18,5 0,9   platform with possible ramp on 

SW corner 

  

572 platform 26 14 0,6     oblong 

573 possible 

platform 

7 5,8 0,4   platform or house outline   

574 platform 15,8 16,1 0,9       

575 platform 15 14 0,9       

576 platform 14 7 0,3       

577 platform 9,5 7,8 1,2       

578 possible 

platform 

12 3,5 0,5   against wall rectangula 

579 platform 8,5 7,5 0,8     rectangula 

580 platform 8,5 7 0,3       

581 platform 0 12 1     square 

582 platform 42 28,5 3,6     rectangula 

583 platform 22 18,5 2,6       

584 possible 

stone pile 

5 2,5 0,2   stone pile or wall   

585 stone pile 4,8 3,3 1,1       

586 stone pile 0 2,2 0,3       

587 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

588 platform 0 9 0,7     square 

589 platform 8,5 8 0,6       

590 possible 

stone pile 

3 1,1 0,3   stone pile or wall   

591 stone pile 0 1,8 0,3       

592 possible 

stone pile 

5 2,4 0,4   stone pile or wall   

593 platform 8,5 6,7 0,8     rectangula 

594 stone pile 0 2,3 0,2       

595 platform 11,3 10,9 0,3     oblong 



125 

 

596 platform 10,3 0 0,5     square 

597 possible 

platform 

8 6,5 0,4     oblong 

598 platform 18,5 1 0   wall built over platform   

599 platform 11,7 8,7 0,4     oblong 

600 platform 18,5 12,5 0,4 vertical   rectangula 

601 stone pile 0 2,9 0,5       

602 platform 5 3,8 0,5       

603 platform 6 3,6 0,5 vertical   elliptic 

604 possible 

platform 

0 6,5 0,5   platform or wall   

605 platform 26 20 0,3       

606 platform 4,1 6,4 1 vertical possible wall at SW oblong 

607 platform 9,7 6,3 0,7       

608 platform 19,6 13,6 0,9     rectangula 

609 stone pile 5,1 3,2 0,6     oblong 

610 platform 21,5 12,8 0,5     oblong 

611 platform 0 10,5 0,6     square 

612 platform 5,5 4 0,8     rectangula 

613 platform 15 7 0,9   L shaped   

614 platform 9 7,8 0,6   possibly connected to platform 

NW via wall 

  

615 stone pile 5,9 4,4 1       

616 possible 

platform 

7,5 6,5 0,3   possibly triangular   

617 platform 21,2 20,5 1     rectangula 

618 possible 

platform 

13 10,7 0,3   platform or house outline elliptic 

619 possible 

platform 

8,5 6,5 0,6     oblong 

620 platform 11 6,5 0,6     oblong 

621 platform 7,5 5 0,4     oblong 

622 platform 15 12,5 0,7       

623 platform 10,5 9,5 0,4     rectangula 

624 possible 

platform 

6 3,5 0,5   on other platform oblong 

625 platform 14,8 8,5 0,8     rectangula 

626 stone pile 4,3 3,8 0,1     oblong 

627 platform 14 11 0,8     oblong 

628 platform 20 14,3 1,6     oblong 

629 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5       

630 platform 12 8,5 0,7     oblong 

631 platform 20 13,4 0,8     oblong 

632 platform 0 7,5 0,6       

633 possible 

platform 

0 8 0,4       

634 platform 20,5 19 1,2   oblong or rectangular   
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635 platform 18,5 10,5 0,8     oblong 

636 possible 

platform 

12,5 10,5 1,6   possibly triangular., keyhole 

shape on base map 

  

637 possible 

platform 

0 4,5 0,9       

638 platform 12 6 0,6     oblong 

639 stone pile 0 3,5 0,8       

640 stone pile 0 2,4 0,4       

641 stone pile 0 2,2 0,4       

642 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

643 stone pile 0 1,6 0,4       

644 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

645 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

646 platform 19 11,5 1,3   oblong or rectangular, wall pass 

E edge 

  

647 platform 7,5 5,8 1,2     oblong 

648 platform 11,5 9 0,9     oblong 

649 stone pile 4,3 2,8 0,4   on platform oblong 

650 platform 21,5 17 0,8   stone pile on platform oblong 

651 platform 0 5 0,4     square 

652 possible 

platform 

11,5 7,5 0,4     oblong 

653 possible 

stone pile 

5 2,4 0,6   stone pile or wall oblong 

654 platform 23 20 0   possibly 1,6 high oblong 

655 platform 14 10,2 0,5     rectangula 

656 platform 15,3 15,5 0,7       

657 platform 15 8,7 1   L shaped   

658 platform 3,7 3,7 0,4       

659 stone pile 6 3,8 1,1     oblong 

660 platform 14 10,5 0,8       

661 platform 12 8 0,5   oblong or rectangular   

662 stone pile 4,5 3,5 0,6     rectangula 

663 platform 12,5 8 0,7   W corner in other platform   

664 platform 14,5 10,5 0   E part of platform in other 

platform 

rectangula 

665 platform 16,5 6,5 0,7     oblong 

666 platform 18 12,5 0,9       

667 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5 vertical     

668 platform 36 17 1     oval 

669 platform 0 10 0,5       

670 platform 23,3 14,5 1     rectangula 

671 stone pile 0 2,2 0,5       

672 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

673 platform 18 14,8 1,1     rectangula 

674 platform 11,5 8,5 0,5       

675 platform 10,5 8,2 0,7     rectangula 
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676 possible 

stone pile 

3,5 3,8 0,6 vertical stone pile or platform rectangula 

677 platform 18,5 7,7 0,6   W part covered by platform, 

possibly same platform 

rectangula 

678 platform 16,6 13,4 0,5   on top of rectangular platform 

at E 

  

679 platform 27,5 20,5 0,9     oblong 

680 platform 16,5 10,1 0,6     oblong 

681 platform 29,5 12,8 0,4     oblong 

682 platform 9 6,8 0,6       

683 possible 

platform 

8,2 5,3 0,9   built against wall   

684 platform 10,1 10,1 0,8     square 

685 stone pile 0 2,5 0,3       

686 stone pile 0 2,5 0,4       

687 stone pile 0 3,1 0,6       

688 stone pile 0 2,6 0,6       

689 platform 0 8 2,3 vertical five cogs in star shape. Olof; 

chiefly dovesnaring 

  

690 possible 

stone pile 

4 2,2 0,4   stone pile or wall   

691 platform 22 17 1     oblong 

692 platform 23 12 0,6 vertical     

693 possible 

platform 

3 2 1 vertical against wall oblong 

694 stone pile 0 3 0,5       

695 platform 9,9 6,5 0,3 vertical     

696 platform 14,2 14 1     square 

697 platform 9,9 6,5 0,3 vertical     

698 platform 24,8 21,5 0,7 vertical   rectangula 

699 platform 8,7 8 0,6       

700 possible 

wall 

15 1,6 0,4       

701 possible 

platform 

5 3 0,1     oblong 

702 possible 

wall 

17 1,3 0,2       

703 possible 

umu ti 

0 6,4 0,3       

704 platform 18,5 13,8 0,9     rectangula 

705 stone pile 0 4,2 0,3       

706 platform 14,7 10,5 0,3       

707 platform 7,7 6 0,4       

708 platform 17,6 17,6 0,7     square 

709 platform 20,4 15 0,4 vertical   rectangula 

710 stone pile 0 2,2 0,7       

711 stone pile 0 2,5 0,3       

712 stone pile 0 1,7 0,4       
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713 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

714 platform 17 16 0,7   half is cut away by modern road   

715 platform 22,2 17,6 0,3     rectangula 

716 platform 27,5 20 3,6     rectangula 

717 platform 39,5 28 3,2     rectangula 

718 stone pile 0 2,1 0,4       

719 possible 

platform 

0 7 0,6       

720 paved area 35 35 0,4 vertical irregular shape, polygon irregular 

721 platform 23 16,5 0,8     oblong 

722 stone pile 0 2,2 0,6       

723 stone pile 0 2,8 0,5       

724 stone pile 0 2 0,5       

725 stone pile 0 3,3 0,8       

726 stone pile 2,4 1,4 0,6 vertical   rectangula 

727 stone pile 0 3,1 0,7       

728 platform 18,3 18,1 1,2   triangular or rectangular   

729 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

730 stone pile 0 2 0,6       

731 stone pile 0 2,9 0,4       

732 platform 29,6 23,2 0     rectangula 

733 possible 

platform 

0 4,8 0,4   built against wall   

734 possible 

platform 

9,4 4,4 0,5   platform or elevated walkway   

735 platform 18,5 9,9 0,4     rectangula 

736 platform 22,8 8,8 0,4       

737 platform 16,6 15,6 0,8     rectangula 

738 platform 7,4 4,8 0,2     rectangula 

739 platform 0 4,1 0,9     square 

740 platform 20 13,6 0,5       

741 stone pile 0 1,8 0,4       

742 stone pile 0 1,6 0,2       

743 stone pile 0 1,7 0,2       

744 umu ti 0 0,4 0       

745 platform 10,9 7,5 0,5       

746 platform 30 16 0       

747 stone pile 0 3,1 0,5       

748 stone pile 3,1 2,1 0,5       

749 stone pile 0 2,2 0,5       

750 stone pile 0 3 0,7       

751 stone pile 0 2,9 0,5       

752 stone pile 0 2,5 0,4       

753 stone pile 0 2,3 0,2       

754 stone pile 0 2,4 0,4       

755 platform 11 9,8 0,2     rectangula 

756 platform 15,6 15,8 0,6     square 
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757 possible 

umu ti 

0 15,5 0,4       

758 platform 0 18,8 1,2     square 

759 stone pile 0 1,8 0,3       

760 stone pile 0 1,6 0,3       

761 possible 

stone pile 

2,6 1,7 0,6   stone pile or wall   

762 platform 8,8 16 0,6     rectangula 

763 platform 19 16 1,2     rectangula 

764 platform 10 8,3 0,5       

765 stone pile 2,3 1,7 0,4       

766 platform 12,5 9,2 0,7       

767 possible 

platform 

15,6 5 1   platform or elevated walkway rectangula 

768 platform 22,7 19,1 0,8       

769 platform 19,5 0 0,9   rectangular or square   

770 stone pile 0 0 0,5       

771 platform 24 19 4,3   height 4,3m rectangula 

772 possible 

wall 

4,3 2 0,3       

773 stone pile 0 1,8 0,3       

774 platform 9,2 9,2 0,9     square 

775 possible 

platform 

0 10,5 1       

776 possible 

platform 

8,5 5,5 0,4       

777 possible 

platform 

7,8 4 0,7       

778 possible 

platform 

7,9 7,8 0,5     square 

779 stone pile 0 1,9 0,5       

780 platform 8,3 6 1     rectangula 

781 platform 16,6 13,3 0,5 vertical irregular shape, 13,3 wide, 16,6 

and 10,4 long 

  

782 platform 17,2 14,6 0,8       

783 platform 0 7,4 0,3     square 

784 platform 12,4 11 0,4   possibly rectangular, SW corner 

missing 

  

785 platform 8 6,5 0,2       

786 possible 

stone pile 

0 3 0   stone pile or stone scatter   

787 stone pile 0 1,8 0,15       

788 stone pile 0 1,7 0,1       

789 stone pile 0 1,7 0,2       

790 stone pile 2,3 1,5 0,2       

791 platform 14,5 12 0,6       

792 possible 

stone pile 

0 2,5 0,1   stone pile or scatter   
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793 platform 18 12 0,7   built over other platform   

794 stone pile 0 3,6 0,4       

795 stone pile 0 2,5 0,2       

796 stone pile 0 2 0,2       

797 stone pile 3,2 2,2 0,3       

798 stone pile 8 4 0,4       

799 stone pile 3,4 2 0,4       

800 stone pile 2,9 2,2 0,5       

801 platform 0 8,1 0,3 vertical     

802 stone pile 0 2,4 0,7       

803 platform 12 9,5 1,5   now triangular square 

804 platform 48 25,5 0,6     vertical 

805 platform 32,5 25,5 1,7 sloping   oblong 

806 platform 55 40 1,6 sloping     

807 platform 33,5 29,6 0,4 vertical   rectangula 

 
 

9.2.2 Samoa line features 

 

FID feature comments witdh height 

0 wall   2,7 0 

1 wall   3,2 0 

2 wall   0 0,7 

3 wall   1,2 0,4 

4 wall   1,6 0,3 

5 wall   0,4 0 

6 wall   3,2 0,5 

7 wall   5,5 0,7 

8 wall   5,2 0 

9 wall   4,5 0,5 

10 wall   4,4 0,6 

11 wall   3,8 0,3 

12 wall   4 0,3 

13 wall   4,1 0,35 

14 wall   2,5 0,4 

15 wall   3,1 0,1 

16 wall possible two 2,5 0,3 

17 wall   2,5 0,4 

18 wall   2,5 0,4 

19     1,4 0,25 

20 wall   2,6 0,25 

21 wall   1 0,5 

22 wall   2,4 0,4 

23 wall   2 0,5 

24 wall   3,5 0,6 
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25 wall estimate by Olof 4,4 0,7 

26 wall   3,7 0,3 

27 wall   2,6 0,3 

28 wall   2,5 0,5 

29 wall   2,1 0,5 

30 wall   2 0,6 

31 wall   6,2 1,5 

32 wall   2,5 0,3 

33 wall   8,5 0,8 

34 wall position estimate by Olof 4,5 0,6 

35 wall position estimate by Olof 2,5 0,5 

36 wall   5,8 0,5 

37 wall   3 0,4 

38 wall   2,8 0,3 

39 wall   2,4 0,4 

40 wall   4,1 0,5 

41 wall estimate by Olof 5,2 0,7 

42 wall estimate by Olof 4,6 0,9 

43 wall estimate by Olof 1,8 0,5 

44 wall   3,2 0,6 

45 wall   1,6 0,5 

46 wall estimate by Olof 1,8 0,4 

47 wall   1,9 0,6 

48 wall   2,8 0,4 

49 wall estimate by Olof 3 0,3 

50 wall   2,7 0,4 

51 wall   1,1 0,4 

52 wall very large stone 2 0,5 

53 wall   1,4 0,4 

54 wall estimate by Olof 3,2 0,4 

55 wall estimate by Olof 2,8 0,3 

56 wall traced by Olof 0 0 

57 wall traced by Olof 0 0 

58 wall traced by Olof 0 0 

59 wall   0,5 0,5 

60 wall estimate by Olof 1 0,6 

61 wall   1,3 0,4 

62 wall   0,6 0,4 

63 wall   0,6 0,4 

64 wall   2,5 0 

65 wall   3,6 0,3 

66 wall   3,2 0,35 

67 wall   5 0,7 

68 wall   0,9 0,508 

69 wall   3 0,7 

70 wall   2,6 0,4 
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71 wall   1,4 0,7 

72 wall   1,4 0,7 

73 wall   1,8 0,15 

74 wall   1,2 0,3 

75 wall   4,4 0,5 

76 wall   2,5 0,6 

77 wall 0 1,1 0,4 

78 wall 0 2,3 0,3 

79 wall   4 0 

80 wall   4,2 0,8 

81 wall connects to western wall according to 

survey data 

3,9 0,6 

82 wall   4,1 0,7 

83 wall   4,1 0,6 

84 wall   2 0,5 

85 wall   2,5 0,5 

86 wall   2,5 0,5 

87 wall wall facing 1,5 0,7 

88 wall   0 0 

89 wall   1,5 0,4 

90 wall outline from basemap, no survey data 0 0 

91 wall no survey data 0 0 

92 wall no survey data 0 0 

93 wall from basemap no survey data 0 0 

94 wall   0,9 0,2 

95 wall height unreadable 1,3 0 

96 wall   1,4 0,2 

97 wall   2,4 0,4 

98 wall wall facing 3,4 0,9 

99 wall   2,2 0,9 

100 wall   1,8 0,4 

101 wall   1,1 0,15 

102 wall   0,6 0,2 

103 wall   1,6 0,3 

104 wall position is estimated by Olof 1 0,25 

105 wall   1,6 0,3 

106 wall   1,5 0,3 

107 wall   3,2 0,3 

108 wall may extend to platform East 2,3 0,5 

109 wall   2,9 0,5 

110 wall   1,4 0,3 

111 wall   1,8 0,3 

112 walled walkway   5,5 0 

113 wall   2,3 0,5 

114 wall   1,2 0,9 

115 wall   1,7 0,5 

116 wall may extend to East 2,2 0,5 
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117 wall   2,4 0,3 

118 wall   2,3 0,15 

119 possibly wall wall or elevated walkway 3,9 0,35 

120 wall   2,3 0,4 

121 wall   2,7 0,4 

122 wall   2,9 0,2 

123 wall drawn after basemap 0 0 

124 wall drawn after basemap 0 0 

125 wall   2,2 0,6 

126 wall   1,4 0,4 

127 wall   2,7 0,6 

128 wall 0 3,3 0,5 

129 wall   2,1 0,4 

130 wall   1,8 0,5 

131 walled walkway   4 0,4 

132 wall   1,6 0,3 

133 wall   2,1 0,5 

134 wall   3,7 0,5 

135 possible wall may connect to west, height 

unreadable 

0 0,5 

136 wall   2,2 0,4 

137 wall   2,5 0,6 

138 wall   2,2 0,3 

139 wall   1,3 0,25 

140 wall   2,3 0,6 

141 wall   2,2 0,3 

142 wall   2,2 0,3 

143 wall   2,2 0,3 

144 walled walkway   4 0,4 

145 wall   1,7 0,3 

146 wall   1,4 0,4 

147 wall   3,3 0,3 

148 wall   1,7 0,3 

149 wall   2 0,3 

150 wall   1,3 0,3 

151 wall   1,6 0,2 

152 elevated walkway   4,5 0,5 

153 wall   1 0,2 

154 wall   1,5 0,3 

155 wall   2,3 0,4 

156 wall   2,6 0,4 

157 wall   2,9 0,7 

158 wall   0,7 0,4 

159 wall   2 0,4 

160 wall   2,5 0,7 

161 wall   1,8 0,3 

162 wall   3,9 0,4 
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163 wall   2,6 0,7 

164 wall   2,7 0,4 

165 wall   3,8 0,5 

166 wall   4 0,8 

167 wall   4,6 0,5 

168 wall   1,8 0,5 

169 wall probable position 1,5 0,4 

170 wall   2,2 0,5 

171 possible elevated 

walkway 

elevated walkway or wall, position 

Olofs estimate 

0 0 

172 possible wall wall or facing 3,4 0,5 

173 elevated walkway   5,1 0,6 

174 wall   1 0,9 

175 wall   1,6 0,6 

176 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,2 0,35 

177 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,3 0,5 

178 wall   2,6 0,5 

179 wall   2,1 0,5 

180 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,2 0,4 

181 possible elevated 

walkway 

elevated walkway or wall 6,5 0,4 

182 elevated walkway   3,2 0,4 

183 wall   2,7 0,6 

184 wall   2,1 0,4 

185 wall   2,6 0,4 

186 wall   2,5 0,6 

187 wall   1,8 0,5 

188 wall   1 0,4 

189 wall   2,1 0,4 

190 wall   1,5 0,4 

191 wall   1,8 0,6 

192 wall   1,5 0,6 

193 wall   3,1 0,6 

194 wall   2,8 0,6 

195 wall stretches over platform 2,3 0,5 

196 wall   2,4 0,4 

197 wall with facing 2,9 0,7 

198 wall   3,3 1,2 

199 elevated walkway part of walkway, vertical in places 4,8 0,6 

200 wall   3,1 0,6 

201 possible wall   0,8 0,4 

202 wall wall extends to N, in survey data it is 

420m long 

1,18 0,5 

203 walled walkway   3,6 0,8 

204 wall   1,2 0,15 

205 wall   1,9 0,6 

206 wall   1,8 0,6 
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207 wall disturbed 3,4 0,3 

208 wall   3,1 0,6 

209 wall   2,1 0,5 

210 wall   3,4 0,7 

211 wall   2,1 0,4 

212 possible wall   5,7 0,6 

213 wall   2,3 0,4 

214 wall   3 0,4 

215 wall   1,7 0,3 

216 wall   3,2 0,4 

217 wall   2,7 0,4 

218 wall   2,9 0,5 

219 wall   2,1 0,4 

220 wall   2,3 0,4 

221 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,4 0,3 

222 walled walkway   3,3 0,4 

223 wall   2,4 0,5 

224 possible wall disturbed 6,9 0,6 

225 wall   4 0,7 

226 wall   3,6 0,7 

227 wall   2,8 0,6 

228 possible wall   3,4 0,6 

229 wall   2,4 0,4 

230 wall   5,2 0,8 

231 wall   4,2 0,5 

232 wall   3,4 0,4 

233 wall   2,6 0,7 

234 wall   2,4 0,5 

235 wall   28 0,5 

236 wall   1,8 0,4 

237 wall lenght 13m 3,1 0,6 

238 wall lenght 9m 1,7 0,3 

239 wall   18 0,5 

240 wall   1,6 0,3 

241 wall   2,3 0,6 

242 wall   2,6 0,6 

243 wall   2,3 0,4 

244 wall   1,9 0,6 

245 wall   1,5 0,3 

246 wall   2,2 0,4 

247 wall   2 0,4 

248 wall   3,3 0,7 

249 wall   2,6 0,7 

250 wall   1,9 0,3 

251 wall   1,9 0,2 

252 possible wall disturbed 3,7 0,4 
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253 wall   2,1 0,6 

254 wall   2,6 0,5 

255 wall   4,1 0,6 

256 wall   4,2 0,3 

257 wall   0 0,8 

258 wall   2,3 0,4 

259 wall   2,4 0,4 

260 wall   2,1 0,5 

261 wall   2 0,2 

262 wall   2,6 0,2 

263 wall   2,8 0,3 

264 wall   3,7 0,8 

265 wall   1,9 0,3 

266 wall   2,2 0,5 

267 wall   1,9 0,3 

268 wall   2,4 0,6 

269 wall   2,1 0,6 

270 wall   2,9 0,3 

271 wall   1,8 0,3 

272 wall   2,3 0,5 

273 possible wall disturbed 4,5 0,3 

274 wall   4,6 1 

275 wall   0 0 

276 wall   1,7 0,6 

277 elevated walkway   3,2 0,6 

278 wall   2,3 0,5 

279 wall   1,9 0,8 

280 wall   3 0,4 

281 wall   1,2 0,4 

282 wall   3,4 0,5 

283 wall   2,4 0,4 

284 wall   2,4 0,4 

285 wall   2,5 0,8 

286 wall   2,8 0,6 

287 wall   2,4 0,4 

288 wall   2,1 0,6 

289 wall   1,5 0,4 

290 possible wall wall or facing 2,2 0,7 

291 possible wall wall or facing 2,5 0,9 

292 walled walkway   3,6 0,6 

293 possible wall wall, facing, or stone covered slope 8 2 

294 wall   2,2 0,5 

295 wall   3,8 0,9 

296 wall   2,6 0,5 

297 wall   2,9 0,5 

298 wall estimated stretch of wall by Olof 2,9 0,9 
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299 wall   1,7 0,5 

