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The way of doing things:
what Lapita pottery can tell us about
the stories of Austronesian expansion

Scarlett Chiu "

ABSTRACT

This paper examines the roles Lapita pottery might have played during the
expansions of Austronesian-speaking populations from Island Southeast Asia into the
Pacific. It is argued that the importance and the roles Lapita pottery had in the local
communities, in each of these contexts, are quite different from one another, and should
be represented as such. Judging from the different production scales and exchange and
transfer patterns, the meanings of Lapita pottery also changed depending on the social
and economic contexts it was situated in. It has been argued that Lapita pottery might
have been employed as a materialized symbol by people coming from different genetic,
ethnic, linguistic, and cultural backgrounds, to show their intention to become part of
the local community they had just moved into.
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INTRODUCTION

This paper aims to provide a general introductiod eeviews of current theories and
hypotheses regarding the complex nature of therestpa of the Lapita cultural complex. It
first emphasizes that the Lapita cultural compleawd not be conceived of as a product of
one single social group migrating out of southeesa into the Pacific at any point in time.
Multiple scholars have already proposed that winiterpreting the past, one should be aware
of the material signatures that reflect interactiaamong various cultural groups. Next it
provides four case studies that illustrate theedhmature of the development of the Lapita
cultural complex in different island groups. Thirdit discusses what needs to be done in
terms of ceramics data before further interpretatov discussion on the nature of this
particular aspect of the Lapita cultural compler ba conducted in the future.

“Associate Research Fellow, Center for Archaeoldgitalies, Research Center for Humanities and
Social Science, Academia Sinica (Taiwan)

1



The way of doing things

Although initially, the term “Lapita” was conceivday Pacific archaeologists as a term
representing the dentate-stamped pottery compaofeat archaeological cultural complex
that spread widely from the Bismarck ArchipelagoS@amoa, it is now used to refer to a
cluster of material remains (e.g., artifacts, esetgnt patterns, architectures, plants, and
animals) associated with this distinctive type oftery tradition which first occurred in this
part of the world (Green 1979; Green 1982; Kircl®A® Spriggs 1991). The Lapita cultural
complex (Figure 1) has been proposed to becomdd.apthe Bismarck Archipelago (Anson
1983:272; Green 1979:45; White and Allen 1980:738here the Austronesian-speaking
populations encountered the local non-Austronespaaking populations in various locations
(Kirch 1997b). It represents the integration of heintroduced techniques and concepts with
the local traditional ones, the innovation when edixpopulations sailed out from different
islands toward uninhabited islands, and the inbrusdf the Austronesians into the non-
Austronesian-speaking populations, according toTiple-I model first proposed by Green
(Green 1991a; Green 2000; Green 2003).
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Fig.1: Map showing the distribution of Lapita Culture Cdepin the Pacific, in relation to traditional
separation of the Oceanic world into Island Sowghéaia, Australia, Melanesia, Polynesia, and
Micronesia.
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As multi-dimensional migration of varying scale haccurred through the processes of
forming such a cultural complex (Green 2003:102;¥18h 1997b:116), the Lapita Cultural
Complex is proposed to be "culturally heterogeneowd, just because it is differentiated
regionally as in Remote Oceania, but also becausieeodifferential effects in Near Oceania
of continuing contacts with culturally diverse, tpmesident, unrelated populations" (Green
1991a:297). Doherty has also pointed out that lhvigy and complex prehistory cannot be
presented by a “neat phylogenetic development feoeore Oceanic heritage”, nor by an
abrupt population intrusion or replacement, “buthea suggests complex networks of
borrowing and influence over varying time period®oherty 2007:185). That is, the Lapita
Culture Complex should be conceived, in the regiotahtext, as multiple overlapping
networks in which certain cultural characterisacs shared in various degrees, by participants
of these networks (Doherty 2007:466).

While looking at the migration routes of Lapita ptxs, therefore, some scholars prefers
a hypothesis that suggests that the initial coltion of the Pacific involves numerous groups
of people from various backgrounds, heading towhedvast Remote Oceania from different
departure points within Near Oceania during theiteagra. Each boat may have carried quite
different sets of materials and food items to sthetr new lives on the newly colonized
islands, and such progress may have lasted foe qulbng period of time, for at least 200
years (Sand 2010a:27).

According to these scholars, the Lapita expandimmulsl be viewed as multiple phases of
a colonization process being carried out by peeyile various backgrounds within a certain
period of time. It seems, therefore, an oversingaifon to suggest that “vessels decorated in
this fashion were everywhere made to be used iilasimvays in similar social contexts for
similar reasons” (Terrell and Schechter 2009:52Yo@ropose that “Lapita decoration in the
east had at its most complex a religious aspeotcaged with some kind of centralized social
system, and with a cosmology that changed littkeesithe initial start from the homeland in
the west is certain” (Best 2002:63). Such statemewmiglect the complex processes of
colonization and various cultural manipulationsrafterialized symbols.

