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-ABSTRACT

This thesis focuses on the archaeological identifi-

catlon of non- tradltxonal ‘artifacts introduced into the

Hawaiian economy by transitory marltlme—based traders durlng

the Hawailian protohlstorlc period, A.D. 1778-1820. ‘The

relatlonshlp between the transitory v151tor, the Hawallan

people and the objects used in trading act1v1t1es is

mexamlned through a model that views the pattern of artlfact

";;assemblages for this perlod as belng determlned by 1sland

geography and by the transxtory nature of the trade 1tself.

; 'f””mogether these factors clarlfy the pattern of dlspersal of

ﬁngestern goodssdurlng thls tlme ,Selected collectlons from

the 1sland of Hawa1 1 O'ahu and Kaua'l prOV1de the arch-

aeologlcal database for this study, while data concernlng

the types and gquantities of Western goods introduced into

Hawai'i during the protohistoric period have been gleaned

h_from various historic documents.'The results of this study

"fcan be used as a genera1 guide for the identification and

cﬂlnterpretatlon of protohlstorlc period Sltes in Hawal i- and_
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The basic warp of the fabric is the process of

evolution, interwoven with the weft of unigue

events trailed from the shuttle of history. The

variable strands of the weft produce a pattern

interlocked with the regularity of the warp. The :
‘resulting design...has determined the relationship ;
each strand of yarn has to every -other in ‘the woof
and warp of the fabric. The desxgn ¢an be egquated
with culture process. The fabric is that creatlon
of man -known.as culture (South 1977 25) Cee T o

At the ‘time of contact 18 January 1778, Captaln James

Cook found the Hawallan people organlzed unoer a. complex_wm_ﬂﬁ_u—mwe--

polltlcal hlerachy. The deztles were at the'top'of thls f'ef ;;m:;?t_

‘pyramld ﬂf°il°W9d bY seven grades of ohlefs (214! 1), and a’

the large class of commoners (maka'ainana) formed the base

(RKirch 1985:6). This social system followed the same
pattern. Land tenure and subsistence organization for | : t
example, were complex, with many subdivisions. The Islands 7
- were lelded 1nto dlstrlcts governed by the ali'i 'ai moku : E
 ﬁ(the 1sland eatlng chlefs) The districts were then lelded
yTﬁlnto ahupua'g each governed by an. ali'i 'ai ahupua’ 2, who;g,}glm5dj~

't’~then app01nted a konohlkl (headman of ahupua‘a land

v I t——— ¢

;glelSlon) to oversee the maka'alnana. The maka‘alnana were




After Cook's arrival -and his untimely death in the
islands, sporadic contact between Hawaiians and visitors
from Europe and America continued through these 42 years.
Most interaction occurred between the district or ahupua’a
chiefs and the foreigners. This pattern of sporadic
visitation differentiates the period of contact during the
-protohistoric (between 1778-1820) from contact in the

 _ hlstorlc perlod (post-1820) when visitors came to stay in
the islands. |

~The report qf'Cook's_discove:yaof'Hawai'i (Beaglehole

known forelgn VlSltcr'to the 1slands between 1779 and 1786,

| In 1786, Captalns Dlxon and Portlock v151ted the 1slands,
after which time ships crossing the Pacific regularly
stopped in Hawai'i. Most stopped only'temporarily for
prov151ons on their crossing of the Pacific from the
f Northwest Coast of Amerlca to A51a,,1n_fact, Cook's visits

._:were the-longest duration recorded for the next 34 years.

a.fisesimilarrto,other areas where the protohistoric has been

dentlfled (Cheek 1974- Flsper 1977 Qulmby 1966)

_ journeys and remalned in the 1slands in- serv1ce to

Kamehameha, all'l nui (the paramount chlef by usurpatlon}

'TmMost notable of-the foreigners in Hawal iin the elghteenth

aarchlpelago (Flgure 1. 1) Seven years passed w1thout any _j_'

“T-The sporadic nature 0f contact in Hawai'i between 1778-1820"-" "~

iSome sailors from these shlps were detalned from thelff“i:r*?fi

A :

[ErmRpme STl gl dn oK o

1967) “is consifered to be the Tirst account of the Hawaiian |







roenﬁﬁff.ﬁere John Young and'Isaac'Davis,ewho ﬁere detained
in 1791 from the furltrading ships Eleangra and Fair
American. Others, often nameless in the historical records,
' stayed ‘as part of Kamehameha's entourage of fore;gners who
assisted him in Shlp building and helped- hlm to acguire the
-general navigation and weaponry skills for use with these

ships.

to Hawa1 i ‘ended almost overnlght as the result of- three

This perlod of initial contact and sporadlc v151tat10n_d

_ events. These events were.,l) the death of Kamehameha on 8;;

'ffoav 1819 2) the breaklng of the gi-- gg (where men and

ETf?women ate together},dand 3) the arrzval of the Amerloan =
.Protestant,m1551onarxes on 19.Apr11 1820. These-events

% happened within eighteen months of each other, radically

altering the Hawaiian culture as it was recorded by Captain

Cook forty-two years earlier.

E e . The Problem

The“probiem that this thesis focuses on is two fold:

,;the 1dent1f1oatlon of artifacts as tlme markers for the

M

]

'protohlstorlc perlod 1778—1820 and the lﬁtérpVEtatiGu o
_artifact patterns identified in the archaeologicalﬁrecord,

';The 1dent1f1cat10n of spec1f1c artlfact.markers helps to set

-";?the chronology of archaeologlcal features and sltes‘ Through
‘the examlnatlon of written documents that record 1temsrused
in trade during the protohistoric period it may be possible

°f#? to'identif};similar_artifacts_in the archaeological record.

e




lgf}then 1dent1fy1ng andgunderstandlng systemlc changes are;

- humans and their envircnment. Historical archaeology,

The lists of trade items also allows-fof the dating of
introductions of specific items. It is hoped that this
document will provide a substantive contribution £0'£he
understanding of the contact-period before 1825.in Hawai'i.
It is vitai that an understanding of the pattern of trade

and its sporadic nature dufing‘the protohistoric period as
identified in the following pages be understood'prior‘to the 7
diédussion'of'ﬁ;oad"reéeafch issues 5ﬁ¢h as aém$§f$ph§ 6f  |
_setﬁlement"patterné. | " | |
In_thls thesis I am nct concerned =80, much w1th

.idlscu581ng'the economlc llnks*that Hawal'l had*w1th a world 7_’ ”f

Tmeconomy orwtheurlsewof capltallsm 1n‘Hawa1 1, or w1th
demographic 1ssues.-Thls-the51s focuses—on the identi-
fication and definition of sites between 1778-1820. In other
words can such sites be dated? How does one date such sites?
An& if such sites cannot be dated, what alternatives-are
then left for the study of broad research issues such as
démoqraphy or settiement patterns?
. | .Initial Contact
if ﬁe?aré tbﬂaséﬁme'that/cuitﬁfe.ié-dynamic and that

_ changes w1th1n any . cultural system are. normal processes,f

: «1og1ca1 steps-ln the study of culture contact The soc1a1

-sglencaS'generally hope to explaln-the relatlonshlp:between

':Eultural anthropology and social history can provide similar




_ Jh1ch to lnvestlgate 1ssues such as; the rise of capltallsm Z;_f.:

7 relatlonshlp eXlStS between economlcs and power relatlons,

between'colonlal and frontler soc1etles..Hawa1 i. was v1ewed

. approaches to the study of the past (Deagan 1988:7). But the

~ particular goal of historical archaeology is to study'the'

processes and interrelationships by which human social and

-economic organizations developed and evolved in the modern

world (Deagan 1988:8}.

Processual studies would include issues concerned with

‘cultural processes in operation at a particular time and
-fplace. ‘The chronologlcal ba51s for- such studies is: 1nferred

by some means of. datlng. Once chronologlcally ordered these -

cultural processes can be used as the "bulldlng blocks" from

-5

'”*1n the'post-lsoo world (Wallerstein 19807 Wolfe 1982;

Sahlins_lQBS).'The capitalist world economy, with its
genesis in Europe, has geographically expanded to cover the
entire globe (Wallerstein 1980). Hawai'i was part of the
capitalist expansion, but only after 1820 when Hawai'i
Pplayed a role in fhe export of sandalwood (although one

contract for sandalwood was writtenfbefore'this'time,'the

post-1820 date marks the beglnlng of 50010—cu1tural changes L o

_related'to the sandalwood trade). ﬁo“ld,systemS“tueory i

‘not a.new concept and the basis of this theory is that a,,;f%;';-

as a frontler 5001ety to the established and mercantlle .
colonial societies of—Western'Eﬁrope and the United States-

in the early nineteenth century. It is after this point in

oL




‘time that the archaeologioal’recoroﬁ/changes from the
intermittent and sporadic occurr?hce of foreign items to a
higher frequency of foreign 1tems.

Other research issues that focus on demodraphy, and the
connectlon between human geography and anthropology (cul-
ture), include questions of settlement patterns disease

vectors, and populatlon estimates, Cultural contact 51tua—

of . contact sites is necessary: for any dlscu551on of
Hlstorlcal sources -often: prov1de the.needed 1n51ght

into soc1al-andﬁeconom1c v:rlables-used"to 1ntorpret'
archaeological patterns of initial contact sites. For
example;,some studies of gender have suggested that "the
people provide the links between the two cultures in contact
is a critical factor in determining the end results of
accultﬁratioﬁ“ (ﬁeaéch 1982:163). In other words the
assimilation of western ideas and goods and‘the resultlng

' s?st*ﬁic.éhangeé_in the re01plent culture can “often be '

1dnnt1f1ed or 1nferred by examining the hlstorlcal

:"contact 51tuatlons.—i7"'m

) - . - s e e e e

Acculturatlon

! . ‘To what degree is a. grouP acculturated’ When_dOesfan '

‘indigenous site become a historic site? Is the presence or

‘tions have provided thelba51s-for11mportant contrlbutlons_ln.x

this area (Deetz 1962; Deagan 1982), ‘and the 1dent1f1catlon_'

"ffpcpulation dynamlcs,_epidémlcs, and soc1a1 dlSlntegratlon.f_“rV-Tfﬂf:

':'odocumentatlon for the gender of the indlvlduals 1nvolved ln.oi;.

ey ReTIT L e




absence of exotic trade artifacts the key criterion in

historic site identification? Is.a site historic after the
point ofcinitial contact or after the point of continuous
-contact?

' Identifying the change from a prehietoric site to a
hlstorlc site hinges on the larger problem of defining when
a group becomes acculturated. The first formal attempt to
r-define the anthropoleogical concept of acculturation was made
' incthe'ﬁid—thbﬂties and defined.as.the'result,of-two:groupS"

: 8]
that -come. 1nto contlnuous flrst he? contact and changes

—?occor iﬁ Eﬁe-orlglé?él_coitugeiupgcceéo;-ofeifﬁe;“g;ouoee;:iii:
*1(Redf1e1d"“L1nton, ‘and " Herskov1ts 19367 Forty-twofyears
later.deflnlyklons are stlll.belng suggested(gchuyler
jf1978:28). Both sources include discussion of the element of
time as it relates to the contact situation, that ie,
sporadic versus continuous interaction. They agree that
acculturation can be confirmed when changes in the original
Vcoitural,patternkare altered in observable ways. According
__Lto Schuyler. 7
) : Inoigenous sites yecome hleturlc.eltes éﬁd'£hﬁs e
the subject matter for our discipline, only when
~their basic cultural and ecological patterns have

' 'been-altered by contact and when this ‘is dlsplaYed*ffr”:i
i the archaeologlcal data (Schuyler 1978 28 S

The 11nks between acculturatlon, hlstorlc 51tes, andm'mﬂﬂ
exotlc artlfacts becomes clear. Exotlc artlfacts are_ﬂJdA_
m;nd;catlons,ofgan;assoclatlon w1th Eurcpeans and we may "

‘infer contact or trade but not necessarily direct or first




hand contact with foreigners. The'présencé of the artifacts
may 51gnal the beglnlngs of acculturatlon, but not

necessarlly so. Artifacts acqulred during the contact period

”“T,fmay or may. not alter pre- contact organizational patterns. In

“pther words"Contact situations'may-not'neCéssarily'Change
‘the organization of material culture or human behavior from
its previous prehistoric state.

'The-study of acculturation through the examination of

"V_archaeological data in conjunction:with:written sources

prov1des 1n51ghts into changlng aspects of cultural systems.

"f'ueetz (1962)~excavated at‘the 51te of La Purlslma Mission 1n°'”""m“'

-California, bullt in: 1812 to serv1ce the Chumash Indlans. He

a150'excavated"a nearby Chumash v111age, Alamo Pintado, and
by comparing the two identified systemic changes in Chumash
culture. Male-oriented activities changed the mdst between
the two data sets while female activities showed little
change and greater stability over time. The interaction
between two divergent groups (Spanish missionaries and
Chumash men) may account for the stability of female
érﬁifact-categgries, in relation to their corresponding
activities, as contrasted -against male-oriented activities
ana artiféct categories. i | |

Two'ahthrépologists ﬁave tackled the problem of":
classifyiné types of material artifacts that may show

patterns of change in response to acculturation. Quimby

T T LR B SR
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Takle 1.1

CATEGORIES OF ACCULTURATION *
Hew est
1. of artifacts received fof which there is a native

counterpart.

2. of artifacts received where there is no native
- counterpart. '

3. of artifacts made from native materials but
copylng introduced . models..

a. Where the technlques are introduced along

with the new artifact. -
= be--i-Where ‘the technigques-come -from w1th1n thew~w~f%;ﬁfw

rec1p1ent group.;Q;;¢

T4 of artlfacts where ‘the “introduced model is
- -decorated after the native manner.

-75. of artifacts where the manufacture is local but
the maker employs imported material and '
technigues.
0ld Types %
1. of artifacts where there is a substltutlon of an 5

1mported materlal for a local cone.

2. of artifacts where there is a substitution of
'material and technique.

. 3. of ‘artifacts modified by the 1ntroductlan of a new.- - -
‘element of subject. - : D

“# From White (1974:156, Table 1).

RS —




o (1966) introduced "categories df'changé“.aé a .way of
%ssessing the degree to which artifact categories changed
over time. This method was ah-attgmpt-to determine the
degree of acculturation or chaﬁgé-on the American Indiah '

culture as a result of contact with the Europeans. Later

acculturation the Pomo Indians -experienced through contact .
with members of the Russian American Company at “Fort Ross, -

- california.-

be a valuable'ﬁool_lnithEJanalys;s.of'artlfacts'found in the
contact situation" (White 1974:156, Table 1:161). The
categories identified in his article are presented here in

Table 1.1. When applied to the indigenous site artifact

assemblages, the pattern or degree of acculturation can be

“inferred.

””f;with]accéssftdeeVéfél'iﬁd“pendént.cat gories-of evidence -

bt v

:1behav1or and preserved behav;or“' In thls thesls the

';ﬂdocumentary -sources are part of the data base Also 1nc1uded

fftare the material by—productS'or

White (1974) uses a similar scheme to estimate the,deg:ee_of

White added a "manufacturer“ category (one that Qulmby _"

Vterlal culture"iJ_L;h_

“*fmlght‘be 1dent1f1ed'1n any acculturatlve_SItuatlon and‘"can f”:'

The study of contact situations.providesuarchaeologists 

.(1977') ‘as- “the spoken word the-wrltten wordx;observed _;m+,wﬁ”




“wpreserved behavior" of -contact situations.
In.this chapter the problem of artifect identification
as time markers and the interpretation ef artifact patterﬁs
-wae,introducedf:The.importance of'idehtifying pre-contact
(pte—i?785,1iﬁitial.coﬁtact (1778*1820}, and eafly nistoric
post-1820) features; all of which may share archaeologically
-similar artifact patterns, was also introduced. Chrono-
Vt_tloglcal controls for 1dent1fy1ng features dlstanUlShed
'“1§ff¥1;dur1ng the perlod of 1n1t1a1 contact hereafter referred to t

‘as: the protohlstorlc (1778 1820), are v1tal to understandlnge

: thls tran51:1ona_jperlod73th15‘understandlng,‘In“turn

3'chapters present a methodology'to dlstlngulsh the
'protohlstorlc from the hlstorlc perlod 1nc1ud1ng the
documentary sources for this'period. We will begin with a

detailed examination of the nature of the Hawaiian

protohistoric.

nebroader esearch 1sssues The remalnlng _pﬁ;m“;””j'm




Chapter 2

THE PROTOHISTORIC AND HISTORIC PERIODS IN HAWAI'I

DEflnltlonS of Protohistoric and Hlstozlc Periods

The Hawaiian protohistoric has been 1dent1f1ed by Klrch
(1985:306-308) as the period A.D. 1650—1795. His definition
-ef the protohistoric period is based on the systemic (tech-
-;nological political, gand,soéial) changes to-the-Hawaiiah
.culture from “1ts Ancestral Polyneszan predecessor"i Kirch'

asserts that "these changes were wztnessed at European

protohlstorlc to be the perlod between-prehlstory and
history. Prehistory refers to the period of time before
initial European contact. The historic period would then be
defined as the period after European contact and after the
"feStabliehment.of mercantile capitalism (for most of Hawai'i

'hﬁehie,deteeis 1820, for Honolulu this period may begin a few

“years ‘earlier). In the historic period indigenous sites

1-become hlstorlc 51tes and can be archaeologlcally ' o o F

dlfferentlated by changes 1n the “ba51c cultural and

;ecologlcal_patterns mthat have been altered by contact '
'(Schuyler 1978: 23). - ' |
| '“  The protohlstorlc perlod as used 1n thls thes;s,

"fdellneates a major cultural and temporal perlod that is




 specific for those areas of Hawai'i which were in sporadic
oontact with European visitors between 1778 and 1820._

'Foreigners during this time tended to focus on their needs
(water, food,_sex,'and'shelter) which included'maintainiog
their relationships with paramount chiefs. Kamehameha was

,the'paramount chief of Hawai'i and parts of Maui by 1795 and

f?
~ after 1795 of O'ahu as well'(§52;>means ‘that the movements uDVJF ?
> Bles Rl s
--of ‘Kamehameha durlng much of thls time fe’a key “factor in
'77]1dent1fy1ng theunuances.of protohlstorlc oultural contact.
””The Hawallan materlal culture of thls perlod from an arch—.i .
: : R BRIt e LRI ﬁ,u_ga/sz_sxrea—’_e

polnt of v1ew, was not changed from 1ts prev1ous~

_;pfeoeetotlo~pattern
The historic period, oo the other hand,,ie differen-
tiated by the technological, social, and material influence
of missionaries and whalers who arrived in the Islands in
1820. The influence of the missionaries was{é;;zggffj
_reachlng in the Islands than that of the whalers, Moreover,
-jthe whalers -as a group were concentrated on Maui rather than
fonftheﬂotoer Islands.
e | W;esfof'tﬁe%;ﬁerioen Board ofoAEéiéﬁ”
.MissioherieS'and the mercantlle efforts that followed them

in thet18205 subsequently altered artlfact patterns-that are -

°revealed.rn the archaeologlcal recordf;The 1ntroductlon of _m;}t

| new objects (sets of dlshes, cloth clothlng, bottled

"'Qﬁ‘med1c1nes ‘liquor, glassware), made-aval;able for:purchase

imiOr:barter to all, not just the chiefS} allowed for-materiel Vgﬂx

ki
E.




culture to sprezd -across the spectrum of chiefs .and
coﬁmoners, thereby changing the archaeclogical pattern.

| - wesz:
Changes to the patterns of material goods Egsjinev1table due

to the increase of exotic goods filtering through the system

through many different conduits-—through merchants_and
_missionaries, as well as their wives and-children. This
pattern of distribution significantly differs from the

pattern of the. prev1ous 42 years of contact which had kXKVU

domlnated ‘by tran51tory‘ma1e v151tors (traders) Deagan :

(1982: 163) p01nts out that'the llnk between two cultures in

11nks are'men, women, and chlldren.
Although little archaeclogical research has focused on

marker artifacts of the Hawaiian protohisteoric period, the

information presented in journals and logs of the time
period suggests freguent and varied trading between |
'-~Westerner5'and Hawaiians.'Initially iron was the’object.most
| _soughtrafter,:followed_by guns; which in_turh gave way to
'*Ef;ihc' =é d@Quahtitiee'of3perisheble:items (cioth'or“

clothlng) and novelty 1tems (ceramics, mirrors, furniture).

i'Pressure was placed on the forelgn traders to provzde the.-:

' thelr food and water. Thls control of trade by the

- (S f
' 1nd1genous group is typlcal of the contact period

=3

77'4%Z};félnteractlons in other areas (Flﬁyer 1977:2-5). It separates

15

'ﬁlezwas_domlnated_by“males whereas in. the hlstorlc perlod'the.“:frwfie';
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“ﬁfnrotohlstorlc -and hlStOIlC“perlOdS.‘:

':Drovidefthefyear'of:theSe introduetions,'These:documents:

'-fbetween'two dlvergent cultures, that of ‘the Western

:fﬁ(Amerlcan, Englzsh, French or: Russ;an) v;s;tor and the

the protohistoric period from the historic period, where the

merchants established businesses, and where they (the
foreigners) controlled priees;

In subsequent sections of this Chapter, the nature of
the Hawaiian protohistoric period will be explored by 1)
discussing the rationale for using selected trade items as a
means of identifying protohistoric sites; 2) presenting a
brief evaluation'of-the documentary literature pertainingtto
early. protohlstorlc trade :in Hawai'i, and 3) dlscu551ng the_ 

strlklngly dlfferent mechanlsms for trade durlng the

-;ir,Materlal COrrelates og ;he Hawallan P;otonlstor;c'"ﬁ”:”"% ” 

Thls thes;s presents an 1nvestlgatlon lnto the problem

'presented by the meager record of nmaterial remains from the

protohistoric period when maritime'trade was established
between foreigners and Hawalians. Temporary visitors to the
Islands dispensed to the Hawailans various trade goods,
plants, .animals, ideas, and diseases. Documents provided by

European and American visitors name the locations and.

describe the initial and subsequent contact 51tuat10ns'

M-nat1Ve Hawallan However, ‘the identification of Hawallanef””"wwu
'SItes or cultural features, datlng betWeen the late

“eelghteenth and early nineteenth centuries (approxxmately

16




1778 fo 1820) has been difficult. While the first 42 years
of the contact period, the pfotohistoric,-has been selected
as a focal point of this investigation and discussion,
references to the historic period will also-appear.
This-paper‘focuses on those artifact patterns that
reflect access to the types of trade goods introduced and

recovered in the-archaeological.fecord during this 42-year

| illustrate thlsApattern are from selected 51tes on the

ulslands of Hawal ‘i, O'ahu, and'Kaua l.rThe artlfact

H:{‘ﬁcollectlons jrom these sxtesﬁw111.be correlated to-the

T written” documents of the protohlstorlo period-to identlfy
Jspec1flc artlfact‘types that may serve aS'tlme;markers for
thisg period in Hawaiian history.