300 wall position estimate by Olof 1,9 0,5 

301 wall position estimated by Olof 2,7 0,6 

302 possible wall   2,1 0,3 

303 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 1,9 0,5 

304 wall   1,9 0,5 

305 wall   2 0,3 

306 wall   2,9 0,6 

307 wall   2,6 0,4 

308 wall   2,7 0,5 

309 wall   2,2 0,5 

310 wall   3,7 0,3 

311 wall   1,5 0,2 

312 wall   2,8 0,3 

313 walled walkway   6,3 0,4 

314 wall   2,5 0,5 

315 wall traced from base map 0 0 

316 wall traced from base map 0 0 

317 wall from base map 0 0 

318 wall from base map 0 0 

319 wall from base map 0 0 

320 wall from base map 0 0 

321 wall traced from base map 0 0 

322 wall traced from base map 0 0 

323 wall traced 0 0 

324 wall   2,4 0,3 

325 wall   1,7 0,4 

326 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 1,9 0,4 

327 wall   2,4 0,2 

328 wall   2,4 0,2 

329 wall   1,8 0,3 

330 wall   3,2 0,3 

331 wall   1,8 0,4 

332 wall   2,8 0,3 

333 wall   1,6 0,4 

334 wall   1,3 0,3 

335 wall   0 0 

336 wall   1,6 0,3 

337 walled walkway   2,5 0,4 

338 wall   3,1 0,3 

339 wall   1,5 0,2 

340 wall   1,8 0,3 

341 wall   1,9 0,4 

342 walled walkway   2,9 0,4 

343 possible wall   2,2 0,5 

344 wall   2,4 0,6 
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345 wall   2,3 0,7 

346 wall partly scetched from base map 1,7 0,4 

347 wall partly scetched from base map 2,1 0,2 

348 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 3,8 0,5 

349 possible wall wall or facing 2,1 0,6 

350 wall disturbed by modern road 2,5 1 

351 wall   2,2 0,4 

352 wall   2,4 0,5 

353 wall   2,5 0,5 

354 wall   1,6 0,3 

355 wall   1,9 0,4 

356 wall witdh unknown 0 0,3 

357 wall   1,9 0,7 

358 wall   1,8 0,7 

359 wall   1,9 0,5 

360 wall   3,2 0,2 

361 wall   2,1 0,6 

362 wall vertical 0,9 0,6 

363 wall   2,1 0,5 

364 wall 38 1,5 0,5 

365 walled walkway position scewed on W part of walkway 3 0,8 

366 wall portions of wall scetched from base 

map 

2,3 0,5 

367 wall   2,4 0,5 

368 wall   2,3 0,5 

369 wall   2,2 0,4 

370 wall   4,1 0,4 

371 wall   3,8 0,4 

372 walled walkway part of N walkway scetched from base 

map 

6,3 0,3 

373 wall in parts scetched from base map 1,6 0,3 

374 wall   1,6 0,6 

375 wall   1,7 0,4 

376 wall   1,8 0,5 

377 wall   1,5 0,5 

378 wall parts scetched from base map 2,1 0,4 

379 wall   1,8 0,5 

380 wall   1,9 0,6 

381 wall parts scetched from base map 1,7 0,5 

382 wall   1,8 0,4 

383 wall   1,3 0,4 

384 wall   1,3 0,4 

385 possible elevated 

walkway 

elevated walkway, raised elevated 

walkway or ramp 

4 0,4 

386 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 3,4 0,3 

387 wall   2 0,4 

388 wall   1,8 0,6 
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389 wall partly drawn from base map 2,3 0,5 

390 wall 18 1,6 0,2 

391 wall   1,5 0,4 

392 wall   2,1 0,4 

393 wall   1,4 0,4 

394 wall   1,6 0,5 

395 wall   1,2 0,4 

396 wall   2,2 0,4 

397 wall   1,3 0,4 

398 wall   3,5 0,45 

399 wall   1,2 0,5 

400 possible wall wall or stone facing, witdh 11 and 

height 3 

11 3 

401 wall   2,1 0,6 

402 wall   2,5 0,6 

403 wall   2,6 0,5 

404 wall   1,8 0,3 

405 wall   1,6 0,5 

406 wall   2,4 0,4 

407 wall   1,2 0,6 

408 wall   2,4 0,5 

409 wall   1,7 0,4 

410 wall   1,9 0,4 

411 wall possible extension of wall at W 1,9 0,4 

412 possible wall   1,8 0,4 

413 wall   1,8 0,4 

414 possible wall wall or walled enclosure 1,7 0,4 

415 wall   2 0,6 

416 wall   2,2 0,5 

417 wall   2,1 0,6 

418 wall   2,1 0,4 

419 wall   2 0,3 

420 elevated walkway   4 0,6 

421 wall   3,1 0,8 

422 wall   3 0,9 

423 elevated walkway   6,2 0,8 

424 elevated walkway   7,5 0,8 

425 wall   2,6 0,7 

426 wall   3,1 0,5 

427 possible wall disturbed, wall or elevated walkway 4,1 0,5 

428 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,4 0,4 

429 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 3 0,7 

430 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,8 0,4 

431 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 23 0,4 

432 wall   2,4 0,5 

433 wall   2,4 0,5 

434 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,6 0,5 
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435 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 3 0,4 

436 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 3,6 0,5 

437 wall   2 0,5 

438 wall   2,4 0,6 

439 possible wall   2,3 0,4 

440 possible wall   3,1 0,4 

441 possible wall   3 0,4 

442 wall   2,1 0,5 

443 wall   1,4 0,4 

444 wall   1,9 0,4 

445 wall   4,2 0,8 

446 wall   1,5 0,6 

447 wall   2,4 0,7 

448 elevated walkway   3 0,6 

449 wall   2,3 0,5 

450 possible wall disturbed 1,6 0,5 

451 wall   2,1 0,6 

452 wall   2,1 0,3 

453 wall   1,9 0,4 

454 elevated walkway   5,1 0,4 

455 wall   2,5 0,5 

456 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 4,1 1,2 

457 wall   3 0,5 

458 wall   3,5 0,5 

459 wall   1,5 0,4 

460 wall   2,3 0,5 

461 wall   2,5 0,3 

462 wall   1,3 0,4 

463 possible elevated 

walkway 

disturbed 4 0,5 

464 wall   1,9 0,4 

465 wall   1,2 0,3 

466 wall   2,4 0,5 

467 wall   2,4 0,4 

468 wall exact stretch not known, estimated by 

Olof 

2,8 0,5 

469 possible elevated 

walkway 

  4,5 0,6 

470 possible elevated 

walkway 

  3,5 0,7 

471 wall   2,6 0,4 

472 wall   0,9 0,6 

473 possible wall   1,9 0,4 

474 wall   2,7 0,5 

475 wall   1,7 0,4 

476 wall   1,5 0,2 

477 wall   2,7 0,5 
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478 wall   2,4 0,4 

479 wall   2,4 0,5 

480 wall   2,2 0,3 

481 wall   1,9 0,4 

482 wall   2,7 0,5 

483 wall   1,8 0,5 

484 wall   2,3 0,5 

485 wall   1,4 0,5 

486 wall   2,1 0,4 

487 possible wall wall or elevated wallkway 2,1 0,4 

488 wall   1,5 0,5 

489 wall   2,5 0,6 

490 walled walkway   5,5 0,4 

491 possible wall wall or something unreadable in 

survey notes 

3,5 0,4 

492 wall   1,8 0,4 

493 wall   2,2 0,9 

494 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 3,3 0,6 

495 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 3,3 0,6 

496 wall   3,6 0,6 

497 wall   1,8 0,9 

498 wall   2,5 0,5 

499 possible wall   3,4 0,8 

500 wall   2,8 0,6 

501 wall   2,1 0,6 

502 wall   2,4 0,3 

503 wall   0,9 0,4 

504 wall   1,2 0,6 

505 possible wall   1,6 0,5 

506 wall   2,8 0,5 

507 possible wall   0,8 0,2 

508 wall possibly vertical 2,5 0,7 

509 wall may extend E 2,4 0,85 

510 possible wall   4,8 0,35 

511 wall   3,1 1,3 

512 possible wall   2,4 0,5 

513 wall   1,6 0,4 

514 wall   1,4 0,3 

515 wall   1,3 0,3 

516 wall possibly connected to NW corner of 

platform to SE 

0,5 0,4 

517 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 7,5 2 

518 wall   2 0,4 

519 wall   2,3 0,5 

520 possible wall   2,7 0,3 

521 wall   1,5 0,5 

522 walled walkway   2,1 0,4 
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523 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 3,1 0,5 

524 possibly elevated 

walkway 

probable position 3,5 0,5 

525 wall   2,5 0,5 

526 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 3,2 0,5 

527 wall terrace on N 2,1 0,5 

528 possible wall disturbed 2,2 0,7 

529 wall   2,5 0,4 

530 wall   2,5 1 

531 possible wall   1 0,1 

532 wall   4,1 0,6 

533 wall   2,9 0,7 

534 wall   2,2 0,6 

535 wall   2,3 0,5 

536 wall   2,4 0,5 

537 wall   2,3 0,5 

538 possible wall   2,5 0,3 

539 wall   2 0,4 

540 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 1,8 0,3 

541 wall   1,7 0,7 

542 wall   1,1 0,5 

543 wall   2,3 0,8 

544 wall   2,2 0,6 

545 wall   1,2 0,7 

546 wall   2,2 0,6 

547 wall   1,3 0,3 

548 wall   1,9 0,4 

549 wall   1,6 0,15 

550 wall   1,3 0,15 

551 elevated walkway   4,5 0,3 

552 wall   1,6 0,2 

553 wall   2,3 0,4 

554 wall   2,1 0,2 

555 wall   2 0,3 

556 wall   1,6 0,4 

557 wall   1,1 0,3 

558 wall   1,1 0,4 

559 wall   1,7 0,5 

560 wall   1,2 0,4 

561 wall   1,6 0,4 

562 wall   3 1 

563 wall   3,6 0,7 

564 wall   2,3 0,3 

565 wall   2,8 0,4 

566 walled walkway   2,7 0,5 

567 wall   2,1 0,3 

568 wall   2 0,4 



143 

 

569 wall   2 0,4 

570 wall   1,9 0,5 

571 wall   2,1 0,7 

572 possible wall  disturbed 1,9 0,4 

573 possible wall disturbed 1,9 0,4 

574 wall   1,5 0,4 

575 possible wall   3,2 1,2 

576 wall possibly extend W 1,6 0,4 

577 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,9 0,5 

578 wall   2,4 0,5 

579 wall   2,3 0,4 

580 wall   1 0,4 

581 wall   2 0,2 

582 wall   1,8 0,4 

583 wall   2,1 0,5 

584 possible wall wall or facing 2,9 0,6 

585 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,8 0,5 

586 possible wall   1,5 0,3 

587 wall   2 0,6 

588 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2 0,3 

589 wall   2,8 0,5 

590 poss wall wall or elevated walkway 2,3 0,4 

591 wall   1,6 0,3 

592 possible wall wall or ramp 2,4 0,4 

593 wall   2,1 0 

594 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,9 0,5 

595 wall   1,9 0,5 

596 wall   3,5 0,5 

597 wall   2,3 0,5 

598 wall   2,1 0,7 

599 possible wall   0,5 0,4 

600 wall   2,6 0,6 

601 wall   1,9 0,4 

602 wall   1,5 0,3 

603 possible wall   2 0,5 

604 wall   1,6 0,7 

605 wall poss extend S 1 0,3 

606 wall   3 0,2 

607 wall   1,4 0,2 

608 possible wall wall or ramp 2,7 0,3 

609 possible wall   2,1 0,3 

610 wall   3,1 0,6 

611 wall   2,7 0,6 

612 wall   2,1 0,7 

613 wall   2,4 0,8 

614 wall   0,8 1 
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615 wall   2,2 0,6 

616 possible wall   2,5 0,7 

617 possible wall   2,5 0,5 

618 wall   1,7 0,6 

619 wall   2,4 0,5 

620 walled walkway partly drawn from basemap 4,9 0,5 

621 wall   3,4 1,3 

622 wall   2 0,3 

623 wall   2 0,5 

624 wall   2,1 0,6 

625 wall   1,3 0,7 

626 wall   3 0,6 

627 wall   2,6 0,6 

628 wall   1,5 0,5 

629 wall 22 1,3 0,5 

630 possible wall   2 0,2 

631 wall   2,2 0,2 

632 wall   1,7 0,5 

633 wall   1,7 0,5 

634 wall   1,2 0,2 

635 wall   2,8 0,5 

636 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,6 0,4 

637 wall   1,3 0,5 

638 possible stone pile stone pile or wall 2,5 0,3 

639 walled walkway   2 0,5 

640 wall   1,4 0,4 

641 wall   3,1 0,5 

642 wall   1,8 0,4 

643 wall   1,8 0,6 

644 wall   2,6 0,4 

645 wall   2,1 0,6 

646 possible wall wall or elevated walkway vertical 

sides 

2,8 0,4 

647 wall   2,5 0,7 

648 wall   2,1 0,6 

649 wall   2,7 0,4 

650 wall   1,8 0,2 

651 wall   2,5 0,7 

652 wall   3,2 0,4 

653 wall   3,2 0,4 

654 elevated walkway   4,3 0,6 

655 elevated walkway   3 0,5 

656 wall   2,4 0,5 

657 wall   1,8 0,5 

658 elevated walkway   5 1 

659 possible wall wall or walled enclosure 0 0 

660 wall   2,6 0,5 
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661 wall   1,4 0,4 

662 possible wall   3,2 0,4 

663 wall   1,7 0,4 

664 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 3,1 2 

665 wall   1,5 0,4 

666 wall   1,5 0,4 

667 elevated walkway   4,6 0,3 

668 walled walkway   4,1 0,1 

669 wall   2,7 0,4 

670 wall   2,5 0,4 

671 wall   2,2 0,3 

672 wall   2,7 0,4 

673 wall 4 1,4 0,4 

674 elevated walkway incorrect number in basemap 3,5 0,9 

675 wall   2 0,6 

676 wall   2,3 0,5 

677 wall   1,8 0,5 

678 wall   2 0,5 

679 wall vertical sides 1,8 0,9 

680 wall   2,3 0,5 

681 possible wall   1,8 0,4 

682 possible wall   2 0,5 

683 wall   4,5 0,6 

684 wall   1,6 0,6 

685 walled walkway vertical sides and in survey data 122m 

lenght 

0 0,9 

686 elevated walkway   0 0,5 

687 wall   1,6 0,4 

688 wall   2,3 0,4 

689 wall   1,8 0,6 

690 wall vertical sides 1 0,4 

691 wall   1,8 0,4 

692 wall   2 0,2 

693 elevated walkway   5,5 0,8 

694 wall   2,1 0,4 

695 wall   2,4 0,4 

696 wall   2,3 0,3 

697 wall   2,1 0,8 

698 wall   1,4 0,3 

699 wall   1,7 0,4 

700 wall   1,8 0,4 

701 wall   1,4 0,5 

702 wall   2,1 0,6 

703 wall   1,2 0,5 

704 possible wall   2,2 0,5 

705 possible wall   2,1 0,6 

706 wall position estimate by Olof 2 0,6 
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707 wall   1,2 0,4 

708 wall position estimate by Olof 1,4 0,3 

709 wall   2,3 0,3 

710 wall   3,2 0,7 

711 wall   2,4 0,6 

712 wall position estimate by Olof 1,6 0,5 

713 possible wall   0 0,5 

714 wall   1,7 0,5 

715 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,3 0,3 

716 wall   2,1 0,4 

717 wall   1,5 0,3 

718 wall   2,7 0,5 

719 wall   2,8 0,4 

720 possible wall   0 0,2 

721 wall   1,4 0,8 

722 possible wall   2 0,4 

723 wall   2 0,3 

724 wall   1,8 0,3 

725 wall   2,3 0,3 

726 wall   1,8 0,5 

727 wall   1,9 0,4 

728 wall   2,2 0,5 

729 wall   2,7 0,6 

730 possible wall   2,3 0,1 

731 possible elevated 

walkway 

  4,2 0,4 

732 elevated walkway   2,6 0,5 

733 wall   0 0,6 

734 possible wall possible extension of elevated 

walkway at E 

1,9 0,2 

735 possible elevated 

walkway 

  4,2 0,4 

736 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,2 0,3 

737 wall   2,1 0,6 

738 possible wall wall or elevated walkway 2,1 0,4 

739 wall   2,6 0,8 

740 wall   2,9 0,3 

741 wall   2,4 0,5 

742 walled walkway   4,5 0,5 

743 possible wall   1,7 0,2 

744 wall   1,9 0,6 

745 possible elevated 

walkway 

elevated walkway or paved area 6 0,6 

746 possible elevated 

walkway 

elevated walkway or paved area 4,2 0,5 

747 possible wall   1,7 0,2 

748 wall   2,3 0,3 
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749 wall   3,2 0,5 

 

9.2.3 Samoa features unknown position  

(shape_12 column corresponds to numbers in map) 

 
         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

1 771 possible 

wall 

8 0 0,4       

1 772 possible 

wall 

13 1,8 0,2       

1 773 stone pile 0 2,6 0,1       

1 774 platform 23 16,5 1,2       

1 775 platform 10 8,7 0,5 rectangular     

1 776 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5       

1 777 stone pile 3,4 1,8 0,5       

1 778 stone pile 0 1,3 0,3       

1 779 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

1 780 stone pile 0 2,3 0,5       

1 781 stone pile 0 0 0,6       

1 782 platform 7,5 6,8 0,6 rectangular     

1 783 possible 

wall 

10 1,2 0,3       

1 784 stone pile 2,5 1,4 0,5       

1 785 platform 16 11,5 1,1       

1 786 stone pile 0 2,1 0,6       

1 787 possible 

stone pile 

3,8 3,3 0,9     stone pile or 

platform 

1 788 wall 11 2,2 0,4       

1 789 wall 7,5 0 0,4       

1 790 wall 9 2,4 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

2 794 possible 

wall 

11 1,2 0,2       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

3 370 possible 

stone pile 

4,5 3 0,4     stone pile or 

platform 

3 371 possible 

stone pile 

6 2,5 0,3     stone pile or wall 

3 372 platform 10,5 10,5 0,4       

3 373 wall 8 1,6 0,4       

3 374 wall 9 1,6 0,2       

3 375 platform 9,5 6,5 0,4       

3 376 wall 17 2,1 0,2       

3 377 wall 16 1,9 0,2       
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shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

4 359 stone pile 6,5 1,8 0,4       

4 360 stone pile 5 3 0,5       

4 361 stone pile 0 3,8 1       

4 362 wall 9,5 1,9 0,5       

4 363 stone pile 0 2,1 0,6       

4 364 stone pile 0 1,9 0,4       

4 365 stone pile 0 1,8 0,5       

4 366 stone pile 0 1,8 0,4       

4 367 stone pile 0 3,7 0,8       

4 368 stone pile 7,4 3,2 0,8       

4 369 possible 

wall 

12 3,3 0,3     wall or elevated 

walkway 

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

5 336 wall 23 1,8 0,3       

5 337 wall 11 1,6 0,3       

5 338 wall 8 1,7 0,4       

5 339 platform 13 1,3 0,6 square     

5 340 possible 

platform 

0 8 0,4       

5 341 platform 16,5 13,5 0,9       

5 342 stone pile 0 2,1 0,3       

5 343 possible 

platform 

7,3 4,5 0,7       

5 344 stone pile 0 4,5 0,5       

5 345 platform 0 14,5 0,8       

5 346 possible 

wall 

16 2 0       

5 347 wall 10 0,9 0,3       

5 348 wall 30 1,4 0,4       

5 349 wall 16 1,9 0,3       

5 350 platform 9,5 6,5 0,7       

5 351 stone pile 3,1 1,7 0,4       

5 352 stone pile 0 1,7 0,3       

5 353 stone pile 3,7 2,3 0,5       

5 354 stone pile 0 3,1 0,7       

5 355 stone pile 4,1 2,9 0,3       

5 356 platform 6,8 5,8 0,7       

5 357 possible 

wall 

15 0 0,5     wall or elevated 

walkway 

5 358 wall 11 1,6 0,3       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

6 309 possible 

wall 

22 3,5 0,3     wall or elevated 

walkway 

6 310 wall 8 2,3 0,3       
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6 311 wall 49 2,1 0,6       

6 312 wall 3 2 0,5       

6 313 wall 20 2,1 0,3       

6 314 wall 13 2,4 0,4       

6 315 wall 16 2,3 0,5       

6 316 wall 77 2,6 0,6       

6 317 stone pile 0 2,4 0,4       

6 318 stone pile 0 4,5 0,6       

6 319 stone pile 0 1,8 0,5       

6 320 stone pile 0 1,8 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

7 321 platform 8,9 7,4 0,6       

7 322 stone pile 4 2,5 0,3 oblong     

7 323 stone pile 0 2,5 0,4       

7 324 stone pile 0 2,2 0,3       

7 325 stone pile 5,8 2,5 0,6 oblong     

7 326 possible 

stone pile 

5 2,9 0,6     stone pile or 

platform 

7 327 possible 

platform 

3 2 1 oblong vertical   

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

8 328 possible 

wall 

89 3 0,4     wall or elevated 

walkway 

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

9 329 possible 

stone pile 

6,8 5,5 0,4 triangular   stone pile or 

platform 

9 330 possible 

stone pile 

3,5 2,4 0,3 oblong   stone pile or wall 

9 331 platform 7,7 4,5 0,6 oblong     

9 332 possible 

stone pile 

0 3,5 0,6       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

10 333 stone pile 0 3 0,3       

10 334 stone pile 0 4 0,2       

10 335 stone pile 4 2,5 0,2 oblong     

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

11 791 stone pile 0 2,2 0,5   vertical   

11 792 possible 

platform 

0 6,5 0,5       

11 793 possible 

platform 

6,5 5,5 0,6       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

11 791 stone pile 0 2,2 0,5   vertical   
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11 792 possible 

platform 

0 6,5 0,5       

11 793 possible 

platform 

6,5 5,5 0,6       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

12 738 stone pile 0 1,7 0,2       

12 739 stone pile 0 3,2 0,6       

12 740 wall 8 1,8 0,3       

12 741 possible 

wall 

6 2,2 0,3     wall or elevated 

walkway 

12 742 stone pile 3,3 2,5 0,6       

12 743 stone pile 3,7 3,3 0,4       

12 744 stone pile 2,9 1,2 0,3 rectangular     

12 745 stone pile 0 2,1 0,5       

12 746 stone pile 0 2,1 0,5       

12 747 platform 5,6 4,4 0,8       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