ECONOMIC ISSUES

Since there is no evidence so far suggesting alatigu pressure on those islands that
might cause people to continue their journey towdhe east, Groube (1971) has suggested
that ecological or economic needs might have béen driving force of migration. He
proposed that these Lapita people were "strandisbpeho tended to exploit marine
resources intensively, and the abundant marineuress found on uninhabited islands had
attracted these people to come out from Islandigast Asia into the Melanesian and western
Polynesian islands. Following this argument, Ander§1996) has suggested that expansion
into the uninhabited islands of southeast Polynegs "fueled by competition to reach
anticipated reserves of unowned and prestigioushomthities.” Chang and Goodenough also
proposed that the dispersal of Austronesian spsakes driven by commercial rather than
agricultural considerations, and proposed thatetleesly explorers circled among uninhabited
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islands, aiming for the abundant marine resouradile keeping rather close contacts with
their homelands, possibly through exchange of exXotids (Chang and Goodenough 1996).

Tackling this issue from another angle, Bellwoods haointed out that although
possession of agricultural technology and rapidufatn growth may have been important
factors in Austronesian expansions, a “founder$ecuideology" shared by Austronesian
societies may have been the underlying social éekat urged them to expand farther away
from their homelands while ample under-populatéghids were still available in sight during
the Oceanic expansion (Bellwood 1996:19-20; 2007:311).

STRATEGIES FOR SURVIVAL

However complex, the study of the processes ofthagmlonization usually starts from
examining the environmental constraints a typiskdrid puts on migrating populations. The
size of the island, the range of natural resourdegances to other islands (Kirch 2000),
introduced plants and animals, local weather amdenti conditions (Anderson et al. 2006),
will all have serious impacts on whether the attesnip colonize an island are successful or
not (e.g., Anderson 2001; Anderson 2002; Kirch EH%irch 1997b; Kirch and Ellison 1994).
As the Lapita peoples progressed toward the dastlistance they needed to travel from one
island to the next became greater and greater (IA@92), while the natural resources
available on the targeted islands, such as thetyaof fish and shellfish species in the nearby
coral reefs, along with terrestrial animals, lamdl$y and seed-plants, all became less and less
abundant (Green 1991b). To be able to survive usdehn limited resources, Lapita explorers
might have visited a new island acting as foragersa short term (Anderson 2003),
establishing temporary fishing camps along the tcodeere a wind-break or shelter can be
found (Kirch 1997b:110-113; Sand 2007a:216; Sprity37:120), while planting crops that
required a minimum amount of human attention tgpare for their next, longer visit. It is
highly likely that several of these contemporanairgardens may have spread out on a few
nearby islands, and were used to exchange locdupt® with those who lived on the larger
volcanic islands.

A good review on how these smaller, offshore istandght have sustained themselves
by relying on larger neighboring islands for foatsd materials, “either by direct access or
through exchange relationships” has recently beemsarized by Specht (2007:62). He has
proposed that the small offshore islands might hleen used not only as suitable and
preferred locations to build stilt houses over flag¢ reef with plenty of marine resources
(Kirch 1997b:163-165), or to provide a safe harlmay from aggressive neighboring groups
(Spriggs 1997:88) and diseases (Kirch 1997b:110-8&®iggs 1997:120), but also for
particular ceremonial or ritual functions (Specl@®02:60). This pattern has shown up in
numerous locations, for example, Mussau (Hunt 18B%: Kirch et al. 1991:159), Arawes
(Summerhayes 2000b: 225-229), Duke of Yorks (Thomaswd White 2000), Boduna (Specht
and Summerhayes 2007), Watom (Dickinson 2000), adis€Spriggs 1991:239); Tanga
(Dickinson 2006), Reef/Santa Cruz sites (Doherty ZBRI;, Green 1974:256), Teouma
(Bedford et al. 2010:147-155), and New Caledonia (G#tiwal. 2011a; Dickinson 2002;
Galipaud 1990; Sand et al. 2002), and is certaualith further investigation.

4



Journal of Austronesian Studies 3(1) June 2012

Structured exchange networks for goods and marnegters between relatives (e.g.,
Green 1987) and inherited friends (e.g., WelschBerdell 1998), have long been viewed as a
primary strategy for these colonizers to ensuré@ tevival in the vast oceanic environment.
Green (1982:15) emphasized that "the social dimengias as important in keeping the
system going as was any economic necessity of itimgoto survive", and that these Lapita
communities "wished to maintain 'ties' with thesfatives...by importing a luxury and status-
maintaining item with social and ideological sigeéince" (Green 1987:246).