Investigations of the artifacts diagnostic of the
protohistoric and the interpretation of the reiative lack of
protohlstorlc artlfacts in the archaeoclogical record has

been neglected in Hawaiian archaeology A questlon relevant

addressed here is: What artifacts can be used to ldentlzy
; protohlstorlc features’ An addltlonal guestion that- should

also be addressed ;s. What ‘makes 1dent1flcatlon of. post-zh

.fleZO the historic. period, features less dlfflcult°*'
The answer to the first questlon-can_be found in the
 historic documents that describe activities of'trade,betﬁeen

,14.;the-Hawaiians and the foreigners. Excerpts from these

"*period.,The archaeologioal-database, or collectioﬁs;?usedstos

to the focus of such an 1nvestlgatlon and one that w111 bei;mi_h:¥3h

H
i
i
i
i
i
i
;
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documents will be detailed in the next chapter.'Tﬁrough the
documentary record one can idehtify what might be expected
to be recovered in the archaeological record for the

| preiehistoric.éeried. However, ‘the items listed in these
documents .do not always match the iﬁemS‘recovered from an
;archaeological.excavation. Nonethelese} artifacts dated to
the protohistoric period can be used to date the archaeo-

_ loglcal deposits within- whlch‘they are recovered

“The greater avallablllty of hlstorlc artlfacts reflects

the contlnuous nature of tradlng opportunltles avallable to B

VELfthe Hawallans after therm1551onar1es and the*merchants who-
““followedgthegthemzarrlved:1n~thefIslands;$Thls:pattern of o
trading transactions was-markediy different'from'rhe
protohistoric trade, where transitory foreign males provided
" non-traditional objects, sﬁch as beads, nails, metal tools,
guns, and cloth. These items remained the same until the
establishment of foreign settlers and settlements in the
islands; The establiehment of continuocus or sustaihed
contact with forelgners and the avallablllty of a w1der
'range ef objects-usea in ifa e eritheir'aﬁaila- 1tv in the
: marketplace‘provided‘Hawaiiansfwitn §nereasedfand continuous

_access to foreign goods.. . .

The'Scurces o

The archaeologlcal assemblages targeted for thls
investlgatlon were~se1ected because they were recovered from

areas noted as important locations for transactions between

ST e
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‘Westerners -and Hawaiians during the late eighteenth and

Hawai'i; the coastal area known as Makena on the island of
‘Maui; and Waimea Bay on Kaua'i. The selection of archaeo-
Llogical sites”and associated artifacr.assemblages ﬁifhin
1these areas was based on thls authcr's famlllarlty w1th the
751tes themselves, and -with the relevant site hlstorles,_
'artlfact ccllectlcns, -and publlshed lnformatlcn.;;_

oo Bites

elOCatlon,

?~were rev1ewed 1nc1uded collectlons from the National Park

7 Honolulu. In: addltlon o these collectlons I reviewed

varlous collectlcns held at the Bernice P. Bishop Museum

- Department of Anthropology, looklng-speclflcally_for.

early nineteenth centuries. These include five locations:
Kealakekua, ‘and the nearby area of Honaunau, and Kawaihae

(John Young's house site is located herejon the island of

Awereachcsenaprlmarlly ongthe strength“of sj:;ssfav;”

and secondarlly on publlshed 1nfcrmatlcn. The

archaeolcglcal information collected at the lccatlcns llsted : si

b~
above has been contract work that was conducted py the f%ﬁi
Bishop Museum staff. .In some cases the original published ) %
information did not include descriptions of some of the %gg
historic artifacts recovered during the archaeological field g%
. =

—work.'Thusﬁa‘thorcﬁgh'examination of the artifact ccllec—

tions was necessary The archaeologlcal collections that

Service Hlstorlc Landmarks cf Pu'uhcnua O Honaunau and Pu'u

'"ijohola alcng‘w;th collectlons from Fort Ellzabeth now

_epartment of" Land and ‘Natural Rescurces in- f-7¥*~~3%i'




ertifacts.that could be used as markers for the proto-
historic period. This research required the survey of 511
non-traditional artifacts stored in cabinets in the Museunm.
Historical.soorces such as ﬁournals end_logs of
sojourners provide.information on first and subsequent
encounters between these transitory'visitors and'the
Hawaiians..Generally'these.aocounts provide valuable
dooﬁmentation'on'the'cultural huances-of Hawaiian life over
tlme (Beaglehole 1967 Vancouver 1384, Meares 1790 Townsend

1921, Llslansky 1968) These accounts also prov1de the -

archaeologlst w1th knowledge of a tlme and a place where;j;jfﬁv;j;'

Interactlons between ‘Hawaiians. and forelgners occurred. To a

lesser degree ‘these documents_prov1de.descr1ptlons.of the
articles used in trade with the indigenous groups encoun-
tered on voyeges. Many times there are references_to
"trifles" as gifts being presented to an individual however
the specific meaning of this term is unknown and the

interpretation is left to the reader (c.f.Hughes 1977:11 for

similar comment).

= dan

The available journals, logs, and . diaries are guite

“numerous, and it was difficult to limit the-sources used for
3*thi5'thesis. The selectlon of documents Was . based on. thelr

1nclu51on of tradlng 51tuat10ns where the specxflc items

used in trade were prov1ded. In addltlon to,readlng-about

the various voyages of discovery by Cook 1778-1779

(Beaglehole 1967), La Perouse 1786 (La Perouse 1968},

i i e T
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':anaihow“traded ob}ects were manlpulated by'the rec;plent

.}5oulture

j:occur every day a Shlp was anchored offshore. The total

?Tnumber of potentlal tradlng days was 2, 262. The ‘range of

‘Vancouver'1792-1794, Lisiansky 1804 (Lisiansky 1968), and
Golovnin 1817-19 (Golovnin 1979), other documents were
examined, including varioue journals of fur traders. The fur
traders'provided detailed accounts of trading activities
beﬁween themselves and Hawaiians becaﬁse their social
orientation was as a businessmen or me:chahts. Fur"t:aders
included Dixon (1968), Portlock (1789j, Meares (1790), Roe
(1967),"Townsend (1921), Lisiansky (1968), and Krusenstern

(1968) -All of these documents provxded data on the objects

used An trade in Hawal i, the mllleu for tradlng act1v1t1es,-r

In the’protohlstorlc period, . 1786-1820 (excludlng
Cook's voyage and the 8 years hiatus), 134 shlps stopped in

the Hawaiian Islands. The average length of stay made by any

- one vessel was 17 days. Based on the documentation available

the number of potentlal trading days was calculated. This

number ‘was arrlved at only for those entries that prov1ded

oboth arrival and departure dates for the shlps. The trading

" days are referred tO'as-“potentlal" because'trade or the = .

J (=3

-_exchange of qoods between foreigners and Hawallans did not

tradlng days varies- 51gn1f1cantly from just a 51ngle day 1njt _

'_1797 (this was the departure day of the shlp Otter), to a

total of 137'days in 1794 (the visit of Vancouver with his

B i
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two ships). Table 2.1 provides a listing of the ships that

visited Hawai'i. In chronological order it lists the
Captain's name and the origin of the ship. Figure 2.1
illustrates the number ef days foreign-vessels stopped in
the Islands between 1778 and 1820. A total of 79 ships was
1dent1f1ed by the criteria outllned above, representing 60%
of the total number of ships that v151ted Hawai'i during

this time. These statistics do not reflect the absolute

number of days foreigners visited the Islands but it

provideeea representative sample of those that .did.

'”w:fff~1—The toplc of marltlme fur trade 1sAone that has~ww
t'stlmulated researchers, 1nclud1ng hlstorlans, geographers._llim;.”s

and anthropologlsts to erte v1goreusly on the subject

since the early part of thls~century. The llterature

focusing on fur traders in a culture contact situation has

I EERNTEER Yo Iilf‘\{v’i‘l‘.i‘ﬂ a

generally concentrated on the articulation between two

by v g

%} divergent cultures as they interacted either by a sea-based
or a land-based organization. A major geographic focus of

this subject has been the Pacific Northwest Coast (e.g.

- Fisher 1977, Kerch-1984, Quimby 1948:247e255). erthese: o o 3
summaries'surprisingly few include-Hawai?i.inrthe discussion é
"offihe'maritiﬁe fur trade. Haweii}s:role in therqaritime-_y §
'ifﬁeeeaffreae;iﬁ;fﬁretecroes'theifeeific'is'aeknoﬁieagedfi;f?55 ---“:g

. _the work of J. Meares (1921), F. W. Howay (1932), H. Bradley

AT

{1939), T. Morgan (1948), J. M. Callahan (1969) and J. W.

Caruthers (1973).




Year
1778
1778-79

1786

- 1786-87.

L182, M

1788

1788-3%

1789

1790

Table 2.1
VESSELS VISITING THE HAWAIIAN ISIANDS 1778 - 1820

Arrival - Deaparture Ship captain origin
aniiis - Feb, 2 Resclution Capt. Cook British
Discovery Capt. Clerk British

Hov. 26 - Feb. 4 Resolution capt. Cook British
' ' Discovery - Capt. Clerk British

May 24 ~ June 13 ‘Eing George capt. Portlock British
S on, Sharlotte capt. Dixon British

‘May 29 -~ .30 . ‘Boussole  .La Percuse . French
S ) Astrolabe de Langle -~ French: -
Nov. 16 — Mar. 13 © . King George_ -JCapt.ﬂPortlockfﬁritishr-'.'

9n. Chariotte Capt. Dixen  -British -

-Master-Barkley Austrian:

“capt.” -é:iﬁiéh
Sept. 5~ 18 .. .. ~ Qn. Charlotte Capt. Dixon - - British

Sept. 27 - Oct. 8 EKing George  Capt. Porlock British
Janl 2 —.ﬁaf. is8 Pr.-of Wales Capt. Colnett British
Prn. Roval Capt. Duncan British
oct. 18 - 26 Felice Capt. Meares British
Dec. 6 - Mar. 15 Iphigenia ~ Master Douglas British
W, Ameri Master Funter British
July 20 - Aag. 20 Iphigenia Master Douglas British.
-Angust - 7? _ ] legmpig,_ - Master Gray American
Sept. 23 - 25 Mercury Capt. Cox British
-early in year . Eleancora : Simon Metcalf American
.;hqth;céptured” Fair American Thanﬁs Hetcaif Qmericaﬁ;~

" September - Grace - ¥m. Douglas American

B e
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Table 2.1, contipnued

Year Arrival - Departure ghip Captain origin _ F
1791 Mar. 23 - Apr. 18  Pry._Roval ¥. Quimper Spanish
i e captured 's9
1791 April - ? Argonaut 3. Colnett British
May 20 - 29 Hope J. Ingraham American
oct. 6 - 12 .
Aug. 22 - Sept. 1  Gustavis ITI Capt. Barnett Swedish’
-oct. & - 10 : _Solide - - 'Capt.Fﬁﬁ:chand'rrench e
©oct. - Nov. ' L. Washnington Capt. Xendrick Mmerican
27 Eamesck . Capt. Crowell Mmerican f

“Vancouver British -

naval -'supply_"’f::"— Sl

-0ct. 29 = Nov. .3 ‘Columbia R, Gray ‘American

Nov. 8 - 15 Halcyon C.H.Barkley ? w
? -2 Margaret Capt. Magee American -
7 -7 Jenny Capt. Baker British .
1793 Feb. - ? Jackal " A. Stewart British i
Nov, =- Dec. W. Brown i
i
Feb. 12 - Mar. 30 Discovery Capt. Vancouver British i
Feb. 12 — Mar. 16 Chatham Lt. Puget British i
Feb. - 2 . Butterworth W. Brown British - g
Mar. - 7 Jefferson Capt. Roberts AmeTican %
-Oct. /Novy. - L. Washiﬁgon Capt. Kendrick American = 1
Spring 1794 L T a e




‘“Year Arrival - Departure Ship
1794 Jan. "9 - Mar, 14 Piscovery
Lhathas
~.Jan. 9 - Feb, 8 Daedalys
Pebruary Britannia
(first ship bullt in islands -suppervised by Vancouver)
Hch; -2 Jefferson
“Phoenix ;
T ;~.?: Ju;zaghiﬁg;gnt
1794 . _Llee Too-

1796

1796-97
1798

1799

| 17%4-95

“Hov' él-_ Jan:

Jan. 1 -
July 6

¢
Lt
[

Feb, - ?

october
IM‘C-_ 2 - Jan.
aug. 12 - 31
January

oct. 6 - 8-9

1

“July .19 - 21 - -

a2 .gacgaiﬁ:

Table 2.1, continued

Captain

origin

Capt. Vancouver British

Lt. Puget

Lt. Hergest

Capt. Roberts

Capt. “Moore

British
British

Hawaiian

American

?

'Capt}~sandfick. American

- Capt. .Gordon

L. Washington  Simpson
Mercury
Providence

Ruby

Arthuy
{wrecked)
Qtter

Cat. Barnett

Capt.

€. Bishop

H. Barber

E. Dorr
D. Greenhe
Capt. 'Rowan

‘R. Cleveland

Capt. Crocker

Broughton

~British

British

_-American -
“British’

.Britisn

British
American

British

British

?

British
American
American

American -

American

s i

i
I
i
1.
1
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3
Table 2.1, continued _ IS
Ysar arrival - Departure Ship Captain origin
1800 | summer Alers Capt. Bowles American
oct. 21 - 28 . . Betsy 2 British
ﬂ; 1801 Dec. 10 - 20 . . seve A. Delano American
1802 Aug. 5 - Nov. 4 Atahualpa Capt. Wildes - American h=
' Fall . Alers, _..J. Ebbets " American
_ - Dec. ‘25 - 28 " amn e _ American
1802-03  Dec. 17 - Jan 21  ‘Margaret J. Buyers '~ British
| | ...ff’u‘.‘f 21 - July 7. M :j_-w..rfshale.z' " american
‘ 1t. von ,: . Russiaﬁ_ i L

= ‘Krusenstern

e L‘.\.Slansky . Russian. .

1805’ Ut Tipebr 27 - Mar."12' pearl™ 7V 7 ‘capt. zbbets 7 American’ ~ -

€

i

f-

ol

i

i ?.~5

‘Aag. 22 - N Lelia Byrd ‘W, Shaler -American -

- Sept. 9 (leaked so “took new ship) 1 E

Tamany J. Hudson Hawaiian -

{built in Hawaii) -

Aug. - Oct. 6 Atahualpa Capt. Adaps American i

Dec. 8 = 22 Yarmouth S. Patterson ? =

- ot

1806 February Bamilton Capt. Porter American 1

Sept. 3 - 28-30 Pearl Capt. Ebbets  American ‘ :
‘Sept. 8 - 30 Perseverance A. Delanoc American '
Sept. 29 - Oct. 26 Port ay Prince Mr. Brown British
' 1
Sept -oct.  o'cain J. Winship American ;

2 —;_ ? SR Tamapa . J. Hudson Hawaiian -

26




Yazx
1807

i8os8

1809

”QFeb. 13 — 28 : “Tenguin

Table 2.1, continued

 li&iva1 -unqparturi sniﬁ caﬁftin origin
May 1% = July 19 Marviand J. Perry, Jr. American
‘before Jan. 9 - ‘Pearl Capt.: Suter " American
Jan. 27 - April Heva Capt. Hargmeister Russian
Feb. 24 - Mar. 15 Dromo ? ) American
iééb(--“uar. 4 ) ngg_gi;ggzﬁlgng Capt. .Spence ?

.. Various - American

(J‘.tpo_rtant__ fiqure in-eariy trade)

Capt. Thorn American

;Fés%%zﬁfimﬁirf:743'i'”
153Pt{f23—*:0Ct;%;5

..Sept..27 --Oct.-15 Enternrise _..-Capt. Ebbets~. American:: -

Peb. 26 - Mar. 14  Atahualps Capt. Suter  American

‘Mar. 26 - Apr, 6 ' -Beaver ©  Capt, Sowles American
Fall Isabella -Capt. Heath American
oct. 23 - Nov. 13 ¥Hew Hazard Capt. Hye, Jr. American
? Lark Capt. Northcop American

June 29 - New Bazard Capt. Nye, Jr. American
July 26=27

October Atahualpa Capt. Suter  American
: : {scld to Russians, changed name: Beripg}.

fA1 DAV A NI
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Ysar

1813-14

1814

1815

T

1815-16

1316 |

1817

1817-18

Table 2.1, continued

Arrival - Departure
June 29 - Late
June 29 - ?

May 14 - 23

Hay 23 - June 11
June 22 -~ July 16
October.

Jap. 16 - 18

“Howember

" pec. 7 - Feb. 16
. .Dec. 10 - Jan. 4

" Jan. 16 -

May., 28 - May 7
June - Dec.