13 748 platform 0 8 1       

13 749 possible 

stone pile 

3,2 1,9 0,5     stone pile or wall 

13 750 possible 

wall 

11,3 3,8 0,5     wall or elevated 

walkway 

13 751 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

13 752 stone pile 0 0 0,4       

13 753 stone pile 0 0 0,4       

13 754 stone pile 0 1,8 0,3       

13 755 stone pile 0 2,1 0,3       

13 756 stone pile 0 2,2 0       

13 757 possible 

wall 

9 1,2 0,5       

13 758 possible 

platform 

6 5,5 0,6       

13 759 possible 

stone pile 

3,2 1,8 0,3       

13 760 possible 

platform 

9,5 7 0,3       

13 761 possible 

wall 

18 2,1 0,4     wall or elevated 

walkway 

13 762 possible 

platform 

10,5 4,5 0,7       

13 763 wall 24 1,2 0       

13 764 wall 11 2,6 0,4       

13 765 possible 

platform 

5,5 4,5 0,6       

13 766 stone pile 0 2 0,5       

13 767 platform 13 8,5 1,6       

13 768 possible 

wall 

11 2,8 0,8     wall or elevated 

walkway 
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13 769 wall 12 2,8 0,5       

13 770 platform 9 5,3 0,9       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

14 734 stone pile 3,2 2,1 0,4       

14 735 stone pile 2,4 1,7 0,3       

14 736 possible 

stone pile 

3,5 1,9 0,2     stone pile or wall 

14 737 stone pile 3,2 1,9 0,3       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

15 730 possible 

stone pile 

3,1 2 0,3       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

16 731 possible 

platform 

7,6 4,3 0,5       

16 732 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

16 733 stone pile 0 1,8 0       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

16 731 possible 

platform 

7,6 4,3 0,5       

16 732 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

16 733 stone pile 0 1,8 0       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

17 642 stone pile 0 1,6 0,3       

17 643 wall 26 2 0,4       

17 644   0 0 0       

17 645 wall 11 2,3 0,3       

17 646 stone pile 0 3,1 0,6       

17 647 stone pile 4,3 2 0,4       

17 648 possible 

stone pile 

5,1 2,5 0,4     stone pile or ramp 

17 649 wall 26 1,8 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

18 683 wall 17 1,7 0,7       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

19 628 wall 11 0,4 0,3       

19 629 stone pile 4,8 3,7 0,9       

19 630 platform 4,5 3,5 0       

19 631 platform 16,9 13,9 1,1 rectangular     

19 632 stone pile 0 2,3 0,5       

19 633 possible 

stone pile 

4 1,3 0,3     stone pile or wall 
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19 634 stone pile 0 1,6 0,5       

19 635 stone pile 0 2,1 0,4       

19 636 stone pile 0 2,2 0,5       

19 637 wall 19,7 2,3 0,4       

19 638 stone pile 0 1,4 0,2       

19 639 wall 14 1,7 0,6       

19 640 stone pile 0 2,2 0,6       

19 641 stone pile 0 2,2 0,3       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

20 676 umu ti 0 7,2 0,3       

20 677 possible 

platform 

0 3,5 0,5       

20 678 possible 

stone pile 

4,3 2,4 0,5     stone pile or wall 

20 679 possible 

wall 

4,4 1,6 0,6       

20 680 stone pile 0 3,8 0,6       

20 681 wall 38 1,7 0,5       

20 682 stone pile 0 2,3 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

21 701 wall 20 1,3 0,3       

21 702 stone pile 0 3,1 0,4       

21 703 possible 

platform 

7,8 5,7 0       

21 704 wall 15 2,4 0,3       

21 705 wall 18 1,8 0,5       

21 706 possible 

wall 

11 2,4 0,4       

21 707 stone pile 4 2,5 0,6       

21 708 wall 16 1,7 0,5       

21 709 possible 

wall 

22 3,1 0,3     wall or elevated 

walkway 

21 710 possible 

platform 

0 13,4 0,4 square   platform or paved 

area 

21 711 possible 

platform 

0 5,7 0,8       

21 712 stone pile 3,1 0 0,6       

21 713 stone pile 0 1,5 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

22 714 platform 5,5 3,5 0,7       

22 715 stone pile 0 1,6 0,4       

22 716 stone pile 4,1 2,1 0,5       

22 717 stone pile 0 2,9 0,7       

22 718 stone pile 0 1,9 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 
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23 684 wall 60 2,1 0,8       

23 685 wall 12 1,8 0,5       

23 686 possible 

platform 

4,9 3,6 0,8     platform or stone 

pile 

23 687 stone pile 0 1,6 0,3       

23 688 possible 

stone pile 

4,4 1,6 0,4     stone pile or wall 

23 689 possible 

stone pile 

4,8 2,3 0,4     stone pile or wall 

23 690 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

23 691 possible 

wall 

13 1,8 0,2       

23 692 possible 

stone pile 

0 1,4 0,15       

23 693 stone pile 0 2,1 0,3       

23 694 stone pile 3,8 3 0,7       

23 695 stone pile 2 1,5 0,4       

23 696 stone pile 0 1,5 0,6       

23 697 possible 

platform 

5,7 5 0,4       

23 698 stone pile 0 2,7 0,5       

23 699 possible 

platform 

7 4,5 0,6       

23 700 platform 23,4 16,2 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

24 719 stone pile 

or wall 

5,5 2,7 0,5       

24 720 possible 

wall 

8 1,4 0,4       

24 721 stone pile 0 5 0,7       

24 722 stone pile 0 0 0,3       

24 723 possible 

stone pile 

5,1 1,7 0,5     stone pile or wall 

24 724 stone pile 0 5,1 0,5       

24 725 possible 

platform 

5,2 3,3 0,1     platform or wall 

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

25 209 possible 

platform 

9,3 5,5 0,6       

25 210 stone pile 0 1,9 0,5       

25 211 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

25 212 stone pile 4,2 2,2 0,5       

25 213 stone pile 0 8 0,2       

25 214 possible 

stone pile 

4,3 2,6 0,6 oblong     

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

26 194 stone pile 0 4 0,8       
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26 195 stone pile 0 4,5 0,9       

26 196 wall 12 1,4 0,5       

26 197 wall 16 1,1 0,4       

26 198 stone pile 0 1,8 0,3       

26 199 stone pile 0 2,8 0,4       

26 200 stone pile 0 2,8 0,6       

26 201 stone pile 0 2,3 0,5       

26 202 stone pile 0 2,6 0,5       

26 203 stone pile 0 2,5 0,7       

26 204 stone pile 0 2,9 0,6       

26 205 stone pile 0 1,7 0,3       

26 206 stone pile 2,9 2,1 0,4 oblong     

26 207 stone pile 0 1,8 0,4       

26 208 stone pile 0 2 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

27 726 stone pile 0 3,1 0,5       

27 727 possible 

stone pile 

4 2,4 0,3       

27 728 stone pile 0 2 0,3       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

28 729 possible 

platform 

5 3,5 0,6       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

29 222 stone pile 3,8 2,8 0,5       

29 223 stone pile 0 2 0,2       

29 224 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

29 225 stone pile 0 2,2 0,3       

29 226 possible 

stone pile 

3,1 0,9 0,7 square   stone pile or wall 

29 227 stone pile 0 2,3 0,6       

29 228 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

29 229 stone pile 0 2,2 0,4       

29 230 stone pile 0 2,1 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

30 221 stone pile 0 5 1,1 oblong     

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

31 219 possible 

wall 

16 2,3 0       

31 220 possible 

wall 

10 2,8 0,6       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

32 215 stone pile 0 3,5 0,5       
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32 216 stone pile 0 4,6 0,8       

32 217 stone pile 6 4,7 0,6 oblong     

32 218 wall 10 2 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

33 189 stone pile 3 2 0,3       

33 190 stone pile 0 2,2 0,3       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

34 191 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

34 192 stone pile 0 1,9 0,3       

34 193 stone pile 0 4,5 0,8       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

35 280 stone pile 2,8 1,9 0,5 oblong     

35 281 stone pile 3,5 1,9 0,4 oblong     

35 282 wall 13 2 0,5       

35 283 wall 17 1,8 0,6       

35 284 wall 7 2 0,3       

35 285 stone pile 0 1,8 0,5       

35 286 wall 17 2,3 0,6       

35 287 stone pile 0 2,7 0,4       

35 288 stone pile 0 4,5 0,9       

35 289 wall 25 2 0,5       

35 290 stone pile 3 1,7 0,3 oblong     

35 291 stone pile 3,5 1,8 0,5 oblong     

35 292 stone pile 3,5 1,7 0,4 oblong     

35 293 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

35 294 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

35 295 stone pile 0 2,5 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

36 188 platform 23 17,2 0,9 rectangular     

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

37 239 stone pile 0 3 0,4       

37 240 stone pile 0 3 0,4       

37 241 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

37 242 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

37 243 stone pile 0 2,8 0,4       

37 244 stone pile 7 3,1 0,4 oblong     

37 245 stone pile 0 2,5 0,4       

37 246 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

37 247 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

37 248 stone pile 0 2,6 0,5       
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shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

38 296 platform 7,5 4 1,3 oblong     

38 297 possible 

wall 

4,5 1,8 0,7     wall or elevated 

walkway 

38 298 platform 10 7 1 oblong     

38 299 stone pile 0 1,7 0,6       

38 300 platform 11 11 1,4       

38 301 wall 14 1,5 0,7       

38 302 platform 14 13 0,4       

38 303 wall 19 1,5 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

39 271 wall 10 2,2 0,5       

39 272 wall 26 1,8 1       

39 273 wall 38 0,9 1       

39 274 wall 15 2,2 0,8       

39 275 wall 22 2,6 0,8       

39 276 wall 40 2 0,6       

39 277 wall 25 1,9 0,5       

39 278 wall 15 1,6 0,7       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

40 279 platform 15 8,7 1       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

41 261 possible 

wall 

0 2,6 0,6       

41 262 stone pile 0 1,5 0,3       

41 263 stone pile 0 2,4 0,5       

41 264 possible 

stone pile 

4 2,2 0,5 oblong   stone pile or wall 

41 265 possible 

stone pile 

4 1,7 0,6 oblong     

41 266 wall 10 2 0,5       

41 267 wall 8 2,3 0,5       

41 268 stone pile 0 3,5 0,8   vertical   

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

42 304 possible 

stone pile 

6,5 2,5 0,8 oblong   stone pile or wall 

42 305 possible 

stone pile 

7,8 4,5 0,3 oblong   stone pile or wall 

42 306 possible 

platform 

6 4,5 0,3 oblong     

42 307 wall 23 2,5 0,55       

42 308 wall 70 1,8 0,6       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 
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43 252 stone pile 0 2,4 0,5       

43 253 stone pile 0 2,4 0,6       

43 254 stone pile 4,1 1,8 0,5 oblong     

43 255 stone pile 0 1,9 0,7       

43 256 stone pile 0 2,3 0,5       

43 257 stone pile 0 1,9 0,3       

43 258 stone pile 0 2,8 0,6       

43 259 stone pile 0 3,9 0,7       

43 260 stone pile 0 2 0,6       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

44 824 wall 41 2,4 0,4       

44 825 wall 48 2,1 0,4       

44 826 wall 28 1,8 0,5       

44 827 wall 41 0,8 0,6       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

45 269 possible 

stone pile 

4,5 3,2 0,6 oblong   stone pile or wall 

45 270 stone pile 0 2,6 0,7   vertical   

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

46 232 possible 

wall 

28 2,1 0,5       

46 233 possible 

wall 

28 1,9 0,4       

46 234 wall 26 1,9 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

47 231 wall 10 3,3 0,6       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

48 235 stone pile 0 1,1 0,2       

48 236 stone pile 0 2,9 0,4       

48 237 stone pile 0 2,6 0,5       

48 238 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

49 249 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

49 250 stone pile 4 2 0,5 oblong     

49 251 stone pile 0 2 0,7       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

50 174 wall 21 17 0,3       

50 175 wall 32 2,6 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 
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51 176 platform 11,2 9,8 0,8       

51 177 wall 40 1,4 0,5       

51 178 wall 40 1,6 0,4       

51 179 wall 14 1,4 0,5       

51 180 wall 10 1,9 0,4       

51 181 wall 46 1,7 0,4       

51 182 stone pile 3,5 2,9 0,5 oblong vertical   

51 183 wall 14 1,4 0,5       

51 184 stone pile 0 3,4 0,6       

51 185 stone pile 0 0 0,4       

51 186 wall 24 2,7 0,3       

51 187 wall 8 1,5 0,6       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

52 106 platform 0 6,1 0,1 rectangular vertical   

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

53 107 possible 

platform 

11,5 8 0,4 rectangular     

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

54 108 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5       

54 109 stone pile 0 2,5 0,3       

54 110 stone pile 0 2,2 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

55 111 possible 

wall 

34 2,6 0,4     wall or elevated 

walkway 

55 112 stone pile 0 2,5 0,3       

55 113 stone pile 0 3,8 0,6       

55 114 possible 

stone pile 

4 1,8 0,3     stone pile or wall 

55 115 platform 20 1,7 0,4       

55 116 stone pile 0 3,2 0,6       

55 117 stone pile 0 2,4 0,4       

55 118 wall 31 1,6 0,2       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

56 149 wall 23 1,8 0,6       

56 150 wall 16 1,8 0,6       

56 151 wall 9 1,7 0,7       

56 152 wall 16 1,8 0,4       

56 153 wall 12 1,7 0,4       

56 154 possible 

wall 

9 5 0,7     wall or elevated 

walkway 

56 155 possible 

wall 

23 4,8 0,8     wall or elevated 

walkway 
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56 829 possible 

elevated 

walkway 

21 3,2 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

57 156 stone pile 0 2,7 0,3       

57 157 stone pile 0 2,6 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

58 146 wall 27 2,5 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

59 650 wall 17 2,1 0,2       

59 651 wall 25 1,8 0,3       

59 652 stone pile 3,8 2,1 0,3       

59 653 wall 1,8 1,1 0,5   vertical   

59 654 stone pile 0 2,8 0,2       

59 655 stone pile 0 2,3 0,3       

59 656 stone pile 2,5 1,9 0,4       

59 657 stone pile 0 2,6 0,4       

59 658 wall 32 1,2 0,3       

59 659 possible 

wall 

13 1,5 0,2       

59 660 stone pile 3,2 2,2 0,3       

59 661 stone pile 0 2,2 0,3       

59 662 stone pile 0 2 0,5       

59 663 stone pile 0 3 0,3       

59 664 umu ti 0 6,8 0,2       

59 665 wall 35 2 0,4       

59 666 stone pile 0 2,3 0,3       

59 667 stone pile 0 1,8 0,3       

59 668 stone pile 0 3,1 0,3       

59 669 stone pile 0 2,7 0,4       

59 670 stone pile 3,5 2,1 0,3 oblong     

59 671 stone pile 0 2,6 0,3       

59 672 stone pile 4,4 2,6 0,4 oblong     

59 673 wall 35 2,8 0,5       

59 674 stone pile 2,8 1,1 0,3       

59 675 stone pile 0 0 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

60 147 wall 25 2,4 0,6       

60 148 platform 0 0 0,8 square     

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

61 617 wall 7 1,5 0,5       

61 618 stone pile 0 2,5 0,6       
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61 619 possible 

stone pile 

5,2 3,7 0,6     stone pile or 

platform 

61 620 stone pile 0 1,6 0,3       

61 621 possible 

platform 

10,9 6,2 0,3 rectangular     

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

62 142 wall 12 2,9 0,6       

62 143 wall 8 2,3 0,6       

62 144 wall 21 2,2 0,5       

62 145 stone pile 0 2,2 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

63 575 stone pile 0 2,8 0,7       

63 576 stone pile 4,5 2,8 0,4       

63 577 stone pile 0 3,2 1       

63 578 stone pile 0 2,2 0,5       

63 579 stone pile 0 4,1 0,5       

63 580 wall 40 1,9 0,4       

63 581 possible 

stone pile 

5,1 2,5 0,5     stone pile or wall 

63 582 wall 11 2 0,5       

63 583 stone pile 0 1,8 0,5       

63 584 possible 

stone pile 

4,4 2,6 0,6     stone pile or wall 

63 585 stone pile 0 2,6 0,4       

63 586 stone pile 0 1,6 0,5       

63 587 platform 7,6 3,7 0,7       

63 588 possible 

stone pile 

3,1 1,2 0,6     stone pile or wall 

63 589 stone pile 4,4 2,6 0,8       

63 590 stone pile 4,7 3 0,8       

63 591 stone pile 0 1,8 0,5       

63 592 stone pile 0 2,1 0,7       

63 593 stone pile 0 2,9 0,8       

63 594 stone pile 0 1,5 0,5       

63 595 possible 

stone pile 

5 2,3 0,8      stone pile or wall 

63 596 possible 

stone pile 

0 2,5 0,5      stone pile or wall 

63 597 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5       

63 598 stone pile 0 1,5 0,6       

63 599 stone pile 0 0 0,4       

63 600 stone pile 0 2,2 0,8       

63 601 stone pile 0 1,5 0,4       

63 602 wall 7 1,9 0,5       

63 603 possible 

wall 

24 2,1 0,5      wall or elevated 

walkway 
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shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

64 604 possible 

wall 

0 3,1 0,5       

64 605 stone pile 0 1 0,3       

64 606 wall 36 2,2 0,5       

64 607 wall 25 2,2 0,8       

64 608 stone pile 0 2,8 0,7       

64 609 stone pile 0 2,4 0,5       

64 610 stone pile 4,1 2,7 0,4       

64 611 platform 10,9 9,2 1,1     no corresponding 

marking on 

basemap 

64 612 possible 

platform 

18,2 4,8 0,4     consists of a paved 

area in front of 

platform 

64 613 stone pile 3 1,8 0,5       

64 614 stone pile 0 2 0,5       

64 615 wall 14 2 0,4       

64 616 platform 15 10,5 0,7       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

65 622 wall 32 1,4 0,4       

65 623 possible 

platform 

8,9 5,3 0,6       

65 624 possible 

wall 

4,4 1,1 0,3       

65 625 possible 

wall 

5 1,7 0,2     wall or elevated 

walkway 

65 626 stone pile 0 2,4 0,2       

65 627 stone pile 0 2,9 0,3       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

66 538 stone pile 0 2,1 0,2       

66 539 wall 20 1,9 0,2       

66 540 stone pile 0 1,9 0,35       

66 541 stone pile 0 1,5 0,2       

66 542 stone pile 0 2,2 0,35       

66 543 stone pile 0 1,8 0,4       

66 546 stone pile 0 2,2 0,3       

66 547 stone pile 3,1 1,8 0,3       

66 548 stone pile 0 2 0,3       

66 549 stone pile 0 1,6 0,4       

66 550 stone pile 4,1 1,9 0,4       

66 551 stone pile 0 2,6 0,4       

66 552 stone pile 3,7 1,7 0,3       

66 553 stone pile 4,1 2,2 0,3       

66 554 stone pile 0 1,7 0,4       

66 555 stone pile 0 3,1 0       
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66 556 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5       

66 557 wall 1,1 1,9 0,4       

66 558 wall 29 2,2 0,6       

66 559 wall 7 2 0,4       

66 560 wall 9 2,2 0,7       

66 561 wall 8 2,1 0,3       

66 562 stone pile 0 3,9 0,6       

66 563 wall 8 2,6 0,3       

66 564 platform 12,5 11,5 0,8       

66 565 platform 22,6 17 1 rectangular vertical   

66 566 wall 5 2,1 0,5       

66 567 wall 57 2,2 0,6       

66 568 stone pile 0 2,8 0,6       

66 569 stone pile 0 3,1 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

67 544 stone pile 2,2 1,4 0,3       

67 545 stone pile 0 1,8 0,3       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

68 488 wall 48 1,6 0,6       

68 489 stone pile 0 1,8 0,5       

68 490 stone pile 4 2 0,4       

68 491 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

68 492 stone pile 2 0,4 0       

68 493 stone pile 0 1,3 0,15       

68 494 stone pile 0 1,3 0,3       

68 495 stone pile 0 2,1 0       

68 496 stone pile 0 1,3 0,3       

68 497 stone pile 2,3 0,9 0,6       

68 498 stone pile 3,1 2,1 0,6       

68 499 stone pile 0 2 0,6       

68 500 stone pile 0 3,5 0,6       

68 501 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5       

68 502 stone pile 3,1 1,6 0,5       

68 503 wall 34 3,5 0,7       

68 504 stone pile 3 1,8 0,5       

68 505 stone pile 4,1 2,7 0,6       

68 506 stone pile 3,5 2,3 0,8       

68 507 stone pile 0 3,5 0,6       

68 508 stone pile 3,2 2 0,4       

68 509 stone pile 3,1 1,8 0,5       

68 510 stone pile 5,2 2,4 0,8       

68 511 stone pile 0 2 0,6       

68 512 stone pile 2,5 1,2 0,6       

68 513 stone pile 0 1,8 0,4       
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68 514 stone pile 5 2 0,7       

68 515 stone pile 0 1,5 0,3       

68 516 possible 

platform 

0 10 0,4       

68 517 wall 33 1,2 0,5       

68 518 platform 19 11,2 1       

68 519 platform 9,2 8,7 0,9       

68 520 stone pile 3 1,7 0,5       

68 521 wall 86 1,5 0,4       

68 522 stone pile 0 2,6 0,4       

68 523 stone pile 0 1,3 0,2       

68 524 stone pile 0 1,6 0,4       

68 525 stone pile 0 2 0,3       

68 526 stone pile 0 2,1 0,6       

68 527 wall 8 1,3 0,4       

68 528 wall 27 1,6 0,6       

68 529 wall 6 1,6 0,4       

68 530 stone pile 0 1,7 0,5       

68 531 platform 8,3 6,5 0,6 rectangular     

68 532 stone pile 0 2,7 0,7       

68 533 wall 12 2,5 0,6       

68 534 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5       

68 535 platform 20,5 20,5 0       

68 536 possible 

wall 

15 3,2 0     wall or walkway 

68 537 platform 10 11 0,6       

68 830 elevated 

walkway 

96 5,4 0,8       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

69 570 wall 10 1,2 0,5       

69 571 wall 17 1,7 0,4       

69 572 platform 22 10 0,4       

69 573 platform 15,2 13,2 1,3 rectangular     

69 574 stone pile 0 1,9 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

70 440 wall 43 2,2 0,85       

70 441 stone pile 0 2,9 0,6       

70 442 platform 17 4,5 0,4       

70 443 stone pile 0 2,5 0,4       

70 444 stone pile 0 1,8 0,4       

70 445 stone pile 0 2 0,5       

70 446 stone pile 0 1,8 0,4       

70 447 wall 7 2,4 0,4       

70 448 possible 

stone pile 

0 3,5 0,2   vertical stone pile or 

platform 

70 449 possible 10,5 7,5 0,4       
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platform 

