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Abstract 

This thesis explores the biography of 18 objects created on the island of Yap in the 1990s 
at the Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia (EAIM), an open workshop space in which 
Micronesians were employed to make objects for sale to tourists. The institute employed the 
local Micronesian community, mostly men from the main island, to recreate cultural objects 
recorded in the Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 journals. Eighteen of the types of 
objects produced by EAIM are featured on display at the Pacific Island Ethnic Art Museum 
(PIEAM) located in Long Beach, California, and have been since it opened in October 2010. 
PIEAM has a wider focus on the arts of the Pacific, including Polynesia and Melanesia, but 
clearly emphasizes Micronesia and the objects made at the EAIM. Both the museum and EAIM 
were projects spearheaded by Dr. Gumbiner.   

This thesis explores how the cultural objects, which are produced at the EAIM and 
displayed at the PIEAM in Long Beach, California, can be seen as representing and perpetuating 
a postcolonial situation. 
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Introduction 

This thesis project will discuss Micronesian art in a post-colonial era through a specific 

case study involving objects produced on the island of Yap in the 1990s at the Ethnic Art 

Institute of Micronesia (EAIM), an open workshop space in which Micronesians were employed 

to make objects for sale to tourists. During the years of its operation, from 1995 to 2001, EAIM 

employed local Yapese to replicate Micronesian art objects. It was located below Traders’ Ridge 

Resort ’s pool in a small, open-air, customary Yapese building where carvers produced work and 

were accessible to tourists all hours of the day.1 Tourists were able to observe carvers at work 

and then purchase the objects made as souvenirs. When EAIM closed, the remaining unsold 

objects were sent to Long Beach, California to become part of the permanent collection of the 

Pacific Island Ethnic Art Museum (PIEAM), which opened its doors in 2010. Both PIEAM and 

EAIM (as well as the Trader’s Ridge Hotel) were owned by and linked through a wealthy 

American philanthropist named Dr. Robert Gumbiner. 

The two cultural spaces represent competing impulses. On the one hand, both EAIM 

(now closed) and PIEAM (still operating) seek to celebrate the cultures of the Pacific, especially 

Micronesia. One of EAIM’s missions was to enable economic autonomy of Micronesians. 

PIEAM’s mission is stated explicitly on the main page of their website: to “incorporate the 

diverse cultures of the Pacific Islands, with a focus on Micronesia, into a permanent collection, 

educational programs, rotating exhibits, and living arts.”2 PIEAM is one of the only museums on 

the West Coast to focus mainly on the South Pacific, rather than simply having a separate wing 

dedicated to the area. On the other hand, both institutions present the objects in ways that could 

be considered exotifying, de-contextualizing, and de-historicizing. This thesis offers an analysis 

                                                
1 Dr. Eric Metzgar, interview by Ashley Flores, June 2017.  
2 “Home”, home page, Pacific Island Ethnic Art Museum, https://www.pieam.org/.  
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of the objects production at EAIM in Yap and their eventual re-presentation of complex 

signification of value, cultural authenticity, and multivalent agency in PIEAM in Long Beach, 

California.  

In the summer of 2013, I was an intern at PIEAM. I had searched through various 

internships in the greater Southern California area online and stumbled upon PIEAM by chance. 

I already knew I wanted to specialize in some kind of indigenous art history; this seemed like a 

perfect fit.  I was intrigued because it was the only museum I found that focused on displaying 

Pacific art and promoted itself as empowering and strengthening the Pacific community in the 

Southern California region (i.e., reaching out to the diasporic community). This interested me a 

lot at this point in my undergraduate career since I had just finished my first course in Pacific Art 

at California State University, Northridge. I began working there five days a week for five hours 

a day. My assignment was to organize and inventory the storage area. There were hundreds of 

unwrapped objects that were sitting on storage shelves, each with a number written in red 

Sharpie. I was tasked with unwrapping each, describing it with some basic information, and 

noting its condition. I noted what each object was, it size, colors, and any noticeable physical 

damage. Many of the objects also came with yellow tags from the Ethnic Art Institute of 

Micronesia that were originally meant to provide information for the tourists who purchased 

them. Up to this point I had been unaware of the relationship between PIEAM and EAIM; this 

was my first indication that these objects were not what one would think of as typical of museum 

artifacts coming from various places, times, and sources. The tags were small, with a little bit of 

information about EAIM and some general descriptions. On a bird paint pot, for instance 

(Figures 1 and 2), the label would read “functional yet beautiful.” Sometimes the artisan’s name 

was noted, but there were never mentions of the significance of the bird paint pot in a specific 
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Micronesian culture, let alone what tools were used in making it, or the type of wood or 

pigments. As I began to unwrap the packages, I realized I was looking at variations of very 

similar objects, copy after copy.  