Nov. 21 - Dec. 14
Jan. 19 - 7

Jan. 27 - Apr. 16

July 4 - 7

" Ang. 12 -

Sept: 27.- 0ct. 14

‘Dec. 6 - 2

8hip Captain
,Ig;bg;lg Capt.. Heath
o'cain ' capt. Winship
Racoon cépt. Black
8. Andrew ﬁggggng,Lﬁ. éamble
Cherub Capt. Tucker

Bering - Capt.‘Benhett
{wrecked off coast of Kauaij

Golumbia Robsen .. . ..
Vriéég;iZ;j.fm ..Capt.;Tylerl,ﬁs
Millwood o ;?.jéailey;”.;;;
Cojﬁiﬁig Capt. Jennings

Forester Capt. .Adams
{purchased by Kamehameha)

Ophelia S. Hill

Enterprise Capt. Ebbets
uric Lt. Kotzebue

almyza 2

Columbia Capt. Jennings

Panther ' Capt. Iéwis

Bordeaux Packet A. Blanchard
{sold to Ralaimoku, Decenmber)

Ruric _ Lt. Rotzebue
Columbia Capt. Jennings

origin
American
.Anerican
British
American
‘British

Russian

_-British . -

American™
‘British

American

American
American
Russian
Russian
sritish
American

american

" "Rassian

British

{sold to Xamehameha I, May 1818)

...:American .- -

a2 i ae

W

s
T

S e -

TR T

g,
1
iy
!
i
£

RN LR




!Qnr ‘Arrivai - Departurs ‘Baip
-1818 May

-Aug. 28 - Sept. 20 -Qsprey--

Aug. 8 - 30

NoV.l? --?

~with - addxtlons from other- journals.'

-Santa Rosa
{priate ship, purchased by Kam. I, seized by Argentina Sept.}

Axgsn;ing-_

_Sept_. - Gt _.20
oct. 20 - 30 Kamchatka
Hovember ;ﬂenﬁg{
1819 Jan. 9 - .26 . delaj

-Capt. Adams ?

- “Sources for - thea above table-were prinally from Judd {1974}

et

i

Table 2.1, .continued

origin
American

Captain
Capt. Turner

- Brown - - - . - American-

Capt Bouchard 5.American

Capt. Golovnin Russian

J. Suter American
de Rogquefeuil  French
de Freycinet. French

1t Iﬂ;l"i % ﬂ ey

ey
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Table 2.2 FREQUENCY OF VISITOR DAYS BETWEEN 1778 - 1820

y Days #*
Number- Years Average
of Ships : Number of Days
4 1778-1779 166 41.5
10 1786-1787 _ 405 40.5
7 1788-1789 241 34.4
5 1791 . : 62 , 12.4
7 1792 - _ o A34 . . ©19.1
6 1794-1795 184 30.6
3 . 1796-1797 87 . o 29.0
QT agee g i _
- B R & 13- RS e . : : ';w-j;s ' 3
-1 1800 oo oo R T =
1 1801 : 10 16.0 &
4 1802~1803 176 44.0 i
2 1804 17 8.5 2
4 1805 48 12.¢ g
3 1806 79 26.3 i
1 1807 62 62.0 L
. =
2 1809 20 10.0 S
r
4 ig1it 61 15.2 BT
3 1812 50 16.6 s
4 1813~1814 84 21.0 b
5 1815-1816 166 33.2
s 1817-1818 . 135 27.0
2 . .1s19 41 20.5
aame .

+. Total number of visitor days annually.

# - %% Represents total number of ships that (1) included.arrival and - ‘ i

i v departure -dates; (2) each return-trip was counted individually;

{3) kotal- :epresents 61 ¥ of tatal number of: sh;ps v151t1ng
Hawait'l .during this period.

o




-~ -Fisher defines differences between marine-based fur

| tfcdeferand'landwbased fur traders (1977:24). His discussion
' on“the'transitory nature of marine-based fur traders applies
' to Hawai'i, eSpecialiy es most of the visitors to the
coastal area of British Columbia also stopped in Hawai'i
.ldgringcthejperiod,between_lj78-and 1825 (Fisher 1977:2-23).
The peak years for the maritime fur trade in the Neorthwest
__c Coast were between 1792 and 1812 (Fisher 1977-2-3),.whiie'in
_t?.Hawal 1 the peak years were between 1786 and 1810 (Morgan
'5:? 1943) | o

;"The“major sources that will be used to extract thféff’f

w“Hawallen eﬁhnographlc ﬁerspectlve are the Works~of Davmd

 Malo (1951), Samuel Kamakau (1961, 1964 1976), Handy and

"Pukul (1972), and John I'i (1959). Contemporary sources that
have provided insight into the structure of the Hawaiian

chiefly class during'the'prctohistcric include the writings

of Marshall Sahlins (1981, 1984), Robert Hommon (1976),

. Patrick V. Kirch (1984, 1985), and Caroline Ralston (1978,

. 1984).

~Maritime Fur Traders and the Hawaiian Response

The,social,and-political.subesystems in operation

'Tw1th1n the.Hawallan culture of the prOtOhlStDrlc perlod

o

determlned the materlal remalns recovered 1n the

:narchaeologlcal record, and 1t is the 1dent1flcat10n ‘'of these

' ﬂecb—syetemS'chat constitutes the focus of thngthe51s.'The

-ffcrmal'structure of the artifact assemblages, or patterns,




that -can be identified should be investigated in relation-"'

ship to broader theoretically-based questions. South

(1977:xii) suggests that historical archaeologists direct
-their iﬁYéstiéations toward the uhdersﬁanding of the
“dynamics of dultura1¥systems and the causal conditions
'which'b;ing-aboﬁﬁ'the@:_mpdification." The particular
perspective that South maintains is an evolutionary one with

~the ultimate goal of isoléting,reguiarities.in_the,;

,a&ﬁ‘!#*:gfﬂ.i}'a- ‘iTi‘i‘fr'_ﬂif*u:"ﬁ&iﬁ?&’ni#i¢ﬁj"w5“ﬁ{@iﬁ:§‘ﬂ‘.€ wat Al Sl 'MM fuid

iaWsl(South'iS774xiii}

'  "”The materlal remains. of a’ cﬁlture”can b'ulnterpreted as

 ::those 0 Jeéts tha£ haveL_een manlpulated.by a. particularuset
of “culturally dlctated plans“ (Deetz 1977 11) In Hawai'i
there were two groups that interacted over a period of time
between 1778 and 1820, each with their own set of culturally
dictated plans. By analyzing the basis for this interaction
we gain insight into the type of objects traded and insight
intoft£écéﬁltural response elicited by these objects. The
exémiﬁétibn.of-historical”material culture from'ﬁawaiian -

éfg*jﬁ;j"iﬁsité~*hasibeeﬁ' mited to the occa51ona1 chapter or appendlx

w‘recovered w1thout synthe51s and 1nterpretat10n (Cleghorn -
1975 Rosendahl 1972 Luscomb and - Reeve 1976) “In thls
lilnvgstlgat;on-of-materlal cplture the focus is on the

1.broader"question-of-the”impact'of'transient'male'traders

32
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.(the fur tfedersieeeaﬁfhe ﬁaweiiae'responseeteuﬁheee
fofeigners. What does.the archaeoclogical pattern of material
culture look like for this unique period, marked by foreign
'tradersrwho were transient and male? This pattern can then
be contrasted to that of'the historic period which is marked
by'nonft:ansitory tradingeeppcrtunities and interaction not
oniy-with fcreign,males;.bue with women and children.asr-
well. Each group.interactingiwith the-Hawaiian_peoplefand

::¢onsci6usly or not changing'thegafchaeelogical‘patterh-of-

'_-_the materlal culture.

-}Although-the fur"traders mho V151ted Hawal 1 had a

"‘different*purpose for thelr_presence‘here, as a- group ‘they =~

'1nteracted w1th the Hawallans on the same level as when
encountering the indigenous groups that lived along the
Northwest Coast of America. The mid-Pacific island setting
certainly provided a diffefent Xind of experience for the

fur trader (there were no furs to be traded and the

Hawaiians were a culturally.different group) but in fact the

7fur traders appear to have responded to the Hawallans in .
'"much the same way they did to the Indians living in cgaStali

'-villages of Brltlsh Columbla. The reactlon to fur ‘traders

“-and thelr goods by ‘the Hawallans however,.w111 help to fi@gwﬁ5;

'clarlfy the dlscu551on of the . 1dent1f1cat10n and presence of
_western goods at archaeologlcal sites in. Hawal i.
The Hawaiian archaeological record 111ustrate5“the

= transitory nature of the contact during these years.
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Although the frequency of foreign vessels in Hawaijian waters
increased with time, only few foreigners remained in the
Islands to impart organizational changes in the Hawaiian
culture;hand_these~were isolated occurrences thatodid'not
affect the culture as a whole. The archaeological record for
protohistoric periods in other areas (for example, British
Columbia (Quimby 1966), the Marquesas (Dehning 1971}, the

_ American Southwest (Cheek 1974)); when compared.to'those for-

- the Hawallan protohistoric, reflect similar, patterns——a.lack;:?-

of contact artifacts and llttle change to the archaeologlcalr_;'

*‘?_pattern._Those changes whlch may have ocourred-WIthlndth

_QEQHawallan culture durlng thls tlme mustrhave_been ;solated
and 1nd1v1dual in nature, and are not reflected 1n*the

archaeologlcal record.

Through the examination of the archaeclogical collec-

Y reay R TA L IIAY™ By iy

tions the identification of artifact patterns specific to

pe g

the protohistoric and historic time periods can be isolated.
A preseﬁtation of pertinent references contributing to the
dlscu551on of trade between forelgners and Hawaiians durlng

i:thls tlme w1ll help to identify the means by which foreign

oo ?_r;iﬂ*fﬂﬁﬁﬁ@g@%mm%ﬁﬁmw%ww vy

trade goods were 1ntroduced A model that expllcates the

_1mpact of. tran51tory traders on.a marlne~based location w1ll"'@'

uﬁﬁé “be presented whlch clarlfles how the Hawallans_5i”"“”w

fincorporated‘the“new objects into their cultural_system.

’7,'Thiefmode1'will'show that the experiences were varied and .

_determined by the participants in the'transactions_ahd by




the objects traded. The indigenous culture manipulated the
iﬁported goods to fit their own ideoclogy and reality.
However, before dichséiné this mddél, a brief evaluation of
the:chumentarygiiteratﬁre pertaining to-early historic
trade in Hawai'i will be'presentéd. Then these accounts will
be examined to.assess the correlation between the historical
sources and the érchaeological coliections._
In the chapters ‘that follow documentation of the

,protohistoricalfrecord eXtracted frcmrthé;j6Urnals and,

dlarles of the'tran51tory v151tors w;ll be presented in ;

1ntroduced in- Chapter 4,iprov1d1ng further lnformatlon to
support the model of the Hawaiian protohlstorlc that ls

presented in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 3 =

PROTOHISTORIC TRADE IN HAWAI'I

This chapter focuses on the historical documentation of
the period after contact (1778) and before the missionary
period (1820) in Hawai'i. The objective.is to present
information relevant ‘to establishing the types of objects
" to 1dent1fy the objects that would be recovered 1n the

archaeologlcal record the durable'remalns cf the 1nter-

B 'Menyéhisccﬁians, enthrOPClogiste,ahd.archaeologists
have focused on the subject of "trade" in Hawai‘i. Notable
studies by historians include those of Alexander 1904; Thrum
'1905; Howary 1930, 1930-1934; Morgan 1948; Daws 1967;
,Bradley 1368, and Kuykendall 1968. Anthropological and
'_fercheeclogicalustudies, on the other hand, have focused
falmost exclu51vely on the. prehlstorlc perlcd of'Hawallan
INT*?hlstory. c;eg orn' s”{ 984) ‘nterest g work on the adz
-gquarry at Mauna Kea,,ln which he identifieS‘traditional

:;objects and analyzed the source for such cbjects, 1s -a gcod

'*Hommon.sr(1976) 1nvestlgatlons of trede;routes between-the_'
~Islands is also largely confined to the prehistoric period.

However, little has been done in the way of examining of
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traded into Hawaiki,during'this,period.fTheﬂultimate:goal is

”.fsexample cf such empha51s on: the prehlstcrlc perlod.rleew1se-7
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 western nohetfeditional'afﬁifecte;tﬁith che-exception of
éeneral,references to the trade between foreigners and
Hawaiiens and tﬁe impact of this trade on the Hawaiian
socialepolitical systeﬁ (e.g. Sahlins 1982).

The nineteenth century in Hawei'i wag a time of major
.changesewithin;the Hawaiian cultural system. The overthrow
ofjtﬁe ggpgeeystem {(in 1819) marked the beginning of
significant organizational change:within that century

L (Sahlins 1982-55). MlSSlonary 1nfluence was - w1despread in

the Islands after 1820, and a consequence was - the‘marked

RS 1ncrease ;n exposure and consumptlon of western goods.cAs

“r;f4the'm1551onary -efforts became“more w1dely dispersed'to o

'remete_areas of each 1sland,gthe concomitant increase in the

use of Western goods enhances our ability to identify post-
1820's material remains.

The eighteenth century, however, presents a different
plctureﬂ—both from the standp01nt of the mechanism of trade
‘and the objects traded. These two factors are the major
considerations in the following presentation pf.historical.
';éecﬁﬁentatidn of the eighteenth ceefuff.'Tﬁe*meuuahism fo:'

'trade in the eighteenth century was marlne-based and
trans;tory, w1th nearly all objects of trade belng mere.
c"trlfles“ (e g nalls, bar 1ron, mlrrors) SQme chlefs were
' presented with arms and ammunltlon and shlps, however, these
items are as rare as the trifles in the archaeological’

ﬂrecord.'on the other hand, during the nineteenth century the
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';;5(Morgan 1948) Hawallan polltlcal~organlzat10n and patternsf

‘mechanism for trade was land-based, with the objects of

trade being primarily household items, writing implementé,
cloth or clothing, and tools. Admittedly some objects of |
trade remained the same during both centuries (e.g. nails,
_clathiné,abeads)_but'the mechanism for trade was
asignifiaantly different. |

After contact, the fur traders (1786-1813) and the.-
sandalwood traders (1811 1829) provzded a contlnuous and '

'faccretlng supply of western goods to island 1nhab1tants

of warfare, however,'affected~the dlstrlbutlon of these_:;

AN A
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1goods. In the years after contact in 1786 the Hawaiian
chiefs set high prlces.for provisions, captured a small
ship, used foreign arms in inter~ and intra-island battles,
and adapted their dugout cances to hold these arms. The

first use of foreign ships and armament occurred in 1751

SYFLEE

near Waipio, Hawai'i Island, in 1791--a battle known as the

P

Kepuwahaulaula "red-mouthed gun" battle (Kuykendall
;1968;37).:Th15fmay have been the first battle in which the
Hawaiians were assisted in their efforts with foreign

'_weapons and with the aid of two Engllshmen, John Young and

Ww;xIsaac‘Dav1s, but guns and ammunltlon were traded or glven to

.chlefs_prlorthjthls-date.(Kuykendall 1968:37).
Use of foreign weapons, ships, and manpower resulted in
changes within traditional polities and in the ability of

- various-chiefs to maintain power and control over their




;sland lahds. In 1795 Kamehameha conguered the O'ahu chiefs.
This left only the chiefs from Kaua'i in opposition to him.
The culmination of the foreign assistance toward the chiefly
:fanke“occufred ih 1810 (Kamakau 1961:197) and was manifested
by an arch1pelago—w1de acknowledgement that Kamehameha I was
 the soverelgn ruler of Hawai'i.

The Documentation of Trading ‘Activities, 1778-1820
'The'ehiefs-had many eppeftunities to acquire weapoﬁs
eand other”trede éeods beﬁween;tﬁe years 1758-end 1820-

;because there were, 134 recorded shlps that stopped Jn the

Hawallan Islands (see‘Table 2 1 and Flgure 2 1 for dates andfffe

'jduratlon of v1szts)

Theﬂprlce of provisions and services varied for each
visit. The foreign visitor initially offered only piecee of
iron, iron tools, glass beeds, or mirrors. Those objects
referred to as "trifles" (as noted above) were never clearly
. defined but on.occasion meant beads or buttons and sometimes
mnails. During later visits the variety of trade-goodS'wasr
esﬁbstaptiaiiyfinereased.

'The'folleﬁing-discussion of'ﬁrotohistorie-féading
i-actlv;tles and the items traded 1s broken down .into four
- _t._,__-}temporal perlodS'- (1) 1778: (2) .1735-,1,795;_ (3) ,,71?‘79.5-—1810,

'"and-(4)"post 1810.

Cook's Vovages, 1778

Captain James Cook arrived in the Hawaiian Islands at

TFL; the beginning of 1778 and returned in November of the same

U

P e 1y ) Ney




Year; the combined time that his ereW'visited the ielanae
was 166 days. According to éook,'while-touring, on his first
visit to the Islands fish were exchanged for "anything we
: offered‘them, but {the Hawaiians] valued nails, or iron
above every other thing" (Beaglehole 1967:264).

As was discovered by early traders elsewhere in the
Pacific, objects made of iron were the most sought after
items of trade (Shinberg 1967; Fisher 1977; Hughes 1977).

‘There was even.a.word for iron in Hawaiian, hao. On the -

first dayeof'trading off“Kaua'i Cook noted that‘the:natives

fde51red specmflc 1ron objects;“esﬁec1ally nails, Whlch can_ij ”

%zonly be- explalned by a prior: knowledge of the materlal

(Beaglehole 1967:285, 1193-94). Samwell (1n:Beag1ehole
1967:1194) noticed a breech pin of a ship's gun and another
piece of iron that was:beaten out by a Hawaiian and made
into a dagger. Other iron tools seen while trading on Kaua'il
were an adze made from a piece of iron hoop two inches long
and fitted into a weoden'handle-and another edge tool that
‘was made from the point of a.broad sword (Anderson

s=d for these transactlons were -

Yt
@

1784:533
751x~penny nalls, they ‘were about 1/2-inch 1ong with flat
QipOlnts {Beaglehole 1967 264) Stokes (1931) conflrms Cook'
Ufexplanatlon in hls dlscu551on of an a priori knowledge of "
iron that preceded Cook's arrival. |

Duriﬁg Cook's second visit to the.Islands,_iron was

still §ery valuable and was highly sought after in trade.
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.Cook established a set price for provisions that the members

‘of his crew were to honor when trading with the Hawaiians.
The crew was instructed to trade with iron only when hogs
and ﬁegefables_(yams,'sweet potatoes) were offered, but if
perishébles, such as taro, were offered, then trifles should
.be used in trade (Beagléhoie 1967:527); The Hawaiians
requested iron nails sé-frequently.that.Samwell notes

 (Beag1ehole 1967:1064) :

These . People are so eager for our Iron that they

pick the Sheathlng Nails out of the Ship's bottom, - - ..
.& -our-Men-pull- as-many ‘as “they can: convenlently SOM
~the 1ns;de to glve to the Girls. e

N T LR BTN
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r;;iéon_was;so valuable'to the HaWallans;-chléféiéﬁé. "
commonérszalike, that it was ﬁecessary'to secure most
objects for fear that the ships would be stripped of all its
fittings. Other iron objects used in trade included barrel
hoops cut into pieces and sharpened, making it similar to
the Hawaiian koi or adze (Beaglehole 1967:276; Anderson
1784:529)..Also hatéhets, knives, chisels, a gun, and a

complete tool chest were presented to Kalani' opu u ;f,,-x',_“ (ohe/e:

' {Beaglehole 1967:297, 474, 507, 1170), aiong-th; variocus

unspecified tools (Anderson 1784:574). Metal objects removed

- from the_ship by:natives inclgded-hooks, thimbigs; (Bﬁ#ﬁéy;;ﬂﬁl--

n.d.:8) a pﬁcket, a butcher's cleaver, a pewter soup tureen,
a. boat hook, a ships rudder, a set of keys, a musket, the
armorer's tongs, and a plnnace (Beaglehole 1967:1223, 255,

272, 1348, 490,497, 532, 1193). Most of ‘these stolen items




were returned to the ship on Cook's orders, with the

assistance of the island chiefs.
Lieutenant James Burney recalled that:

on our first arrival the best articles of trade
were beads & buttons sewed on Slips of cloth to

wear about their wrists & Iron wrought into small
adzes in imitation of their own. (Burney, n.d.:8;

Beaglehole 1867:538).
Transactions such as this were more likely to occur
between ship's crews and women in- exchange for sexual

favors, as implied in ‘the journals. Durlng Cook's first

visit to‘Hawal i he 1ntroduced beads 1nto the tradlng arena.

o There are no actual descrlptlons"of the beads*Cook used:to'” |
trade'w1th 1n Hawa1 i. When the Hawallans—saw*the beadS'they:

flrst asked what - the beads were, and then-whether they could

be eaten; on being informed that they were to be hung in

their ears, the Hawaiians rejected them as useless (Anderson

1784:525).