70 450 stone pile 0 2 0,6       

70 451 wall 18 1,6 0,5       

70 452 wall 5 2 0,4       

70 453 stone pile 4 2,2 0,4       

70 454 wall 6 1,6 0,5       

70 455 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

70 456 stone pile 0 1,7 0,4       

70 457 stone pile 0 1,8 0,5       

70 458 stone pile 0 1,5 0,4       

70 459 stone pile 0 1,6 0,4       

70 460 stone pile 0 1,6 0,4       

70 461 stone pile 3 1,5 0,4       

70 462 stone pile 2,8 1,3 0,4       

70 463 stone pile 3 4 0,6 triangular vertical   

70 464 stone pile 0 2,8 0,6       

70 465 stone pile 0 2,2 0,3   0,5   

70 466 stone pile 2,8 2,2 0,5       

70 467 stone pile 0 2,9 0,2       

70 468 stone pile 4 2,2 0,6       

70 469 stone pile 4,3 2,4 0,3       

70 470 stone pile 0 3,5 0,6       

70 471 stone pile 3,6 2,5 0,5       

70 472 stone pile 3,6 2,5 0,5       

70 473 stone pile 2,5 1,3 0,3       

70 474 stone pile 0 1,9 0,3       

70 475 stone pile 0 2,2 0,4       

70 476 wall 24 1,3 0,3       

70 477 wall 60 2,5 0,8       

70 478 stone pile 6 3,2 0,4       

70 479 wall 6 2,3 0,5       

70 480 stone pile 0 1,8 0,3       

70 481 stone pile 0 3 0,2       

70 482 stone pile 0 2,6 0,4       

70 483 stone pile 0 2,6 0,5       

70 484 stone pile 0 1,6 0,4       

70 485 stone pile 2,7 2,2 0,4       

70 486 stone pile 0 4 0,6       

70 487 stone pile 0 2,1 0,2       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

71 378 possible 

stone pile 

0 4,2 0,8     stone pile or 

platform 

71 379 platform 17 9,5 0,6       

71 380 stone pile 4 3,8 0,7       

71 381 stone pile 0 1,7 0,5       

71 382 stone pile 0 4 0,4       
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71 383 stone pile 4,5 2,3 0,3       

71 384 stone pile 0 2 0,35       

71 385 stone pile 0 1,8 0,5       

71 386 wall 51 2,4 0,3       

71 387 wall 7 1,5 0,6       

71 388 wall 30 1,2 0,6       

71 389 wall 5 1,5 0,5       

71 390 stone pile 4,8 2,7 0,7       

71 391 wall 14 1,5 0,6       

71 392 wall 6 1,6 0,5       

71 393 stone pile 0 4,1 0,7       

71 394 stone pile 0 1,7 0,4       

71 395 stone pile 0 1,7 0,4       

71 396 wall 7 1,4 0,5       

71 397 stone pile 0 3,5 0,6       

71 398 stone pile 0 2,8 0,4       

71 399 platform 6 4,4 1       

71 400 stone pile 0 2,8 0,5       

71 401 stone pile 0 1,7 0,6       

71 402 wall 15 1,7 0,6       

71 403 wall 6 1,6 0,4       

71 404 wall 19 1,5 0       

71 405 wall 9 1,4 0,4       

71 406 wall 15 1,4 0,5       

71 407 stone pile 0 1,7 0,4       

71 408 wall 12 1,5 0,7       

71 409 stone pile 0 1,8 0,6       

71 410 stone pile 0 1,6 0,5       

71 411 stone pile 3 1,8 0,6       

71 412 possible 

stone pile 

0 2,4 0,4 square   stone pile or 

platform 

71 413 stone pile 0 1,7 0,4       

71 414 stone pile 0 1,7 0,45       

71 415 stone pile 0 5 0,4       

71 416 possible 

stone pile 

5,3 3,1 0,7       

71 417 platform 16,7 10,4 1 rectangular     

71 418 wall 9 1,8 0,5       

71 419 platform 10,4 8,3 0,6       

71 420 stone pile 3,6 2,3 0,8       

71 421 wall 3,9 2,8 0,5       

71 422 wall 9 1,3 0,7       

71 423 stone pile 0 2,4 0       

71 424 stone pile 0 4 0,7       

71 425 stone pile 0 1,4 0,7       

71 426 stone pile 0 2,3 0,7       

71 427 stone pile 0 1,8 0,4       
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71 428 stone pile 0 2,2 0,6       

71 429 stone pile 0 1,6 0,6       

71 430 stone pile 3,8 1,9 0,6       

71 431 stone pile 3 2,1 0,3       

71 432 stone pile 0 2,1 0,3       

71 433 stone pile 2,9 1,4 0,3       

71 434 possible 

stone pile 

5 2,1 0,5     stone pile or wall 

71 435 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

71 436 stone pile 0 2,2 0,5       

71 437 stone pile 0 2,4 0,5       

71 438 stone pile 2,5 1,6 0,2       

71 439 stone pile 4,5 1,9 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

72 132 possible 

stone pile 

5 4 0,3 oblong vertical stone pile or 

platform 

72 133 stone pile 0 2,1 0,25       

72 134 stone pile 0 2,1 0,3       

72 135 stone pile 0 1,8 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

73 136 possible 

stone pile 

6,5 3 0,35 oblong   stone pile or 

platform 

73 137 possible 

wall 

13 0,7 0,25       

73 138 platform 7 6,1 0,4     rectangular or 

square 

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

74 130 stone pile 0 1,1 0,3       

74 131 stone pile 0 0,8 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

75 121 platform 6,1 4,1 0,4 oblong     

75 122 stone pile 0 3 0,45       

75 123 stone pile 0 4 0,3       

75 124 stone pile 0 3,5 0,3       

75 125 stone pile 0 3,2 0,35       

75 126 possible 

platform 

7,5 5,2 0,55 oblong   disturbed 

75 127 stone pile 3,6 2,6 0,35 oblong     

75 128 stone pile 0 2,7 0,55       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

76 129 stone pile 0 2,7 0,55       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 
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77 139 stone pile 0 3 0,2       

77 140 stone pile 0 0,9 0,25       

77 141 stone pile 3,4 2,2 0,45 oblong     

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

78 119 stone pile 0 3,1 0,4       

78 120 stone pile 0 2,7 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

79 98 stone pile 0 2,1 0,4       

79 99 stone pile 0 2,1 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

80 95 stone pile 0 3,1 0,5       

80 96 stone pile 0 3,2 0,4       

80 97 stone pile 0 3,1 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

81 84 stone pile 0 2,5 0,6       

81 85 stone pile 0 1,8 0,3       

81 86 stone pile 0 3,2 0,5       

81 87 stone pile 0 4,3 0,5       

81 88 stone pile 0 3,5 0,5       

81 89 stone pile 0 3 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

82 90 stone pile 0 3,5 0,7       

82 91 stone pile 0 2,4 0,3       

82 92 stone pile 0 2,8 0,3       

82 93 stone pile 0 2,1 0,4       

82 94 stone pile 0 1,8 0,3       

82 828 wall 42 2,4 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

83 102 stone pile 0 3,1 0,6       

83 103 platform 14,2 8,1 0,5       

83 104 possible 

platform 

0 7,5 0,7       

83 105 stone pile 3,7 2,2 0,6       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

84 76 stone pile 0 1,5 0,4       

84 77 stone pile 0 1,6 0,4       

84 78 stone pile 0 1,4 0,3       

84 79 stone pile 0 1,7 0,4       

84 80 stone pile 0 1,3 0,3       

84 81 stone pile 0 1,5 0,3       
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84 82 stone pile 0 2,1 0,4       

84 83 stone pile 0 2,5 0,3       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

85 100 stone pile 0 2,1 0,4       

85 101 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

86 56 stone pile 7,2 5,5 0,5 oblong     

86 57 stone pile 5,5 2,8 0,8 oblong     

86 819 wall 16 3,1 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

87 158 stone pile 0 3,5 0,4       

87 159 stone pile 3,5 2,5 0,4 oblong     

87 160 stone pile 5,5 2,5 0,7 oblong     

87 161 stone pile 0 2,5 0,1       

87 162 wall 17 22 0,3       

87 163 possible 

platform 

10 8 0,6       

87 164 possible 

stone pile 

6,5 6,5 0,6     stone pile or 

platform 

87 165 possible 

wall 

15 3,5 0,6       

87 166 stone pile 3,5 2,5 0,4       

87 167 wall 23 1,8 0,4       

87 168 stone pile 0 2,5 0,4       

87 169 stone pile 5 3,5 0,7       

87 170 possible 

platform 

8 5,5 0,5       

87 171 stone pile 0 2,3 0,3       

87 172 stone pile 3 2,1 0,5       

87 173 possible 

platform 

0 5 0,75 square     

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

88 58 stone pile 0 2,7 0,6       

88 59 stone pile 0 2,4 0,5       

88 60 stone pile 0 3,1 0,5       

88 61 stone pile 0 2,5 0,4       

88 62 stone pile 0 2,6 0,5       

88 820 wall 49 3 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

89 74 stone pile 0 3,5 0,4 oblong     

89 75 stone pile 0 4 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 



169 

 

90 821 wall 21 1,9 0,5       

90 822 wall 7 2,1 0,4       

90 823 wall 25 2,6 0,8       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

91 66 stone pile 0 2,5 0,4       

91 67 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5       

91 68 stone pile 0 1,6 0,3       

91 69 stone pile 4,8 0,8 0       

91 70 possible 

stone pile 

5 2,1 0,4 oblong   stone pile or wall 

91 71 possible 

stone pile 

3,7 1,8 0,3 oblong   stone pile or wall 

91 72 stone pile 0 2,5 0,4       

91 73 stone pile 0 2 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

92 19 stone pile 0 3,8 0,9       

92 20 stone pile 0 0 0,6       

92 21 stone pile 0 2,2 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

93 22 stone pile 5,2 3,3 0,9 oblong     

93 23 platform 14,8 14,2 0,4   vertical   

93 807 wall 6,4 1,8 0,6       

93 808 wall 24 2,9 0,4       

93 809 wall 9 1,3 0,3       

93 810 wall 22 23 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

94 12 stone pile 0 3 0,6   slope   

94 13 stone pile 4,9 3,7 0,9 oblong slope   

94 14 stone pile 4,5 3,2 0,6 oblong slope   

94 15 stone pile 0 2,3 0,7   slope   

94 16 stone pile 0 3,5 0,8   slope   

94 796 wall 45 3,8 0,6   slope   

94 797 possible 

wall 

0 2,8 0,6   slope   

94 798 wall 16 3,2 0,4   slope   

94 799 wall 10 2,5 0,5   slope   

94 800 wall 27 1,5 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

95 0 stone pile 0 4,5 0,6   slope   

95 1 stone pile 0 2,9 0,5   slope   

95 2 possible 

platform 

8,6 7,6 0,7 oblong slope disturbed 

95 3 platform 8,1 6,2 0,4 oblong slope   
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95 4 stone pile 5,8 4 0,8 oblong slope   

95 5 stone pile 6,7 4,6 0,8 oblong slope   

95 6 stone pile 0 5,3 1,5   slope   

95 7 stone pile 0 3,3 0,6   slope   

95 8 stone pile 0 2 0,5   slope   

95 9 stone pile 0 2,5 0,7   slope   

95 10 stone pile 5,2 3,4 0,6 rectangular slope   

95 11 stone pile 5,7 2,8 0,5 oblong slope   

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

96 24 stone pile 0 4,2 0,6       

96 25 stone pile 0 3,9 0,5       

96 26 stone pile 0 4,1 0,6       

96 27 stone pile 0 3,7 0,9       

96 28 stone pile 4,9 3,8 0,6 oblong     

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

97 63 platform 9 7,2 0,4 oblong     

97 64 platform 0 9 0,2       

97 65 possible 

platform 

7 4 0,15 oblong     

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

98 43 stone pile 5 3,5 0,6 oblong     

98 44 stone pile 0 2,9 0,5       

98 45 stone pile 0 2,8 0,4       

98 46 stone pile 0 3 0,5       

98 47 stone pile 0 2,9 0,4       

98 48 stone pile 5 3,2 0,7 oblong     

98 811 wall 22 2,1 0,5       

98 812 wall 157 2,6 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

99 53 stone pile 0 3,4 0,8       

99 54 platform 23,3 16,1 1,3 oblong     

99 55 platform 16 14 0,9 oblong     

99 815 possible 

wall 

17 4 0,8     wall or elevated 

walkway 

99 816 possible 

wall 

26 3,4 0,6     wall or elevated 

walkway 

99 817 possible 

wall 

14 0 0,6     wall or elevated 

walkway 

99 818 wall 7 2,1 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

100 38 platform 0 8,4 1,1       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 
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101 795 platform 24,5 18 1,3 oblong     

101 804 wall 29 3,2 0,6       

101 805 wall 43 1,2 0       

101 806 wall 14 1,8 0,3       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

102 17 stone pile 3,5 0 0,46       

102 18 platform 24,5 18 1,3 oblong c 

shaped 

or 

robbed 

  

102 801 wall 10 2,2 0,7       

102 802 wall 33 2,7 0,6       

102 803 wall 89 1,8 0,4       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

103 39 stone pile 0 1,4 0,5       

103 40 stone pile 0 1,4 0,5       

103 41 stone pile 0 1,5 0,4       

103 42 stone pile 0 3,6 0,7       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

104 49 platform 26 20,5 0,7 oblong     

104 50 platform 14,5 11,5 1,3 oblong     

104 51 platform 10,3 7,2 0,6 oblong     

104 52 stone pile 0 2,1 0,6       

104 813 wall 35 2 0,4       

104 814 wall 42 2 0,5       

         

shape_12 FID name lenght width height shape_1 slope comment 

105 29 stone pile 5,1 2,5 0,6 oblong     

105 30 stone pile 4,4 2,3 0,5 oblong     

105 31 stone pile 0 2,4 0,5       

105 32 stone pile 0 2,3 0,4       

105 33 stone pile 0 2,6 0,4       

105 34 possible 

stone pile 

7,1 2,4 0,5 oblong   stone pile or wall 

105 35 stone pile 4,7 1,7 0,4 oblong     

105 36 stone pile 4,2 2,2 0,5 oblong     

105 37 stone pile 0 2,5 0,5       
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 Database Rapa Nui 

FID Namn Typ Längd Bredd Höjd Klassifice Kommentar 

0     0 0 0     

1 house unknown 0 0 0   single poro 

2 Hare moa   0 0 0     

3 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

4 platform   27 15 0     

5 possible 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0   two stones, unclear 

6 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

7 manavai   0 0 0     

8 planting 

depression 

  4,8 3,2 0     

9 pipi horeko   0 1 0     

10 house poro pavement 3,9 0 0   only pavement, 25-30 

poro 

11 umu pae   0 0 0     

12 hare moa   7,2 1,9 1,5   low wall stretches off 

to the west and is 9,3 

meters long 

13 rubble 

platform 

  3,9 3,9 0     

14 arc shaped 

low wall 

  11,3 3,2 0   defines an open clear 

activity area 

15 planting 

feature 

  1,1 1,3 0   circular enclosure at 

the base of a small 

puku 

16 umu pae   0 0 0     

17 garden   26 13 0     

18 pavement   1 1,1 0   probably not a house, 

crude stones 

19 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

20 Manavai   0 0 0   two compartments 

21 pavement   5 5 0   not a house 

22 partial 

enclosure 

  0 0 0   function unknown 

23 manavai   0 0 0     

24 enclosure depression in 

basalt, ovoid 

4,4 2,75 0     

25 house unknown, only 

three poro 

0 0 0     

26 umu pae   0 0 0     

27 hare moa   0 0 0     

28 enclosure unknown 3,3 2,7 0     

29 manavai   7,6 4,9 0     

30 hare moa   9,2 3,2 0     

31 planting 

feature 

  0,2 0,45 0     

32 water hole   0 0 0     

33 water hole   0 0 0     

34 possible pipi   0 0 0   note, possible 
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horeko 

35 water hole 

cavity 

  0 0 0     

36 activity area 

stone working 

  30 30 0   possible extraction of 

basalt and definite 

basalt workshop 

37 garden 

enclosure, 

mulched 

garden 

  0 0 0   partial 

38 garden 

enclosure 

  1,8 1 0     

39 garden 

enclosure 

  10,1 8 0     

40 manavai   5,8 4,1 0     

41 platform   4,7 1 0     

42 planting 

feature, 

mulched 

garden area 

  0 0 0     

43 hare paenga rebuilt 8,3 1,34 0     

44  accumulation 

of small fill 

possible garden 

possible 

platform 

6,4 5,7 0 unclear 

function 

note possible 

45 umu pae   0 0 0     

46 umu pae   0 0 0     

47     0 0 0     

48 umu pae   0 0 0     

49 poro 

pavement 

  10,1 1,7 0   rectangular piece of 

red scoria that 

substitutes for a poro 

in the center 

50 umu, hare 

umu 

  0 0 0     

51 hare umu   0 0 0     

52 umu pae   0 0 0     

53 hare moa   6,1 2,48 0     

54 manavai   0 0 0     

55 platform   2,86 2 0     

56 single paenga 

stone 

  0 0 0   single paenga 

foundation stone in 

situ. 

57 umu pae   0 0 0     

58     0 0 0     

59 pavement 100 poros, 

entrancesill, no 

housefoundation 

0 0 0     

60 hare umu   0 0 0     

61 hare moa   8,25 2,8 0   entrance from top 

62 umu pae   0 0 0     

63 hare moa   0 0 0     

64 manavai   0 0 0     

65 umu pae   0 0 0     
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66 manavai   0 0 0     

67 house poro house unknown 0 0 0     

68 umu pae   0 0 0     

69 hare moa   0 0 0     

70 manavai large 0 0 0     

71 manavai   0 0 0     

72 hare moa   0 0 0     

73 platform   10,8 0 0   appears to be two 

small chambers in the 

fill 

74 crematoria   0 0 0     

75 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

76 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

77 platform   3,2 1,8 0   on a slope 

78 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

79 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

80 planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

81 platform possible shrine 4,2 0,45 0     

82 manavai   0 0 0     

83 manavai triple 0 0 0     

84 manavai   0 0 0     

85 umu pae   0 0 0     

86 umu pae   0 0 0     

87 umu pae   0 0 0     

88 hare moa   0 0 0     

89 house patio 10 small poro 1,1 1,04 0     

90 umu pae   0 0 0     

91 umu pae   0 0 0     

92 house, poro 

pavement 

20 poro 0 0 0     

93 hare moa probable 0 0 0     

94 house poro 4 poro 0 0 0     

95 umu pae   0 0 0     

96 hare moa   8,4 3,4 0     

97 hare moa   8,9 3,5 0     

98 possible 

destroyed 

hare moa 

  0 0 0     

99 platform arc shaped 

utility platform 

0 0 0     

100 platform   2,7 2,35 0     

101 large house patio 5,7 wide 13,37 3,6 0   possible communal 

house 

102 manavai   0 0 0     

103 platform arc shaped in 

front 

0 0 0     

104 manavai   0 0 0     
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105 hare umu   0 0 0     

106 hare moa   0 0 0     

107 hare umu   0 0 0     

108 possible 

house terrace 

no poros 0 0 0     

109 probable 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

110 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

111 pavement 

flatter stones 

  0 0 0     

112 house poro 

pavement 

9 stones 1,4 0,88 0     

113 house poro 

pavement 

  1,3 0,56 0     

114     0 0 0     

115     0 0 0     

116 umu pae   0 0 0     

117 umu pae   0 0 0     

118 manavai   0 0 0     

119 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

120 umu pae   0 0 0     

121 manavai   0 0 0     

122 umu pae   0 0 0     

123 umu pae   0 0 0     

124 house 

pavement 

poro 

  3,2 1,43 0   incomplete 

125 house poro 

pavement 

  1,28 0,51 0     

126 manavai probable 0 0 0     

127 platform 

above garden 

area 

  4,2 4,4 0     

128 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

129 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

130 hare paenga incomplete 5,56 0 0   a few loose poro in the 

area but no patio 

131 umu pae on arc shaped 

terrace on slope 

0 0 0     

132 umu pae on slope, no 

terrace 

0 0 0     

133 platform on 

slope 

  3,7 1,9 0     

134 hare moa   6,1 2,3 0     

135 hare moa sloping sides, 

heavily altered 

9,3 3,4 0   chamber is exposed 

136 manavai   0 0 0     

137 hare moa altered, 

plundered 

9,4 3,5 0     

138 platform possible hare 

moa 

4,5 2 0     
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139 platform at a cave 6,9 1,6 0     