The pots I unwrapped had stylized wooden carved bird sculptures that contained a small 

cavity in the top middle of the bird’s body. The neck and tail region contained drilled holes with 

fibrous ropes attached. The rope was connected to a thin and lengthy wooden plank. At the end 

of the rope was nothing, a loop, or a metal hook with a screw top. The pots were not painted but 

rather covered in a thin pigmented paste, a red-brown powdery substance layered on top of the 

wood that rubbed off on my gloves. Some were solid black, while others had designs, and still 

others were left in their natural wood texture. I was not sure if this was because they were not 

finished or because some pieces were meant to be without pigment.  

At this point in my art history career, I had taken only one class on African and Pacific 

art combined and so my knowledge of Micronesian art was minimal. As I unwrapped bird paint 

pot after bird paint pot, I kept thinking that they were unlike anything I had seen in my classes 

and I was confused. A majority of the art from Micronesia that I saw in class was Yap stone 

money, Marshallese maps made from wood and shells, and Palauan bais (men’s houses). Much 

of my knowledge came from books such as Adrienne Kaeppler’s The Pacific Arts of Polynesia 

and Micronesia (2008) and Anne D’Alleva’s Arts of the Pacifc Islands (1998).3 Both shared an 

emphasis on ritualistic objects from the region in a pre-contact social context.  

Looking again at the labels, I wanted to learn more about the full context of the 

relationship between PIEAM and EAIM. Why were there so many copies of the same figures 

                                                
3 Anne D'Alleva, Arts of the Pacific Islands, (New York: H.N. Abrams, 1998); Adrienne L. 
Kaeppler, Pacific arts of Polynesia and Micronesia, (Oxford; New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2008). These references along with the issue of Micronesian art representation in general 
art history will be discussed further in Chapter 2. 
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and why did each have to be cataloged into the museum’s collection? I asked the museum’s 

director of special projects, Hugo Albarran, in person during my internship, and he answered all 

of my questions as best he could.  Hugo Albarran has worked at PIEAM since its opening and 

essentially runs the entire museum with an assistant. Over the years, he has been able to reach 

out to various community members in Long Beach County, where he was able to expand 

PIEAM’s collection and exhibition repertoire. Although Albarran knew the ins and outs of 

PIEAM thoroughly, his full knowledge of EAIM was stymied by a history of lack of 

transparency about the origins of the museum and its objects.  

As I investigated further I became curious about the official narrative told through the 

biography of the founder of PIEAM on the museum’s website. The website offered vague 

information regarding Dr. Gumbiner’s initial involvement and interests regarding museums in 

general (he owned both PIEAM and the Museum of Latin American Art located directly adjacent 

to PIEAM) and in Pacific cultures in particular. The website states: “Dr. Robert Gumbiner began 

visiting the Pacific islands for vacations in the 1960’s. These visits would spark a lifetime of 

endeavors in healthcare, business, and most importantly art. Beginning as simply a tourist, he 

soon became a collector, advocate, and community partner.” He did this through creating the 

Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia. As the website states: “In 1994, he founded the Ethnic Art 

Institute of Micronesia to preserve and revive the lost arts of Micronesia and serve as a base for 

training a younger generation of artists.” 4 It is because of EAIM that he was able to advocate and 

become a community member. The museum’s website also briefly discusses the details of 

EAIM’s function as a tourist attraction at the Traders’ Ridge Resort  in which carvers produced a 

                                                
4 However, according to the board meeting notes given to me by Dr. Eric Metzgar, it appears as 
though the EAIM was still in its preliminary stages up until 1996.  
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large number of cultural replicas specifically for tourists. These brief acknowledgements allow 

potential museum visitors to form a narrative about the two institutions.  