Beads were given as gifts by Cook along with other

items duringxa feast at the heiau in Kealakekua (Burney,

n.d.). Cook'presentedito Kalani‘opu'u; the Hawaiian
paramount ‘the following items: several strings of various
colored. beads, two nmirrors, a large glass bowl, some nails

_ and other trlfles (Anderson 1784 .580) .

Dav1d Samwell surgeon on Cook's thlrd voyage, recounts

the- trade in buttons (not spec1f1c1y descrlbed but most

11kely brass) as an attempt to compensate the women who

visited the ships. The members of the ship's crew, it was
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. water, 70 plgs, some fowl plantalns potatoes, andftatomﬁ_J_ mT”7L;-_
'f}'roots were exchanged for nalls and pleces of iron ff

o (Anderson.;784;527) Cook comments on his good fortune’ to

~ Provisions. The selection of these goods was basec

noted;rstripped their clothes of metal buttons and busily
made bracelets (Beaglehole 1967:1152), The women were so
proud ofgtheir new ornaments that, in one instance, a woman
" receiving two such bracelets
shewed them to every Canoe as she passed them,
holding out her Arms that they might have a full
-view of her finery (Beaglehole 1967: 1152-1153).

Acquiring provisions for the ships was the primary

motive for trade_ih western goods in the Hawaiién'lélands on

5'bothﬂof:Cook'srvisits.'in~one:day of trading nine tons of

receive such vital -items as food -and water for which the
Hawaiians‘reqoested so little in return. The British

Government had provided Cook with large quantities of items

to be used specifically for the purpose of acguiring

-experience of Cook and other voyagers or traders . uiher
areas of the Pac1flc and along the Northwest Coast of

Amerlca. ObjectS'that were placed on board Cook? s“lpe at

__the tlme of departure from Brltaln are listed in Table 3. 1.
.'The llst, wrltten 1n elghteenth century Englmsh, 1ncludes

'the quantlty of the items selected and the name of the ship

on.whlch,they were'stored.

As illustrated in the excerpts from Cook's and his

= crew's journals, many of the items listed in Table 3.1 were




used in tradeein the Islands and should survive in the
archaeological record. The more durable items—--such as
beads,'metel fishhooks, knives, nails, tools of different
types, and'muskei shot--should be recovered. The perishable
items (such as oloth) have less of a chance of surviving in
‘Hawaiian ercheeological sites.

After Cook's death, seven years passed before any other
foreigners visited Hawaiian .waters. Captain King, who
e;accompanied-Cook ‘advised his fellow Englishmen'not to"
direct their shlps toward Hawa1'1 (Anderson 1784 438 fn)

:7iBecause of Cook's death Klng suggested that voyages-that

5:c1rc1ed the“Pac1f1c wouldfbe.better off by av01d1ng the

V-Hawallan Islands. Two Brltlsh entrepreneurs, Captains Dixon
and Portlock, ignored King's warning and in 1786 were the
first visitors to the Islands after Cook's death.

The publication of Cook's journals in 1784 by George
Anderson introduced Hawei'i and other Pacific Islands to the
literate western.worid, opening up interest in Hawai'i as a
major “hub in trans-Pacific trading activities. Hawaii's

it a haven for

t

whose sailors plied the coastal waters of northwestern

‘hose sailing ships
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Table 3.1 '

OBJECTS TC BE USED IN TRADE 1776 - 1780 *

Carpenter Adzes
- AXes of Sorts
- Broad Axes

Hatches

Spike Nails of Sort
Nails 40 d & upwards
Chizzels
Saws

Files of Sorts
Knives,  Common
BScissars

Small Glass & ‘Metal Buttonsr

~ Combs Small Tooth
Combs Large Tooth

/J*"LOOklng ‘Glasses. with - frames el

‘Beads .in Sorts .. -

S o1d Shlrts,“not patched
. 'Red-Baize -

Old'cloathes

Fine o0ld Sheets
Kettles or Potts
Hammers with Helves

Carpenters Planes w/2 iron ea.

Fish Hooks
Knives Long
Small Shott

Ribband [ribbon] to string some Medals which remain 20 dezn. Yards

% Taken from Beaglehole (1967:1454).

Resclution

12

200

40

300
500 wt.
500 wt.
12

12

6 doz.

24 doz.
2 doz.

-6 -doz.
-4 doz. :
L 20 doz.. .
12 doz. .
- L 16 worth
- 3-doge o

220 -yards
1L 5 worth
20

24

1 doz.

12

20 doz.

4 doz.

8 Cwt.

Discovery

6
120
24
200
300 wt.
250 wt.
6
8

 u3doz,;-
214 doz.
-1 doz.

-3 .doz.
.3 doz.

_3.2 BOZ e T et

=8430Z .

'L 9 ‘worth
2 doz. T

120 yards
L 3 worth
12

16

1 doz.

6

12 doz.

2 doz.

5 Cwt.
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‘North America. The majority of the visitors between 1786 and
1810 were involved in the very lucrative fur trade,
transporting furs from the Northwest Coast to China.
Visitors who fregquented Hawaiién waters were primarily
invelved in fur trade with the exception of one attempt to
collect sandalwood from Kaua'i in 1791;-Sanda1wood, however,
dominated the -economic boom in Hawai'i after 1820 and until
1829 (Mprgan 1948) . Fur traders, as a group, were transient
~in the Islands, whereas the sandalwood trade:s_;ol}e;ted _

from the Islands for a,longer‘périod of time often: making

Zémultiple ‘trips between the lslands and Chlna.fﬂf”’

'_pre 1778-1820 protohlstorlc perlod was domlnated by the~

sﬁfuggie for’thercontrol'of.1sland,chlefdoms and.land.
Kamehameha controiled the trade of western goods within
Hawaiian waters for most of this period (Sahlins 1981:26}.
The maritime traders who stopped in the Islands were seen as
potential assets to the Hawaiian political struggle; for
they possessed'arﬁs that could be used in the overthrow and
conguest of the individual chiefdoms.

| Maritime Fur Traders, 1786-1795

o ﬁetween 1786 and 1795, 55 ships.visited the.Islands for

an estxmated total of 1, 113 tradlng days. Between 1795 and

"]31810 Hawal'l Island and Kaua i chlefs were the re01plents

-of,,and;set'the guldellnes for, any fore1gn trade in the
Islands. During this time 33 vessels visited the Islands,

providing-an estimated 359 trading days. The number of

46
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visiting ships dropped to 60% of the former number of
visitors before 1795. (See Figuras 1.2 and 1.3}.
ﬁournals from the voyage of Captains Dixon and Portlock

(in 1786) reveal that many of the same items, adzes,
fishhooks, buttons, beads and nails, were used in trade
{Dixon 1789:50, 53, 99). John Nicol, a mariner on Captain
Portiock’s ship, describes aspects of trade in the Islands
and more .specifically the production of metal adzes:

I was as buéy and fatlgﬁed as I could bé cutting

iron hoops into lengths of eight and nine 1nches,
which the carpenter ground sharp. :

'7These are the most valuable commodlty 1n'the eyes'

.0of the natives. I was stationed down in the’ h°1df-_:“

- -of-the vessel, and the ladders -were removed:-to~
- prevent the natives from coming down to the
treasury. The King of Owhyhee [Kamehameha] looked
to my occupaticon with a wistful eye; he thought me
the happiest man on board, to be among such vast
heaps of treasure...

When I gave him a piece of hoop twenty inches
long, he retired a little from below the hatch
into the shade, undid his girdle, bent the iron
into his body, and adjusting his belt with the
greatest haste, concealed it. (Nicol 1931:71-72).
'Dixon ‘and Portlock followed much the same sailing
- course as. COOk {(and for the same reasons, as each 1ocat10n
prOV1ded a good anchorage and abundant prov1saons),_w1th
stops at Kealakekua Bay, Waimea Bay, O ahu, and Kaua i.
‘During thelr flrst visit to the’ Islands Dixon ‘and Portlock

dld.not venture on land, but did so on their second5v151t

while visiting Kaua'i in the latter part of 1786.
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In this first instance of contact after the death of -
Cook (1786}, four different ships arrived in the Islands for
a total of 69 trading days. The chiefs of the indepehdent
island chiefdoms were already in the process of accumulating
non-traditional forms of wealth. The accretion of this new
wealth in turn provided greater status for the participant
(Kaeppler 1%85). In an attempt to control the amount of |
wealth that was pouring into the islands, Kahekili,-chief on

'O'ahu, erected a storehouse to ‘house the ccmblned wealth of

hls subjects. Dlxon relates Kahekili's purpose in bulldlng

- this structure.__‘__ ,_ S __,___ﬁ _,t,‘__ IS

'Teereteere had causeGche house totbe_bullt as.a -

- repository or store house for 'such articlesas the
natives might obtain in the course of their traf-
fic with our vessels (Dixon 1968:106).

The priests were upset at Kahekili because he exerted
his authority contrary to the rules of justice and equality
(Dixon 1968:106). His pronouncements were, first, that
Honolulu Bay was kapu (off limits to Hawaiians and closed to

trade), and second, that all inhabitants were to bring what

trade items they had recelved to be dep051ted 1n the

”storehouse. The result was that Kaheklll then approprlated

half of the stores for his own use (Dixon 1968:1086).

: Portlock noted that the chlefs on O'ahu often took the

.artlcles that the commoners recelved in trade and that mie

was warranted by thelr established custom" (Portlock

11789:310-~311).
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Differences in the preference for specific objects used
in trade between the Hawaiian men and women and westerners
is illustrated by the following reference:

‘Po the credit of the men be it ‘spoken, they looked
on them {nails and buttons] as things of no value;
but the females saw them in a very different point
of view, and were exceedingly fond of wearing then
round their wrists and anc[k]les as bracelets...
This is an incontestable proof -that the power of
beauty is not confined within the narrow limits of
our polite European circles, but has equal
influence all over the world. {Dixon 1968:97)

Dixon (1968:97} notes (in.cohtradiction to what other

visitors noted) that men did not see value in:nails.and :

'fEbuttoﬁé}7ﬁ6ﬁéﬁ §féféfié&fﬁﬁﬁfbﬁ;w£5fﬁéEigi@hen offered the

two:itéﬁs;;¥}§ ;¥~'

Durihg thé;first'visit to thé.isiénds,by Captains Dixon
and Portlock two to three gallons of water were traded for a
single small nail (Dixon 1968:53). At Ni'ihau "great
guantities of yams [ﬁere] purchased with nails and such
trifles™ {Dixon 1968:54). In December 1786, seven months

after their first visit, Ni'ihau was left uncultivated as

the:peoplermoved'to Kaua'i after acgquiring wealth from

1rgIW1 h-the foreigne-s {Portlock 1789:198). On Kaua'i

'hogs-were expensive, more so ‘than on the other islands; one .

: 1arge hog demanded the prlce of -one_or- two_“mlddllng 51zed

-i'toes [adze)“ flVe coconuts for a 51ngle elght-penney*nall

five roots [taro] for ‘an eight- or ten-penney nail (Dlxon

1968:110). Iron was still so valuable that the inhabitants

were tearing down their houses to use the wood in trade as
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-firewood for Dixon's ship (DPixon 1968:113).

‘The French were the second group to visit the Islands.
In 1786, Jean F. G. De La Perouse, a naval commodore on a
voyage of discovery through the Pacific, arrived in Hawai'i
five days after Dixon and Portlock's first visit in May. La

Perouse arrived on the Bpussole, in company with the

‘Astrolabe, and stayed in the Islands only one day, off the

-coast of Maui.

H}while in~the,Islandé,'La'Perouse;traded with both

_commoners,and chiefs on different-occasions, on board the

'”{fshxp‘and durlngfhls venture 1n1and Ihe Hawallans who camel:f”

j;}aboard the Boussole ‘were. glven “medals, hatchets and -other

"epleces-of 1ron,~wh1ch.were of lnestlmable value_tO'them“ {La

Perouse 1968:347). On shore La Perouse traded hatchets and
nails with some women for several pieces of "stuff" [tapa]
(La Perouse 1968:351). La Perouse notes that of the women he
met, they "showed by the most expressive gestures, that
there was no mark of kindness which they were not disposed
to .confer upon~ue§ {La Perouse 1968:347).

;_.Théjéc¢ount;5fTCQriSEQeathHin Haweiii had been widely

cireulated;by 1784, and the French took all precautions when
-5dea11ng wlth these people. “The Hawallans could not satisfy |
wf;thelr demand for 1ron and were prof1c1ent merchants in each
".tradlngftransactlon (La-Perouse 1968:345) . The Hawaiians
feeen reeiized that they could get more pieces of iron by

“+trading for individual pieces of food rather than food
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p;q?ided'in_bunches. In the one full day off the doast of
Maui, with La Perouse on the Boussole, and de Langle on the
Astrolabe, the ships took in:
upwards of an hundred hogs, with bananas, sweet
potatoes, tarro, a large quantity of cloth,
ftapa], mats, a canoe with an out-rigger, and
various other small articles of feathers and
_ shells (La Perouse.1968:351).
The French had many things to use in trade, and la
Perpuse's journal provides the most detailed account of
these items. It that one day he traded tools such as
hatchets, knives and iron nails, and also gave out medals
'"(of_which”hé*Carriéd-oﬁerT700);ﬁadejbf;differenﬁTmetaléf(Lafffo"“L'
Perduée;igé75182e186). Thei&agiéﬁflbfiiﬁemé,Lé.Péroﬁée ,;11'-:-
cégfiéd.for.trading activifies.is strikiﬁg_ﬁﬁén.comparéd to
that carried by other visitors to the Islands.
Captain John Meares, a British trader who purchased and

outfitted two ships in India, spent a month in Hawai'i in

1787. He took on board Kaiana, the son of a Kaua'i chief,

who wanted to visit "Britannee" [Britain} {Meares 1790).

Kaiana was -allowed to travel with the British fur traders

and before he returned to the Islands he purchased the

< vy PRt - e

following items in Canton:

- saws of different kinds, gimblets, hatchets, _
“-adzes, knives, -choppers, -cloth of various fabrics, . ..~ i
P ’ .~ . .carpets of several colors, considerable guantity ' A
: - - of. China-ware, -and ten bars of iron (Meares
1790:17). . -

IRTTIC RPN

‘The kinds of things Kaiana brought back from his travels

;'provides some insights into what kinds of objects were
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-important to the son of a chief, although there may have
been some coaching on the part of Meares regarding goods to
bring back to Kaua'i.

In Februa;y“1789,-Meares;wfhen_on his second voyage,
notes that the price for a hog on Kaua'i was exorbitant--"a
couple of hatchets or 18 inches of bar iron"--and this was
V"expected even for a hog but of a middle size" (Meaies
1790:22).

“Captain William Douglas, traveling with Meares to
Hawai'i on the Iphi enla, was the flrst European visitor to
:TLset foot on 1and at Kealakekua Bay since Cook's death there
.Lln"1779'(Heares_1790),“It-was;Douglas:Who;was*the first |
European to trade .in or make .a gift of heavy artillery to
the Hawaiians. He gave Kamehameha a swivel gun in return for
protection and insurance that the Islands would be a safe
port for British sailors on subsequent visits (Meares
1790:25).

By their third visit to the islands,'in September of
1789, Captains Dixon and Portlock had'tO‘trade in arms -and
ammﬁnition to :eceive-any provisicﬁ§ because © ) .
“dent that was set by Douglas Since one chief was getting
A;rms Aand ammunition, others in oppos;tlon also. wanted the
jaé;%ntage,’prestlge and power that these jitens were capable
.of providing. In the same year, 1789, Lieutehant-Mortimer on
the Mercury noted that at Kealakekua Bay Kamehameha's

residence had the appearance of a well-fortified position:
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T“crew of the

“he has got two two-pounders and two swivels moun-—
ted before his house on a raised platform of
stone; the two-pounders have proper carriages, and
the swivels they have mounted on blocks of wood
(Mortimer 1791:85).

Since Dougias's visit in 1788-1789, Kamehameha had
acqguired a considerable arsenal. Between Douglas's visit in
December of.l?és_and.the visit by Mortimer in September

1789, only two ships visited the Islands, the British ship,

North West America and the American ship, Columbia Rediviva.

Each'mhst'have.traded in arms-and ammunition for Kamehameha

to have acqulred so-much g=lo) qulckly. However, 1t 1s possible

-f:'thatAKamehameha had acqulred some of‘the;heavy artlllery

,rprlor tO Douglas s glft Some chlefs maintained their trade’

in a:ms,.powder and shot fqr their hogs, fish and vegetables
while others exchanged their hogs, fish or feathered
garments for nails of various sizes (Mortimer 1791:82;
Ingrahem 1918:1, 14).

The following year, 1790, two American merchant ships

were captured,.the Eleanora and the Falr American, captained

by the Metcalfs @ father and son. ‘Five of the sixﬁmember-

‘Fair American we rer“ille nd the sh1n taken by

Kalana on Hawal'l. The Shlp was small, only ‘thirty-three

_:feet long and ‘seven or. elght feet broad (Bell 1929 30 91)

' ¥The crew o' the Eleanora was held'and then”released w1thout

1nc1dent One crew member from-: each captured vessel isaac

TDaV1S'andTJohn Young, were to play key roles in the events

f¥ thét'bedgﬂtiKaﬁeheﬁeha.to'power (Kuykehdall 1978). It was




.‘the Fair American tnat Kamehameha used in a battle near
Waipio in 1791.
Off the island of Hawai'i in March 1792, islanders

”*demanded “pleces of iron about a foot long ‘each fashioned

into what they call Toee's" for a hog that was less than 50
pounds (Bell 1929-30:8). The price of .a woman's "kindness"
was also{poted: |

I SR .. among the number [of people] we had -on board there
4 e - were not a few women ‘and indeed they were the .

°~off (Bell 1929- 30 a)

‘ay,gbut he"doeS‘mentlon that the women were qulte f

_Lbold" and'they would steal many'thlngs from the shxp after
‘being allowed on board (Bell 1929 30: 8). Any items that were
made of metal and could easily be carried away from the ship
were taken.

'; As in previous years arms and ammunition were highly

1 . valued and .sought after by the chiefs. Bell, on board the

- Chatham, a tender for George Vancouver's expedition from

hglend fcommentedson-the disservice that his fellow

countrymen (such as Douglas, Meares, Kendrlck and other

PriaEe e .
R sty e

'captalns of ‘the . fur“tradlng vessels),ehad done” by tradlng

_for:prov151ons wrthlarms and ammunltlon {Bell 1929-30*~~-

" As a‘result of thelr actlons (from the standp01nt
S of the trader), provisions became dearer and the ‘Hawaiians

Qemandeﬁemore(for*thelr goods. Bell wrltes,sfor'example,

“:—cheapest artlcles of Trafflc the canoes brought _____ L
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5 small Hogs that one man had in his Canoe he
demanded a musguet, or Powder, -~ and the same feor
any valuable thing they had particularly Feather'd

- Helmets of which we saw only a couple -~ nor wou'd :
they part with them fer any thing else... (Bell L
1929-30:8) _ ‘ ;

| At Kealakekua,Bay Vancouver presented Kamehameha with
ﬁallmkinds of Culunary [sic] utensils, and also-fernished A
-[hiﬁj with some plates, knives & forks, glasses &c. [etc. }- o %
(Beil 1929-30:84) . By the third visit it was clear that the ;e

chlef's preference for certaln goods had changed dramatlc—iF'W'“""f'

ally, but ‘not :so for the commoners: _5 _;._ - ¥

‘“f”Tﬁf?]Many of’ them told us’ they had more Iron than they
“o. . o-cknew-what to-do-with, *though in this I do not:
= ..believe them,as the common people most. eagerly
took :all kinds of Metal, -particularly Iron in
exchange for their Vegetables and other articles

they had to dispose of.

Scissors were in the greatest demand by all ranks,
this article had not in the least decreased in

value.