Based on dentate-stamp decorative styles and relatsgl forms, a trend from complex
motifs and elaborate vessel forms from the earliegtita sites located in the Bismarck
Archipelago in the west, to more simplified mot#sd vessel forms in the later eastern Fiji-
Tonga-Samoa region have dominated our understaditige nature of Lapita pottery (Green
1979; Summerhayes 2000a). The plain or non-destataped pottery, arguably used as daily
utilitarian wares, on the other hand, remained atmmchanged for more than a thousand
years, and they lasted much longer after the despce of dentate-stamped pottery from the
Lapita ceramic assemblages (e.g., Green 2003:184-$0mmerhayes 2000c:302). The
contrast between dentate decorated and non-defgaeteated pots, both in terms of form and
possible functions, has led archaeologists to sigbat they had served different purposes in
the life of Lapita communities (e.g., Chiu 2005; CRi@07; Kirch 1997b:142-144; Spriggs
1990:119).

Combined with the migration model, the similarit@sserved in Lapita dentate-stamped
pottery assemblages are proposed to represenfah rebde by Lapita peoples to maintain
lifelines, or strong identities with the homelarmhununity by the daughter colonies, in order
to survive in a newly settled area. Kirch has statkat by employing highly similar
materialized symbols in complex exchange netwollapita peoples were "maintaining
community viability, particularly through such écél problems as acquiring suitable marriage
partners, in a previously unoccupied, occasionhtyardous and still sparsely-populated
region at some distance from ‘home™ (cited frome&@r and Kirch 1997:29; Kirch 1988a).
Summerhayes has suggested that the shared newtedentdifs occurring in various
archaeological sites in the Bismarck Archipelagaatund the same period of time only
indicates “some level of communication over manpagations”, but not complex exchange
networks, nor frequent interactions among thesaddrs (Summerhayes 2007:25).

Generated from linguistic reconstructions of Ausésian languages and ethnographic
analogies gathered from contemporary traditionadtianesian societies, recently it has been
suggested that the social/political organizatiothef Lapita period may have been something
similar to a “house-based group”, or a “House Sgtim its relatively primitive form (Chiu
2005; Green 2003; Kirch and Green 2001). In a heosiety, identities and allegiances are
not tied to blood, and can be rather fluid throuwgie’s life span. Differentiation of social
status are created through the competition obésuo gain control over knowledge of the
past and the right to reproduce symbols that reptethe origin-houses to other houses in the
existing social network (Gillespie 2000). Therefdhés House Society model promotes a
rather fluent social structure that allows integmatof people with various backgrounds to
become members of the same house, for example hyage or adoption. Once a member,
they gained the rights to inherit both land andngible properties, and the importance of
demonstrating this social link is argued to ber#ason for creating and maintaining particular

5



The way of doing things

social markers such as particular decorative matiisdisplayable items such as pottery.
Members of a House and its junior Houses may harradd alliances in exchange networks,
such members may have shared identical or higmhjlesi materialized symbols, such as

decorative crafts --Lapita ceramics, shell ornamet#ttoos, or wood carvings. The limited

numbers of major motif themes executed onto Lapits may represent an effort to generate
a social group’s identity. The fact that most peése made locally with a certain set of shared
motifs and alloforms may indicate a social transfation process of both integrating and

differentiating members of a local community, ahd widespread and ultimately regionalized
Lapita decorative styles may be viewed as matsyiaibols created to signal local histories
(Chiu 2005; Chiu 2007).

DIFFERENTIATION AND REGIONALIZATION

The decline of the complexity observed in both denstamp decorative motifs and
vessel forms over time has been viewed as evideih@ehange in the social desire to keep the
art going. Once Lapita peoples moved out of thedland area, the need to invest time and
energy to produce complex motifs and vessel forroslonger existed after they had
successfully established themselves in the newn@doThus less and less effort was been put
into maintaining this link back to their homelarahd eventually, even the entire pottery-
making technique was dropped out (Green and Ki@&®7) Stylistic variations observed in
Lapita pottery assemblages excavated from varislasds can therefore be seen as a marker
of "differentiation, both linguistically and cultaity, of more localized ethnic identities", and
reflected "the declining frequency of exchangesseithese boundaries” through time (Green
and Kirch 1997:30).