Back in the collection rooms, as I was trying to cross-reference the objects, I also came 

across the name Dr. Eric Metzgar on the original condition reports and paperwork for many of 

the EAIM objects. The original condition reports had longer texts accompanying the object’s 

image that gave contextual and cultural information. As I began working on this thesis, I 

contacted Dr. Metzgar, who provided the missing links to the original narrative, going back 

beginning in the 1990s and the original formulations of EAIM.5 

 Dr. Metzgar began by telling me more about Dr. Gumbiner. He was a man of 

considerable monetary wealth and a medical doctor from Southern California who made his 

fortune in building healthcare clinics in Long Beach and in the South Pacific. He founded the 

Health Maintenance Organization (HMO) and the Family Health Program (FHP) in 1961; he 

also became a medical healthcare provider and developed a healthcare system for the island of 

Guam in the 1970s. Around this time, he began collecting Pacific art from the Marinas, 

especially Guam, as well as Papua New Guinea and the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM). 

6Linking the website information with Dr. Metzgar’s narrative, it becomes clear that Dr. 

Gumbiner was able to navigate his way to various Pacific Islands initially as a developer in the 

healthcare field, and then as a tourist and collector.  

 In traveling widely through the Pacific throughout the 60s and 70s, he collected 

customary Fijian war clubs, tapuanu masks, Māori clubs, shell necklaces and belts, drums from 

                                                
5 Dr. Eric Metzgar, interview by Ashley Flores, June 2017. 
6 About,” About page, Pacific Island Ethnic Art Museum, https://www.pieam.org/about.  
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Papua New Guinea, tino figures from Nukuoro, and many more objects.7 All of these are now on 

display in PIEAM along with the EAIM objects. In one sense, Dr. Gumbiner was the epitome of 

a collector operating in the continuum of colonial/post-colonial conditions of the Pacific.8 The 

works he collected manifested as the primary permanent collection of PIEAM. It is worth noting 

that Dr. Gumbiner  also toured and collected objects in South America, which he displayed in a 

similar museum, the Museum of Latin American Art (MOLAA), also in Long Beach, California. 

He died in 2009, before PIEAM opened.9 

What fascinated me most about Dr. Gumbiner  was his desire to do more than simply 

“collect,” but also to create what he saw as longer-term, community-driven projects through the 

EAIM. This came about gradually. By the 90s he had expanded his health development projects 

to include the purchase of Traders’ Ridge Resort  on the main island of Yap (Caroline Islands 

and part of FSM). The resort was one of the few hotels on the island and it employed many local 

Yapese and Micronesians. EAIM was envisioned as part of the tourist experience for resort 

visitors. Although the PIEAM website cites Dr. Gumbiner as the founder of EAIM, it is clear 

from my initial conversations with Dr. Metzgar that Dr. Gumbiner  was mainly the financial 

founder and not the conceptual founder of EAIM, which opened in 1996. In fact, he simply 

provided the financial support for an idea that Dr. Metzgar had been pursuing for some years 

prior to Dr. Gumbiner ’s arrival on the island of Yap.  

                                                
7 Ward H. and Hiroshi Sugita Goodenough, Trukese-English Dictionary. (Philadelphia: 
American Philosophical Society, 1990). Based on this source, Dr. Eric Metzgar explains 
"Tapuanu" was, indeed, the spelling used by EAIM after Krämer's spelling in Ergebnisse der 
Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910.   But since that time I have learned that this spelling of tapuanu -- 
glossed by Kramer as "holy spirit" --  is a misnomer.  The more correct spelling is tapwaanu after 
Goodenough & Sugita and may be translated as "chasing away the spirit."  
8 Nicholas Thomas, “The European Appropriation of Indigenous Things,” in Entangled Objects: 
Exchange, Material Culture, and Colonialism in the Pacific, (Cambridge; London: Harvard 
University Press, 1991), 140-141.  
9 “About,” About page, Pacific Island Ethnic Art Museum, https://www.pieam.org/about.  
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 Dr. Metzgar was trained as an educational anthropologist specializing in Micronesia. He 

received his PhD in Educational Anthropology in the Comparative and International Education 