The Common people were likewise very eager after
Nails & Knives & Looking Glasses. Beads of par-
“ticular kinds and colours were much asked for -—-

“"Red Blue & Yellow were those most in Fashion, _
'perfectly round & small in size (Bell 1929:63)-

ik | Bell notes that the-Hawaiians were O familiar with e
1 "”'”fff'metal tools by 1792 that na stone Hatchet, or a shark's

mfeeteoth,Knlferlsfas;rare,aﬂthlng among them, as_en'IronnAxe, I

ipr;eﬂéairgcf;Eeiesers;{sie]iﬁaSﬁtwentyfyear55egoﬁf(Bell""'

1929-30:63

_Trading on Kaua'i seemed to suit Vancouver and his crew::;

"f.SinCéfPIO?isions there were more reasconably valued. "Toee's,

TR

™ Knives scissors & nails, but particularly scissors which.

[ L




they callmOopa [upa} were the articles most in request" and

used in trade for provisions (Bell 1929-30:17,63).
The people sold many of their Gods & graven Images
for .a few rusty nails -- Everything went on fair .&
regular ~~ and we found these people less
exorbitant in their prices than at any of the
other Islands (Bell 1929-30:17).

The chiefs on the other Islands wanted arms -and

ampunition to fight’the battleS'that were'to bring the

“this- process, as-a unlfled 1sland group would make tradlng

'7-;;+mwea51er*for'them in the future (Bell ©1929-303 83). The ff'“'

follo#lngiyear,'1794 men from Vancouver's sh;ps supervised
theubulldlng of the f;rst forelgn vessel the Brltannla, for
Kamehameha. All 1ronwork, sails and equxpment were provided

by Vancouver (Kuykendall 1978:42). This was to be the first

of many ships that Kamehameha would commission. The second

was built the following year on O'ahu (Kuykendall 1878:23).

nﬂg 3

The victory of Kamehameha's army over Kalanikupule on

et
L N

O'ahu in 1795 meant that only one other ruler and island

for two years until hls death in 1798, afﬁer.which

Co Kaumuall i ruled Kaua i. Between 1798 and 1810 Kamehameha -

5?—* Tﬁ?and_xaumuall B and thelr respectlve 1esser chlefs ‘were the
'_amajor contenders for the forelgn trade in the Islands.'Thls
"arrangement'was-acceptable even after Kamehameha became the

ﬂacknowledged sovereign ruler of the Islands in 1810 (Kamakau

7 1961).

Islands under one ruler The forelgners,had much to galn by ”:' '

chlefdom remalned to be . conquered “Keawe,non,Kaua'i,.ruled -

= e ey, et i .
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,,ffto the Northwest Coast of Amer;ca, prov1des an aocountrof'

'::the scarc:ty of food in the Islands in: 1796 .Because of-the

¥ijénezer

_fwas made on- the 1sland of. Hawal i but would be pleed up °nr

i*o:O ahu (Townsend 1921) Townsend pald one barrel each of

Kamehameha's Domain, 1795-1810

Just prior to 1795 Kamehameha successfully became the

ruler of all the Islands with the exception of Kaua'i. This

i
[
T
[
A
B

political move cost his island kingdom dearly. Food was
scarce not only for the Hawaiians but food to be used for

trade with the foreigners. During this period trade in

Hawai'i was dominated by the Americans who visited the

islands regularly after 1798. British fur traders were still
~Present and_it is the observations of Captain.CharlasﬂBishop'”'

of the Brltlsh shlp uby, on a tradlng voyage for otter furs_' -

.inter-lsland wars, food was scarce on Hawai‘'i Island, hogs'
were traded for one guart of powder and they could get
"40-50 hogs but [were] not to expect more™ (Roe 1967: ;%
135-136}. To insure'that'the traders got their-quota of hogs - B
Kamehameha was given two bottles of rum, powder, ball, and a o
pistol {Roe 1967:137).. 7 S i
In August of 1798 the ship Neptune, with.superoargo q

T 1
uwubuuunu;-,warrlva

a srngle hog was “3w5 quarts of rum“ and an order of- hogs

. _flour and pltch ‘along w1th a large pltch kettle for 33
' hogs and the remalnlng 12 hogs were pald for in canvas,

lf*;Q:rice, and ship's block and tackle (Townsend 1921:12)-
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.W'fiﬂnalls and beads

Kamehameha's chiefs'requestedlfrom"the.foreigners those
items that would enhance the fleet of ships that Kamehameha
was creating in preparation ‘for his battle against the
Kaua'i. Isaac Davis:received,rin addition to ten gallons of

ligquor, "a barrel of beef, a musket, a cheese some coffee &

chocolate and a couple of shirts" from Captain Greene of the

Neptune for his assistance in trading with the Hawaiians
(Townsend 1921:20).,
_ At the turn of ‘the century, the range of goods -

requested by the chlefs and commoners . had.broadened from

'zltrade changed frcm\barter‘to cash and cash accounts were”

opened-at“some,bus;nesses, such as William French in
Honolulu (French 1810-13). At this time an estimated 50
Europeans were in service to the King (Lisiansky 1968:112).
Traditional customs such as burial practices were altered by
this date to the extent that coffins were being used by the

Hawaiians to bury their dead (Lisiansky 1968:112}). In 1804,

'Samuel'Patterson.who brought hcrses to Hawai'i,-writeSfthat:

[ N 111-\:4- el

They [the Hawa;;ans; ‘Endeavor to procure-what -

money they can to buy European goods from ships as
they touch at thls ‘place (Patterson 1825 69).

In thls same year, the Ru551ans arrlved 1ock1ngafor

‘cnfprov151ons. At Kealakekua Bay, they offered hatchets,

knives, scissors, whole pieces of cloth and a. complete sult

-of clothes in exchange for a 100 pound hogmthat"an“lslandar

_brought'tc.the ship, butﬂali he would accept in return wvas

o-ready«made clcthlng.fThe'mechanics cf c:f:
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fcrum,‘two axes,_and one adz (LlSlansky 1968 102) The-

‘"a large cloth mantle capable of covefing him from head to
foot" (Krusenstern 1968:196). Cloth seemed to be the most
Irequested item; the Russians carried very little cloth on
the Nadeshda, and consequently their efforts te provision
the ship were curtailed (Krusenstern 1968: 196). Lieutenant

Urey;Lisiansky, on board the Neva, stayed in the islands 12

' days, as compared to Lieutenant Krusenstern's three-day

stopover, and had a chance to see more of the Islands and’

.:jtrade With'the people. Two'medium—sized hogs-and'e :

"con51derable amount of vegetables cost hlm three bottles ofﬂr S

‘“f;Hawallans also accepted knlves and. Small mlrrors in trade

Dbut preferred prlnted or ‘common coarse linens; hey recelved
"with pleasure shirts, jackets, & trousers," but iron hoops
were of low esteem (Lisiansky 1968:102).

Between 1809 and 1810, Archibald Campbell, a resident
on O'ahu, writes of life on that island:

Many of the natives are employed as carpenters,
coopers, .blacksmiths, and tailors, and do their
work as perfectly as Europeans.

Almost all thelr deallngs are conducted by uurter:
they know the value of dollars, and.are willing to

. take them in exchange; but seldom appear again in
c1rcu1at10n, belng always carefully hoarded up.

~touching -at these islands, provisions are by no.

' .means cheap. A pig;is-estimated:by;its,length."The.

. largest size, called poanana,. or fathom pig,
‘measures “that length from the snout to the rump,
- -and-is wvalued at two axes; a junkf{et] of the o
thickest part-of the sea-horse tooth [walrus or -
- whale divory ?], five or six inches long, a yard
: and a half of blue cloth, or five dollars
o (Campbell 1967:144-145). '

'i*0w1ng to the number of shlps that ‘are” constantly ;7"”“

.
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The variety of objects-available to the Hawaiians
‘increased with the number of foreigners taking up residence
in the Islands. The mechanics of trade were changing from a
‘marine-based ffansitory—exchange to that of a permanent
land—besed exchange. Trade in sandalwood, the predominate

+trade item from Hawai'i after 1809, was responsible for the

deluge in items from the Orient, especially Chinese
"tableware, silver and ivory‘pieces (Morgan 1%48:62}. Accor-
dlng to Kuykendall (1978 85) it is. hard to determine .a

"_beglnnlng -date for sandalwood trade in ‘the 1slands, howeverr'

SRAEAN 1AL L

 J,Morgan (1948 62) collected 1nformat10n in Canton that noted
-,eSQGO plculs of sandalwood'were 1mported from the . 1slands in
1804—1805. The last nine years of Kamehameha's rule were
dominated by this trade which continued on into the late ;;
1820s. %ﬁ
The sandalwood trade brought more visitors and more ;Z
foreignrgoods for the chiefs; the commoners also received %;
- g

eitems,when in servitude to the chiefs and foreigners. One of
Kamehameha s‘flrst .business contracts made with a- forelgner
weS-e7de 1 he'made w1th Captain WInshlp in 1811-18&2.

'Kamehameha,sold him one-boat load of sandalwood in exchange

'_Zk;for the 1tems llsted in. Table 3 2.

Most of the 1tems on thlS llst deszgnated for -

”Kamehameha can be con51dered perlshable. However, items such

,_asjbeads“and:smoklng.plpes-do survive in the archaeological

x-v:t-ﬁg.‘"-wl-"" g
AT TR TR

record. This list is also very informative as a way of




measuring the importance of these objects from the
‘perspective of Captain Winship as he or someone he appointed
selected the items,

Astor, the organizer and owner of the American Fur
Company, and founder of Astoria, a trading outpost at the
mouth of the Columbia River, was responsible for linking the
American market of New-York with the major commercial
markets of London and Canton by 1800 (Porter 1930:495).'The
trade in furs and sandalwood became S0 entwined that shlps

leav1ng the coast of Amerlca headed for Hawal 1,7not so much . B

Tffor rest and:relaxatlon as for‘the collectlon ofvsandalwood.m'f"' =
- Visits: to ‘Hawai'i- became money-maklng ventures; notimerely a:”' ég
place'for‘renew1ng health_and.prov1510ns. ;?
The Land-based System, post-1810 ﬁ;

By the first decade of the nineteenth century Hawai'i %E
was very much part of a world market. Events that took place ;;
thousands of miles away affected trade and events in the E;

s

Islands. During the War of 1812, Astor and others were
‘forced to curtail their trading ventures in the Northwest
Coast area;'ef-that‘time,,Astor-sold his COlumbieJRiver-fur-i
'trading compaﬁy,'the-source of great commercial.incomeffor

hlm,vbut malntalned several ShlpS for‘the Chlna trade 1n

"*E sandalwood (porter 1930: 469)

One of Astor s Shlps was the Forester, (sailing under

_British colors for safety reasons), which arrived in Hawai'i




S TR NS 3 S

[ TN AL

Table 3.2

PAYMENT FOR ONE BOAT LOAD OF SANDALWOOD
1811 - 1812+%*

3 paintings on paper 6 fishing rods

2 doz. ordinary cotton stockings _

1 box Chinese wood 135 1lbs. large glass beads
2 crystal lamps 1 iron hearth

1 bundle of metal pipes 1 saddle

12 Chinese chairs 3 pieces flowered satin
1000 large beads 3 boxes of sweets

10 boxes silk handkerchiefs 1 large cloak _

6 -shiny hats for soldiers 50 Chinese cutlases _

12 black straw hats 3 pieces flowered flannel

50 Chinese silk hats _ 100 Chinese mats

‘6 reels thread

r*F;d.R.,-Hawaii.state Archives
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in 1813 on a trading expedition to Canton (Adams 1906).

'Kamehameha, who had a mcnopoly on the sandalwood trade,

would send the commoners to collect the sandalwood, for
which‘they.wererpaid in clothing, mamaki tapa, and fish
(Kamakau 1961:105-106).Francisco de Paula Marin kept the
account books for Kamehaneha, and a translation of an
inventory list from 1811 through 1814 provides an indication
of what items could be acguired on the China market, along

with'the"price per itenm set. in'piculs; e.Chinese*ﬁeasure~of

welght (133 and 1/3 pounds) (see Table 3 3) Plculs varled 7

in j prlce between 1810 and 1313 from $s oo to $1o 00" per IR

plcul (Morgan 1948 63}

In 1817 the British-made brlg Forestexr, owned by Astor,
returned from Canton with a load of items for the King as
payment for a load of sandalwood (see Table.3.4).'1n.this

collection of goods food items seem to be popular, as

- indicated by the presence of tea, candy, sugar, bread, and

rum. Clothing items are alsoc represented by British hats and

shoes. The palnt nalls, cables .and water casks may be

alntenance. One of the

=

related to ;snip-é-nstructien'and

first known references to flints'appears.on this 1ist:_

"however, 1t 1s not clear from any of the references whether
Vthe xmported flints were for guns or strlke—a-llghts (used -

'to.make sparks to start flres)

Money was' infrequently used in Hawai'i, where some
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Table 3.3

LIST OF AVAILABLE GOODS IN PICULS
OF SANDALWOCD

650 pieces of porcelain 35 piculs
600 files of different sizes 30 piculs
6 large wide coats 12 piculs each
. 12 hammers - ' 1 picul
.14 cannons of 4 pounds ea. 7 piculs each
500 balls for above .18 piculs
3 long cannons of 12 lbs. w/182 balls 54 piculs
23 piculs of grape shot - 20 piculs
80 fathoms of cloth to line skirts - ‘53 -piculs
10 piculs of ammunition _ 35 piculs
1 mano / 3 lau /5200/ ' : 4 piculs 5
(Conrad (Marln 1811 1814)) ER
“Tabla 3.4 =
PAYMENT FOR SANDALWOOD = 1817 <
>
5 chests black tea .
4 of hyson e
18 tubs sugar candy : =
7 tubs sugar =
4 boxes hats -
1 box shoes _ E
1 green trunk =
10 puncheons of runm =

one cwkt. of nails

3 boxes paint

3. jars fine bread

2 ‘buckete flints
cables and water casks

3

- - (Adams 1906:72)
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items such.as-beads had some value and were used instead of
moﬁey. The use of beads, by the string, seems to have been
an accepted form of payment'for some of the islanders for
servicés during this time. The following excerpt from the
account of Albert von Chamisso (1986:185), on the Russian

brig Rurik during his visit to Hawai'i in 1817, relates his

observances on the use of beads:

It was our custom to repay every slight service

the O-Waihians rendered us, such.as transporting

us between ship and shore, and things of that
nature, with a string of beads. Such shiny light

wares were always happily received, even though no  1 i

—realzmoney:value. was -attached sto: them. ~Among-+his -

N’"supply Choris had some strings of -an unusual type;f;
“and color that he distributed along w1th'the:;:¥;;

" others’ thhout'maklng any dlstlnctlon.'“

But fashion, as we found out later placed a most
extraordinary value upon this particular color, a

peculiarly dark red, and upcn this particular kind~

of bead. Some like this, which Vancouver had férst
brought to the Islands, and no other mariner since
him, were adornments of the queens.

Now they had appeared again, and some strings of
them had come into circulation. The source was
investigated and soon found to be Choris, whom
rich chiefs offered several hogs for a string of
them (Chamisso 1986:185).

.”n,In:that”same'year we find in William French's account

books that beads, sold by the string in Honolulu, were worth

$1.00 (French 1810-13). Pages from French‘s account bocks

"5lllustrate the varlety of items avallable and demonstrate

*the.contlnued use of barter, espec;ally.between William

French and ‘the Hawaiians. Accounts included are those of

- Kamehameha, Liholiho, and Kalaimoku, along with some of the
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foreign-residents of Honolulu. Although theIQescription of
items is oot'very detailed, basic information is provided.
Some of the accounts for individuals span an entire year,
with items listed for sale (such as soap for $ .25 and a

jacket for $3.50) being eﬁamples of items that could be

. ‘purchased at this time.

By 1818, cCaptain Golovinin of the Kamchatka estimated
that 150 Europeans lived in the Islands, primarily in

.Honolulu, and thet'theyfwerei“shipbuilders,ilocksmiths,-

:_boiler:makers;-joiners,:and many:carpenterSAand=b1aCkSmiths“7"

ﬂn,(Golov1n1n 1979 191) Kamehameha had 1n hls serV1ce_"100' |

‘cannon- of dlfferent callber and 6000 men armed w;th guns and
ammunltlon”necessary for a soldier" (Golovinin 1979:191).
Taxes on food products were initiated by Kamehameha and paid
by foreigners; he would set the price but "natives can ask.
for more but not less than the set price" (Golovinin
1979:204) . The going price for a pig was 7 or 8 piasters

(Spanish-dollars), which was dear, Golovinin notes, when a

picul of sandalwood was worth only 13 'to 14 piasters

(Golovinin-1979f203«204)

Americans; on the other hand were u51ng bottles Of “ft

,“111quor as the rate of exchange..Exchange rates were measured

~in bottles of Tum: 2 bottles for 1 large hog and 1 bottle

for a small one (Golovinin 1979:210). The chiefs were by

this time all using "“European dishes, cups, tea ketties,

glasses, wine glasses,_bottles etc, " (Golovinin 1979:220).
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. .the xslandsgbrought Wlth them specxflc cargoes to be used in

By the second decade of the nineteenth century,
lifestyles of the Hawaiians had changed significantly from
the way in which Cook had first described it. Although the
foreigners were responsible for major changes during this
time, the Hawaiians were able to manipulate many of the
introductions into their culture for their own purposes.
Summary
This section summarized the historical documentation of
. of the various objects usea'in'trade.between 1778 and 1820,
. emphasizing changes in the nature-of items received or |

:T'requested by the Hawallans over-t1me.‘V151tors arr;v;ng 1n

RRFATEL-7 ot var - S

trade with the 1nd1genous groups that they: encountered. The
cargoes were not always destined for trade in Hawai'i but
used to trade with all indigenous groups encountered. It is b
clear, however, that when ships made return voyages to
Hawai'i the cargoes were designated for trade with specific
individuals. : -
| The.trade-goods remained homogeneous until the first

wo decades of ‘the nineteenth century. Through the sustained’
contact.with'Westerners after 1786, and“the accretion of

western goods from merchants or sallors, tradltlonal

ﬁ””ffHawallan objects, ‘such as. adzes, gouges, and flles, were tne

flrst to be replaced. Prior- to 1811 the objects that arrlved
in the 1slands were of everyday use, mirrors, fishhooks,

clothing, and in most cases were substitutes for objects
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that existed in traditional Hawaiian culture.

