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pressive,or evenodd, that the prehistoric islandersleft such a
large,flat, clearsurfacefree of petroglyphs.

The northernsemi-pyramidalstructureappearsto be a later
add-onto the largerconstruction.The seawardwall is madeup
of entirely small one-man-stones,with a few tantalizingcarved
blocks at the northend of the north wing. The southwing con­
struction overlaps the north wing of the adjacentahu and is
slightly higher, thoughthis may be artificially enhancedby the
excavationdebris of severaltombs. The axis and apex of both
the north and the southsemi-pyramidalstructuresis roughly in­
ternally symmetricalwith the seawardwall in both casesbuild­
ing up from unevenbedrockto a more or less even axis. This
meansthat the seawardwall varies in height from about I to 3
metersfor both structures.The smallernorthernahu variesfrom
a height of severalstonesat the north end of the right wing to
about3 metershigh some5 metersfrom the juncture with the
southernsemi-pyramidalstructure.Severalcavesin the bedrock
of the juncture area are suggestedby small rocked walls and
variousdisturbancesin the mantleof stones.

The inland surfaceof both ahu are nearly evenly sloped,
although the northern semi-pyramidalahu has a pavementof
small poro, shown on the map, over part of its surface.These
smallporo arevery commonoverboth ahu, but becauseof their
size, impossibleto map separately.In the examinationof both
semi-pyramidalahu fill, thereare no poro within the fill. All are
on the surface.Interestingly,small surfaceporo are almostab­
sent on the south wing of the larger structure,but increasein
densityon the north half, and are most commonon the smaller
northernsemi-pyramidal.As the latestarchitecturalcomponent,
their surfacedistribution could suggestthat they were placedin
order to facilitate walking in bare feet over the surfaceof the
structuresas opposedto scramblingover the rough and lesssta­
ble angularbasalticfill stones.Poro arealsousedalongthe axis
of the semi-pyramidalstructuresas markers of pipi horeko.
Seven faint piles occur along the axis of the larger southern
structure.By contrast,small poro are usedall along the axis of
the smaller northern semi-pyramidalahu. Coral fragmentsare
much more common and spreadout on the smaller structure,
and several large chunksof coral are lying on the ground sea­
wardof the wall of this structureaswell.

A circular pavementof small poro inland from the smaller
ahu hassunk50 centimetersinto a hole. Theporo in the open­
ing arestill set in place.Most likely there is a walled caveopen­
ing underneath.

The 1.5 m torso of a small moai (originally estimatedat 3
m) is setdown into the ahu surfaceaboutwherethe apexof the
seawardwall shouldhavebeen.White lichen hasgrown over the
top of this moai as well as on the rocks that are underneathit,
attestingto the ideathat all of them havebeenexposedfor some
time. Recenthammeringof the moai rock, probably for tourist
statuettes,is clearlyevident.

The moaiseemsoriginally to havebeenburied in the apex
of this ahu. The apex, however, has since been shifted by the
prehistoricexcavationof (intrusive) tomb building (or looting)
just southof it, the fill stones artificiallybuilding up the apex in
that area.The headfragmentof the moai, much erodedand of
the samequality of RanoRarakutuff, may be the block lying 25
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metersaway in the plaza.Many other fragments,mosttoo small
to map, lie just seawardof the wall, often associatedwith poten­
tial tombs.Although Thomsonmentionsfour statuesat the time
of his visit, thesetoo mayhavebeenrecycledfor carvingsto sell
to ship'screwsandothervisitors. Theremay be othermoaibur­
ied in the semi-pyramidal fill. Certainly the original moai­
bearing structure(s)was large enoughto support a numberof
statues.

The southwing of this smallerahu is completelydisturbed
by the insertionof tomb burials.The walls of the tombsare both
stackedup and slab-lined. Severalhave flat tomb covers from
possibly recycledbut poorly carvedahu paenga,the kind that
would comefrom borderingthe lower edgeof the ramp.