Yet, as Summerhayes rightly points out, the disonser modeling of inter- and intra-
island interaction will only be meaningful if onigst establishes firm evidence to show that
the existence of similarities between assemblagesdeed the result of exchange of material
goods, not some other mechanisms such as the mavempotters who shared “a common
history or ancestry” (Summerhayes 2000b:235). Whateeded to test these hypotheses, is
detailed investigations of Lapita pottery assemddathrough morphological, stylistic, and
compositional aspects, as well as defining theniegrprocesses of potters whenever possible.
With this combined evidence and a better undergtgnaf the production of these pots under
particular social and economic circumstances, may start to understand what particular
functions these pots might have served in the (@&st 2011a).

GENERAL PATTERNS OBSERVED FROM SOME LAPITA
POTTERY ASSEMBLAGES

This section reviews four cases of Lapita pottemd éts usage, in Talepakemalai of
Mussau, Bismarck Archipelago of Papua New Guineaf/Baeta Cruz sites of the Solomon
Islands, Teouma of central Vanuatu, and Lapita $&8& of New Caledonia. The possible
roles that Lapita pottery had played in each of aheve cases are examined, in order to
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demonstrate what these materialized symbols mig¥e bbeen created for, and how they might
have functioned in social terms.

1. Talepakemalai, Mussau Islands, Papua New Guinea

Excavated by Patrick Kirch and his team back in5t88Talepakemalai has become one
of the most important early Lapita sites in the Bisok Archipelago. The waterlogged site is
known for the pristine preservation of plant matks;i highly similar to those consumed by
contemporary island Southeast Asian populations@@n 1992; Kirch 1989). Forms of stone
tools, shell fishhooks, shell tools and ornamemésaso identical to island Southeast Asian
ones (Kirch 1997b).

A shell beads production area was also identifieli,of shell debitage, yet with only a
handful of fishhooks and shell arm-rings excavdtedn the site itself. Such an imbalance
between waste products and final products indictitasit is highly possible finished shell-
arm-rings or fishhooks were made by local spedgliand used as exchange items to obtain
exotic Lapita pottery, obsidian from Talasea and lof the Admiralty islands, and possibly
food items as well (Kirch 1988b; Kirch 1989; Kir¢B890).

At this site, the red-slipped plain wares were tyofhund on the beach, while the
decorated pots were buried close to the offshaltehsiuses (Kirch 1997b:147). The earliest
part of the site, Zone C deposits at Area B of Tddepmlai, contains open bowls supported
by pedestals/ring-feet, and cylinder stands. Miosbp analysis of the clays indicate at least
12 out of 21 different possible sources (or attle#fferent recipes) in other locations; at least
part of these exotic pots came from the Manus ¢idaand were then transported into clay-
impoverished Mussau (Hunt 1989; Kirch 1997b:154¢Kiet al. 1991).

As at Lapita sites found in Duke of Yorks, Ambitldjssan and Buka, the use of
Admiralties obsidian at Talepakemalai also incrdagering the Lapita period, and obsidian
from further west, Talasea of the New Britain, wés gresent at the site. It was not until
much later in time, during the post-Lapita perittdit the nearby Admiralties obsidian became
predominant in Talepakemalai's archaeological re¢Kirch 1997b).

This consistent preference for certain obsidiarrcgsihas led archaeologists to ponder
what, other than the quality of obsidian as a raatemal, and the cost of and risk factors in
traveling far away from home communities, there trhes something else that kept Lapita
populations of various islands coming back to thme obsidian source over and over again
for many hundreds of years. For example, durind_tifgta period, while Talepakemalai were
getting obsidian from both Talasea and the Adnigs|tpeople of Watom island, and Lapita
peoples from southern New Britain even, insistedngporting obsidian from the Admiralties,
disregarding the fact that the nearby Talasea @sidas within their reach (Green 1991a;
White et al. 1991; White and Harris 1997).

Green and Kirch have therefore suggested that iogeadnd maintaining social
relationships among exchange partners was probab& of the main reasons for the
consistent use of certain obsidian sources, aisdlirough establishing firm relationships that
a group of Lapita people obtained what they neededxpanding to a new island—raw
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materials, food items, marriage partners, etc.—isuge their survival in the unfamiliar
environment. This type of social relationship hadoe maintained and reproduced over and
over again through generations, thus creating thesistencies observed in archaeological
records (Green and Kirch 1997).

Between 1200-800BC, however, changes can be obserwessel forms and decorative
styles, and the number of possible local and noatlpottery production sites were decreased
to around 8. From 800-500BC., the dentate-stampduhiuee was rarely used, while the
whole pottery-making technique seems to have imgatawer time. After 500BC, almost all
pottery was locally made, with a little coming frothe Manus islands, where pottery
continued to be made during the early Europeanacomteriod. Yet in Mussau, local pottery
ceased to be manufactured before the Europeanctq@esaod (Kirch 1997hb:155).