A list of objects that were used or available in the
Islands over the 42-year period described above are pre-
sented in Table 3;5. It is important to understand that

trading between-Hawaiians and Westerners was regulated by

specific restrictions imposed within each cultural sphere by

the chiefs or captains; consequently, commoners or crew were
‘regulated to some-extent when they were engaged in trading
activities. The hegemoniC'position-that the Hawaiian chiefs

malntalned dld not allow for'the w1de5pread dlspersal of

“'lmported goods. cOmmoners traded w1th forelgners but not as

often as: the rullng chlefs. ‘Women played a dual role in
tradlng transactlons. ‘They. were participants in trade or the
object of trade at the regquest of a husband or chief. Items
such as beads, buttons, nails, knives, scissors, or other
metal objects were used in traﬁsactions with the commoners,
and were also traded up to the level of chiefs. However, the
chiefs :eceived a graater guantity of certain items.
Specialty gifté to chiefs included such things as a complete
tool chest froﬁ Cook to Kalani'opu'u in 1779, -and |

Vancouver's'presentation of an English bed and cooking

;flessons for Kamehameha and -one. of ‘his attendants in. 1794.;_5:;_

'Huch of what was collected 1n*these transactlons was hoarded“

by the chiefs including a percentage of items that the

'commoners7hadncollected in their contact with Westerners

(Beaglehole 1967).
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While chiefs were imitating the foreigners, especially
the ships' captains, by wearing foreign clothing, learning
how to.eat with silverware, and collecting western
furniture, the commoners were ingratiatihg'themselves with
theirrrespectife chiefs but also trading, when they could,
with the foreigners. It is not unusual in contact situations
for the items used in trading activities to have counter-
parts in the indigenous population‘s culture.-When accepting

‘items, that have familiar functlons (though made of unfami-

' llar materlals) are traded.lnto 2 culture modlflcatlns to -

f_the ex1st1ng soc1o—cu1tural structurellsAnot as evxdent

(Whlte—1974:156)@ Most”of those 1tems:1n‘Tab1e 3.5 1lsted;

i
g
"
g
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»
culture. Over time more and more foreign objects were ' -

under "Cook", have counterparts in traditional Hawaiian

IEEEEEN

introducéd through these transactions, providing larger

numbers of objects that did not have counterparts in

CR IV

Hawaiian culture. The greater the diversity of material

5.{]..'_

goods the greater the changes to the existing socio-cultural
struqture. |

"With the exception of firearms,,moét.of the other items
1isted.would-have been easily assimilate&,into everyday use.
:;;UPQQ#?ce:tain Circpmstances.speCific iteméfbffmetalﬁﬁéreium

' _requested .of the armorer by a visiting cﬁiéf. one such

-example .was an item createdrusing}English'iron-spikes that
were "18 Inches to 2 1/2 feet.long,_worked in'thé form of

ff* _;their pwn wooden Daggers" (Beaglehole 1967:538). The

R A
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“Table 3.5

OBJECTS AYAILABLE FOR TRADE BETWEEN 1778 - 1820

1778 - 1779 1786 1780 1792 - 1754 1804 1819
Cook Dixon/Portiock Mesres  Vancouver Lisiansky French
La Perouse ("}

Adte o
Bar jron ’
Beads
- Buttons
' Canvas
. Cards
- : Chisels
5 ) Cloth
Clothing
s Combs
= Cut nails
) Cut sheet
Culinary
Files
‘Fishhooks {metal)
“Flint {gun}
Forks
Glasses
Hatcheta
... Hoop:metal -
. Ironmails.
“Knives
‘Liquer . .
"Looking glasses
Medals
Muskets
Plates
Pillows
Powder {gun} -
Razor
Rings
Scissors
Shoes
Shot {lead) -~
Socap
Swivel gun
Tobaceo - _
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Hawaiians were so impressed with the way the armorer could
.mahipulate iron or meki that they attempted to duplicate the
process (Hiroa 1964:435, Beaglehole 1967:1186).

‘Buttons strung on a piece of cloth were not unlike the

Hawaiian kKupe'e of drilled Nerita.shells strung on olona
cordage (Hiroca 1964:553). Beads given by the string or

individually may not have appealed to a Hawaiian chief who

S o B AR 4 1 ikl a1

saw them for the first time, but as a woman's ornament

similar to a lei of Conus disks’they wocld*find:a'placé'in.“

Ut(Anderson 1784 526 leoa'1964 542),___, fc' |
The'Hawallans readlly accepted and adapted western tool

technclogy.-The-dynamlcs Of.thls acceptance.can cnly be
touched on here as it is a topic much broader than the
present one. The tools were accepted for two reasons. First,
the metél tools as objects were often worn on the waist of a
persen, possibly to Signify status Jjust as Hawalians wire
other traditional ornaments. Secondly, these toocls were
useful in*theimilieu of existing‘traditiohs of_house
building, canoe making, éﬁd general carving of w n

objects. The tool kit of the Englishman.differed ‘from that

4ftools. Although the Hawaiian tool kit was based on natural
_;raw materials, such as coral, basalt, flsh‘sklns,=and sea
‘urchin spines, these objects had similar counterparts in the

non~Hawaiian tool kit. Files, adzes, abraders, and gouges

the varlety of ornaments that exlsted*prlor to contact T

.;:of the Hawallan cnly in the materlal of the ;nd1v1dua1 L
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could all be found in both tool kits. Traditional tools

decreased in frequency, however, as their metal counterparts

replaced them through trade (Bell 1829-30:83).

e s
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From the total gquantity of tools that were ueed for
-trading'purposes.(e.g.,'"HatchetsIOf different sizes, and
£ adzes, 2000" [La Perouse 1967:182)), the number of adzes |
distributed during any single visit would depend on the
price of the provisions (e.g., one adze per hog) and the
number of tools given out in gratuity. Prices of provisions
"varied.over‘time and by island thus making iﬁ difficult to , %_

' restlmate the quantlty of - Objects recoverable from an

_ archaeologlcal context.,Also, not all objectS'traded would : i

‘be recovered in an archaeologlcal excavation. Discard and if
use are two factors that would determine the number of

objects of any kind recovered in an archaeological context..

Items of material culture have a value specific to a
cultural context. Many of the western trade items were
considered of low guality and in fact, Vancouver was

directed by the British Admiralty to purchase provisions

,
¥
¥
£
i

with'"articles-which Eufopeahs esteemeof little value"
(Vancouver 1984'377) A chlefly glft of a cloak or feather
_helmet had a value equal to nlne daggers (Beaglehole

1967 1190) Agaln each 1tem had a value spec;flc to a B
cultural context. The-hog was.lmportant‘te the European
visitor for it provided severel days of sustenance, while a

‘feather cloak was an "artificial curiosity" (the term used
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in the 18th century to describe ethnographic specimens
[Kaeppler 1978:5]). There are some differences in the types
of objects given to women and men of chiefly status. Women
would receive beads or similar trifles; men were given some
of the same objects, but in addition they usually received
iron tools. Differences in the objects given to women of
chiefly status and commoners seemingly were not significant
(Beaglehole 1967:152, Nicol 1931:85, Bell 1929-30:81).
Differences between objects received by Hawaiian chiefs and
cbf-the Englisﬁman,”lsaac Davis,uﬂho‘had chiefly.statcs,eie'
%_strlklng. “The liquor, cheese, coffee, and chocolate Dav1s I ﬁ
recelved were spe01alty_1tems from the Amerloan Shlp captaln
ofrthe Ne tune, whojprOV1ded”them generously to a fellow
Westerner. ) b
The location of these trading transactions was uniform,
once a "“port" had been established. This was usuelly based
on a preceding visit by a fellow countryman--English, i
Aﬁericen, or other nationality. After 1791, fur traders "
arriving in the islands included as ports-of-call Kealakekua
Ray, Hawai'i; Hooolulu and Waimea, O'ahu; and Waiﬁea,
Kaua'i. These were ﬁhe most popular"ports for basic reasons:
_they'prov1ded food water, and shelter. VlSltS were.e
: 11nfrequent along the coasts of Mau 1, Moloka 1, Kaho! olawe,
and Lana i durlng this time. The traders' focus was

primarily on making contact with Kamehameha, so the patterns

of political power also influenced which ports were
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frequented. Kamehameha established various residences for

himself over the vears in locations which included Kealake-

kua, Xawaihae, Waipio, and Hilo, and after 1795 Waikiki,

Honolulu, and Lahaina. Kaua'i and Ni'ihau were frequently

visited from contact in 1778 throughout Kamehameha's rise to

Rty gy

sovereign ruler in 1810.

In this chapter the goal was to provide appropriate
information that would identify the wide range of objects
traded, both perishable and durable. This information is
pertinent.to thegaﬁaIQSis §f se1écted-érchaéoiogicél
_;:aSSEmblagés%tcgbé*éxaminedfin'theﬁfoilowingvchaptéf; In the i
“'?}foll@wiﬁgfbﬁéﬁtér?the aréhéeﬁlbéidal collections from |
ﬁéﬁioﬁs?ibcatioﬁs on thé islands of-Haﬁai?i,.Oah;u and
Kaua'i will be coﬁpared to the list of items provided in
Table 3.5. Testing of the reliability of the maritime trade

model will also be discussed in the following chapters.
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Chapter 4

THE ARCHAEOCLOGY OF PROTCHISTORIC HAWAI'I

Two guestions need to be addressed as our discussion of
the protohistoric period in Hawai'i progresses: (1) What-
artifacts can be used to . identify protohistoric features;
and (2) what makes identificetion of post-1820 features less
difficult?

The material correlaﬁes of protohistoric sites are the
focal point of this chapter. Archaeologlcal assemblages
'contalnlng hlstorlc objects that may reflect'the transztory
marine-based male domlnated trade network “that existed in
Hawai'i between 1778 and 1820 will be used. It is not an
easy task to isolate and identify objects traded between
transitory male visitors and Hawaiian males, females, and
chiefs during this time, however, artifacts from selected
locations on the islands of Hawai'i and Kaua'i that are
representative ef'the protohistoric period will:be

discussed.

Tﬁe collec mined were selected on the basis of
proximity to,known'areas of activity during the years 1778
and 1820. These include the John Young Homestead xn Kawalhae_
tiand a house site at Pu'uhonua o Honaunau (both ‘sites on the
'1sland of Hawai'! 1), and Fort Elizabeth, Waimea Bay, Kaua i.

These sites were selected because (1) John Young was a key

figure in this pre-1820 period and lived at the homestead in
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Kawaihae between 1793-1834 (Rosendahl and Carter 1988);
oty s

;o (2)
Ki'lilae Village {(Pu'uhonua o Honaunau)} is adjacent to

Kealakekua Bay, a major port-of-call during the reign of

Kamehameha I (Ladd 1986; Soehren and Tuochy 1987);

{3) Fort
Elizabeth at Waimea Bay was established by the Russians

between 1814 and 1817 (Alexander 1894; McCoy 1972); (4)
Waimea Bay figured prominently as a port-of-call during the

period of marine~based trading. Figure 4.1 identifies the
location of these three protohistoric sites.
~ These sites were also occupled after 1820; the

artlfacts present 1n the respectlve collectlons thus reflect

both pre-and post—1820 1tems.'To prov1de a comparlson Wlth

flndlngs of the pre-1820. archaeologlcal COllECthDS

contract reports and manuscripts describing collections from

post~1820 sites will be used. The post-1820 mateiral will

include collections ffom Anahulu Valley, O'ahu (Carter 1979;
n.d.) and from Makena, Maui (Carter 1978)

. The artifact
collections from these sites are stored in the Department of

Anthropology of the Bishop Museum. The analysis of the
‘artifacts was conducted in 1979 and 1981 by the author

The fleld data portion of this thesis consisting of

the rev1ew of the collectlons was carrled out w1th N
-perm1551on of the Hatlonal Park Serv1ce and Bernlce P.
Blshop Museum. The material from the John Young Homestead

and Pu‘uhonua o Honaunau is -curated by the National Park

Service at the respective parks on the island of Hawai'i
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“Therreview of the 3ohn Young material was completed
primarily in the early 1980'e and again in.1987,.resu1ting
in the publication of John Young's Homestead by Rosendahl
and Carter ({1988). The collection of artifacts from
Pu'uhonua o “Honaunau werefrevieﬁed in 1988. The artifact
Vcollection of Fort Elizabeth, Waimea Bay, is housedgwith the
‘Department of Land and Natural Resources Division of
Historic Sites in Honolulu. The collections from Fort
1Ellzabeth were rev1ewed in 1986 as Well as the remalnlng
collectlons used in thls thesxs..The artlfacts from

ﬁ*fexcavatlons on Haul and O'ahu are curated ln the Department L

'The.archaeological reporting of historic sites has been
limited to features associated with historical persons
(Fredricksen end'Fredrioksen 1565; Rosendahl and Carter
1989} or historical places (Seeley 1969; McCoy 1972;
Clegﬁorn:1975). Untiirreoently, few reports or excavation
pro;ectS‘were ‘designed to focus cn the hlstorlcal aspects of

:]settiement (R ruunde'19?2;_0 rdy 1979, Klrch 1979) ’Most

_information;about the historlc perlod in‘Hawai'i,has;related

- 1nformatlon regardlng the Hawallan and non—Hawallan ellte:&afﬂ;_y,jQ?L

i?;w1th511tt1e research de51gned “to-focus on"the archaeology of.f“;"”

"the common person._

' In 1972 Riconda published a report on the excavatlons

’T.ln Makaha Valley, O'ahu. This was the first attempt to
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systematically identify the historic compohent'in Hawaiian
'archaeological.sites. Previous reports occasionally listed
some-of the historic artifacts encountered, but never
‘attempted to discuss their contextual significanqe. |

TWO major historic feaﬁures dated to the early decades
of the nineteenth century were excavated under contract at
the request of the State Historic Preservation Program.
“These included Rosendahl's (1971) work for the'Bishop Museun

'at'Ielani Palace and McCoy's (1972) excavation,of,selected

areas at Fort Ellzabeth on Kaua 1. The Iolanl report ST

7ufﬁ_Prov1des 1nformat10n on the constructlon methods, dlsposal

ﬁ;:fpractlces “and food preferences of the monarchy rullng
Hawai'i. Not all of the collections from Iolani Palace have
been examined; most are boxed and in storage at Bernice P.
Bishop Museun.

A research-oriented project in Halawa Valley, Moloka'i,
in 1969 and 1970 combined the expertise of two archaeo-
.legists and one social anthropologist. Together they were to
'sea:ch:for préhistoric data on settlement patte:nSVWithin
'theiQeiieye Although:they'encountered histc”’=“.a*;i
as the excavatlons contlnued - thye pald llttle attentlon to
“;.these non—tradltlonal artlfacts.'In the flnal document that
}i'was prepared by edltors Kirch and Kelly (1975) the hlstorlc
jartlfacts were listed without further mention (1975: 158)
However,'Klrch and Lelghton (n.d.) produced another |

manuscript relating to historic artifacts recovered in house




features excavated in the valley. In contrast to the other
projects, this work focused on a Hawaiian housesite deep in
‘Halawa Valley of Moloka'i. It is a valuable’piece of work
that identifies the types of artifacts from a relatively
remote geographic 1ocation.'

Excavations in 19268 by University of Hawai'i
Anthropology students working at the Hawaii Mission Children
Society Museunm in Honolulu, recovered some very good

examples of 1820s materials (Seeley 1969). However, the

report on thls excavatlon is a collectlon of student papers R

.J'-=- . L

[

.hiw1th no 1ntroductlon -OT syntheSLS. A sad footnote is that .
fmany of the artlfacts from this exoavatlon were dlscarded -or
:otherw1se permanently removed from the collectlon.,other
miscellaneous projects on Maui include work at Seaman's
Hospital (Cleghorn 1975}, and at Kamehameha's bungalow
(Fredricksen and Fredricksen 1965);

Since the late 1970s, due to the increase in develep-
ment projects requiring a contract archaeclogist, many
historic . features have been encountered. The reportlng on

excavated‘materlals has been‘much mor

conSC1ous effort has been made by contractlng archaeologist

to prov1de an aocountlng of the hlstorlc component (Carter - R

1978 11979, 1982 1984 a, 1984 b; Allan-Wheeler 1931)‘
However, desp;te the increased _number of histeric

features encountered, few eighteenth century objects’

have been identified thus far. Work conducted in




1978 by.Rosendahl for the Naticonal Park Service at the John
Young Homestead was recently published and contains
descriptions of artifacts that date to the eighteenth
ceﬁtury (Rosendahl .and Carter 1988). Other reports which
~contain descriptions of artifacts from the last decade of
the eighteenth century include the reports by McCoy (1972)
and'tﬁe;oork of Fredricksen and Fredricksen {1965).

In: summary, ‘the work that has been done in hlstorlc
archaeology in the Islands ‘has been llmlted to contract -
pro]ects, -with. the exception of the research-orlented
- -Anahulu- Valley project (Kirch 1979'“Sah11ns 1971, 1974).-
’These contract projects have focused almost exclu51ve1y on
the 1dent1f1catlon of the objects‘recovered with. llttle in
the way of synthe51s. Most of the recovered materials from
these contract projects appears to date well into the
nineteenth century, thus substantiating the lack of objects
that have been identified as belonging to the preceding
century. FPeatures that post-date 1820 (many are burial
features) are easily identified because crypt-like

I S
= ™ 3=

ctures and the objects recovered in association with the
individuals, but the features from the preceding decades

continue to pose problems in identification.

pect from the Archaeological Record

"Whét‘We*S ould E
It is 1mportant to reallze +the limitations that are
-1nherent in the dlscu551on of material remalns. The

'jcontlnulty of,artlfacts over time and the longevity of
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styles are limiting factors for specific dating of some
artifacts. Often a wide fange of dates can be associated
with individual historic artifacts. The perishable guality
of some historic items used in trade, mainly cloth or
.clothing items, and metal ebjects'expdéedrte acid soil and
salt air, inhibits our ability to identify and assign dates
to some artifacts. Durable objects-~such as glass beads,
metal, glass or ceramic buttons, ceramic sherds, flint, and
brass, bronze, gold or silver'objects——arergood for dating.
None of the collectlons escavated represents the total
Zassemblage of artlfacts that can be used to 1dent1fy"the
partlcular 51te excavated. :

. Net all objects of western origin that made their way
into the hands of Hawaiians will be recovered in the arch-
aeological record. Quantification of objects traded is |
obscured because of the lack of detail on items traded into
a particular locationrduring a trading beriod. Trade between
foreigners and Hawaiians was not limited to trade among a
few indiyiduals: rather, an unknown number of persons were
invblvea in the trading process.. o o

From the historical docﬁmentation it is evident thet

durlng the protohlstorlc perlod (1) the dlspersal of objects,_'

mt-was prlmarlly among those who,llved along the coastal areas

of islands; (2) objectS"traded were small, (3) the number of

days that ships stopped in the,islands to trade-averaged_13

days per year between 1778 and 1820; (4) the average number

o
L= ¥4
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of ships arriving each fear'was 3.1 for the same duration of
time. Multiplying the average number of ships per year by
the average number of days each ship visited the Islands -
prevides the annual total of 40.3 visitor days. This low
number would provide few opportunities for Hawaiians to
trade and acquire large amounts of goods_during-eny given
year.

Another factor that influences the identification of
artifacts from this,perioe isWthat.many of the objects were
‘available on the market for 1ong'pefiods of time. Stylietic
changes in ceramlc ofmbottle manufacture are more ev1dent ;n'
'the nlneteenth century'materlal due to the advent of “
mechanlzatlon. objects such ‘as beads, buttons, angd ‘nails
{bronze or 1ron) can be used to establish a chronclogy for
features that lack other diagnostic remains. However, a
specifically dated context for the beads, buttons or nails
must first be established before assigning comparable dates
to sites based on artifacts found in them.

The search for the protochistoric period sites in

Hawallan archaeology has not been approached in a scienti-

fically rigorous.manner. The archaeological database in
Hawal i is comprlsed prlmarily of those 51tes 1dent1f1ed
l'w1th1n the rlght—of—way of developments and reported on. by
contract archaeologlsts. Excavatlcn of these sites has

usually been on a sampling basis, requiring a .few test pits

f“to be excavated and a summary report submitted to the

=
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developer and the apprOpriateVState'or County agencies.
Aithough the majority of the excavated sites included in the
‘database are within the coaetal'areas of all Islands, and
undoubtedly some of these sites date to the prOtOhlStOrlc
period, llttle mentlon of thls perlod is made. Qur primary
interpretation is that a site is historic when there are
non-traditional artifacts of westefn origin present.
‘However, in the protohistoric few objects of western origin

have been recovered. Recognizing the protohlstorlc perlod in-

;Hawal i 15 dlfflcult and 1dent1fy1ng artlfacts may not be o

"ff;;the means by Wthh to do so..An alternative couldebe a’

 -;system;o£,1nference.based,on,theﬁsettlement'patterns~and the
*physieei organizétion-of.afchitectufal feétures.within_the
settlements (Weisler and Kirch 1985; Ladefoged 1987).

Schiffer (1977) warns us about the cultural and natural
transforms that determine why some artifacts remain to be
recovered in the .erchaeological record and others don't. The .
ideological practices of a particular culture determine why
~some:a;fifeetsearefmaintainedrwithin that culture. To under-
stand_iﬂeeﬁeﬂiﬁﬁlefion of an object within a culture |
requires a knowledge'of its use that is based on historical
'_observatlon ‘documented over tlme. Hawal i has a Very rlch
]body.ofedoeumentatlon that can be used to ext:act 1nforma-'
etioﬁ relaﬁing-to this type of cultﬁral tfansform._fhe use of
_ é:pefticular object-by one group may not be the same as

‘another's. The collection of nails by Hawaiians, who did not
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use them to hold objects together, but rather, manipulated
them into fishhooks or used them as tribute, is an example
of a cultural transform.