Department at the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) specializing in Micronesian 

navigation and its relation to climate change in the Federated States of Micronesia10. On his 

various trips to Yap, he met Don Evans, owner of the Pathways Hotel on one of the smaller outer 

islands of Yap and a longtime community member and resident. According to Dr. Metzgar, 

Evans had been thinking about a center for Micronesian culture, which he called the Micronesian 

Institute for Traditional Arts and Skills (MITAS). He wanted the Institute to involve community 

members on Yap creating pre-colonial objects and reviving art-making processes that would 

enrich the lives of both carvers and visitors in Yap. Dr. Metzgar decided to join Evans in this 

venture. He was the main researcher for the entire project and provided Evans with what was, at 

that point, the single most extensive anthropological source for Micronesian artifacts, the 

Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 journals.11   

 Dr. Metzgar doesn’t know how Don Evans and Dr. Gumbiner met, but it is safe to say 

that the two might have connected over their similar interest in tourism on the island. When Dr. 

Gumbiner purchased the Traders’ Ridge Resort  property (formally known as the Rai View, rai 

being the Yapese term for the famous stone money found on island), Evans was already 

operating his hotel.12 According to Dr. Metzgar, Evans’ dreams of starting MITAS were no 

longer a viable option and eventually became the basis of EAIM at Dr. Gumbiner’s Trader’s 

Ridge Hotel.13 Both Dr. Metzgar and Evans worked in consultation with Dr. Gumbiner  to 

                                                
10 “About,” About page, Triton Films, http://www.tritonfilms.com/about.html.  
11 Dr. Eric Metzgar, interview by Ashley Flores, June 2017. 
12 Dr. Eric Metzgar, interview by Ashley Flores, June 2017. 
13 I attempted to contact Don Evans in the spring of 2016; however, because of past events 
unknown to me, he declined to participate in interviews or correspondence. 
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establish EAIM. This institution operated for approximately five years and when it closed, its 

entire inventory was shipped to the Pacific Island Ethnic Art Museum in Long Beach. The hotel 

was sold to a third party in 2011. 

At the PIEAM, the objects have a new life and identity as exemplary objects of 

Micronesian cultural production and are mixed in with the other objects Dr. Gumbiner collected 

from across the Pacific. They are displayed in the exhibition space either on pedestals or hung on 

walls. There are few allusions to EAIM in the labels, and for the most part, they are not 

described as pieces made in the 90s, but more generally as cultural artifacts from Micronesia. 

Even more fascinating is the fact that the same kinds of objects (possibly made by the same 

artisans) are also for sale in the museum’s gift shop. These do not have descriptive labels from 

EAIM, either, and are placed next to T-shirts or necklaces.  

Through and across the various spaces in the museum—the main exhibition space, the 

gift shop, and upstairs collection storage—the objects are simultaneously allowed and disallowed 

agency and history through the various spaces they occupy.14 This includes their link to a pre-

contact/early-contact era in Micronesia, their production as tourist objects at EAIM located at 

Traders’ Ridge Resort  in the 90s, and their new double status as both cultural artifact and 

museum gift shop commodity.   

 Obviously, Dr. Gumbiner’s commitment to both EAIM and PIAEM inform the relative 

notions of cultural value and authenticity in the PIEAM context. However, I am also interested in 

exploring the objects in social relation between the carvers who made the objects, the tourists 

                                                
14 Sven Ouzman. “The Beauty of Letting Go: The Fragmentary Museums and Archaeologies of 
Archive” in Sensible Objects: Colonialism, Museums and Material Culture, ed. Edwards, 
Elizabeth, Gosden, Chris, and Phillips, Ruth B (Wenner-Gren International Symposium Ser. 
London: Bloomsbury Publishing PLC, 2006). 
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who purchased them at EAIM, the potential visitors to the PIEAM, and the diasporic 

Micronesians living in the LA area. 