With lines of evidence showing the local specializeroduction of shell tools and
ornaments, and imports of obsidian and pottery fremnious sources, it has thus been
suggested that early Far Western Lapita pots wamee$sential part of a complex, multi-nodal
exchange network that linked many Lapita commusiitigirch 1997b:145). Kirch further
suggested that “If such elaborated decorated agtisthnds and pedestalled bowls were iconic
representations of house or lineage ancestors,nizgywell have been given as prestige gifts
in marriage exchanges, or other kinds of sociaratdtions. ...among the Lapita peoples,
pottery was intimately bound up in their web of iabeelations, a key component of the
material culture through which they constructedrttaily life” (Kirch 1997b:145-6).

2. Nanggu and Nenumbo, Reefs/Santa Cruz, Solomonddsds

Once they traveled out from the last island of thain Solomon island chain, after
330km of sailing on open sea, the Reef/Santa Crardslwere probably the first stop for the
Lapita peoples in Remote Oceania as they moved tbthiareast. In this island group, Nend6
is the largest old volcanic island, while the M&eef islands consist of raised coral terraces.
Lapita sites in the Reef/Santa Cruz islands werevated by the late Roger Green in 1970s.
Nanggu (SE-SZ-8) is dated to around 3100-2825BP.uMbo (SE-RL-2) around 3050-
2900BP, and Ngamanie (SE-RL-6) at around 2900-280@Pef and Jones 2008; Green et
al. 2008; Green 2009; Jones et al. 2007).

Other than turtles, these Lapita communities rafu@nsumed pigs and chickens, along
with other land- and sea-birds, flying foxes, amaaB lagoon fishes and shellfishes (Green
1974:255). Yet judging from the midden remainsséhenarine resources alone were never
enough to support the local population, so perikh&dind items, either cultivated locally or
imported from other islands, must have played ahmmore important part of the diet than is
observed from archaeological data.

With an areal excavation, Green was able to demaesthat most obsidian was imported
from Talasea of the Willaumez Peninsula of New Britavhile small quantities of obsidian
were derived from Lou in the Admiralty Islands; baources are located over 2000 km away
from the Reef/Santa Cruz islands. Just one singleepieas supposedly imported from West
Fergusson lIsland in the D'Entrecasteaux Group (Gesel Bird 1989). Only a handful of
obsidian came from the much closer Vanua Lava soirthe Banks Islands (around 400 km
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from the Reef/Santa Cruz group), probably due tinferior quality (Green 1987). Yet later
during the plainware period, Talasea obsidian vegdaced by the Banks Islands source(s),
indicating a decrease in the long-distance exchaypgiem over time (Doherty 2007:307).

For other types of stone tools, chert was knowmetamported from Ulawa/Malaita of the
Solomons into Reef/Santa Cruz Lapita sites (Gree;1&reen 1976; Green 1979; Green
1985; Green 1987; Green 1996; Sheppard 1993; Steeal Green 1991; Sheppard and
Pavlish 1992), the coralline chalcedony probabigipated from the Duff Islands (Doherty
2007:308), and several pieces of Muscovite garclaiss (glitter) stone adzes found in both
Nenumbo and Nanggu are probably also from the DéEasteaux islands (Green 1979). At
least half of the oven stones must have been btéadiom other volcanic islands as well.

Green thus suggested that these imports indicatetllere existed “an adaptation to a
high continental island situation which was mainéa in an impoverished environment by
importing over great distance” (Green 1974:256).isThxchange network transported
materials 150km from nearby islands, to about R@D@&way in the northwest, and this
complex exchange system lasted for about 600 y&wen the fact that so far only a handful
of Talasea obsidian was found elsewhere in New ©alad and Fiji (some 3700km away
from Talasea), while Reef/Santa Cruz sites have rtiaa 80kg of this particular material
(Sheppard 1993), it has been suggested that nkedy lihe Reef/Santa Cruz Islands might
have been the immediate source for all these isl@ndbtaining Talasea obsidian (Best
1987:31).

Pottery excavated from the oldest Nanggu Lapit fsits the greatest variety in terms of
vessel forms and motifs. One exotic sherd contaipyroxene-quartz temper, and is highly
similar to a tan paste sherd from the Nukuleka taapite in Tonga (Burley and Dickinson
2001:11830). The source of this tan paste tempepribably somewhere in Vanuatu
(Dickinson 2006:63). There are another four tanepabkards that may have come from the
main Solomon Islands or even the Bismarck Archipeljckinson 2006:63).

Petrographic analyses have shown that “sherds froth Santa Cruz and Reef Islands
sites contain manually added, variably placeredp@msands of beach origin, that are
petrographically indistinguishable and are indigento Santa Cruz.... that either pots or raw
materials have been transported from Santa CruhddReef Islands, on a massive scale”
(Doherty 2007:361).