Natural transforms are usually site specific. Environ-
ment both phy51ca1 and cllmatlc, and context determine the
natural transforms of objects within an archaeological
setting. Durability of an object or the stability of the
material “that the object is made of must also be considered.
Gold obijects would-show'some surface decay but‘the integrity

"of the object would Stlll be 1ntact compared ‘with a fragment .

"of 511k brocade of the.same v;ntage. Some 51tes, of course,

" have prov;ded better protectlon for artlfactS‘than others'
caves or at least-dry cavee, have yellded'up well-preserved
objects that would normally perish, from wooden spears,
cances, and images to kapa (native cloth made from the inner
fibers of some plants).

The nature of goods that were dispersed in the Islands
before 1820 varied in quantity and included both durable
cbjects, (ceramic, glass, metal; stone) and perishable items
(ivory, bone, fabric, wood).'The frequency of trade wouid
determine the quantity of goods imported or arriving during
__any one v1sit The strlklng change between the. pre—1820 and'

”post—lszo perlod is that the frequency of trade was more or
less contlnuous after 1820. This allowed for larger
VQuantities of goods to be dispersed in the Islands at the

freguented ports-of-call (population centers). The frequency
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of trade after 1820 (as revealed in the number of surviving
drtifacts) does no£ imply that artifaéts imported were more
durable than those traded prior to 1820 but that there were
more objects (in guantity) imported after this date.

Between 1786 and 1795, tﬁé period of maritime fur
trading, an average of 6.4 ships stopped in the Islands
compared to 2 ships per year between 1796 and 1805 (for
comparative purposes a nine-year period has been used).'In
Kamehameha's reign, -the average annual visit-waé~for 102.4
days and 38.4 days respectlvely for each of the nlne year‘f_
"-perlods mentloned abcve. The approxlmated total. number of
ﬁays.that visitors ‘spent in the islands by.1?95uwa57at least
927 or 74% of the total visitor-days between 1786 -and 1805,
and 55% of visitor days between 1778 and 1820. Fifteen of
the existing records fro 1786 to 1795 aﬁd four of the
records for 1796 to 1805 do not have information needed to
calculate time spent in the Islands.rﬂad this information
been available the percentage of visitor days between 1786
and 1795 would have increased. -

'The impact.of_Europeans and Americans on the Haﬁéiian
culture,'particulérly-in,the rise to power of Kaméhaﬁeha
Lbetween the years 1786 and 1795, was dramatlc -and was
| manlfested as changes in SpQlelC Hawaiian scc1o-cu1tural
spheres. Changes occurring within these spheres 1nvolved

‘individuals who represented mainly the a1i'i and to a lesser

degfee"the maka‘'ainana. Both groups had access to trade with
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the foreigners, both received Western objects in trade, but
the ali'i became the more acculturated because of their
continued and often prolonged vieits with foreigners.

Some of the first objects to be requested in Hawai'i
after initial contact were guns; For example, in preparation
for Kamehameha's assault on the O'ahu chiefs in 1795, Boit
noted that Kamehameha had gathered ﬁsooo-prime'muskets,..
‘many swivels and cannons" (Boit n.d.ﬁiO). After Kamehameha
.conquered O'ahu in 1795 there was a 33% drop in visitorS“to
the islands between 1795 and 1820. It 1s not clear why thls
.-decllne eccurred as early as 1795, put it is clear that the .f
War.ofrlslzrbetween'the”Engllsh.anduSpanlsh.forced:somefof
‘the trading iessels:into.military action.

Contact after 1786 was sustained and constant and the
impact on Hawaiian culture in the arzas of technology,
religion, and politics--specifically warfare--can be
illustrated. The range of goods and.services available
dramatically changed the military strategies of Kamehameha
and‘other chiefsein their efforts to conquer independent
chiefdoms before 1795. Kamehameha and other chiefs received
guns, ammunltlon and heavy artillery before Vancouver's
'VlSIt 1n 1792."Guns and ammunltlon were the standard;medlum
of trade stqrtlng in 1788,.and by 1791 a Western ship, the
Fai: &Eericah, hed been captured and used in battle;by
Kamehameha against a chief of an opposing district.

Kamehameha also had a well-supplied arsenal including swivel
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guns and muskets.

By 1794, eleven foreigners were residing in the
Isiands. Two of the eleven Westerners in the Islands were
top aides to Kamehameha, thn Young and Isaac Davis, assis-
ting,him:with na#igation,_armé and aﬁmunition, and in
negotiations with the visiting foreigners.

_Objects received in trade that relate to technology
(erg. axes, Knives, and files) had so easily been accepted

into Hawaiian culture that they had curtailed or eliminated

the use of tradltlonal methods of technology 1n certaln_Jm;;__“_n_ri

locatlons {Portlock 1789:192, Be1111929-30.83),

" concomitant with theuarrivai-of~some'oflthetéiSitbrs--
was the introduction of new plant seeds, such as melons of
&ifferent varieties. These items were given in the hopes
that they would be planted, flourish, and provide a welcome
addition to provisions aboard future visiting ships (Nagata
1985). The impact of these melon and other introduced crop
plants on Hawaiian cultivation practices has yet to be
researched. Cordy (1972) has addressed the broader topic of
the effécﬁwa_EuroPean‘contacf on the Hawaiian-agricﬁltﬁfai
éystem before 1819. He concludeds that the foreigners did
lmpact theWtradltlonal system in 1ocallzed areas: (Cordy
1872: 410)

Key factors in the protchistoric period between the

years 1786 and 1805, (the years of fur traders as the

—agpriﬁary visitor) are several; namely the majority of these
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sporadic visitors to the Islands arrived and départed before
17§5; in some places in the Islands Western goods were
replacing the indigenous counterparté: some agricultural
practiceé weré changing to accommodate foreigner demands. If
" these factors caused changes to the culturai features and
can be identified in the archaeological record then those
sites are not protohistoric sites but historic, as Schuyler

notes:

Indigenous sites become historic sites...only when
their basic cultural and ecological patterns have

been altered by contact and. when‘thls is dlsplqyed““,”.q__

¥v2“ln the archaeologlcal data (1978 28)

Culture change is dynamlc and cannot.be generallzed as
unlform over tlme and throughout the reC1p1ent group. The
assemblages of objects found in Hawaiian sites reveal this
variability. In acknowledgement of this intra-group
variability Schuyler further states that '"direct contact
with Europeans is not necessarily a prerequisite for such
far reaching changes" (Schﬁyler.1978:28). Direct contact

then is not a prereguisite for changes to occurr. Foreign_

goods can circulate thr ch a group W1thout direct contact.
The years between 1786 and 1795 represent a period of
time‘when the Hawaiiah people were assessing ﬁhe-fo:eigners
”'aﬁd;écru#iﬁizing”the"value:of?fhéifhdffétingsL5y a¢ce§ting.:
or rejecting’itéms offered in trade. Beﬁﬁéen.lﬁgs.and'1819p

Kamehameha was involved in the world market via his contact

witb'fur traders, and later, sandalwood traders. In this
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‘later period the goods offered in trade were selected by the
ships captains' with the idea of wining the friendship of
Kamehameha. Prior to the arrival of the sandalwood traders
Hawai'i maintained a passive role in Western expansionism
(Friedman 1985:196). As early as 1805, Kamehameha allowed
- sandalwood to be cuﬁ in the islands in return for goods from
Canton but the first contract that was signed for this
resource vas in 1812 (Morgan 1948:62, Kuykendall 1978:86).
By 1810 Kamehameha . became sovereign ruler of all the.Islands
and nine yvears later he died at his residence 1n
"Kallua—Kona, Hawal i, The sandalwood trade contlnued 1nto o
the. late 1820‘5 and "led to the flnal dissolution of
‘anc13nt' Hawallan-soc1ety" (Kuykendall 1978:86) .
The.transitory male-dominated nature of marine-based
trade during the protohistoric period is evident from the
historical documentation presented in Chapter 3. Through the

historical documentation it is known that the ali'i, or

chiefs, mwaintained contrel of ports and trade.between
Westerners and Hawaiians as early as 1786 (ﬁixon 1568:106)},
and that after 1810, tariffs were asseésed on visiting
vessels.,Although there are references to the maka'ainan
or commoners, tradlng Wlth forelgners durlng this perlod
. 'the dlSpersal of materlal goods was not equltable and it

should not be assumed that what the chlefs received along

the coast would be 51m11ar to objects recovered at other

. sites during the same perlod. Artifact patterns identified
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at sites within similar locations occupied by egually-ranked

individuals .should be more similar than sites from diverse

1océtions (inland versus coastal or ali'j versus maka'ainana
househoids). Basic patterns of the types of goods recovered
at sites will vary from site to site; however, this should
not preclude the identification of similar artifacts between
sites. |

Because of the impact of'transitory'marine—based male

visitors, the archaeological remains of sites dated to the

protohlstorlc perlod should resemble assemblages (fur trader
“1 : 51tes) of 51m11ar 51tes elsewhere, such as-on’ the Northwest

Coast of Amerlca, for the same temporal perlod providing,

of -course, that the shlps that visited the Islands also
visited the area whére the comparative assemblages
originated. The acceptance of material goods, access to
these objects, and the ultimate recovery of the objects in
an archaeological context are dynamic factors that must be

considered in analyzing a particular assemblage of

artlfacts.-

After the missionaries arrived in the Islands in 1820,

the pattern of artifacts changed dramatically and rapidly.

-ﬁTraderS‘from Boston came~to support . the missionization

' -efforts in Hawai! i. By 1823 four mercantile houses were in

bu51ness in the Islands (Anonymous 1920:23). Wlth the
arrival of the missionaries, merchants stocked goods for

their consumption, in addition to the wants of the ali'i or
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at least the Boston merchants impression of what the é;;;;
wanted (Anonymous 1920:44-45). The-excerpt below taken from
a letter by John Coffin Jones, Jr. to Boston merchanté
Marshall and Wildes, in January 1823 states that they should

not send much but what they do send should be of good

guality

as superfine cloth, ready made clothes and shirts,
Calicoes of every description, Rum, wine and gin,
‘handsome feathers, some good hats, and shoes of :
large and small sizes; ladies Bonnets and downs, i
large size different patterns say .of silk, calico, 3
Cambrick, & c., sea coal [flint], lumber copper,
plank paints, and rigging, wheel Barrows, hand
. -carts, light waggons, ox-carts, -and large-size-4 -
‘wheel waggons, leather trunks covered with red
“leather, 'different sizes tables, cheap writing
desks, table cloths,...a guantity of pumps.and
gear [for -drilling wells] (Anonymous '1920:45)

Documents that provide information about specific
items traded to Hawaiians or the particular objects desired
by the Hawaiians after the protchistoric period help to make
comparisons between these later items and previously
introduced items easy. Furthermore these later items can be
chronologically placed.and identified (if recovered) in an
excavated collection of artifacts.

In the following seétidn a summary of artifacts
associated with the protohistoric period will.be presgnted

- and a discussion of ‘the value that each artifact cateﬁory-

has to the interpretation of the protochistoric period.




Summary of Artifacts from Selected Sites

In this section descriptions of artifacts that were
collected during the excavations at John Young's Homéstead,
and Ki'ilae Village on Hawai'i Island, Fort Elizabeth on
Kaua'i, Makena, Maui and Anahulu Valley, O'ahu is presented.
Table 4.1 introduces basic information for these sites,
Artifact tables of the sites listed in Table 4.1 are partial
lists of the excavated collections. Five artifact types will
be examined: beads, buttons, ceramics, fiint, and metal
artifacts. These five “types were sélected because each can
-'be -used for specific dating, all ofithese?artifécﬁsméfé"
'duféblé énd frequently recoveréa.iﬂ“eicavéiions, and;:as
doéumentétion.froﬁ the period shows, all ofithese items were
traded during the ﬁrotohistoric period. The artifacts that
can be used as "identifiers" for the eighteenth century will
be singled out of each of the collections in_the diécussion
that follows. Table 4.2 represents the five categories of
artifacts recovered from the sites listed in Table 4.1.
Beads

Of the nbn-perishable itéms, beads are-cbmmcnly found
at ninéieénth century archaeological sites throughout the
-islandsrand_we11 représented at different typeé;df sites--
';ffomﬁrockshéltérs'and open habitations tokburiéi;;

A number of references to the use of beadsrin trade

have surfaced from the journals, logs and account.books from
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Table 4.1

LOCATION, SITE NAME, DATES, AND NUMBERS

LOCATION SITE NAME ~ DATES SITE. NUMBER
Hawai'i A

(1) Kawaihae John Young's Homestead = 1791-1834  50-10-05-2296+
(2) Honaunau Ki'llae village .~ 17th-20th centuries

Kada'i | Lo

(3) Waimea Fort Elizabeth . 1815-1864 50-30-05-1000
Maui e

(4). Makena 19th 50-Ma~-B8-208**
(5) . Makena | | 50-Ma-B8-220
(6) Makena - S 50~Ma-B8~238
o'ahu R o _

(7) Anahulu 18th-isth. 50-0a-D6-34

(8): Anahulu 50-0a~D6-60

*  Site number is from State of Hawai'l. 50=State; 10=Isiand of
- -Hawai'i; 05=U.5.G.S. Quad: 1000=Site number.

#%  Site number is from Department of ﬁhthropology, Bishop Museunm.
. 50=State; Ma or Oa=Island (Maul or O'ahu}; B8 or D6=Ahupua‘a;
' 208=8ite number. ' B




Table 4.2

FIVE ARTIFACT TYPES FREQUENCIES

v

SITES+: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B
Beads 11 16 1 - - - a3 18
: Buttons 5 14 3 - - - 10 iz
i Ceramics 455% 18 6 1 - 5 4 3
R Flint 2 - 3 - - - 35 i 40
Metal 205 116 6 -~ - - 143 74
+ The numbers'to the right across the top refer to the sites

llsted in Table 4.1.

* 256 sherds were from two vessels, the remalning sherds wvere
from 5 additional ceramic types. 83 sherds were either
creamware or pearlware sherds; 96 sherds were Chlnese
porcelaln. o




the protohistoric period, 1778-1820. Cook found that
Hdwaiians were not interested in beads and thought them
insignificant (Anderson 1784:580). However, before Cook
leftHawai'i one of'the.priests was ﬁsing beads to pay his
kava masticator at the rate of one bead per mouthful
(Beaglehole 1967},

What kind of beads were used in trade by Cook? None of
the journals describing Cook's voyages to Hawai'i mention
the type or color of beadS'used in trade with'the.Héwaiiaﬁs.
Beads were 1nc1uded as part of the OfflClal 1nventory of
'trade.ltems to be used 1n barter w1th‘the natlves; but f
specxflcs as to color and size -are 1ack1ng.rﬁowever, Qulmby
(1978) tried to :isolate the exact types of beadS'that were
used during Cook's voyages, and it is from his work that the
type of beads likely to be recovered in Hawai'il can be
found. The journals of Cook and King sheds light on the
color and type of beads used in trade in Hawai'i. This
information can be infered from documentation of trade
elswhere; In Hay 1778, off Prince William Sound, the white

beads that Cook was carrying were nct of much value: he

specﬂlates-that'the natives think that-the.white beads.are
llke thelr crystal beads (Beaglehole 1967 346)

Whlle Cook was tradlng w1th the Aleuts in July 1778
King notes that the women were fond of the beadsjln "blue,

white & brown about the size of a large pea" (Beaglehole

. 1967:1427). Beads in these colors were traded to the Aleuts




by Russians, as their preference for them had been
established prior to Cook's arrival. It can be assumed than
that similar_beads should be recovered in Hawai'i, since
Cook visited Prince William Sound after leaving Hewai!i, and
trade in beads wes common. Since Coock's first visit to |
Hawai'i, in 1778, was to Kaua'i, blue, white and brown pea-
size& beads may be recovered near the port of Waimea. Trade
in beads continued during Cook's seccnd and third voyages to
the Pacific. However, Van der Sleen (1973:40-41) identified
a blue-faceted glass bead Wlth a whlte center that was used
-'1n tradlng on,hls thlrd voyage.‘Unfortunatelyczt is not
Jllustrated 80 an accurate comparlscn to exlstlng
collectlons is not p0551ble‘

The sources which document the years between 1786 and
1820 provide few references to the color of beads used in
trade in the Islands. During this pericd in Hawaii's history
the majority of the visitors were fur traders. The activi-
ties of fur traders cn the Northwest Coast of America by
,American_and”Eufopean companies are potentially important
_ Sﬁﬁf;éﬂ:faf‘pféfiﬁiﬁq a chronol logy of beads that appear in
Hawallan sites. Dlxon was carrying blue and green beads in.
1786 the Northwest Coast of Amerlca (Qulmby 1978 235) and
”Meares was also tradlng in green beads in the same year
(Meares 1791:lxv). Documentation on the types of beads

carried by Dixon and Portlock in their visits to the Islands

~.. indicate that they were probably small green and yellow
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beads, as these colors were mentioned by Portlock as beads
requested from Meares while trading in the Northwest Coast
of gmerica on May 1§, 1787 (Meares 17%0: xxvi).

Quimby (1966:88-89), in his study of European trade
goods in-fhe Western Great Lakes region of Amefica, fouhd
that monochrome faceted beads regardless of size are
diagnostic for the period between 1760 and 1820. The traders
in this area were,again_fur~traders,jEuropean'prior to 1390
and mostly American after 1800 (Quimby 1966:82). The dating
of these beads was dependent on the presence of 511ver
'_~ornament5‘made for ‘the fur trade and used between 1760 and
“l.1820. Such f;q;te'contro1s-on'the beads recovered in Hawai'i
has yet to be established.

The summary of bead types that may have been introduced
into Hawai'i during the protohistoric are listed in Table
4.3. The bead descriptions are not complete, just as the
descriptions in the references are not complete. More work
needs to be done to compile a list of bead types with ceolor
and manufacturing techniques that.will.allow,for"the use of
‘beads as teﬁpéfal iﬁdicators.

Orchard (1975 101) 1llustrates a number of glass beads

"°;,that were dlstrlbuted by traders in the West,.although

speclflc 1nformatlon on chronology and size is m1551ng, the




Table 4.3

BEAD TYPES NOTED IN LITERATURE OF THE

PROTOHISTORIC PERIOD

TYPE DATE REFERENCE
Blue 1778-1779 Beaglehole 1567
White 1778-177% Beaglehole 1967
Brown 1778-1779 Beaglehole 1967
Faceted beads 1760-1820 Quimby 1966
Green, translucent 1786 Dixon 1789
‘Blue, translucent 1786 Dixon 1789
Yellow 1787 Meares 1790
- Green, translucent 1787 Meares 1790
‘Blue faceted 1810 Quimby 1978
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shapes and colors are similar to beads in collections from
sites in this study. The colors represented are (1) faceted
transparent green, (2) opaque yellow, (3) dark blue
trsnsparent, {4) dark blue opague, and {(5) pale blue opague
round beads {Orchard 1975:102).

Faceted beads were one of the many types of beads
carried by fur.traders into the Nofthwest Coast (Quimby
1966). Of the beads recovered in the excavations of these
sites faceted beads occurred only atﬂJohn Young's Homestead
(1 translucent blue-green) and Ki‘ 11ae Vlllage, Site D—140

(6 translucent mldnlght blue 1 translucent emerald green,ﬁll

translucent red) It_ls p0551bleithatjthese-represent the

pre-1820 period, since faceted beads-#ere khown to be used _ i
in that esrly trade. Faceted blue-green or emerald green f
beads are uncommon in collections from Hawai'i.

The distribution of the opagque round mandrel wound
yellow (Munsel Color 5.0 Y 8/10-3.7 ¥ 8/13), or daffodil
.color (Color Harmony 1-1/2 ia) (Karklins 1982:107) beads,
are represented in four sites: John Young's Homestead (3
_spésimens é fused togeﬁhs . 7
Ellzabeth (1 spec1men), and Anahulu Valley D6-60 (2
.speqlmsns) The 51ze of these beads range from 6.0 mm-e o
iﬁm"insﬁidth, 7.0 mm-a.o mm helght (paralleljto-bore), and
1.5 mm-2.2 mﬁ bore size. This bead type occﬁrs more

frequently in ‘post-1820 stratigraphic context than in a

... Pprotohistoric (Carter 1979; 1982).