What is impressiveon the accompanyingmap is the lack
of poro of the size usually accompanyingmoai-bearingahu on
the inland slantingramp. A scatteredfew are evident. This cir­
cumstancecould suggestthat the constructionof the original
moai-bearingahu had not proceededto the point of collecting
the large numbersof largeporo that would be found on the fin­
ishedramp.Or, their lack could simply imply that the largeporo
becamerecycled elsewhere,or have been buried in the semi­
pyramidalcoveralongwith otherconstructionelements.

No crematoryor structuredbonecrypt seemsevidentin the
expectedlocationseawardof the seawardwall. However,in the
area of the potential caves, fragments of what might be the
equivalent(a few slabs and someobsidian) are located in the
area of the junction betweenthe northern and southernsemi­
pyramidal structures.Excavation in that area, near the north
wing, may yet reveal hanihani. But the overt lack is againsug­
gestive that the original moai-bearingstructure may not have
been in traditional use long, if at all, before semi-pyramidal
overbuildingbegan.Similarly, the best known ahu whosecon­
structionstoppedjust beforethe moai were to arrive is Ahu Ura
UrangaTe Mahina.This one is especiallyimportantbecausethe
ahu constructionsequenceis well exposedthough interrupted,
probably by the cultural collapse. In one section of Ahu Ura
UrangaTe Mahina,the seawardwall is complete,the hugeverti­
.cal statuesupportbouldersare in placereadyto acceptthe com­
positepedestalstones,but the inland sideof the centralplatform
is missing.Ahu Kihikihi RauMeaseemsto havebeenin a simi­
lar situation,but without the vertical statuesupportbouldersyet
in place, when it suddenlybecamereworkedand mantledover
with stones.

The results,context,and analysisof elevenobsidiansam­
ples,takenfor the purposeof dating from severallocations,will
be published later. Most of the sampleswere taken near the
junctureof the two semi-pyramidalstructures.

Even though the religious architectureappearsto have
changedsuddenly,the cooperativework force necessaryto reas­
semblea new structurethe size of Kihikihi Rau Mea out of a
previous construction,seemsto have been considerable.This
circumstanceimplies a continuedneedfor large-scalecoopera­
tion and that the populationwas not yet at the level of warfare
known historically. By extensionAhu Tetenga,Mahatua,Mai
Take Te Moa, Hanga Hahave, and other large rebuilt moai­
bearingahu, may collectively attest to the continuedexistence
of the large cooperativeworkforce even though the religious
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architecture had changed dramatically. It is possible that the re­
sources needed to build the huge moai-bearing platforms began
to dwindle, and as they did so, the religious architecture had to
scale down.

Ahu Kihikihi Rau Mea may have been designed as an im­
age-bearing ahu that was just short of completion of the pro­
posed central platform(s) when the cultural collapse arrived.
Like Ahu Vai Uri (Mulloy 1970), a cut and fitted seaward wall
could have been partially pulled down and partly reassembled
for a large semi-pyramidal structure. What is important is that
the district population was large enough, or cooperative enough,
so that multi-ton stones could still be moved and roughly fitted
for the huge overlying semi-pyramidal structure. This contrasts
dramatically with the smaller semi-pyramidal ahu, most of
whose seaward blocks could be fitted by two people, and there­
fore required far less cooperation and/or population (Love
1993:105).

Since no moai were known to be standing on any of the
semi-pyramidal ahu, perhaps quarrying new statues intended for
ahu, and moving them, had ceased, but the large construction
work force was still peacefully available for ahu conversion.
Speculatively, perhaps this was a 50 year transition, whereby the
remaining hardwood taro mira, used originally for pry bars and
rollers and skids, were fmally forged into mata'a-tipped spears.
The resulting chaos ended the cooperative reconstruction efforts
of large ahu, and the classic smaller semi-pyramidal ahu be­
came all that a lineage could afford to assemble under the duress
of constant warfare.
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