140 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

141 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

142 house two poro in situ 0 0 0 unknown   

143 manavai   0 0 0     

144 umu pae   0 0 0     

145 platform possible two 

platforms 

0 0 0     

146 hare moa   0 0 0     

147 terrace or 

platform 

on slope 0 0 0     

148 poro 

pavement 

no foundation 

no entrance sill 

8,7 1,5 0     

149 umu pae   0 0 0     

150 hare moa   0 0 0     

151 manavai   0 0 0     

152 umu pae   0 0 0     

153 single stone 

of umu pae 

  0 0 0     

154 ahu platform   6,8 2,8 0    well preserved and 

height 0,2 to 0,35 

155 platform   9,7 4,3 0   enclosure abuts the 

side and measures 4,4 

times2,6 

156 terrace well made 

storage area 

behind terrace 

0 0 0     

157 ahu poepoe   9,9 1,58 1,27   located on promotory 

overlooking coast 

158 manavai   0 0 0     

159 water hole generally 

rectangular 

4,4 3,9 0     

160 terrace with 

umu pae 

  2,18 0 0     

161  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

  11,1 6 0   largest workshop to 

date 

162 house 

entrance sill 

no poro 0 0 0     

163 umu pae   0 0 0     

164 hare moa   4 3,1 0     

165 umu pae   0 0 0     

166 manavai   0 0 0     

167 manavai   0 0 0     

168 manavai   0 0 0     

169 possible 

platform 

rubble piled up 

along puku, 

possible 

platform 

6,8 2 0   reduction area for 

basalt on north end 

170 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

171 pipi horeko   0 0 0     
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172 possible umu 

pae 

  0 0 0     

173 planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

174 enclosure 

with obsidian 

and flake 

tools on 

surface 

  0 0 0     

175 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

176 hare moa   4,7 1,84 0     

177 pavement possible 1,27 0,6 0   no form 

178 planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

179 Hare moa   8 3,1 0     

180 umu pae   0 0 0     

181 umu pae   0 0 0     

182 umu pae   0 0 0     

183 house 5 poro 0 0 0   flat area 

184 manavai   0 0 0     

185 umu pae   0 0 0     

186 umu pae   0 0 0     

187 manavai probably 0 0 0     

188 hare moa   5 1,7 0     

189 manavai   0 0 0     

190 house 8 to 10 poro 0 0 0   possible 

191 platform   3,6 2 1,34     

192 manavai entrance to cave 

through 

manavai 

0 0 0   cave is 3 wide and  

1,5deep 

193 umu pae   0 0 0     

194 terrace   3 0 0   umu pae on terrace 

195 terrace a set of terrace 

features 

0 0 0   description unclear, 

feature 150a in 

database 3 in 

Stevenson/Cardinali 

196 terrace manavai on 

terrace 

9 4,8 0   note that it is not 

marked on 

Stevenson/Cardinali 

map, location based on 

educated guess 

197 terrace   3,3 2 0     

198 terrace   3,4 4 0   Joint point with other 

terrace in 

Stevenson/Cardinali 

data 

199 terrace   4 4,7 0   joint point with other 

terrace in 

Stevenson/Cardinali 

data 

200 terrace unclear size 0 0 0     

201 house 

pavement 

poro 

entrance sill and 

entrance stones 

1 0,8 0   faces ahu 
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202 umu pae   0 0 0     

203 shrine or ahu   9 0 0   intermitent alignment 

probably the back of 

ahu or shrine 

204 terrace stepped 3,3 0 0     

205 terrace   4 2,6 0   large basalt blocks 

206 terrace small enclose on 

terrace 

0 0 0   front edge facing coast 

made of three very 

large boulders 

207 artificially flat 

area 

  4 2,2 0     

208 terrace very well 

constructed 

7,3 0 0   flat area in front of 

terrace that is 5,2 wide 

and 7,4 long 

209 manavai   0 0 0     

210 manavai small 0 0 0     

211 manavai   0 0 0     

212 terrace with umu pae 3 3,7 0     

213 terrace   11 3,9 0   in front a clear area 3 

wide and 2,4 long 

214 terrace   4,1 2,2 0     

215 terrace   5,2 2,2 0     

216 terrace   4,5 3,2 0     

217 terrace three 

agricultural 

terraces 

0 0 0     

218 terrace agricultural 2,5 2 0     

219 terrace agricultural 0 0 0     

220 terrace agricultural 3,5 1,5 0     

221 house paenga 3,3 0,65 0,8     

222 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

223 ahu platform destroyed or 

incomplete 

2,7 0,87 0     

224 manavai   0 0 0     

225 probable 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

226 umu pae inside large 

open circular 

structure 

0 0 0     

227 poro 

pavement 

six poro 0,89 0,47 0     

228 hare moa   3,85 1,65 0     

229 loose paenga broken 0 0 0     

230 pipi horeko rebuilt 0 0 0     

231 ahu poepoe   32,1 6,1 0     

232 ahu platform   20 0 0 large upright 

slabs. Being 

built or 

disassembled 

  

233 manavai   0 0 0   within ahu fill 

234 manavai   0 0 0   poro in construction 
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235 pavement   23,25 0 0   disturbed by road 

construction, poro in 

construction 

236 house poro one large poro 

in clear area 

0 0 0   disturbed 

237 hare umu   0 0 0     

238 hare moa   4,5 2,3 0     

239 manavai   0 0 0     

240 manavai   0 0 0     

241 agricultural 

feature 

probable 0 0 0     

242 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

243 pipi horeko destroyed 0 0 0     

244 agricultural 

feature 

possible feature 

possible 

windbreak 

0 0 0     

245 probable 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

246 agricultural 

feature 

alignment 

enclosure 

0 0 0     

247 agricultural 

feature 

alignment 

windbreak or 

agricultural 

feature 

18,8 0 0     

248 probable 

planting 

feature 

arc shaped 

concentration of 

large rocks 

5,4 2,5 0     

249 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

250 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

251 possible 

planting 

feature 

alignment of 

stones 

0 0 0     

252 planting 

feature 

alignment of 

stones 

0 0 0     

253 windbreak   0 0 0     

254 planting 

feature, 

mulched 

garden area 

  3,97 2,4 0     

255 house poro scattered poro 0 0 0     

256 terrace   5,2 0 0     

257 manavai   0 0 0     

258 hare moa   5,97 2,36 1,45     

259 manavai   0 0 0     

260 planting 

feature 

windbreak 0 0 0     

261 hare paenga pavement of 

poro not 

complete 

13,56 1,85 0   rebuilt 

262 umu pae   0 0 0     

263 umu pae one stone is 

paenga 

fragment 

0 0 0     
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264 pavement large boulder 

with pavement 

extending to the 

east 

1,78 0 0   pavement consist of 

poro paenga and flat 

stones 

265 pavement remnant of 

pavement of flat 

stones 

1,5 0,85 0     

266 hare moa built adjacent to 

back wall of 

umu 

4,75 1,8 0     

267 manavai   0 0 0     

268 hare moa uses back wall 

of ahu 

7,45 1,7 1,75   exposed chamberon 

top 

269 ahu platform rear wall made 

of placed slabs 

13,9 0 0     

270 probable 

planting 

feature 

alignment 

forming a 

enclosure 

6,1 3,43 0     

271 garden 

enclosure 

  0 0 0     

272 manavai   0 0 0     

273 ahu platform possible semi 

pyramidal ahu 

now flat to the 

ground 

8,98 0 0     

274 ahu platform destroyed site 

possible ahu 

0 0 0   large slab on edge and 

large boulders 

275 garden   5,7 7,88 0     

276 hare moa   6,7 2,9 0     

277 platform   2 2 0     

278 terrace   0 0 0     

279 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

280 house single poro 

possible 

entrance sill 

0 0 0     

281 house 

pavement 

poro 

  6,05 1,1 0   faces inland 

282 umu pae   0 0 0     

283 umu pae single stone 0 0 0     

284 ahu platform rebuilt missing 

ramp crematoria 

statue 

0 0 0     

285 hare moa   5,13 2 0     

286 enclosures in 

ahu fill 

three enclosures 

possible living 

areas 

0 0 0     

287 umu pae   0 0 0     

288 terrace   1,7 2,2 0   not agricultural 

289 umu pae   0 0 0     

290 hare moa   5,6 3,4 0   clear area east of hare 

moa but no house 

pavement 

291 house poro single poro 

outside cave 

0 0 0     
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entrance 

292 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

293 enclosure foundation of 

poro 

7,25 4,28 0   red scoria paenga on 

inner wall 

294 umu pae   0 0 0     

295 poro 

pavement 

  7,5 15 0     

296 umu   0 0 0   no umu pae only umu 

297 umu pae   0 0 0     

298 hare moa   2,1 8,3 0     

299 manavai   0 0 0     

300 ahu platform rearranged 0 0 0   no form apparent 

statue fragment of rano 

rarako tuff and pieces 

of scoria 

301 pipi horeko   0 0 0   on top of reorganized 

ahu moai 

302 hare moa   9 2,3 0   two entrances on south 

side 

303 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

304 poro 

pavement 

  3,3 1 0   irregular 

305 umu pae   0 0 0     

306 poro 

pavement 

  1,8 0,9 0     

307 hare moa   6,4 2,6 0     

308 agricultural 

feature 

possible 0 0 0     

309 pavement flat basalt stones 0 0 0     

310 ahu platform semi pyramidal 40,25 0 0   poro in the fill 

311 poro 

pavement 

  7 1,5 0     

312 Hare moa   11,8 2,7 1,65     

313 umu pae   0 0 0     

314 possible 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0   poro fragment 

315 single paenga 

stone 

  0 0 0     

316 ahu platform remains of 6,48 0 0   on edge of hill 

317 terrace probable house 

terrace 

2 0 0   overlooked garden 

318 hare moa   8,6 2,45 0     

319 manavai   0 0 0     

320 enclosure   0 0 0     

321 umu pae   0 0 0     

322 umu pae   0 0 0     

323 house house terrace 4,8 1,35 0   crude flat stones 

324 manavai   0 0 0     

325 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0   perhaps rebuilt from 

another feature 

326 house   1,6 0,7 0   seven poro in situ 
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pavement 

poro 

327 umu pae   0 0 0     

328 terrace   0 5,4 0     

329 possible 

platform 

  11,7 4 0     

330 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

331 probable 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

332 possible 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

333 planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

334 agricultural 

feature 

windbreak 0 0 0     

335 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

336 ahu possible 40,3 0 0   could be an ahu in the 

process of being made 

337 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

338 manavai   0 0 0     

339 possible 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

340 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

341 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

342 agricultural 

feature 

  10 10 0   lithic mulch 

343 house poro 

pavement 

on terrace near 

cave 

6,8 4,4 0     

344 hare moa   6,7 2,3 0   well preserved 

345 manavai   13,2 6,4 0     

346 umu pae   0 0 0     

347 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

348  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

  0 0 0     

349 platform   1,8 2 0     

350 terrace several terraces 15,3 1 0     

351 house 

entrance sill 

  0,35 0,08 0,08   on house terrace 5,6 

long and 2 wide 

352 umu pae   0 0 0     

353 hare moa   6,7 2,4 0     

354 platform on 

slope 

crescent shaped 7,8 3,6 0     

355 possible 

platform 

  7,6 3,3 0     

356 platform on   6,7 3,3 0     
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slope 

357  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

  5,1 2,9 0     

358  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

  0 0 0     

359 probable 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

360 hare moa   4,8 2,4 1     

361 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0   small flakes not a 

quarry 

362 umu pae   0 0 0     

363 umu pae   0 0 0     

364 manavai   0 0 0     

365 manavai   0 0 0     

366 hare moa   3,5 1,9 0     

367 platform   3 1,7 0   well made 

368 manavai   0 0 0     

369  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

  5,9 5,3 0     

370 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0   3 repositories that 

measure 3 by 5 each 

371 house one poro 0 0 0     

372 hare moa three paenga in 

construction 

7 2,6 0   on slope 

373 manavai four chamber 0 0 0     

374 umu pae   0 0 0     

375 manavai   0 0 0     

376 poro 

pavement 

large pavement 

large house 

0 0 0   entrance sill, front 

alignment of 

pavement, house 

estimated to 6,9 long 

and 1,8 wide 

377 umu pae   0 0 0     

378 hare umu   0 0 0     

379 hare moa   8,4 2,3 1,25     

380 manavai   0 0 0     

381 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

382 probable 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

383 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

384 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

385  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

  0 0 0     
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386 agricultural 

feature 

probable 0 0 0     

387 agricultural 

feature 

probable 0 0 0     

388 enclosure   0 0 0     

389 possible 

shrine 

  7,5 0 0   possible 

390  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

four repositories 0 0 0     

391 possible 

platform 

  4,3 2,7 0     

392 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

393 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

394 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

395  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

  0 0 0     

396 probable 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

397 house house terrace 3,7 0 0     

398 probable 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

399 probable pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

400 house 

entrance sill 

  0 0 0     

401 hare moa   5,1 3,9 0     

402 umu pae   0 0 0     

403 platform   4,2 1,2 0     

404 umu pae   0 0 0     

405 platform   5,4 1,4 0     

406 umu pae   0 0 0     

407  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

  0 0 0     

408  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

  0 0 0     

409 house poro remains of 

house single 

poro 

0 0 0     

410  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

  0 0 0     

411 house 

entrance sill 

poro entrance 

sill 

0 0 0   small pavement house 

facing north 

412 hare moa   7,4 2 1,75     

413 umu pae   0 0 0     

414 activity area   0 0 0   light lithic production 
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basalt 

workshop 

next to rock garden 

415 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

416 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

417 possible 

platform 

  2,8 1,8 0     

418 possible 

platform 

  0 0 0     

419 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

420 manavai   0 0 0     

421 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

422 house poro one in situ five 

loose 

0 0 0     

423 umu pae   0 0 0   paenga in construction 

424 hare moa   5,1 2 0     

425 possible 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

426 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

427 possible 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

428 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

429 manavai cluster 0 0 0   four compartments 

430 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

431 hare moa   7,1 2,3 0     

432 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

433 manavai   0 0 0     

434 umu rakeout 

mound 

  0 0 0     

435 house 

pavement 

poro 

  5,8 1,65 0   paenga entrance sill 

and house length is 7 

to 9 m 

436 hare moa   6,4 2,4 0     

437 manavai   0 0 0     

438 manavai   0 0 0     

439 umu pae   0 0 0     

440 umu pae large 0 0 0   i m diameter on mound 

3,9 in diameter 

441 umu pae   0 0 0   paenga and poro in 

construction 

442 hare moa   3,8 3,1 0   encloses an umu pae in 

an enclosure 19,5 

times 14,5 

443 manavai   0 0 0   this site may represent 

late period nucleated 

activity 

444 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0   probably recent origin 

445 manavai   0 0 0     
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446 ahu poepoe   10,6 1,45 0,95   oriented in NE-SW 

direction hight and 

wide mesured on south 

end 

447 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

448 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

449 manavai   0 0 0   collapsed 

450 house unclear 2,3 0 0   five stones set on edge 

and several poro in 

immidiate area 

451 possible umu 

pae 

  0 0 0     

452 hare moa   7,2 2,3 1,17     

453 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

454 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

455 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

456 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

457 terrace house terrace 2,56 0 0   alignment of four 

stones and one paenga 

458 umu pae   0 0 0     

459 house 

entrance sill 

paenga entrance 

sill 

0 0 0   poro in area 

460 hare umu   0 0 0     

461 umu pae one stone is 

paenga 

0 0 0     

462 umu pae   0 0 0     

463 umu pae   0 0 0     

464 hare moa   7 3,55 0,4     

465 manavai   0 0 0     

466 possible 

house terrace 

  10,8 0 0     

467 manavai   0 0 0     

468 manavai   0 0 0   probably rebuilt 

469 umu pae   0 0 0     

470 clear area   9,35 6,15 0   triangular shape 

471 umu pae   0 0 0   very black soil 

472 manavai   0 0 0     

473 cobble 

pavement no 

foundation 

  2,3 1 0   three poro and flat 

basalt stones 

474 umu pae   0 0 0     

475 manavai   0 0 0     

476 hare moa   7,9 2,5 0     

477 ahu   6,6 1,5 0   resembles a hare moa 

478 hare moa   4,85 5,45 0     

479 house unknown 0,4 0 0   one poro on edge and 

one other stone 

480 manavai   0 0 0   umu pae in manavai 

481 platform   10,3 2,5 0,8   platform of basalt 
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482 possible 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

483 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  27,5 3,5 0     

484 cobble 

pavement no 

foundation 

  1,5 0 0   7 poro in cluster 

485 umu pae   0 0 0     

486 umu pae   0 0 0     

487 manavai   0 0 0     

488 hare moa   3,8 2,2 1,2   small 

489 activity area 

stone working 

  0 0 0   thick wall 8,9 m long 

1,55 wide and 0,75 

high reminiscent of a 

hare moa 

490 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

491 manavai   0 0 0     

492 manavai   0 0 0     

493 house probable 10 5 0   triagular clear area 

probable house 

494 umu pae   0 0 0     

495 umu pae   0 0 0     

496 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

497 manavai   0 0 0     

498 house indeterminate 0 0 0   one poro on edge and 

twelve loose in the 

immidiate area 

499 umu pae   0 0 0   one stone is paenga 

500 umu pae   0 0 0     

501 hare moa L-shaped 0 0 0   one extension is 4,4 m 

long the other 8 

502 umu pae   0 0 0     

503 hare moa   5 1,8 0     

504 manavai   0 0 0     

505 manavai   0 0 0   small moai found 

506 manavai   0 0 0     

507 house poro on edge 0 0 0     

508 hare moa   2,7 2,1 0     

509 umu pae   0 0 0   one poro 

510 umu pae   0 0 0   one paenga one poro 

511 umu pae   0 0 0     

512 umu pae   0 0 0     

513 possible 

shrine 

  3,9 0,43 0,14     

514 manavai   0 0 0     

515 cobble 

pavement 

sill stone 0 0 0   sill stone on edge and 

six flat basalt stones as 
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with 

foundation 

patio 

516 hare moa   4,4 2,7 0     

517 platform   2,1 2 0   edge of garden and 

clear area 

518 house 

foundation 

  3,4 2 0   house on toe 

overlooking coast, note 

no patio and 

rektangular shape 

519 umu pae   0 0 0     

520 manavai   0 0 0     

521 manavai   0 0 0     

522 ahu poepoe   10,8 1,6 1,65   similar to a boat 

523 hare moa   4,9 2 0     

524 hare moa   8,1 1,1 0   destroyed 

525 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

526 house poro two poro 0 0 0     

527 umu pae   0 0 0     

528 umu pae   0 0 0     

529 hare moa   4,7 2,3 0     

530 hare umu probable 0 0 0     

531 garden 

enclosure, 

mulched 

garden 

  12,8 9,6 0     

532 pavement   2,8 1,6 0   flat basalt stones and 

poro in center. Based 

on measurements it 

possible a house. 

533 umu pae   0 0 0     

534 umu pae   0 0 0     

535 umu pae   0 0 0     

536 umu pae   0 0 0     

537 umu pae   0 0 0     

538 cobble 

pavement 

with 

foundation 

  7,61 1,15 0   leading edge of 

pavement made of 

refitted recycled 

paenga. Including patio 

house estimates 8,3 m 

long and 3,55 wide 

539 umu pae   0 0 0     

540 manavai   0 0 0     

541 hare moa   6,6 2,4 1,5   with two enclosures 

542 terrace   3,2 0 0     

543 terrace   2,6 0 0     

544 possible 

house 

  4 0 1,1     

545 hare moa   0 0 0   almost completely 

destroyed 

546 cobble 

pavement 

with 

foundation 

  7,2 0 0   on terrace, one paenga 

in ground 
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547 umu   0 0 0   on the basis of carbon 

rich soil 

548 hare moa   4,7 1,7 0   destroyed numbers are 

estimates 

549 manavai   0 0 0   at cave opening 

550 umu pae   0 0 0   large and no other 

features seem to be 

associated 

551 manavai   0 0 0     

552 hare moa   5,62 3,12 0     

553 hare moa two chambers 7,42 2,05 0     

554 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

555 crematorium   0 0 0   bone shell scoria 

obsidian coral and sea 

pebbles 

556 hare moa   7,56 1,85 0     

557 round 

structure with 

foundation 

  0 0 0   probable house since 

several poro is in area 

558 hare umu   0 0 0     

559 house poro   0 0 0   one poro 

560 hare moa   6 2,6 0,97   on hill that overlooks 

the coast 

561 umu pae   0 0 0     

562 house terrace   0 0 0   only two stones in 

alignment 

563 house alignment of 

blocks defining 

living area 

0 0 0     

564 cobble 

pavement no 

foundation 

very disturbed 6 6 0   arc alignment defining 

section of pavement 

consisting of two 

basalt stones. 

565 cobble 

pavement 

with 

foundation 

entrance sill 9,65 2,3 0   estimated 15,5 poro is 

decreasing in size  

towards the end 

566 umu pae   0 0 0   one poro 

567 umu pae   0 0 0     

568 hare moa   6,2 3,2 0     

569 manavai   0 0 0     

570 platform   2,9 1,8 0   estimated 0, 55 m to 0, 

60 high. 