 In returning to study EAIM and PIEAM for this project, I reconnected with Hugo 

Albarran in the summer of 2016. He has been gracious enough to provide me with any material 

he possibly could. This includes the original records about the various transports of the objects 

from the EAIM in Yap to the PIEAM in Long Beach, California. He gave me access to the entire 

collection upstairs and downstairs and allowed me to interview him about his experiences at 

PIEAM and with past employees whom I was not able to contact.   

 Through a retrospective lens, I would like to address the biography of these objects. In 

the thesis that follows, I will more extensively unfold this narrative. In Chapter 1, I will examine 

the history of the Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia, which was located in Yap, the Federated 

States of Micronesia. I will look specifically at the founder Dr. Robert Gumbiner, the researcher 

Dr. Eric Metzgar and his experiences working and conducting research for the institute, the 

mission of EAIM, and the social and economic exchanges between carvers and hotel guests.  

 Chapter 2 will focus more closely on an in-depth analysis of two objects that were 

created in the Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia during the pre-contact era. This will lead into a 

discussion of the object’s social agency.  I will conduct a thorough formal analysis that will lead 

to a larger discussion of how material qualities of the objects are connected to and distinguished 

from the pre-contact objects referenced in the Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 

journals. I will also provide some context in terms of the colonial history of Micronesia, and 

more specifically the Caroline Islands, including Yap. 

Lastly, in Chapter 3, I will examine how virtually identical multiples of the same kind of 

object have a different status in different places within the structure of the museum. I analyze 
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three spaces: the museum exhibition space, the storage space, and the gift shop. In the exhibition 

space, objects are displayed as the epitome of Micronesian cultural production. The EAIM 

objects are displayed among other artwork from various islands such as Fiji or Samoa that are 

labeled and publicly acknowledged as on loan from several private collections. This creates a 

more authoritative atmosphere than the EAIM at the hotel and the gift shop in the museum. The 

objects in the gift shop are alongside other museum souvenirs, similar to the way the objects 

might have originally been placed at the gift shop in the EAIM. These arbitrary spatial and value 

distinctions set up very interesting questions that can circulate back to the EAIM situation. Are 

these objects art? Tourist objects? Replicas? Cultural artifacts? Or all of the above? Within the 

space of the museum the particular dynamic between the museum display and the shop indicate 

the blurred line between cultural production and production made for commercial trade.  

As we see the objects within various situations, we begin to understand their agency in 

relation to multiple human agents: Dr. Gumbiner , Dr. Metzgar and Evans; the Micronesian 

artisans employed at EAIM; the visiting tourists; the director of PIEAM; myself as archivist; the 

museum visitors at PIEAM; and finally, the gift shop customer. 

Agency theory seeks to understand the social relationship between cultural objects and 

human agents, such as the artist or viewer. The idea of indigenous art and its agency was 

developed by Alfred Gell in his text Art and Agency written in 1998.15 In the text he discusses 

the difference between a primary agent and a secondary agent. An example of a primary agent is 

an artist, who gives a sort of existence to the secondary agent, which can be an art object. As 

well as being its own agent and determinant of its own fate within various contexts, the 

                                                
15 Alfred Gell, Art Agency: An Anthropological Theory (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998). For this 
section, I will not discuss the different arguments regarding whether or not the objects in the 
collection are considered “art,” “ethnographic art,” or “objects.” For this section, because Alfred 
Gell refers to the works as art, I will also refer to these objects as “art.” 
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secondary agent can affect and influence other actors. Gell’s theories became foundational to 

Pacific anthropology and art history, but have also been critiqued and complexified to better 

situate them in the post-colonial era. This is because in the case of indigenous artists, they are 

creating works, both customary (such as ceremonial objects) and non-customary (such as 

Western style painting), that have agency in and of themselves, beyond the artist’s own sense of 

agency. The artwork’s agency helps the general public understand art’s biographical histories or 

lives which are often entangled with colonial pasts in and through their association with various 

spaces (i.e., museums, archives, private collections).  

I am investigating the way that the objects produced at EAIM expressed the authority of 

Dr. Gumbiner , Dr. Metzgar and Evans, but also allowed the carvers to produce work related 

(directly or indirectly) to their culture and to be employed. The objects also invite scholars such 

as myself to apply their own research to a tangible project, and visitors to learn about a cultural 

production that is unknown to them. Yet, how are those situations of agency constructed or 

controlled by other actors, including those who defined the mission of both EAIM and PIEAM? 