The evidence collected so far also suggested arrattimplex regional exchange system
that might have involved both obsidian and pottieansportation. A close relationship with
the Bismarcks was expected as Lapita communitieddaeaut from there to sail to unknown
waters, and they seemed to possess also knowlaedgecaess to Ulawa/Malaita chert sources
and locations for obtaining water from nearby streaor rivers. The migration pattern
observed in the Solomons suggested these Lapitmizels leaped over the main Solomon
chain, probably to avoid conflicts with local poatibns, and headed toward Reef/Santa Cruz
(Sheppard 2010:111).

Although processing the whole motif inventory o tReef/Santa Cruz sites is still under
its way, it is evident that, like the amount of dsta obsidian found in this region, Nenumbo
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also contains the highest number of complex facafsnoompared to the rest of the Remote
Oceania (see Table 1), a phenomenon already igsehiif a previous comparison of the face
motifs found at Reef/Santa Cruz sites and Lapita B%& (Chiu 2007). Whether this high
number of face motifs represented high social stgained by withholding valuable obsidian
sources still needs further investigation.

Table 1: Distribution of face motif types in various islandgroups

Face Motlf |Indeterminate | Simple face | Triangular face | Long-nose face |Odd face | Double-faces | Total
Area

Papua New Gulnea 3 5 6 11 2 2%
Solomon Island 2 4 13 31 2 1 52
New Caledonla 2 % 11 12 2 1 106
Vanuatu 3 2 - 13 3 1 21

Fijt - 1 1 1 - - 3

Tonga 1 - - - - - 1

Samoa

Total 10 91 31 65 9 3 209

3. Teouma, Vanuatu

Recently Lapita pottery has been found in associatith burials at Teouma, Vanuatu.
After five excavation seasons, 59 burial featuregehbeen identified, and a maximum of 80
individuals were represented. It thus providesléngest Lapita cemetery known to this date.
Analyses of the burial practices indicate that kskahd other bones might be placed inside
Lapita pots, after a series of reburial activitisich practices are similar to those found in
earlier or contemporary Neolithic Island Southgssin sites as well (Bedford et al. 2010:159;
Bellwood 2007).

At least a total of 73 vessels are unearthed flumlbcation: flat dishes, carinated pots,
double-rim vessels, and cylinder stands, a numbéhemm also containing face motifs. The
amazing finds from this site are 5 whole pots cioitig human skeletal remains, including a
flat-bottom dish with face motifs used as lid tovep a carinated vessel which contains a
human skull that was placed on top of a brokenlsf@bnus sp.) ring (Bedford et al.
2007:225). Two of the carinated pots have flat basad one has clay birds applied to the
inner rim (Bedford et al. 2010:145-7).
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Petrographic analysis on these 73 pots indicasstwo of them were imported from the
Grande Terre of New Caledonia, and another one phploame in from Malakula of northern
Vanuatu, or even possibly from the Solomon-Bismarekgon. The two New Caledonian pots
include a flat dish with simple design, and a catéd pot with complex face motifs (Bedford
et al. 2010:147-155). The variation observed frdme buried pots indicates household
production of Lapita pottery, instead of any staddaed mass production solely for ritual or
mortuary practices (Bedford et al. 2010:161).

Decorations executed on the stepped lip and ab#ise of the flat dishes are found in
early Lapita pottery assemblages of Mussau andAthves, in Nanguu of the Reef/Santa
Cruz, and also in New Caledonia, but not in Eastexpith province. While almost all motifs
found at Teouma can be found in the Reef/Santa Cai#d mventory, none of them have
direct parallels with those of New Caledonia. Bedfetdal. thus suggest that Teouma had
maintained a much closer relationship with Reef/&&ruz, at least during the early phase of
expansion (Bedford et al. 2010:155).

Bismarcks obsidian is also present at this site (@edét al. 2004), and along with other
northern and central Vanuatu sites, it has beegesigd that maybe the New Britain obsidian
exchange networks extended further south from Raef&SCruz to Teouma as well (Bedford
et al. 2010:161).

4. Lapita (Site 13A), Grande Terre, New Caledonia

Lapita Site 13A was first excavated and dated fehaeologists Gifford and Shutler in
1952 (Gifford and Shutler 1956:1-3). The site watlsd around 3100-3000 BP, and the
production of Lapita pottery ceased at around 28000 BP (Sand 1997). It is located at the
northwestern coast of Grande Terre, and has lorg bee of the most famous sites in New
Caledonia. In 1995, two almost complete pots andpdwial remains of 13 others were
unearthed in a pit along the seashore at theie pit was dated to 2820 + 50 BP, around the
beginning of the Koné ceramic period, the firstftafl the prehistoric chronology of New
Caledonia (Galipaud 1992; Sand 1995; Sand 1996@) fifteen pots reconstructed from this
single pit structure show a high level of diversity terms of motifs and temper types,
suggesting that they were imported from variouslemiified places (Sand 1998; Sand et al.
1998:40-41).