571 manavai   0 0 0     

572 platform   7,1 1,3 0   remains of stacked 

stone platform only 

foundation left one 

edge bowed estimated 

0,5 high 

573 umu pae   0 0 0     

574 manavai   0 0 0     

575 cobble 

pavement 

  1,11 1,1 0   paenga sill basalt 

pavement house faced 
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with 

foundation 

NW 

576 umu pae   0 0 0     

577 manavai   0 0 0     

578 hare moa   13,4 2,55 1,4     

579 hare moa   6 2,5 1,12   poro in area suggesting 

house 

580 hare paenga rebuilt 6,46 1,5 0   rebuilt 

581 umu pae   0 0,66 0   four paenga stones, on 

low and extensive 

mound 

582 umu pae   0 0 0   one paenga stone 

583 hare moa   8,54 2,35 0   one paenga in 

construction 

584 platform   7,2 1,1 0     

585 house terrace   5,3 0 0   poro in area and in 

front of garden 

586 umu pae   0 0 0     

587 hare paenga partial 8,5 1,28 0   partial the wall has 

paenga and poro 

incorporated into it 

588 umu pae   0 0 0   made from paenga 

589 hare paenga   8,5 0 0   disturbed site, four 

stones 

590 hare paenga   8,5 1,2 0   partial, rebuilt, no patio 

591 single paenga 

stone 

  0 0 0     

592 hare paenga   3,35 0,8 0   rebuilt different widths 

and basalt types 

593 possible 

destroyed 

hare moa 

  3,7 1,9 0     

594 hare paenga   12,2 0 0   no patio 

595 hare paenga   12,8 0 0   rebuilt 

596 possible 

platform 

  9,1 2,45 0   perhaps a hare moa 

597 hare paenga   7,2 1,46 0   built over larger hare 

paenga with one 

paenga being 2,4 m 

partial remains of patio 

in front of the recent 

structure 

598 hare paenga   10,3 2,3 0   numbers are estimates, 

most of foundation 

stones pushed over, 

patio estimated to be 

2,8 wide at center 

599 hare paenga   13,5 1,65 0   paenga of different 

widths indicating a 

rebuilding, patio 

preserved, entrance of 

short paenga and a sill 

with a small poro on 

the inside 

600 umu pae   0 0 0   one red scoria paenga 

601 hare moa   8,3 2,8 0   one paenga in fill 
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602 single paenga 

stone 

  3 0,3 0,75   elevated above ground 

surface by smaller 

stones so possibly in 

transport 

603 umu pae   0 0 0   four stones all paenga 

604 hare paenga   0 0 0   only two stones 

605 umu pae   0 0 0   three paenga 

606 hare paenga   16,7 1,9 0   estimated original 

length 20 University of 

Chile excavated 1 by 2 

m trench across north 

foundation 

607 hare paenga remains 3,6 0,29 0,26   remains of three 

paenga two on edge 

one pushed over 

608 hare umu   0 0 0   hare umu 3,4 m 

diameter surrounds 

well made umu pae 

made of 5 paenga 

stones 

609 single paenga 

stone 

  0,95 0,92 0,2   raised above ground by 

rocks, groove on each 

side may indicate 

attempt to cut it in half 

610 manavai   0 0 0   poro and paenga in 

structure 

611 single paenga 

stone 

  0,85 0,18 0,29     

612 cobble 

pavement 

with 

foundation 

  0,71 1,61 0   two foundation stones 

0,71 long and 

incomplete pavement 

with a few poro 

613 hare moa   7 2,4 0     

614 water hole   0 0 0     

615 water hole   0 0 0     

616 pipi horeko   0 0 0   three paenga in 

structure 

617 hare paenga part of 5,6 0 0   rear foundation of 

paenga of different 

sizes 

618 hare paenga   0 0 0   four paenga size of 

house unknown 

619 single paenga 

stone 

  1,8 0,72 0,22   placed on its side 

possible in transport 

620 pavement   22,4 19,6 0   rectangular in shape on 

a slope at top smaller 

stones at base larger 

621 possible 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

622 manavai three 

compartments 

0 0 0     

623 umu pae   0 0 0   one paenga 

624 hare paenga   6,3 0 0   only front alignment 

no poro the feature is 

rebuilt with non 

matching paenga 
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625 umu pae   0 0 0   umu dug up and 

mound is 12 by 19 m 

626 hare moa   0 0 0   destroyed 

627 cobble 

pavement 

with 

foundation 

  14,2 2,4 0   altered by later period 

activity not readily 

interpretable, paenga 

present within and 

behind pavement 

628 hare moa   9,4 2,2 0   red scoria entrance on 

south side 

629 manavai   0 0 0     

630 umu pae   0 0 0     

631 manavai   0 0 0     

632 manavai   0 0 0   oval in shape estimated 

to be 15 m long 3,4 

wide and 1,15 deep 

633 manavai   0 0 0     

634 manavai   0 0 0     

635 platform   10,3 1,68 1,7   basalt platform two 

moai fragments in 

construction 

636 possible 

platform 

  0 0 0     

637 possible 

platform 

  0 0 0     

638 possible 

platform 

  0 0 0     

639 possible 

platform 

  0 0 0     

640 possible 

platform 

  0 0 0     

641 cobble 

pavement no 

foundation 

  0 0 0   three stones 

642 umu pae   0 0 0     

643 hare moa   7,2 3,45 0     

644 manavai   0 0 0     

645 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

646 crematorium   0 0 0   obsidian pieces 

647 ahu   6 3,75 0   along coast on 

shoreline 

648 cobble 

pavement no 

foundation 

  18 2 0   entrance sill in place 

649 umu pae   0 0 0     

650 hare moa   9,5 2,55 1,8     

651 possible ahu   4,1 3,45 0     

652 crematorium   0 0 0     

653 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

654 umu pae   0 0 0     

655 manavai   0 0 0     

656 hare moa   9,4 0 0     
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657 pavement   3,28 2,68 0     

658 umu pae   0 0 0     

659 tupa   0 0 3,4   well preserved 

660 possible 

house terrace 

house pavement 

or terrace 

1,8 1,1 0   seven stones 

661 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

662 ahu   13,8 0 1,3   seawall possibly 

abandoned in 

construction 

663 ahu platform   27,8 0 0   puku outcrop part of 

construction, placa in 

front, likely in process 

of being built 

664 ahu   19,8 0 1,2   measurement for 

lenght of foundation, 

length of seawall is 

12,6 

665 cobble 

pavement 

with 

foundation 

  10,25 1,9 0   two upright stones and 

entrance sill probably 

post ad 1700 structure 

666 umu pae   0 0 0     

667 hare moa   0 0 0   note that there is 

something not right 

here since they state in 

the database that it is 

built in to feature 12 

668 manavai   0 0 0     

669 ahu platform   21,6 1,75 0   additional rubble 

extends to the east 17,3 

m further 

670 ahu   19,73 0 0     

671 ahu ahu ra´ai 0 0 0     

672 pipi horeko   0 0 0   on ahu ra´ai 

673 hare moa   6,65 2 1,4   well preserved 

674 house   0 0 0   obsidian and basalt 

flakes and poro 

indicate a house 

675 manavai   0 0 0     

676 manavai   0 0 0   at end of an ahu 

677 ahu   17,25 3,7 1,1     

678 hare moa   10,1 3,75 1,69     

679 cobble 

pavement 

with 

foundation 

  0 0 0   about 40 poro stones 

and entrance sill 

680 umu pae   0 0 0     

681 hare moa   6,95 3,1 2,19     

682 possible ahu   0 0 0     

683 possible 

manavai 

  0 0 0     

684 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

685 ahu platform   17,6 5 0     
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686 umu pae   0 0 0     

687 hare moa   7 2,4 0     

688 manavai   0 0 0     

689 enclosure   14,4 6,6 0     

690 house   0 0 0   one poro in situ four 

others in immidiate 

area 

691 umu pae   0 0 0     

692 manavai   0 0 0     

693 hare moa   2,3 1,8 0     

694 manavai two enclosures 0 0 0     

695 possible 

house terrace 

  2,85 0 0     

696 pavement   0 0 0     

697 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

698 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

699 hare moa   0 0 0   destroyed 

700 umu pae   0 0 0     

701 house terrace   4,3 0 0     

702 hare moa   7,3 2,88 0     

703 possible ahu   8 1,6 0     

704 activity area 

stone working 

  0 0 0   a long depression at 

edge of papa with 

petroglyphs, possible 

paenga quarry 

705 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

706 umu pae   0 0 0     

707 manavai   0 0 0     

708 hare moa destroyed 0 0 0     

709 umu pae   0 0 0     

710 umu pae   0 0 0     

711 manavai   0 0 0     

712 manavai   0 0 0     

713 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

714 enclosure   0 0 0     

715 enclosure   0 0 0     

716 manavai   0 0 0     

717 manavai   0 0 0     

718 hare moa   9,3 2,1 0     

719 house 

pavement 

poro 

  1 1 0   nine stones 

720 hare moa   7 2 1,25     

721 umu pae   0 0 0     

722 hare moa   6,6 2,55 1,65     

723 house terrace   8,6 1 0     

724 house   0 0 0     

725 ahu   9,4 0 0   south af ahu is beach 
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pebbles, coral and 

obsidian, burned bone 

and scoria, indicating 

crematoria 

726 manavai   0 0 0     

727 manavai   0 0 0     

728 possible ahu   9 4,5 2   altered burial feature 

729 ahu   0 0 0   there is no dot to place 

this feature in map that 

is why it is placed in 

the number 168. Likely 

a altered late period 

semi pyramidal ahu 

730 ahu   20,15 0 3,8   Ahu hanga ho´onu, 

there is no dot in map 

so it is placed on the 

line. 

731 crematorium   0 0 0   sea stones obsidian 

scoria 

732 crematorium   0 0 0   sea stones obsidian and 

scoria 

733 crematorium   0 0 0   sea stones scoria and 

obsidian 

734 ahu   0 0 0     

735 water hole   0 0 0     

736 terrace   3,6 3,1 0   terrace facing ocean 

737 single paenga 

stone 

  3,15 1,05 0,46   in manufacturing 

process likely destined 

for ahu 

738 hare moa   9,7 9,7 0   destroyed 

739 possible 

house 

circular 0 0 0   possible circular house 

consisting of enclosure 

diameter 5,7 

740 enclosure   0 0 0     

741 manavai   0 0 0     

742 terrace   3,8 3,75 0     

743 platform stepped 3,3 3,3 0   possible shrine 

scattered obsidian 

744 ahu   0 0 0     

745 moai   0 1,19 1,3   yellow tuff no head in 

belly up position 

746 moai   1,35 0 0   part of modern wall 

747 red scoria   0 0 0   inbedded in platform 

748 moai fragments 0 0 0   30 fragments 

749 moai head 1,5 0 0   built in to modern wall 

750 moai fragments 0 0 0     

751 moai piece 1 0 0,49     

752 ahu semi pyramidal 19,72 2,5 0   disturbed, fragments of 

moai in fill 

753 manavai   0 0 0     

754 ahu platform   5,9 2,4 0    two paenga in 

structure and 

crematoria 

755 moai piece 0 0 1,25     
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756 moai piece 0 0 1,66     

757 moai two pieces 0 0 1,45     

758 moai piece 0 0 2     

759 moai piece 0 0 0   built into a possible 

crematorium 

760 crematorium   0 0 0     

761 ahu   0 0 0   being built or torn 

apart 

762 manavai   14,5 3,5 0     

763 manavai   0 0 0     

764 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

765 possible 

platform 

  2,35 1,2 0     

766 ahu ahu heki´i 80 0 0     

767 house poro   0 0 0   loose poro indicating a 

house 

768 hare moa   6,7 2,3 0     

769 umu pae   0 0 0   one loose stone 

770 house terrace   2,7 0 0   obsidian and basalt 

flakes 

771 ahu   15,3 3,9 0     

772 cobble 

pavement 

with 

foundation 

  2,03 1,1 0   rectangular poro 

pavement 

773 umu pae   0 0 0   one paenga 

774 hare moa   9,7 2,35 1,5     

775 hare umu   0 0 0     

776 manavai   0 0 0     

777 manavai   0 0 0     

778 round 

structure with 

foundation 

  0 1,5 0   three poro indicates 

possible pavement 

779 hare paenga   0 0 0   destroyed site, four 

loose paenga and 

interred entrance 

feature four meters 

south 

780 single paenga 

stone 

  0,43 0,17 0,1     

781 single poro   0,12 0,08 0     

782 terrace   7,3 4,3 0   well built, on the west 

side of the hill 

783 umu pae   0 0 0   one paenga 

784 umu pae   0 0 0     

785 possible 

manavai 

  0 0 0     

786 possible 

manavai 

  0 0 0     

787 house poro   0 0 0   six loose poro 

788 umu   0 0 0   a few obsidian 

artefacts 

789 umu pae   0 0 0     
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790 hare moa   0 0 0     

791 possible hare 

moa 

  0 0 0     

792 single paenga 

stone 

  0 0 0     

793 probable 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

794 crematorium   0 0 0   crematoria or offering 

basin in a basalt cavity 

surrounded by sea 

pebbles scoria obsidian 

and one basalt flake 

795 possible 

house terrace 

  0 0 0   one stone on edge 

indicating possible 

house terrace 

796 umu pae   0 0 0     

797 house 

entrance sill 

  0 0 0   single poro on edge 

798 house poro   0 0 0   several crude poro and 

one piece of flaked 

basalt 

799 manavai   0 0 0     

800 possible 

house 

  0 0 0   three loose poro six 

fragments of paenga 

and an area covered in 

stones 

801 paenga 

fragment 

  0 0 0     

802 paenga 

fragment 

two fragments 0 0 0     

803 paenga 

fragment 

two fragments 0 0 0   two poro 

804 paenga 

fragment 

  0 0 0   split poro 

805 single poro   0 0 0     

806 possible 

entrance sill 

  0 0 0   oval shaped reddish 

stone on edge and 

single poro 

807 possible 

planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

808 cobble 

pavement no 

foundation 

  0 0 0   very disturbed 

consisting of flat basalt 

stones and two poro 

809 paenga 

fragment 

  0 0 0     

810 paenga 

fragment 

  0 0 0   three paenga fragments 

and two poro in clear 

area 

811 umu pae   0 0 0     

812 manavai   0 0 0     

813 hare moa   3,8 0 0     

814 cobble 

pavement 

with 

foundation 

  1,5 1,25 0   sill stone on edge and 

pavement of crude 

poro and stones 
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815 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

816 cobble 

pavement no 

foundation 

  4,95 4,95 0   disturbed and 

consisting of flat well 

fitted crude rocks in 

clear area 

817 single poro   0 0 0     

818 poro 

pavement 

  1,3 1 0   13 poro 

819 umu pae   0 0 0     

820 manavai   0 0 0     

821 platform on 

slope 

  3,8 2,6 0     

822 house terrace   4,5 4,3 0     

823 house terrace   4,4 3,9 0     

824 terrace   2 0 0     

825 house terrace   0 0 0     

826 umu pae   0 0 0     

827 hare moa   4,85 2,2 1,2     

828 umu pae   0 0 0     

829 single paenga 

stone 

  0 0 0     

830 poro 

pavement 

  0 0 0   partial poro pavement 

distributed over 6,1 m 

area on flat area of 

valley 

831 umu pae   0 0 0     

832 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

833 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

834 house terrace   3,2 2 0   two split poro on 

terrace surface 

835 umu pae   0 0 0     

836 possible 

house 

  0 0 0   single poro in clear 

area 

837 pavement   0 0 0   small pavement on 

mound of stone 

838 possible 

platform 

  4,6 4,3 0,6     

839 manavai   0 0 0     

840 manavai   0 0 0     

841 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

842 house terrace   6,1 2,2 0   entrance sill 

843 umu pae   0 0 0     

844 terrace   4 0 0     

845 hare moa   5,8 2,5 0     

846 platform   6 3,8 0   crescent shaped 

platform built in to hill 

847 umu pae   0 0 0     

848 terrace   4,7 3,8 0     

849 house 

entrance sill 

  0 0 0     

850 hare moa   6,8 2,1 0     
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851 platform   0 0 0   destroyed field 

platform 

852 platform activity 

platform 

2,7 1,35 0   well conserved activity 

platform on gently 

sloping area 

853 house 

entrance sill 

  0 0 0   well made sill, a few 

poro and stones 

854 umu pae   0 0 0     

855 single poro   0 0 0     

856 manavai   0 0 0     

857 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

858 house poro   0 0 0     

859 umu pae   0 0 0     

860 hare moa   10,2 2,8 1,5     

861 manavai large 0 0 0   nine enclosures, well 

built 

862 manavai   0 0 0     

863 house 

entrance sill 

  0,26 0,1 0   single poro adjacent to 

the sill 

864 umu pae   0 0 0     

865 platform   5,7 2,8 1,3   platform of crude 

stacked stone adjacent 

to cave 

866 platform   2,5 3 0,4     

867 terrace   0 0 0   triangular a few meters 

across 

868 house 

entrance sill 

  0,39 0,09 0,065   single flat stone and 

eight poro in front of 

sill 

869 umu pae   0 0 0     

870 umu pae   0 0 0   one paenga 

871 hare moa   6,6 2,6 1,2     

872 platform   8 4,8 0,8     

873 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

874 agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0     

875 umu pae   0 0 0     

876 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

877 single poro   0 0 0   split 

878 umu pae   0 0 0     

879 single poro   0 0 0     

880 umu pae   0 0 0     

881 umu pae   0 0 0     

882 umu pae   0 0 0     

883 single poro   0 0 0     

884 umu pae   0 0 0   one poro 

885 hare moa   6,1 2,5 1,3     

886 manavai   0 0 0   possible used as living 

area, possible umu in 

structure and wall 

missing 

887 umu pae   0 0 0     
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888 umu pae   0 0 0     

889 single poro three poro 0 0 0     

890 umu pae   0 0 0     

891 poro 

pavement 

  1,6 0,25 0   nine in situ and six 

scattered 

892 hare moa destroyed 9 6 0   mesurements given is 

the scatter 

893 umu pae   0 0 0   paenga in construction 

894 house poro   0 0 0   six poro, obsidian and 

two paenga fragments 

895 manavai   0 0 0     

896  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

  0 0 0     

897 house terrace   7,9 3,9 0   no poro 

898 umu pae   0 0 0   two paenga 

899 hare moa   8,7 3,35 0,9     

900 platform   9,4 0 0     

901 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  25 15 0     

902 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

903 water hole   0 0 0     

904 hare moa   6,1 1,95 1,6   chamber apperars to be 

low in structure almost 

ground level 

905 umu pae   0 0 0   one paenga 

906 umu pae   0 0 0     

907 house circular   0 3,7 0   double alignment of 

stones. The stones is 

25 to 35 cm in 

diameter. Alignment 

80 cm. No opening in 

alignment. Activity 

platform extension of 

flat surfaced rocks. 

908 house circular   0 2,7 0   Circular double 

alignment of stones 

with smaller central 

fill, platform extension 

to the north 

909  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

large 30 14,4 0   Dimensions for 

repository. Whole 

workshop area on 

larger area. 

910 ahu image ahu 12,1 0 0   dimensions for central 

platform only, there is 

also a crematoria, a 

single moai, wings to 

the platform and a 

plaza in front 

911 house 

entrance sill 

  0 0 0     

912 umu pae   0 0 0     

913 umu pae   0 0 0     
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914 hare moa   5,4 2,3 1,4     

915 single paenga 

stone 

  0 0 0     

916 house poro 

pavement 

on terrace 0 0 0   entrance sill and nine 

poro 

917 hare moa   0 0 0   small and built in to 

terrace 

918 hare moa   0 0 0   small and built in to 

terrace 

919 platform   2,5 2,5 0   disturbed, measures 

approximate 

920 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  30 30 0     

921 platform   4,7 3,8 0     

922 umu pae   0 0 0     

923 activity area 

stone working 

  0 0 0   concentration of basalt 

flaking debris 

924 platform   0 0 0   assosiated broken poro 

925 possible 

house 

  3,2 2 0   arc shaped alignment 

of stones on edge, 

dimensions is interior 

926 possible 

circular house 

  0 2,3 0   interior dimensions, 

double alignment of 

stones 60 cm thick and 

no central fill, much 

flaking debris, 

interpreted by 

surveyors to be a 

manavai 

927 umu pae   0 0 0     

928 manavai three chambers 0 0 0     

929 cobble 

pavement 

with 

foundation 

  9,3 3,5 0   arced area 6,3 m cut 

into the hill, entrance 

sill 0,8 by 0,18 m is 

not interred in ground 

930 terrace   1,2 0,75 0     

931 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0   light scatter 

932 manavai   0 0 0     

933 single poro   0 0 0   in situ representing a 

house 

934 umu pae   0 0 0     

935 hare moa   6,9 3,2 1,3     

936 umu pae   0 0 0   two paenga stones 

937 umu pae   0 0 0   all three stones paenga 

938 umu pae   0 0 0     

939 hare paenga   0 0 0   mostly destroyed, 

paenga and poro in 

area, 5,3 m part of 

house foundation 

pushed over 

940 umu pae   0 0 0     

941 umu pae   0 0 0     
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942 umu pae   0 0 0     

943 house three poro 0 0 0   three loose poro 

representing a house 

944 manavai   0 0 0   disturbed remnants 

945 house terrace   2,85 0 0   L-shaped terrace one 

loose poro 

946 umu pae   0 0 0     

947 poro 

pavement 

  2,05 1,3 0   partial pavement 

possible entrance sill 

948 terrace   6,85 0 0   umu pae on terrace 

949 hare moa   0 0 0   altered dimensions 

unknown 

950 manavai three chambers 0 0 0     

951 platform   2,2 1,8 0     

952 platform   1,7 0 0     

953 poro 

pavement 

remains 1,8 1 0   15 poro, possible 

entrance sill 

954 umu pae   0 0 0     

955 house poro one loose poro 0 0 0     

956 umu pae   0 0 0     

957 hare moa   8,25 1,9 1,7     

958  basalt 

workshop 

repository 

  4 3 1   basalt quarry 

dimensions for pit, 

extensive debris 

959 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  10 20 0   not quarry or pit 

repository 

960 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  40 40 0   not quarry or pit 

repository, area about 

40 m in diameter 

961 activity area 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0   not quarry, on side of 

hill 

962 cobble 

pavement 

with 

foundation 

  1,34 1 0   entrance sill consisting 

of two poro on edge 

963 hare umu   0 0 0     

964 hare moa   7,7 2,4 0,9     

965 manavai platform 

attached 

8,3 5,05 0   larger than usual and 

with attached platform 

on northern exterior of 

structure 

966 manavai   0 0 0     

967 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

968 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

969 umu pae   0 0 0   loose poro in area 

indicating house 

970 house poro loose poro 0 0 0   loose poro 

971 hare moa   7,2 2,6 1,7     

972 manavai two chambers 0 0 0     

973 umu pae   0 0 0     

974 platform   9,5 5,8 0   u-shaped enclosure on 

platform that is a 
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probable living area 

975 manavai two chambers 0 0 0   exact location not 

known manavai only 

mentioned in the data 

to be in assosiation 

with and north of 

platform 

976 possible 

platform 

  0 0 0     

977 platform   8,7 3,7 0,15   made of small stones 

with a concentration of 

larger stones 40 to 60 

cm on the south side of 

platform, manavai on 

platform that is 

probably recent 

978 single poro   0 0 0     

979 single poro   0 0 0     

980 activity area 

stone working 

  50 25 0   light distribution of 

lithic material 

981 manavai   0 0 0     

982 terrace   3,1 3 0     

983 terrace   7,7 5,1 0     

984 house terrace   3,2 0 0   one poro on edge 

985 umu pae   0 0 0     

986 manavai five chambers 0 0 0     

987 house terrace   0 0 0     

988 house terrace   0 0 0     

989 house terrace   0 0 0     

990 house terrace   0 0 0     

991 umu pae   0 0 0   on a level area on a 45 

degree slope 

992 house poro   0 0 0   one poro one other 

stone 

993 umu pae   0 0 0     

994 house terrace   6,1 4,8 0   no poro no pavement 

995 hare moa   6 3,1 1,2     

996 terrace   4,2 0 0     

997 manavai   0 0 0     

998 possible 

house terrace 

  4 2,8 0     

999 house terrace   3,2 0 0   poro and entrance sill 

of paenga 

1000 umu pae   0 0 0     

1001 platform   9,7 10,9 0,5     

1002 single poro   0 0 0     

1003 single poro   0 0 0     

1004 house poro   0 0 0   two poro 

1005 hare moa   8 3 1,6     

1006 single paenga 

stone 

fragment 0 0 0     

1007 umu pae   0 0 0   one paenga stone 
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1008 umu pae   0 0 0     