If we examine the various situations through agency theory, objects are seen as having their own 

agency, but are also acted up by human agents as well. These issues become even more blatantly 

obvious in the object’s display: what happens to the object’s agency when the labels are 

incorrect, vague or even nonexistent? And, how could the recovery of this information help 

create new environments for the objects to thrive and enable visitors to engage with Micronesian 

material culture, i.e., how can the attention to an object’s agency help in creating new “contact 

zones”?16  

                                                
16 James Clifford, “Museum as Contact Zones” in Routes: Travel and Translation in the Late 
Twentieth Century (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997).  
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These issues are discussed in Sven Ouzman’s article from 2006, “The Beauty of Letting 

Go: The Fragmentary Museums and Archaeologies of Archive”, which examines the 

biographical histories of objects in art museum collections and archives through the lens of post-

colonial agency theory.17 Ouzman states that “humans and objects produce and project each 

other and should have contextually equivalent standing.”18  In a material sense, objects can 

produce and project ideas onto people or other things to the same extent humans can. Ouzman 

offers three basic rights that objects should have, which are addressed through these three 

chapters: agency (in relation to the carvers and the founders of EAIM), a history (in relation the 

narratives constructed by EAIM and the Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 journals), 

and a home that honors both (at PIEAM).19 Ultimately, the aim of this thesis is to establish and 

explain these distinctive relationships in the hope that an analysis will help illuminate 

contemporary issues of diaspora and authenticity in the Micronesian context such as the use and 

effects of plastic in Micronesia (and the West) and its’ connection to rising seawater levels in the 

Pacific.  

 

  

                                                
17 Sven Ouzman, “The Beauty of Letting Go: The Fragmentary Museums and Archeologies of 
Arhive” in Sensible Objects: Colonialism, Museums and Material Culture. 
18 Ibid, Ouzman, 277.  
19 Ibid, 277.  
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Chapter 1 
 

This chapter will seek to understand the complex history of the Ethnic Art Institute of 

Micronesia and its predecessor, the Micronesian Institute for Traditional Arts and Skills. 

Specifically, in terms of agency theory, this chapter will look at the carvers and their agency (or 

lack thereof). While not having control over various aspects of the EAIM enterprise, the carvers 

were enabled by producing objects to express some limited agency in certain respects: their 

gainful employment, their ability to use their carpentry skills, their ability to use some localized 

knowledge, and their ability to control the visitor’s experience through their actions and 

interaction. I argue that, while the carvers do have agency, they were simultaneously disallowed 

agency through the following situations: they did not determine the objects they produced, they 

did not determine when or where they worked nor how the institute was promoted, and they did 

not have very much say about what sources they used. These conflicting arguments are 

supported by two brochures produced by EAIM and Trader Ridge Resort, respectively, as well as 

the institute’s promotional video. These supporting pieces of evidence show how the carvers 

were promoted as self-sustaining agents, even as they were dependent on the founders of EAIM 

and the tourists.  

 

The Micronesian Institute of Traditional Arts and Skills (MITAS) 

The Micronesian Institute for Traditional Arts and Skills (MITAS) was Don Evans’ 

original idea. He wanted to create a center for the education of traditional arts in Yap that 

eventually resulted in the Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia (EAIM). Once Don Evans 

abandoned the idea of MITAS, he focused on the future to create EAIM at the Traders’ Ridge 

Resort owned by Dr. Robert Gumbiner. EAIM’s stated mission was a bit different from MITAS: 
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to educate the public on lost Micronesian arts by creating and selling artwork on the hotel site in 

front of hotel guests.  