A common bead found in North American sites is the
Cornaline d'Aleppo, and it provides a good marker for sites
iﬁ.Hagai}i. After 1830, the center of these beads varied
from a light green core to an ivory core, with a bright red
outer layer; the. brighter the exterior rea layer of glass,
the later the manufacture (Sprague 1985:94). Karklins
(1982:51-52) illustrates and describes several examples of
this type of bead from a nineteenth century Venetian Bead
Sample Book. Representative.samples of this type bf bead
have been recovered frequently at sxtes throughout Hawai'i:

" No beads of thls type were recovered from exther Kl 1lae o

Vlllage or Fort Ellzabeth. However, nine beads ‘were

1
El

identified at the Anahulu Valley_sxte D6-34 and one at Dé-
60, and one was identified at the John Young Homestead. The
presence of this bead at the Anahulu Valley sites and
Young's site may be an indication of the late period of
introduction for this type of bead, corresponding with the
formal attributes of a post-1830 form.
'guttens |

Buftons from these assemblages are made from either
organic material, glass, or porcelain Most datable buttons
,;are non—organlc types. There was only one: metal button from '
the pre-lezo perlod 51tes that was typlcal of buttons
manufactured prlqr to 1800 (Noel Hume 19%74:9%). It was a
plain—feeed, slightly convex brass button with a loop

. soldered to the back. It was recovered from the John Young
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Homestead (Rosendahl and Carter 1988:51).

A second impressed metal button, referred to as a
Phoenix button, because of the bird design embossed on the
face, was recovered from Fort Elizabeth, but it is the only
one of its kind to be collected from archaeological sites in
the Islands (McCoy 1974:30). This button post dates-1820 and
is not associated with the Russian Fur Company (Strong
1975:76-79).

The most common type of button identified from the

Anahulu collection is referred to in the.literature-as

"small chinas® (Lﬁscomb'1967:;83).jThese“buttonsgére‘nsuallY,“n

whité andfﬁade.of“é'h6n4trahslﬁ¢entEpéfcelain”fanging.ih
size from 2/8"=6'7/8"."There is one example from D6-34
referred to as a "calico" button. This designation refers to
the textile transfer-printed design on the surface of the
button face. The small chinas that are plain.were mass
produced in this country after 1860. The one calico button,

which was known to be popular in America has an earlier date

- of 1845. The remaining buttons were not diagnostic enough to

be assigned specific dates.

Ceramics

| :Qf;the-artifacts from the'Joﬁn Yéungwﬁoﬁestead;“three
types of ceramic artifécts stand out: fl) green edged pearl-
‘ware {1780-1830) (South 1978:72);: (2) Canton porcelain, blue
on vhite underglaze (1800-1830) (Souﬁh.1978:72; Tindall

,,ﬁ1979:161, Fig.4; Godden 1979:164); and (3) overglazed
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enamelled China trade porcelain, multi-colored with a floral

design (1790;1825) {South 1978:72). Canton porcelain
fragments were recovered at all-threé sites. The pearlware
earthenware and overglazed porcelain which were recovered at
the John Young ﬁomestead were not identified at the other
sites.

Other ceramiC'typeS'included annular wares (1780-1815),

common .in early nineteenth century sites. These consist of

bowls .and other-shapes decorated-with horizontal bands of

_”color (Noel Hume 1970 131 South 19?8*72).‘Thls type of

:ceramlc Was - only recovered at the John Young Homestead.r

Multl-colored transfer—prlnted ceramics (1820 1840) occurred

at the John Young Homestead.

The Canton blue-on-white porcelain was recovered from
the excavations at Fort Elizabeth. However, none of these
ceramic types were recovered from the O'ahu or in the Maui
excavations.

Flint

A single English blade gun flint, gray to black and

prismatic in form, is a typo thétipost-dates 1800 (Noel Hume

1970:220). One such flint was recovered at -the John Young

" ‘Homestead. Other flint was recovered -from Fort Elizabeth on

Kaua'i {McCoy 1972:27). The Kaua'i flihté have been identi-
fied as French and English in origin on the basis of color,

French ranging from very pale brown to grayish brown (Munsel

~ Color 10 YR 7/3-10 YR 5/2), and English ranging from white




But

to very dark gray (Munsel Color 2.5 Y N8/-2.5 Y N3/).
according to McCoy (1972:27) these flints are American. No
flint artifacts were identified for the Ki'ilae Village
features. '

Flint recovered from the Anahulu collection was
considerable--a total of 75 fragments that included 23
worked.fragﬁents from the two feaiures D6-34 and D6-60, with
an.additional 52 fragments of shatter identified. No formal

gun flints were identified in these two collections or the

total collectlon of fllnt recovered from the excavatlons.mw;'rnnu

'eAna1y51s of‘193 fllnt artlfacts from 11 Anahulu Valiey
1featureseshowed that_fllnt was‘belng imported 1nto the
valley in nodule form (a high percentage of cortex was found
on many fragments) and reduced to make either gunspall
flints or strike-a-lights (Carter 1979, 1984).
.Flint.appeared on a list of goods destined for the-
Islands inrthe 1790's as "fire stone" (Roe 1967). Between
1805 and 1808 there is a reference to the use of strike-a-
lights in the journal of Isaac Iselin (1922;715, He noted
thatewhiie at Kealakekua'Bey "a priest on board won't iet
anythlng else be used to 11ght his plpe but "fllnt & steel'“

 _1(Isel1n 1922 71) Accordlng to a summary. artlcle by Greer  _

-;“”(1977 3-38) fllnt ‘was 1mported in large quantltles by 1838.

Metal gbjects _ _ ~

Metal objects recovered from these sites were corroded,

'L;:making identification impossible in many cases. Copper alloy




metals, such as brass or bronze, survive the salt air
longer. Metal artifacts are usually the largest category of
artifacts to be recovered archaeclogically. Nails are the
most common identifiable metal objects.

Many of the historical documents identify situations in
which metal, specifically iron, was used for trade. Other
objects of metal introduced were adzes, chisels, files,
fishhooks, forks, hatchets, cut barrel hoops, iron nails,
knives, razors, rings, and scissors (see'Table 3.5:71 for
references). Some of these items were recovered from

rchaeologlcal 51tes that dat to the protohlstorlc'perlod
'butfnone qan;be-securely'dated"to that period. Brass gun
hardware was found at John Young's Homestead, and the
fragment has been tentatively identified as a butt plate
from a eighteenth century British musket (Stanford 1975:58).
A second piece of brass metal work identified from this site
is a drawer pull fitting, which dates to a period between
1750-1820 (Revi 1974:80~81).

Needles recovered from an archaeolegical context are
rare but larger sized brass needles {probably used for
sewing heavy canvas) were recovered from John Young's site
(Noel Hume 1970: 255) | |
. Nalls are most 11kely to survive the elements over time
at both rockshelter sites and open terrace sites. changes in
nail manufacturing techniques provide a.clue to their age:

. in a pre~1830 nail the metal fibers run crosswise to the

i
i
1
'
1




shaft, while in a post~1836 nail the fibers run parallel to
the shaft (Noel Hume 1970:253- 254). The first type of nails
will snap if clenched; the nail with lengthwise fibers is
stronger.

In the historical documents from this period there is
little technological detail or description of objects that
would facilitate.the identification of artifacts. One aspect
of early pre-1820 artifact collections is the presence of
cdpper alléy or brass nails, spikes, or brass sheeting.
These artifacts are seemingly more durable than objects made
of.i:on.7Bronze:nails;a;e:used_iniboatJbuiiding and the
sheetinélis}aiéd.ﬁSed_ﬁa ééVérffﬁéiﬂﬁiié;5£?§hi§s;;Sheet:
bréss was.fféded in'thé NértﬁwestlcOasf-and it is iikely
that it was used in-trade in the Islaﬁds before 1800. In
middle to late nineteenth century sites bronze nails or
spikes are not found. The exception is that in some burial

features brass tacks and nails are used to seal the 1id of

coffins.

Summary of the Archaeoclogy of Protohistoric Hawai'i

eriod, 1778-1820, is characterized
by a variety”of visitors: transitory male traders, explorors
and%merchants. The archaeqlogicai data-base as presented in
-  thisfChéptef §n1y;refiects;the scarcityfof'objécts'ihat Eén
be identified for this period. Conclusions about male and

female activities are difficult to make from these arti-

facts, as many of the objects traded to men were also traded
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to women. Hawaiian men were in contact with foreign traders
more often than Hawaiian females; at least this seems to be
the pattern as reflected in the documentation. Consequently
male-oriented activities,.such as canoe building and
possibly image carving, would be altered because of the
introdﬁcﬁion 6f metal wood working tools. During this
period, the only Hawaiian with whom the foreigners had
sufficient contact to make a significant impact may have
been the ali'j, primarily Kamehameha and his retainers. The
ali'i, were more frequently invﬁlvedrwith the trading
activitiés”with“foreiéneis.fTﬁué?wifh_ﬁbfe'Qqusﬁre to
fbréiéneré thé-rate_of;aééﬁltufégﬁbn~fér‘thié group would be
greater than for those not in contact with the foreigners.
Artifacts associated with female activities during this
time would not be as likely to chang=. The introduction of
items such as beads or buttons were not itemé that were
likely to alter traditional activities, since they did not
provide the possessor with an alterﬁate object to complete a
task. (An example of this change would be the introduction
of meﬁal bowlis as replacemenﬁs for wboden bowls.) However,
the area where impact might be seen is in the carving of
gggg.beaters; It is possible that the:introduction_of'metal )
'to&is allowed for the finer carved iigés_in desiéns on
beaters. Thé-post—lazo introduction df‘writing and the

implements for writing (e.g. different colored ink) may have

- influenced the design motifs on kapa. The introduction of -




colored cloth was used to color kapa. The fine cotton fibers
"are visible on some samples in theeBishop'Museum.

The artifacts recovered from an archaeological context

are unfortunately meager. The few items that can be dated to_

the protohistoric are'those that are well documented to a
specific time period. Such items include English green edged
pearlware (1780-1830), overglaze trade porcelain
(1790-1825){ a one-piece plain face brass button, and

English blade gunflint (ca. 1800).

Although the ceramlcs have a termlnus date that post— B

dates the protohlstorlc end date of 1820 the ceramlc sherds .

of;the types-llsted,above_would;be_con51deredvearly:rather
than iate.‘There ere many other types of ceramics that were
being produced during this time but they are not recovered
in Hawai'i (or we have not excavated the sites). During the
latter half of the nineteenth century the archaeological
pattern of material remains shows a higher percentage of
ceramie artifacts. |

_ Beads as a class of artifacts have.a great potential
for-establishing a viable chronological tool for Hawaiian
archaeology. The beads that have been presented here do not
a551st the archaeologlst for the pre-1820 perlod but prov1de
a’ good marker for some of the later period sites.

Evaluatlon of likely sites for finding evidence of the

_protohistoric in Hawaii's past should include geographical

1ocation (Hawai'i, O‘ahu, Kaua'i), type of site (substantial
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house structure {implying long-term residence], and
historical associations with location. The selections of
sites made for this thesis was based on location, historical
associations, and prior knowledee of the artifact
assemblages.

The John Young.Homestead.is the best documented
transition site (between protohistoric ahd historic) in the
Islands. The artifact assemblage is much more like -a middle

to late nineteenth century assemblage based on the variety

of types of artifacts (e.q. glass tumblers, several types of

' 'Tceramlcs, .and bottle glass) ASOme 1tems date-to an—earller'

'perlod supportlng the presence of-protohlstorzc and’ hlstoric'
time frames. |
Ki'ilaelviliage has an interesting assortment of
objects but most postdate 1820. The few beads that were
recovered stand out for their uniqueness among the site
assemblages examined. However, the temporal indicators are
lacking. It is possible that further work on beads found at
sites in Hawai'i will clarlfy the context in which these

beads were recovered

Fort Elizabeth is no doubt the Fort established by the

Russlans between 1816~ 1817 but the collectlon of artlfacts B

does not reflect thls perlod as much as - It does the post-
Russian period (1818-1864) (McCoy 1972:7). Stratified
deposits at this location, not necessarily the Fort, should

illustrate the duration of occupation by Hawaiians and the
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interaction with Westerners prior to 1820. By focusing on
the contégt site locations more information about the broto«
historic can be pieced together.

in Makena artifact assemblages, none of the artifacts
can be grouped in the early pfe-1820 time frame. Assemblages
ifrom.the,Anahulu'Vailey sites are also late examples.,

It is evident from the historical documentation that

the,ali'i or chiefs maintained contrcl of'ports and that men
were the primary purveyors of trade between Wesﬁerners-and
‘Hawaiians. This pattern continued into the nineteenth
century, maintaining the differential access to goods,
,:therefbre inflténcing'the,paﬁtern of arghaeologi¢a1=material
'gbods.'Post—lazo objects are more frequently found, since

the guantity and the dispersal pattern differed from that of

the previous century.
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Chapter 5

CONCLUSION

This thesis focused on a period of time in Hawaiian
history defined in Chapter 1 as the protohistoric. This is
the périod of time after wesiern contéct but before physical
changes within the culture can be archaeoldgically identi-
fied. The protohistoric period in Hawai'i covers the years
between 1778 and 1820. It is-meégerly represented by the
material remains of trade betwéehfﬂéﬁaiiahé?éﬂd.tfaﬁ#itﬁff
malevfbfeighéfé-thai;ffequénted £$;“i$l§nds,priér'to 1820.

:The.hisﬁorical documenﬁation is replete with -evidence

of traded goods (e.g. beads, nails, and buttons) and the

conduits through which these items were distributed. It is

also clear that the chiefs or ali!'i had control of the

trading activities at certain ports. A port generally became

established at a place where the ruling chief was in

residence and his retinue of priests and attendants were
present. Although some historical documents relate trading

activities with individuals who were not chiefs, priests or

chiefly attendants;'these are relatively few compared to the

references to trade with chiefs. The identification of
archaeoclogical remains and their association to a chief or
commoner is a topic in need of more detailed examination.

Identifying such socially diagnostic materials is important
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for comparative analysis of artifact collections associated i
with the ali'i and with the maka'ainana. ;
Although the historical documentation is wvoluminous

information that enables archaeologists to identfy specific

trade objects with specific time pericds is lackihg.-What we
do know is that (1) the dispersal of objecte'was primarily
-among those who lived along the coastal areas of the |
Islands; (2) objects traded were -small (in size): (3) the
“number of days that ships stopped in the Islands to trade _
.averaged 13 days per year between 1778 -and 1820, and (4) theﬂ__ L
”"fiaverage number of shlps arr1v1ng each year was 3 1 for the_
.;?same perlod 0f - tlme. . R |
Men were the prlmary people involved 1n-trade durlng

the protohistoric period. Transitory male visitors partici-

pating in a marine-based trade network dominated the
protochistoric period. It is because of this pattern that
little of the protohistoric can be identified in the

archaeological record. The post-1820 period was not

ldominatea by marine-based trade but a land-based system that
wwenfebeyond the coastal villages. The.exposure fo new |
people~-the1r ‘culture and to the materlal goods of their
'culture--ls exhlblted in post-lszo 51tes. The m1551onar1es;:;1mw,,mf[;”
.thelr W1Ves and chlldren, and other merchants who had

establ;shed“themselves in the Islands after 1820 became the

purveyors of change.

The model of marine-based trade in the protohistoric




period, as outlined here (Figure 5.1), is a representation
of how trade goods are initially introduced into a culture.

" The objective of such trade is to reach those people in
power and secure a trading environment that is beneficial to
each participaht.-Although the model is based on-work done
in the Northwest Coast of America (see Chapter 2) but its
iapplication is far-reaching. It is.hoped that this model
will serve others 1nvestlgat1ng the protohlstorlc perlod in
- other marxne—based settings. R
-MM'

The-model of;marltlme trade presented 1n Flgure 5 1

"addresses the 1mpact of‘marlne-based tran51tory'traders on
the’ Hawallan culture. The appllcatxon of thls model should
help researchers to identify that pattern which should be
peculiar to archaeological assemblages of the period between
1778-1820. While this model will be used to illustrate the
Hawaiian case, the basic premises should be applicable to
similar contact situations in other islandror'merine—based

locations.

T s
The modal

resented here helps to explicate the lack of
material remains for the.protohistoric period in Hawaiian

'-hiStory. The archaeologlcal assemblages that have been,_

"z”excavated reflect a dlstlnctlve pattern that whlle not

'unlque to Hawai'i, is nevertheless characterlstlc of early
contact situations. Contact in Hawai'i can be defined by

five basic criteria (Figure 5.1). The response to contact
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under these defined criteria is also presented. A third part
ef this model focuses on the material correlates of contact
that is, what do we expect to find archaeclogically?

The archaeological evidence for this model can be
viewed from either of two perspectives: First, that there is
a scarcity of objects dating from early contact situations
compared to objects of a later date that can be more easily

identified: second, that.although the 1ocaticn of.trading in

a the Islands is known, archaeologlcally studied sites from

these areas do not contaln the artlfacts one would -expect: e

1f1nd. The flrst perspectlve suggests ‘that - recovered materlal'f“”"

1tems of" trade datlng from thls perlod w1ll be scarce. The
second perspectlve'suggestS“that the expectations.of
identifying artifacts from this period can not be realized
as the sites may not have been identified.

In this thesis both perspectives are accepted as a true
reflection .of the archaeological record in Hawai'i during
the protohistoric. Documents on the general types of goods
_ traded to the Hawaiians are abundant: they indicate that the
haeerial'traded.are limited both in types and in number.
leew1se, several protohlstorlc archaeologlcal sites have
'_ibeen excavated ln those areas that were . freguented by the

Vemale-domlnated tran51tory visitors. The respective artifact
.assemblages do reflect the model of maritime tradevpresented
*here.

‘The .implications derived from the seeming lack or
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A.

c.

Figure 5.1

MARINE BASED TRADE - PROTOHISTORIC HAWAI'I

Basic criteria (example from the Northwest Coast

{FPisher 1977):

1.

2.

3-.

4.

B

Transitory (v1sxts irreqular}.

Male—dominated group of traders.
(Primary interaction between male
traders and indigenous males with some
interaction between male traders and
indigenous females.).

Traders focused on leaders of lndlgenous
groups when tradlng.

Rec1p1ent group seen as keen: traders.

~Return1ng “to “known - places of”trade. :  '

Correspondlng resgonse to trade.

1.

Accreting .objects -of trade from small
‘single objects to specifically named
items requested for trade.

Leaders stockpiling gocods.
Some gender differentiation in items

traded. Distribution of goods not always
ended up in male hands but females

- received some items in trade.

Few foreigners leaving the ship, trade
primarily on board ship.

The areaS'more“hea#ily freguented by
traders should have a greater percentage

of period artifacts.

The_ archaeological record:

L.

2.

‘Male activity artlfact sets change
' ;rapldly.,“m:_ e

Female act1v1ty artifact sets are more
stable.

Many artifacts from this period are not

“time specific.

Fewer items traded than otherwise

‘indicated in the literature.
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sparsity of temporally diagnostic protchistoric objects are
important. Caution should be taken when considering the age
of archaeoclogical features that do not have historic arti-

facts as part of the assemblage. The archaeologidal pattern

of the protohistoric period is not changed much from the

prehistoric assemblage.

_ We must deal more effectively with the protohistoric
periocd if we ever hope to achieve a meaningful understanding

of the dynamics of.late-prehistoric and early historic - .

Hawallan culture hlstory..For example, how accurate -are the - f o

estlmates of populatlon when a 51gn1f1cant portlon of

‘Hawall s past can not be accounted for archaeologlcally° How
useful are settlement pattern studles derlved from the

temporally-ordered archaeological data if the protohistoric

period is not identified? And undoubtedly studies on disease

vectors would be facilitated by a better underétanding of

this period.
Cultures in contact do not always leave readily

identifiable material remains. Also historical documents are

good resources but must be used judiciously in their appli-

cation to past human behavior. Nevertheless this thesis has

dqmonstrated:that;the_pfotohistoric:period'in‘Haﬁai'i”isf
real, recognizable and.critically.important for many of our
research interests, It is now up to the Hawaiilan archaeo-

logical community to insure that the protohistoric at last

gets the attention and proper recognition that it has so
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