Obsidian flakes from both the Lapita site (WKOO013Ahd Saint-Maurice-Vatcha
(WKOO003) located on the island of lle des Pins,tlsaf Grande Terre, were examined by
Sand and Sheppard. They concluded that the smalhtiy of Talasea obsidian in New
Caledonia probably represented "items brought inllsamounts by the first Austronesian
discoverers of these archipelagos from their hontefarther north in the Melanesian chain”,
rather than a direct exchange contact with the Bexain area by local Lapita populations
(Sand and Sheppard 2000:240). As within the casteef/Santa Cruz Lapita sites, the nearby
obsidian sources from the Bank Islands were absent &ny of the New Caledonian Lapita
sites, although these are present, however sdarearly contexts in the Reef-Santa Cruz sites.

Decoration wise, it has been demonstrated thabadih Site 13A employed a lot of
“traditional motifs” shared with other island grayparticularly with the Solomons and the
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Tongan islands, it nonetheless also, not long dfterinitial colonization period, started to

create motifs of its own (Chiu 2003). Although a g@amson of motifs found at 20 Lapita sites

show that Site 13A shared a lot of similar motifishaNenumbo of Reef/Santa Cruz Islands,
further examination of face motifs collected frohe tNenumbo of the Reef/Santa Cruz and
13A of New Caledonia clearly demonstrates that thegsta communities had deliberately

chosen to manufacture different face motifs to @ypheir social identities. It has been

shown that, while the Lapita peoples in the Reefs@muz preferred complex triangular face
motifs with elaborated earplugs and headdressdbesides, and the long-nose face motifs,
the occupants of 13A preferred the simplified fawetifs that put more emphasis on the
various expressions of the eyes (Chiu 2007). Varatiseen within each site examined also
show minor modifications of a general face motifjuably by various members of a house-
based group (Chiu 2005).

In her previous work, Chiu has demonstrated tha®itd 13A, there is no restricted
selection of clay bodies, tempers, in relationgssel forms and motifs. What was important is
to execute Lapita face motifs onto certain vessslsle inventing new motifs to represent
local identities (Chiu 2003). Through detailed pgtaphic and chemical compositional
analyses of Lapita pottery from six New Caledoniapita sites, Chiu and her colleagues have
been able to demonstrate that the exchange netveoekéar more complex than previously
thought (Chiu et al. 2010; Chiu et al. 2009). Foaraple, their studies show that pottery
excavated from 13A was actually produced with termgellected locally near the river mouth,
from the area of Paoute, northeast of Koné, froottear river valley up north near the north
Vavouto valley, from areas close to granitic roflkgher down south, and from a northeast
amphibolite area (Chiu et al. 2011a).

Therefore it seems that during the Lapita peridd]l3A, local communities had been
exploring the surrounding environment for quite sotime, and they had either collecting
various tempers in various nearby locations, sichpstream areas of several local rivers, or
imported pots from the northeast or further southegart of Grande Terre. With no clear
indication what had been exchanged out of thisoregas none of the other 5 sites contain pots
manufactured from this area, 13A should probablgd®n as one of the permanent settlements
for Lapita communities, but not a production cemtempreviously suggested by Sand (1996a).
The pit containing 15 pots may well be anotherdlwite, as suggested from the Teouma site,
but as no human remains were found, at preseninayeonly infer that they might have been
used in some type of ritual.

RELATEDNESS OF LAPITA PEOPLES

It can be demonstrated from the above cases tl@tntiaing what roles Lapita pottery
played in prehistory is not an easy goal to achid&sDoherty suggested for the Reef/Santa
Cruz Lapita sites, “...(they) were never a closed esystand processes of diversification
continued (to different degrees) over time”. Shguas for a case of long-term continuity in
some of the cultural traits, with additional inpuiger time from diverse sources, but not
cultural replacement (Doherty 2007:473). The salmservation may be made for almost all
Lapita sites examined so far.
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Other than a few cases, most Lapita pottery wasenhachally, with a combination of
coiling technique finished with paddle and anvilpmass. Shell-tempered pottery tends to
appear early on in the archaeological record, wkileestrial tempers are also often added into
the clay bodies (Dickinson 2006). The rather limhithess than 20) major motif themes
identified throughout the Lapita Cultural complexa(d 2007b) is another line of evidence
suggesting that creation of new motifs might hagerbrather restricted, and this restriction
was again shared. It is evident that each islandgseems to have selected several themes of
motif from the larger inventory to construct thaientities, especially in the case of face
motifs (Figure 2). This indicates that Lapita prgtknew about the existence of other motifs,
as similar or even identical motifs were found matical clay, yet they chose to emphasize
only a handful in each of their island groups. Taet that out of the 209 types of face motif
collected from publications of 60 Lapita sites, 2ithem only occurred once, and merely 8
of these face motifs appeared in two or more sies indicates a strong desire to show
individualized face motifs throughout the Lapitdnepe (Chiu et al. 2011b). Similar patterns of
unevenly distributed major motif themes have belentified as well (Chiu in prep.).