1009 single paenga 

stone 

fragment 0 0 0     

1010 single poro broken 0 0 0     

1011 manavai   0 0 0     

1012 manavai   0 0 0     

1013 quarry red 

scoria 

  50 20 0   depression about one 

meter deep many small 

pieces no topknots 

1014 hare umu   0 0 0     

1015 hare moa   5,85 2,25 0,95     

1016 manavai two chambers 0 0 0     

1017 house poro   0 0 0   two poro and one 

paenga 

1018 single poro   0 0 0     

1019 single paenga 

stone 

  0 0 0     

1020 single paenga 

stone 

  0 0 0     

1021 umu pae   0 0 0     

1022 umu pae   0 0 0     

1023 umu pae   0 0 0     

1024 single poro   0 0 0     

1025 single paenga 

stone 

  0 0 0     

1026 poro 

pavement 

  1,9 0,95 0     

1027 umu pae   0 0 0     

1028 umu pae   0 0 0     

1029 paenga 

fragment 

  0 0 0     

1030 umu pae   0 0 0     

1031 umu pae   0 0 0     

1032 single poro broken 0 0 0     

1033 single poro   0 0 0     

1034 platform disturbed 4,17 1,5 0,5     

1035 manavai   0 0 0     

1036 ahu   0 0 0   destroyed, piece of 

moai, designated as 

ahu moai in survey 

notes but entered as 

ahu by me, Olof 

Håkansson, when it is 

the only feature with 

this designation 

1037 house   0 0 0   six poro on top of hill 

1038 umu pae   0 0 0     

1039 pipihoreko   0 0 0     

1040 umu pae   0 0 0   on semicircle terrace 

6m wide 

1041 umu pae   0 0 0     

1042 umu pae   0 0 0     
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1043 umu pae   0 0 0   paenga in umu 

1044 umu pae   0 0 0   one stone 

1045 umu pae   0 0 0   one stone 

1046 umu pae   0 0 0   one stone 

1047 umu pae   0 0 0     

1048 umu   0 0 0     

1049 umu pae   0 0 0   2 paenga 

1050 umu pae   0 0 0     

1051 umu pae   0 0 0     

1052 umu pae   0 0 0     

1053 scatter of 

planting 

depressions 

  0 0 0     

1054 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1055 manavai   0 0 0     

1056 manavai   0 0 0     

1057 planting 

depressions 

  0 2 0     

1058 manavai   0 0 0     

1059 manavai   0 0 0     

1060 manavai   0 0 0     

1061 manavai   0 0 0   several poro and 

paenga fragments 

1062 agricultural 

enclosure 

  3,68 3,3 0     

1063 manavai   0 0 0     

1064 manavai   0 0 0     

1065 manavai   0 0 0     

1066 manavai   0 0 0     

1067 hare moa   8 2,4 1,2     

1068 hare moa   8 0 0     

1069 hare moa   10,35 3,5 1,64     

1070 hare moa   6,2 2,05 1,09     

1071 hare moa   9 2,5 1,45   paenga in construction 

1072 hare moa   7,2 4,1 1,6     

1073 possible 

platform 

  3,31 1,78 0     

1074 possible 

platform 

  1,34 2,44 0     

1075 platform   2,38 3,38 0     

1076 platform   3,1 2,1 0,3     

1077 terrace 

pavement 

  1 0,75 0   poro 

1078 hare paenga   0 0 0   poro pavement 3,6 

wide, house 0,7 wide 

at center 

1079 house   1,22 0,6 0   poro pavement 

1080 possible 

house 

  0 0 0   one poro 

1081 house   0 0 0   two poro the remains 

of a house 



223 

 

1082 house   0 0 0     

1083 house   0 0 0   remains of pavement 

1084 house   8,7 1,17 0   entrance sill poro 

pavement 

1085 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1086 basalt 

workshop and 

repository 

  0 0 0     

1087 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1088 umu pae   0 0 0     

1089 manavai   0 0 0     

1090 hare paenga   9 1,45 0   poro patio is 1,65 wide 

2,45 long 

1091 umu pae on 

mound with 

terrace 

  0 0 0   umu set on a mound 

with almost circular 

surrounding terrace 

1092 umu pae   0 0 0     

1093 hare moa   9,2 2,16 1,5     

1094 poro house 

pavement 

  1,7 0,68 0     

1095 manavai   0 0 0     

1096 possible ahu   2,9 0 0   three slabs measuring 

0,7 long 0,7 wide 0,9 

high 

1097 possible 

platform 

  23,4 1,5 0,9   destroyed site on top of 

ridge 

1098 manavai   0 0 0     

1099 hare paenga   7,1 1,7 0   poro pavement 10,8 by 

1,4 m 

1100 hare moa   10,2 2,4 1,4     

1101 umu pae   0 0 0   paenga stones 

1102 umu pae   0 0 0   paenga stones 

1103 umu pae   0 0 0   one paenga 

1104 manavai   0 0 0     

1105 possible 

platform 

  6,4 5,4 0     

1106 manavai   0 0 0     

1107 umu pae   0 0 0     

1108 hare moa   6 3,8 0,87   destroyed 

1109 umu pae   0 0 0     

1110 umu pae   0 0 0     

1111 umu pae   0 0 0     

1112 hare moa   7,7 7,4 1,7     

1113 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1114 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1115 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1116 hare moa   3,9 1,8 0     

1117 possible 

platform 

  0 0 0   destroyed site 

1118 hare moa   6,8 2,1 1,2     
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1119 umu pae   0 0 0     

1120 umu pae   0 0 0     

1121 hare moa   0 0 0     

1122 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1123 umu pae   0 0 0     

1124 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1125 basalt flaking 

area 

  0 0 0     

1126 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1127 umu pae   0 0 0     

1128 umu pae   0 0 0     

1129 umu pae   0 0 0     

1130 umu pae   0 0 0     

1131 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1132 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1133 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1134 terrace   0 1,3 0     

1135 manavai   0 0 0     

1136 terrace   5 2,1 0     

1137 ahu   23 2,2 0,6     

1138 probable 

agricultural 

feature 

  0 0 0   arc of small stones on 

edge of garden 

1139 terrace   4,7 3,45 0     

1140 planting 

depression 

  0 0 0     

1141 planting 

depression 

  0 0 0     

1142 planting 

depression 

  0 0 0     

1143 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1144 manavai   0 0 0     

1145 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1146 repository for 

basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1147 pipi horeko   0 0 0   destroyed with one tier 

of stones left 

1148 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0   three depositories 

1149 possible 

house 

  0 0 0   destroyed site on top of 

puku above basalt 

quarry. Four stones on 

edge and some paving. 

1150 ahu   11,25 1,7 0     

1151 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1152 umu pae   0 0 0     

1153 umu pae   0 0 0     

1154 pipi horeko   0 0 0     
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1155 pipi horeko   0 0 0   destroyed cairn or pipi 

horeko 

1156 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1157 basalt 

workshop 

  30 20 0     

1158 house 

pavement 

  0 0 0   poro house pavement 

sill of poro on edge 

1159 hare moa   5,1 2,1 0,97   well conserved 

1160 umu pae   0 0 0     

1161 umu pae   0 0 0     

1162 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1163 hare moa   5,14 2,5 1,2     

1164 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0   possible pipi horeko or 

cairn 

1165 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1166 destroyed 

cairn 

  0 0 0     

1167 cairn   0 0 0     

1168 cairn   0 0 0     

1169 possible 

house 

  0 0 0   two rektangular stones 

on edge 

1170 umu pae   0 0 0     

1171 probable pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

1172 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0   large 

1173 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1174 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

1175 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

1176 cairn   0 0,8 0   destroyed 

1177 cairn   0 0,7 0     

1178 manavai   0 0 0     

1179 agricultural 

windbreak 

  0 0 0     

1180 cairn   0 0,9 0     

1181 cairn   0 0 0   destroyed 

1182 cairn   0 0 0     

1183 possible 

house terrace 

  0 0 0   alignment of stones 

that could be front of 

house terrace 

1184 hare umu on 

terrace 

  0 0 0     

1185 cairn and 

enclosure 

  0 0 0   well preserved, 

enclosure of stacked 

stone 

1186 pipi horeko   0 1,3 0   destroyed 

1187 planting 

feature 

  0 0 0     

1188 hare moa   6,3 3,1 1,3     

1189 house   0 0 0     
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1190 hare moa   6,3 3,2 1,1     

1191 manavai   0 0 0     

1192 cairn   0 0,5 0     

1193 destroyed 

cairn or pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0   destroyed 

1194 cairn   0 1,06 0     

1195 possible cairn   0 0 0   destroyed site 

1196 possible cairn   0 0 0     

1197 cairn   0 0,6 0     

1198 cairn   0 0,8 0     

1199 cairn   0 0,8 0     

1200 cairn   0 0,8 0     

1201 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1202 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1203 house   0 0 0   entrance sill with 

cupule 

1204 umu pae   0 0 0     

1205 hare moa   7,4 3,2 1,5     

1206 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0   pit repository 18,8 

times 14,3 and 3 deep. 

1207 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0   pit repository 

1208 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1209 lithic activity   0 0 0   crude pavement with 

lithic reduction debris. 

1210 platform   3,2 2,5 0   ramp leading up to 

platform. 

1211 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1212 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1213 agricultural 

enclosure 

  0 0 0     

1214 hare paenga   0 0 0     

1215 umu pae   0 0 0     

1216 umu pae   0 0 0     

1217 hare moa 9,7 3,2 1,65 0     

1218 manavai   0 0 0     

1219 umu pae   0 0 0     

1220 umu pae   0 0 0     

1221 ahu   3,1 1,8 1,2   ahu poepoe, on top of 

puku. Central fill 

partly removed, no 

tomb. 

1222 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0   four pits with flaking 

debris and large 

boulders 

1223 cairn   0 1,8 0     

1224 pipi horeko   0 0 0     
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1225 umu pae   0 0 0     

1226 manavai   0 0 0     

1227 house   0 0 0   four poro 

1228 hare moa   10,5 2,9 1,4   in slope, partially 

destoyed 

1229 manavai   0 0 0     

1230 cairn   0 0 0     

1231 basalt 

reduction area 

  0 0 0     

1232 house terrace   11,2 6 0,58     

1233 hare moa 10,4 2,5 1,65 0     

1234 manavai   0 0 0     

1235 hare moa   5 2,4 0     

1236 possible 

platform 

  0 0 0     

1237 umu pae   0 0 0   surrounded by a wall 

2,4 in diameter 

1238 manavai   0 0 0     

1239 circular 

enclosure 

  2,5 2 0   on slope, break in 

circle perhaps 

entrance. Possible 

temporary habitation 

structure. 

1240 hare moa   9,5 2,2 0     

1241 house   0 0 0   entrance marked by 

poro on edge 

1242 umu pae   0 0 0     

1243 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1244 house   0 0 0   poro house pavement 

with nine poro 

1245 hare moa   4,1 2,6 0     

1246 house 

entrance sill 

  0 0 0     

1247 umu pae   0 0 0     

1248 hare moa   7,7 2,2 0   only base alignment 

present 

1249 manavai   0 0 0     

1250 hare moa   10,8 3,1 0     

1251 cairn   0 1,4 0     

1252 manavai   0 0 0     

1253 house terrace   2,6 0 0   paenga in entrance 

feature 

1254 umu pae   0 0 0     

1255 hare moa   7,4 2,5 0     

1256 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1257 umu pae   0 0 0     

1258 hare moa   0 0 0     

1259 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1260 house 

pavement 

  3,3 2,4 0     

1261 manavai with   0 0 0     
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umu pae 

inside 

1262 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1263 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0     

1264 hare moa   0 0 0   destroyed and rebuilt 

into a pu and a 

manavai 

1265 umu pae   0 0 0   three paenga stones in 

umu pae and three 

poro nearby 

1266 house terrace   1,17 0 0,29   on slope 

1267 umu pae   0 0 0     

1268 hare moa   8,8 2,2 0   Well built. East side 

very well built and 

west side not as much 

perhaps indicating that 

the side facing east 

was meant to be seen. 

Two entrances on the 

East side as well as 

two platforms that 

extend one meter from 

both sides of the hare 

moa. 

1269 hare moa   6,1 1,75 1,46     

1270 basalt 

workshop 

  0 0 0   basalt reduction debris 

1271 umu pae   0 0 0     

1272 hare moa   9,3 2,7 1,4     

1273 manavai   0 0 0     

1274 cairn   0 0 0   collapsed with piece of 

tuff in rubble uncertain 

if it is a piece of a moai 

1275 manavai   0 0 0   disturbed 

1276 umu pae   0 0 0     

1277 possible hare 

paenga 

  1,32 1,28 0   poro pavement with 

paenga entrance sill 

1278 manavai   0 0 0     

1279 temporary 

living area 

  11,2 10 0   temporary living area 

with multiple 

alignments of stone, 

possibly reused as 

garden 

1280 umu pae   0 0 0     

1281 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1282 house   0 0 0     

1283 umu pae   0 0 0     

1284 umu pae   0 0 0     

1285 house   0 0 0     

1286 activity 

platform 

  8,1 5,7 0     

1287 ahu   28,1 8,05 0,6   On mound surrounded 

by ring of stones that 
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may have been a ramp 

or wall. In center a slab 

0,8 times 0,9 set on 

edge. 

1288 manavai   0 0 0     

1289 platform 

domestic 

  3,6 1,35 0     

1290 platform 

domestic 

  3,6 0 0   domestic round 

platform 

1291 manavai   0 0 0     

1292 cairn   0 0 0     

1293 cairn   0 0 0     

1294 manavai   0 0 0     

1295 house   0 0 0     

1296 umu pae   0 0 0     

1297 hare moa   0 0 0     

1298 house   0 0 0   four in situ poro 

1299 umu pae   0 0 0     

1300 domestic 

platform 

  3,2 2,6 0,15   partial, one poro and 

two paenga on top. 

1301 activity 

platform 

  3 1,7 0     

1302 house   3,85 0 0     

1303 hare moa   5,9 2,6 1,3     

1304 hare umu   0 0 0     

1305 agricultural 

enclosure 

  0 0 0     

1306 cairn   0 0 0     

1307 platform   2,85 2,26 0     

1308 water hole   0 0 0     

1309 cairn   0 0 0     

1310 platform   2,8 0 0     

1311 possible 

house 

  0 0 0     

1312 platform   0 2,05 0   probably domestic 

1313 cairn   0 0 0     

1314 platform   1,84 1,63 0,47     

1315 platform   2,67 0 0     

1316 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1317 waterhole   0 0 0     

1318 waterhole   0 0 0     

1319 cairn   0 0 0     

1320 circular house   2,64 2,31 0     

1321 terrace   6,1 0 0,46     

1322 platform   2,85 1,29 0   oval 

1323 manavai   0 0 0     

1324 platform   1,98 1,55 0   field platform 

1325 platform   2,43 1,95 0   on slope 

1326 waterhole   0 0 0     

1327 waterhole   0 0 0     
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1328 manavai   0 0 0     

1329 cairn   0 0 0     

1330 waterhole   0 0 0     

1331 cairn   0 0 0     

1332 probable 

platform 

  0 0 0   destroyed 

1333 waterhole   0 0 0     

1334 waterhole   0 0 0     

1335 cairn   0 0 0     

1336 field platform   0 0 0   destroyed 

1337 house 

pavement 

  1,8 0,92 0   remains of pavement, 

obsidian scatter 

1338 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

1339 umu pae   0 0 0     

1340 house 

pavement 

4 3 0 0   disturbed 

1341 waterhole   0 0 0     

1342 manavai   0 0 0     

1343 umu pae   0 0 0     

1344 umu pae   0 0 0     

1345 umu pae   0 0 0     

1346 hare moa   5,7 1,9 1,3     

1347 umu pae   0 0 0     

1348 cairn   0 0 0     

1349 hare moa with 

rounded ends 

  6,3 2,55 0   narrows at top, height 

2,3 north end 1,5 south 

end. Looks like an ahu 

poepoe. 

1350 umu pae   0 0 0     

1351 platform   0 0 0   destroyed 

1352 platform   8,9 6,8 0   placed on low puku 

1353 platform   2,4 0 0,45     

1354 cairn   0 0 0     

1355 hare paenga 

only one 

paenga 

  0 0 0   only one paenga and 

one poro 

1356 hare moa   5 2,9 1,27     

1357 platform   0 0 0     

1358 umu pae   0 0 0     

1359 possible 

house 

  0 0 0   stone interpreted as 

house sill or house 

foundation stone 

1360 umu pae   0 0 0     

1361 loose paenga   0 0 0     

1362 loose poro   0 0 0     

1363 loose paenga   0 0 0   broken 

1364 house 

pavement 

  6,5 4,96 0     

1365 manavai   0 0 0     

1366 house   1,2 0,84 0   entrance sill 
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pavement 

1367 umu pae   0 0 0     

1368 umu pae   0 0 0     

1369 hare moa   7,5 2,2 1,3     

1370 house   0 0 0   entrance sill and two 

poro 

1371 platform   2,8 1,48 0     

1372 manavai   0 0 0     

1373 one loose 

poro 

  0 0 0     

1374 umu pae   0 0 0     

1375 field platform   2,7 1,45 0,3     

1376 manavai   0 0 0     

1377 manavai   0 0 0     

1378 cairn   0 0 0     

1379 house patio   1,37 0,97 0     

1380 umu pae   0 0 0     

1381 umu pae   0 0 0     

1382 umu pae   0 0 0     

1383 hare moa   8,8 2,3 1,18     

1384 long 

alignment 

with 

platforms at 

sides 

  15,45 0 0   alignment that form a 

half circle round the 

hare moa. Platforms is 

2,7 long 1,2wide 0,9 

height and 2,7 long 1,2 

wide 0,9 height 

1385 manavai   0 0 0     

1386 manavai   0 0 0   double 

1387 platform   0 0 0,52   circular, centre of 

platform diameter 3,49 

1388 platform   2,8 1,8 0,7     

1389 platform   9,71 2,46 0   disturbed 

1390 platform   0 1 0,3   circular 

1391 platform   4,06 0,76 0,64     

1392 manavai   0 0 0     

1393 lithic activity   0 0 0   two boulders placed on 

smaller supporting 

stones, perhaps an ahu 

in the process of 

construction 

1394 umu pae   0 0 0     

1395 umu pae   0 0 0   large 1,9 times 0,93. 

1396 ahu in 

construction 

  0 0 0     

1397 umu pae   0 0 0     

1398 umu pae   0 0 0     

1399 house 

pavement 

  0 0 0   one poro in situ 

1400 platform   8,7 2,25 0,54     

1401 umu pae   0 0 0     

1402 platform   4,7 1,45 0,5   attached to an 
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alignment that is 6,6 

long 

1403 house   0 0 0   four poro 

1404 manavai   0 0 0     

1405 manavai   0 0 0     

1406 possible 

community 

house 

  5,37 0 0   possible communal 

house according to 

surveyor. Ring of flat 

stones diameter 5,37 

with a cluster of five 

flat stones in the center 

0,92 by 0,92 

1407 house   0 0 0   single stone 

1408 manavai   0 0 0     

1409 manavai   0 0 0     

1410 manavai   0 0 0     

1411 manavai   0 0 0     

1412 umu pae   0 0 0     

1413 hare moa   3,9 3 0,9   location slightly off 

1414 platform   4,05 3,6 0   circular platform 

1415 platform   2,7 3,1 0,34   disturbed 

1416 platform   0 0 0   disturbed 

1417 manavai   0 0 0     

1418 manavai   0 0 0     

1419 hare moa   5,8 2,4 0,9     

1420 manavai   0 0 0     

1421 pipi horeko   0 0 0   disturbed 

1422 manavai   0 0 0     

1423 terrace   1,75 1,2 0,25   designated terrace-like 

by surveyor and 

located on edge of 

manavai 

1424 platform   2,2 1,7 0   roughly circular 

1425 paenga stone   2,05 0,85 0,45   in process of 

manufacture or 

transport 

1426 platform   5 2,6 0   disturbed and no shape 

1427 manavai   0 0 0     

1428 manavai   0 0 0     

1429 manavai   0 0 0     

1430 umu pae   0 0 0     

1431 hare moa   10,2 2,25 0   platform built into hare 

moa 

1432 house terrace   8,8 5,1 0   on side of hill, entrance 

sill and two poro 

1433 umu pae   0 0 0     

1434 hare umu   0 0 0     

1435 terrace   11,2 8,4 0   on hillslope, one poro 

1436 umu pae on 

terrace 

  6,6 7 0     

1437 manavai   0 0 0     
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1438 house 

pavement 

  16 1,6 0   original length 16m 

current length 8,5 

entrance sill designated 

probable communal 

house by surveyor 

house is located on a 

slope overlooking the 

area below and the two 

umu pae 

1439 umu pae   0 0 0     

1440 hare moa   7 0 0   collapsed 

1441 umu pae   0 0 0     

1442 poro 

pavement 

  0,9 0,9 0   entrance sill 

1443 umu pae   0 0 0     

1444 hare moa   5,3 2,3 1,35     

1445 platform   2,5 1,5 0   domestic activity 

platform 

1446 paenga   0 0 0   loose paenga 

1447 paenga   0 0 0   loose paenga 

1448 hare paenga   2,67 0,65 0   dimensions for house 

pavement two interred 

stones with small 

cupules 

1449 probable hare 

moa 

  0 0 0     

1450 manavai   0 0 0     

1451 ahu   0 0 0   two statues and 

covered with rubble 

1452 manavai   0 0 0     

1453 pavement   20 1,7 0   poro pavement parallel 

to ahu platform and 

located on the plaza of 

ahu, note that position 

is an estimate when it 

is not clearly marked 

in the published map. 

Points 123 a to m is 

estimated and placed 

close to ahu but exact 

position is unknown. 

1454 umu pae   0 0 0     

1455 umu pae   0 0 0     

1456 loose paenga   0 0 0     

1457 possible 

house 

  1,9 0,85 0   partial enclosure of 

foundation stones and 

poro floor 

1458 paenga   0 0 0     

1459 possible 

house sill 

  0 0 0     

1460 umu pae   0 0 0     

1461 possible 

circular house 

  3 2,75 0   circular feature not on 

mound possible 

circular house 

1462 hare moa   3,65 2,45 0   fill removed from 

structure and central 
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chamber exposed, 

several paenga in fill 

1463 hare paenga   11 0 0   current length 8m and 

11m is estimate a 

pavement in front of 

hare paenga rebuilt 

structure four small 

poro at entrance no 

entrance sill 

1464 umu pae   0 0 0     

1465 platform   5,4 2,7 0     

1466 poro 

pavement 

  6,5 2,3 0     

1467 umu pae   0 0 0     

1468 umu pae   0 0 0     

1469 hare moa   6,75 2,7 0     

1470 possible ahu   22 0 1,65   possible ahu poepoe 

that has been 

scavanged 

1471 hare paenga   6 0 0   incomplete 

1472 possible hare 

paenga 

  0 0 0   remains of pavement 

25 poro in situ and 75 

scattered 

1473 hare moa   10,1 2,5 0     

1474 manavai   0 0 0   probably historic 

1475 manavai   0 0 0   probably historic 

1476 manavai   0 0 0   probably historic 

1477 manavai   0 0 0   probably historic 

1478 manavai   0 0 0     

1479 house 

pavement 

  0,93 0,93 0   entrance sill and 9 poro 

1480 umu pae   0 0 0     

1481 hare moa   5,4 2,55 1,25     

1482 platform   3,73 1,6 0,72     

1483 platform   2,35 2,25 0,3     

1484 umu pae   0 0 0     

1485 hare moa   7,5 0 0   poro indicating house 

close by 

1486 poro 

pavement 

  9,8 3 0     

1487 hare moa   6,4 2,5 1,4   well preserved 

1488 manavai   0 0 0     

1489 umu pae   0 0 0     

1490 ahu   20,5 1,93 0     

1491 pavement 

canoe ramp 

6,7 5,1 0 0   on edge of shoreline, 

disturbed 

1492 pavement 

canoe ramp 

  0 0 0   remains 

1493 pavement   7,18 23,2 0     

1494 possiblee 

house terrace 

  8,5 0 0     

1495 ahu   11,8 3,85 1,3     

1496 ahu   62 5,8 2,2   with wings, not opened 
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and well preserved, 

semipyramidal, front 

of structure has a slope 

of 45 degrees 

1497 platform with 

cists 

  32 12,05 0   cist remnants contain 

burned bone, crushed 

basalt, soft basalt 

pebbles. A complete 

cist is 1m long 0,7 

wide and 0,65 deep. 