In general, Lapita communities were intended toycan a shared tradition at various
island groups. Once settled down, they starte@s$bape that tradition with their own hands.
Employing old design elements, constructing ceraw@ssels suitable to be displayed in
situations encountered, and using raw materialdadla in the nearby environment, these
potters established themselves firmly in the negdionized landscapes. In some situations,
such as in Mussau or in the Reef/Santa Cruz, dedichtpita pots were probably
manufactured on the larger volcanic islands fohexge with smaller offshore coral islands.
In Teouma, some of them were probably made or ee-as grave goods, or for containing
sacred human burials. At 13A and other New Caledosites, Lapita pottery was used as
both an identity marker and an exchanged item vidigal clays were not available.

It has been suggested that by making a pot thaiesaa set of well-perceived symbols,
members of a Lapita house-based group may haveechdhleir status in the social networks,
participated in the established exchange netwearhkd, eventually become more influential in
their communities that may very well have beenritiisted across several island groups. This
process can also be understood in terms of “contiesrof practice” (Lave and Wenger 1991;
Wenger 1998), e.g., how knowledge, skills, and dsoe styles may be learned through
repeated practices within a potting community, dmdv social relations, identities, and
standards may be constructed during the learningess. Through making highly similar
motifs preferred by local community members, newnigrants may have soon gained social
status by adapting this particular set of symbolsask the difference between their homeland
and the present one, while retaining subtle vamatiwithin the motif structure may have still
given them some degree of freedom to state whoulesg.

Lapita motifs may have also served to establislasb@rarchy among exchange partners,
to confirm and maintain social relationships thatymhave lasted for generations among
multiple ethnic/linguistic groups, in what Terredhd Welsch have termed the “inherited
friendship” (Terrell and Welsch 1997; Welsch andrék 1998). As demonstrated by Weiner
in her study of the Trobriand islands, “...where exue is the basic framework around which
formal patterns of social interaction are organjasgjects become highly significant because
in their manner of presentation - quality, quantiénd the like - they can be read as an
objectification of desire and intent” (Weiner 19262). Specialization of producing exchange
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goods, such as in the case of Talepakemalai, aridl smmpetition among exchange partners,
especially the need to separate oneself from agechange partners in order to retain one’s
own identity, may have contributed to the conscichusices of using different motifs to create
social differentiation and even hierarchy withigmup. What was at stake was not only the
value of exchanged goods, but also fame and reéputand social status acquired through
successful conduct.

It has been demonstrated that although in genkecah early to late, and from west to
east, Lapita pottery vessel forms and motifs batenwent a process of simplification, for
some categories of motifs such as the face mbitf,general trend does not apply (Chiu 2007).
As every exchange action is a way of establishingeimforcing existing social relationships,
including relationships among members of a houswng kinsmen, and among friends that
shared the “inherited friendships”, the meaningd &bita pottery may be found not only in
terms of material goods being exchanged, but alghé realms of maintaining and creating
certain social relationships and boundaries.

It will be very interesting to see if this commundf practice, in terms of making Lapita
pottery in local communities, was carried out iRl@use Society or house-based group social
setting. Learning how this may have influencedwlag pots were made and circulated among
smaller offshore islands and nearby larger volcamies, and among local and long-distance
communities, will eventually deepen our understagdof the social structures of Lapita
peoples. What we are looking for archaeologicathgen, is evidence either showing a
combination of different house symbols, or suggest continuity of motif usage over time.
At this stage, a database for identifying and caingaall the existing Lapita motifs is under
construction, and it will no doubt provide us mamsights into this issue once the task is
finished (Chiu 2011a; Chiu 2011b; Chiu et al. 2010)ly through more detailed analysis of
the contexts and environmental constraints in whigpita pottery was used may we one day
be able to illustrate with more accuracy what Lapibay have meant to the migrating
Austronesians and non-Austronesians, as they dttiveanake histories in the Pacific some
three thousand years ago.
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