1498 ahu poepoe   53,1 5,1 0   seaward side lower 

than inland, two tombs 

exposed in central 

section 

1499 crematorium   1,3 1,7 0   scoria, burned bone, a 

disk of obsidian that 

probably is the eye of 

an offering 

1500 rubble mound 

with internal 

room 

  5,7 5 3,2   exterior dimensions, 

the interior dimensions 

is 2,28 long and 3 

wide. Room made of 

slabs of stone that is 

balanced 

1501 house terrace   10,5 0 0   3,6m poro pavement 

present, one paenga 

stone with one cup 

shaped impression, 

surveyor judge it not to 

be a hare paenga 

1502 umu pae   0 0 0     

1503 terrace   7 1,86 0,2   partly destroyed and 

not a house terrace 

1504 umu pae   0 0 0     

1505 hare moa   4,85 1,95 0     

1506 manavai   0 0 0     

1507 ahu   21,3 7,4 0   sloping rektangular 

platform. Rear wall 

consist of 16 slabs that 

rest on foundation 

stones. From west end 

of rear wall a tomb is 

accessed containing 

bone and coral fill. An 

alignment 20,4 long 

extends out from the 

west end and ends with 

4 slabs on edge. 

1508 canoe ramp   6,5 2,9 0     

1509 ahu poepoe   26,5 1,2 1,3   destroyed 

1510 poro 

pavement 

4,55 1,35 0 0     

1511 hare moa   6,3 2,2 0     

1512 ahu   24,75 3,4 0     

1513 manavai   0 0 0     

1514 ahu   17,6 2,8 0     

1515 pipi horeko   0 0 0     
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1516 ahu   66 6,9 0   ahu moai mentioned in 

surveyors notes as 

covered, widht is 6,9m 

at center. 

1517 manavai   0 0 0     

1518 manavai   0 0 0     

1519 manavai   0 0 0     

1520 manavai   0 0 0     

1521 manavai   0 0 0     

1522 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1523 pavement   1,1 0,54 0     

1524 hare paenga   11,9 1,7 0   rebuilt and with poro 

pavement 

1525 hare paenga   8,7 0 0   partial alignment of 

hare paenga that 

measure 8,7m. Stones 

battered, probvably in 

original position 

1526 hare moa   8,6 2,75 1,75     

1527 umu   0 0 0     

1528 hare moa   0 0 0   surveyors notes not 

reliable on dimensions 

1529 manavai   0 0 0     

1530 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1531 platform   0,45 1,5 0,1     

1532 umu pae   0 0 0     

1533 umu pae   0 0 0     

1534 hare moa   5,7 1,8 1,1     

1535 manavai   0 0 0     

1536 house   0 0 0   represented by a stone 

set on edge 

1537 umu pae   0 0 0     

1538 manavai   0 0 0     

1539 hare moa   0 0 0   destroyed 

1540 manavai   0 0 0     

1541 manavai   0 0 0     

1542 terrace   12,2 11,4 0   three terraces and a 

manavai 

1543 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1544 pavement   1,82 1,97 0     

1545 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1546 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1547 cairn   0 0 0     

1548 house 

pavement 

  0 0 0   disturbed 

1549 hare moa   4,8 1,83 1,1   pavement of 11 stones 

on west side 

1550 manavai   0 0 0     

1551 crematorium 

cist 

  1,4 0,9 0   on top of puku made of 

stones set on edge  and 

small poro 1 to 2 cm 

present in cist 
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1552 ahu   8,6 2,5 0   seawall stones fit but is 

not worked  1,8 high 

on front stacked stones 

and boulders 1 m high.  

Possibly ahu moai that 

has been rebuilt. 

1553 terrace   2,3 0 0     

1554 crematorium 

platform 

  4 0 0,8   pebbles and obsidian 

present 

1555 house sub 

rectangular 

  3,9 1,6 0   like the houses at 

Orongo according to 

surveyor, made of 

stacked stone, 

attractive stone over 

opening 0,6 by 0,6  

inland. Interior 

measurements. Roof 

would have been made 

of perishable material 

1556 paenga like 

rock 

  0 0 0   designated unusual by 

surveyor, broken in 

half, appear not to be 

worked although 

surface is smooth 

1557 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1558 house like 

structure 

  2,7 2,35 0,14   house like structure of 

unworked slabs on 

edge forming a house 

foundation 

1559 umu pae   0 0 0     

1560 house like 

structure 

  2,5 2,2 0   crude slabs 1 to 3 tiers 

to a maximum of 0,75 

m that form a house or 

manavai but the 

function is 

indeterminable 

1561 house 

pavement 

  4 4 0   disturbed 

1562 umu pae   0 0 0     

1563 umu pae   0 0 0     

1564 hare moa   7,95 2,1 1,78     

1565 hare moa   4,65 2 0   part of adjacent 

manavai 

1566 manavai   0 0 0   part of adjacent hare 

moa 

1567 manavai   0 0 0     

1568 possible 

manavai 

  4,4 4,1 1,26     

1569 hare moa   5,3 1,8 1,4     

1570 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1571 manavai   0 0 0     

1572 hare paenga   0 0 0   one paenga in situ and 

poro house pavement 

1573 umu pae   0 0 0     

1574 hare moa   4 1,95 1,16     

1575 probable   0 0 0   red stone on edge 
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entrance sill 

1576 terrace   6,9 0 0     

1577 house 

pavement 

  0,8 0 0   remains, 4 poro in situ 

1578 umu pae   0 0 0     

1579 umu pae   0 0 0     

1580 hare moa   6,7 2,3 1,5     

1581 manavai   0 0 0     

1582 manavai   0 0 0     

1583 poro 

pavement 

  1,2 0 0     

1584 hare moa   5,9 4,6 1     

1585 umu pae   0 0 0     

1586 umu pae   0 0 0     

1587 possible 

activity 

platform 

  0 0 0   destroyed 

1588 poro house 

pavement 

  6,4 1,9 0   other loose poro in 

area 

1589 umu pae   0 0 0     

1590 umu pae   0 0 0     

1591 hare moa   5,67 3,85 0   destroyed, only 

foundation left 

1592 hare moa   4,5 2,9 1,1     

1593 possible ahu   9,5 6,25 1,21   no moai, a manavai is 

in conjunction and is 

likely a late addition 

1594 manavai   0 0 0     

1595 probable ahu 

poepoe 

  51 1,53 0   linear stacked stone 

feature that is a 

probable ahu poepoe 

that has been altered 

1596 pile of rubble   0 0 0     

1597 mound of 

rubble 

  2,5 2,1 0,6     

1598 manavai   0 0 0     

1599 circular 

platform 

  2,35 0 1,26     

1600 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

1601 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

1602 loose poro   0 0 0   20 pieces 

1603 umu pae   0 0 0     

1604 hare moa   9,45 2,8 1,52     

1605 hare moa   0 0 0   destroyed 

1606 manavai   0 0 0     

1607 manavai   0 0 0     

1608 umu pae   0 0 0     

1609 possible hare 

paenga 

  0 0 0   point 543 f and g is 

described in Stevenson 

et al as 2 alignments of 

stones on edge 7 and 
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4,1 m long. It could be 

a hare paenga. 

1610 house poro   0 0 0   remains of house three 

poro 

1611 umu pae   0 0 0     

1612 hare moa   9,45 3,1 1,45     

1613 cairn   0 0 0     

1614 poro 

pavement 

  5,3 1,45 0   entrance sill 

1615 umu pae   0 0 0     

1616 hare moa   4,8 1,67 0,7   connected with the 

hare moa next to it. 

Space between wings 

is 1,85 

1617 hare moa   5,7 1,5 1,1   connected with the 

hare moa next to it. 

Space between wings 

is 1,85 

1618 hare moa   8,45 1,85 1,6     

1619 umu pae   0 0 0     

1620 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

1621 house poro 

pavement 

  0 0 0   sill and eight stones 

1622 umu pae   0 0 0     

1623 umu pae   0 0 0     

1624 hare moa   4,7 3 0   crude 

1625 manavai   0 0 0     

1626 manavai   0 0 0     

1627 manavai   0 0 0     

1628 manavai   0 0 0     

1629 poro house 

pavement 

  4,2 1,9 0   remains, double the 

size in original, with 

sill 

1630 umu pae   0 0 0     

1631 umu pae   0 0 0     

1632 hare moa   7,05 1,7 1,45     

1633 manavai   0 0 0     

1634 manavai   0 0 0     

1635 manavai   0 0 0     

1636 poro 

pavement 

  6,4 1,85 0     

1637 umu pae   0 0 0     

1638 hare moa   9,35 2,55 1,14     

1639 umu pae   0 0 0     

1640 umu pae   0 0 0     

1641 umu pae   0 0 0     

1642 manavai with 

two hare moa 

inside 

  0 0 0   dimensions of hare 

moa not given 

1643 manavai   0 0 0     

1644 manavai   0 0 0     
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1645 manavai   0 0 0     

1646 manavai   0 0 0     

1647 poro 

pavement 

  6,25 1,85 0     

1648 activity 

platform 

  4,6 3,6 0   near circular 

1649 manavai   0 0 0     

1650 umu pae   0 0 0     

1651 hare moa   6,1 4,1 0     

1652 hare umu   0 0 0     

1653 hare moa   5,7 2,35 1,1     

1654 manavai   0 0 0     

1655 hare moa   7,2 0 0   data on height and 

widht not correct 

1656 manavai   0 0 0     

1657 platform on 

slope 

  0 6 0   now disturbed but 

original form probably 

oval 

1658 manavai   0 0 0     

1659 hare moa   5,4 3,2 0     

1660 probable pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

1661 hare umu   0 0 0     

1662 manavai   0 0 0     

1663 hare moa   5,1 1,85 0     

1664 house sill   0 0 0     

1665 ahu   17,9 0 0   partly destroyed, ramp 

leading up to platform 

whitout poro, moai 

head much deterioated, 

obsidian scoria and sea 

pebbles indicating 

crematorium 

1666 moai 

fragments 

  0 0 0   6 pieces 

1667 poro 

pavement 

  1,28 1,05 0     

1668 hare umu   0 0 0     

1669 hare moa   8,9 3,8 0     

1670 activity 

platform 

  8,7 1,4 0,5     

1671 poro 

pavement 

  2,8 1,6 0   paenga as sill Olof 

Håkansson interpret it 

as not a hare paenga 

since it is only a sill 

and it is a probable 

secondary use of it 

1672 umu pae   0 0 0   one stone is paenga 

1673 umu pae   0 0 0     

1674 hare moa   5 2,45 1,3     

1675 manavai   0 0 0     

1676 manavai   0 0 0     

1677 possible   6,9 2,15 0   natural puku feature on 
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shrine top of hill where red 

scoria and coral is 

present, interpreted as 

a possible small shrine 

by surveyors 

1678 house sill   0 0 0   poro in area 

1679 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1680 poro house 

pavement 

  2,25 1,02 0   about 20 poro, no sill 

1681 umu pae   0 0 0     

1682 hare moa   4,35 3,05 1,4     

1683 umu pae   0 0 0     

1684 hare moa   8,2 2,2 1,45   poro in vicinity 

indicating house 

1685 loose poro   0 0 0   8 to 10 poro 

1686 hare moa   6,8 2,5 1,6     

1687 activity 

platform 

  2,4 1,9 0,75   disturbed 

1688 platform   1,9 1,8 0,4     

1689 manavai   0 0 0     

1690 hare moa   0 0 0   inside manavai 

1691 platform with 

umu pae 

  0 0 0     

1692 manavai   0 0 0     

1693 umu pae   0 0 0     

1694 manavai   0 0 0     

1695 poro 

pavement 

  4,7 1 0   with sill 

1696 umu pae   0 0 0     

1697 manavai   0 0 0     

1698 possible 

house 

pavement 

  2,8 0,62 0     

1699 umu pae   0 0 0     

1700 house terrace   6,1 4,9 0   two paenga in 

construction 

1701 umu pae   0 0 0     

1702 loose paenga   0 0 0     

1703 loose paenga   0 0 0     

1704 hare paenga   11,85 3 0   note not properly 

marked in Stevenson et 

al and hence the exact 

location is a bit iffy. 

1705 house terrace   10 4,5 1,25   stones form terrace 

edge that is a hefty 

1,25 m. Poro on edge 

act as entrance sill. 

1706 umu pae   0 0 0     

1707 umu   0 0 0     

1708 manavai   0 0 0     

1709 entrance sill   0 0 0     

1710 umu pae   0 0 0     

1711 hare moa   4,35 2,3 0,85     
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1712 manavai   0 0 0     

1713 manavai   0 0 0     

1714 hare moa   3,5 2,4 1,25     

1715 poro house 

pavement 

  1,2 0,45 0   with sill, additional 

poro up-slope 

1716 umu pae   0 0 0     

1717 poro house 

pavement 

  5 1,4 0   paenga as sill 

1718 umu pae   0 0 0     

1719 hare moa   5,4 2,2 1,15     

1720 manavai   0 0 0     

1721 manavai   0 0 0     

1722 manavai   0 0 0     

1723 manavai   0 0 0     

1724 poro 

pavement 

  7,2 2,6 0   poro entrance sill 

1725 hara moa   5,8 2,6 1,3     

1726 umu   0 0 0     

1727 umu   0 0 0     

1728 umu pae   0 0 0     

1729 hare moa   6,4 1,85 1,6     

1730 house 

entrance sill 

  0 0 0   sill and 12 poro 

1731 umu pae   0 0 0     

1732 umu pae   0 0 0     

1733 umu pae   0 0 0     

1734 hare moa   7,1 3,5 0,75   destroyed 

1735 manavai   0 0 0     

1736 possible 

manavai 

  0 0 0     

1737 possible 

manavai 

  0 0 0     

1738 possible 

manavai 

  0 0 0     

1739 probable pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

1740 house poro   0 0 0     

1741 hare umu   0 0 0     

1742 hare moa   8,3 2,3 0   on slope the western 

side is 2,4 and the 

eastern is 1,6 

1743 scattered poro 

stones 

  0 0 0     

1744 umu pae   0 0 0     

1745 umu pae   0 0 0     

1746 umu pae   0 0 0     

1747 hare moa   0 0 0     

1748 manavai   0 0 0     

1749 house remains   0 0 0   poro scattered 

1750 platform   0 0 0,3     

1751 probable pipi   0 0 0     
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horeko 

1752 hare paenga   9,5 1,5 0   missing ends, two 

entrance paenga 

1753 house   5 1,7 0     

1754 umu pae   0 0 0     

1755 umu pae   0 0 0     

1756 manavai   0 0 0     

1757 platform   4,2 4,8 0   circular 

1758 manavai   0 0 0     

1759 manavai   0 0 0     

1760 manavai   0 0 0     

1761 house 

pavement 

  0,8 0,65 0   9 poro, three other 

loose poro 

1762 water hole   0 0 0     

1763 platform   3,2 2,7 0,95   collapsed on north 

side, hight 0,4 to 0,95 

1764 manavai   0 0 0     

1765 manavai   0 0 0     

1766 hare moa   0 0 0   destroyed 

1767 house   0 0 0   scattered poro that is 

interpreted as house by 

surveyor 

1768 umu pae   0 0 0     

1769 terrace   3,05 1,65 0   L-shaped 

1770 manavai   0 0 0     

1771 house 

pavement 

  0 0 0   one poro in situ other 

scattered about 

1772 umu pae   0 0 0     

1773 probable hare 

moa 

  0 0 0   destroyed 

1774 loose paenga   0 0 0   five paenga one is 

broken, one poro 

1775 loose paenga   0 0 0   one poro two pieces of 

broken paenga 

1776 entrance sill   0 0 0   three poro, the 

entrance sill is on a 

mound near fieldstone 

but surrounded by a 

clear area 

1777 poro 

pavement 

  3,1 1,43 0   entrance sill 

1778 umu pae   0 0 0     

1779 platform   9,2 7,55 0,5     

1780 umu pae   0 0 0     

1781 umu pae   0 0 0     

1782 umu pae   0 0 0     

1783 possible pipi 

horeko 

  0 0 0     

1784 possible pipi  

horeko 

  0 0 0     

1785 entrance sill   0 0 0     

1786 pipi horeko   0 0 0     
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1787 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1788 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1789 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1790 manavai   0 0 0   uses the seawall af ahu 

rai as part of feature 

1791 double 

manavai 

  0 0 0     

1792 ahu   18,7 2,9 1   described as rubble 

platform 

1793 basalt 

workshop 

  27 27 0   circular 

1794 probable ahu   11,15 0 0   disturbed, widht 2-3 

1795 umu pae   0 0 0     

1796 umu pae   0 0 0     

1797 possible 

house 

pavement 

  4,6 2,5 0   crude flat stones placed 

together now eroded 

on ocean side by 

waves. Interpreted by 

Olof Håkansson as a 

possible canoe ramp. 

1798 ahu   24,4 4,9 1,9   extensively altered 

1799 manavai   0 0 0   built into ahu 

1800 ahu   0 0 0   moai buried in rubble, 

crematoria. Note that 

location is iffy since 

exact location is not 

known. 

1801 hare moa   0 0 0   disturbed 

1802 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1803 umu pae   0 0 0     

1804 moai 

fragment 

  1,47 0,86 0,6     

1805 umu pae   0 0 0     

1806 house poro 

pavement 

  2,44 1,5 0   sill, terrace alignment 

7,8 m long and 0,32 

high, terrace next to 

front retaining wall of 

ahu 

1807 umu pae   0 0 0     

1808 umu pae   0 0 0     

1809 manavai   0 0 0     

1810 manavai   0 0 0   part of hare moa 

1811 hare moa   0 0 0   part of manavai 

1812 hare moa   4,98 1,76 1,53   paenga and poro in 

structure 

1813 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1814 possible 

house 

pavement 

  0 0 0     

1815 hare moa   6,4 2,6 0   stones define perimeter 

and heavy kiri kiri is 

fill 

1816 poro 

pavement 

  1,3 0,43 0   7 stones 
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1817 hare moa   4 2,4 0     

1818 manavai   0 0 0     

1819 manavai   0 0 0     

1820 umu pae   0 0 0     

1821 house 

pavement 

  2 0,9 0   less refined poro 

1822 possible 

manavai 

  0 0 0   destroyed 

1823 manavai   0 0 0     

1824 manavai   0 0 0     

1825 manavai   0 0 0     

1826 poro 

pavement 

  9,3 2,95 0   Olof Håkansson 

review this to be the 

pavement in front of a 

hare paenga, poro 

pavement with 

approximately 50 poro 

in situ, situated below 

crest of hill, with five 

paenga fragments in 

front of house that are 

not structurally related 

1827 umu pae   0 0 0     

1828 umu pae   0 0 0     

1829 manavai   0 0 0     

1830 manavai   0 0 0     

1831 possible 

manavai 

  0 0 0     

1832 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1833 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1834 manavai   0 0 0     

1835 hare moa   5,9 1,8 1,12     

1836 manavai   0 0 0     

1837 manavai   0 0 0     

1838 manavai   0 0 0     

1839 umu pae   0 0 0     

1840 house terrace   8,55 0 0   measurements for front 

retaining wall 

1841 umu pae   0 0 0     

1842 hare moa   3,75 3,5 0   note the almost square 

form 

1843 hare moa   5,1 2,3 0     

1844 manavai   0 0 0     

1845 manavai   0 0 0     

1846 umu pae   0 0 0     

1847 umu   0 0 0     

1848 manavai   0 0 0     

1849 manavai   0 0 0     

1850 house 

pavement 

  1,25 0,65 0   on terrace 

1851 umu pae   0 0 0     
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1852 manavai   0 0 0     

1853 hare moa   3,9 2,2 0   manavai attched 

1854 house terrace   0 0 0     

1855 house sill   0 0 0     

1856 house terrace   10 5 0   entrance sill and one 

poro 

1857 umu pae   0 0 0     

1858 hare umu   0 0 0     

1859 probable 

manavai 

  0 0 0     

1860 house terrace 

alignment 

  0,72 0,2 0,15   behind alignment is a 

flat area cut into hill, 

several loose poro 

1861 manavai   0 0 0     

1862 possible 

manavai 

  0 0 0     

1863 pavement   2,7 2,35 0   crude rectangular 

pavement, made of 

unmodified flat stones 

that average 0,35 m in 

diameter 

1864 pavement   3,6 3,8 0   in clear area and on a 

small rise 

1865 probable cairn   0 0 0   probably a destroyed 

cairn, however it is not 

a pipi horeko 

1866 possible cairn   0 0 0     

1867 house 

pavement 

  4,1 4,25 0   disturbed 

1868 cairn   0 0 0     

1869 cairn   0 0 0     

1870 cairn   0 0 0     

1871 poro house 

pavement 

  1,4 1 0   entrance sill 

1872 umu pae   0 0 0     

1873 umu pae   0 0 0     

1874 house poro   0 0 0   loose poro in clear area 

indicating a house 

1875 umu pae   0 0 0   exact position is not 

known 

1876 activity 

platform 

  8,7 1,6 0     

1877 manavai   0 0 0     

1878 possible 

manavai 

  0 0 0   bubble in the lava that 

is now a round hole, 

may have functioned 

as a manavai 

1879 pipi horeko   0 0 0     

1880 crematoria   0 0 0   on ahu according to 

surveyors notes 

1881 moai   0 0 0   on ahu according to 

surveyors notes 
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