EAIM was located in on the main island of Yap (also known as Yap proper). It was 

chosen by Dr. Gumbiner because it could be “promoted as the cultural center of Micronesia.”20  

It was the only of Yap’s islands accessible by airplane. While customary Micronesian 

wayfinding and seafaring were declining, the boat was still the only mode of transportation to the 

outer islands and only viable during favorable weather conditions in Micronesia. Despite its 

access to tourists, Yap proper has maintained strong “cultural traditions.”21  Indeed this view 

persists among many Micronesian specialists and community members, who still feel that Yap 

has a very strong post-colonial temporality, meaning it is both accessible and able to maintain its 

cultural heritage despite a lot of the western development and colonial institutions in the area and 

region.22 To understand the full context of this, we have to start with how EAIM results from an 

earlier project by Dr. Metzgar and Evans, The Micronesian Institute of Traditional Arts and 

Skills (MITAS).   

 MITAS was conceived in the early 1990s to be a large institute on the premise of Don 

Evans’ resort, Pathways, located on the main island of Yap. Evans and Dr. Metzgar indicate 

through the MITAS proposal document that it was meant to foster artists and carvers in the local 

community and neighboring islands in order to revive the “traditional” arts of Micronesia. With 

both local and academic knowledge of the region, Evans and Dr. Metzgar articulated a three-

                                                
20 Appendix B: MITAS and Board Meeting Notes 2 – The board meeting date conflicts with the 
date of the promotional video, however there is no explanation for this. The board meeting states 
that the board met on February 11, 1996, though the promotional video’s bibliography states that 
it was created in 1995 (a year before EAIM’s board meeting occurred).  
21 Appendix B: MITAS and Board Meeting Notes 2 
22 David Hanlon, “Patterns of colonial rule in Micronesia,” in Tides of History: The Pacific 
Islands in the twentieth century, (Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press, 1994). 
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pronged approach in the project plan: “traditional endeavor, academic value, and public 

interface.”23 

The proposal described “traditional endeavor” as a dedication to reviving the 

“traditional” Micronesian arts produced primarily before contact, such as wooden canoe bailers 

or janus figures, which are wooden images of two figures, male and female, juxtaposed back to 

back whose flat bases are connected to sting ray stingers, which are tied to powerful weather 

spirits. Navigators would carry these on their long voyages as a form of protection.24 As part of 

the document, Evans noted that they proposed to seek help from community elders in building 

the Institute. They planned to offer summer programs for high school artists in Yap and the outer 

islands so that the younger demographic could come and study under Yapese elders, allowing 

local customs and art-making processes and knowledge of elders to be passed on.25 

The “academic” part of the vision was dedicated to more “innovative, creative, and 

experimental aspects of the learning process” that included “western and traditional forms of 

education.”26 It is unclear what Evans and Dr. Metzgar meant by “western” education, whether 

access to English reading and writing or something else, because this portion is not further 

discussed in Evans’ proposal document. Likewise, it is hard to tell exactly what they meant by 

“traditional” education. But from their description, it is possible to glean that they were 

interested in a learning methodology that highlighted and prioritized indigenous and community 

knowledge that was transmitted orally. Evans intended to include Yapese elders in workshop 

structures that created a more open dialogue between them and younger, aspiring artists in order 

                                                
23 Appendix of MITAS and EAIM Figure 11 
24 Anne D’Alleva, “Micronesia: the path of the house” in Arts of the Pacific Islands (New York: 
H.N. Abrams, 1998), 135.  
25 Appendix B: MITAS and Board Meeting Notes 15 
26 Ibid, Appendix B: MITAS and Board Meeting Notes 15 
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to create stronger tradition and intergenerational connection to past objects. If elder Yapese 

participated in such activities, they could potentially dictate the curriculum and have an active 

role in the process of regaining their own sense of indigenous agency over contemporary cultural 

production. The center would, according to Dr. Metzgar, begin with a focus on the knowledge 

perpetuated by local Yapese living on Yap proper rather than a general “revival” of all 

Micronesian cultures. For example there would be a focus on specifically Yapese objects such as 

door hooks, which still had a strong cultural memory and knowledge because they were made 

and in use during the late 20th century.  

The proposal for MITAS described its public interface as “an on-site Micronesian cottage 

style resort” that provided educational experiences for tourists though live demonstrations. While 

the connotations of “cottage style resort” that provide a “live-in cultural setting” implies a sort of 

model village approach (i.e., creating an idealized version of Yapese culture and production in a 

staged capitalist environment), the cottage style resort was actually a reference to the traditional 

men’s houses found on the island.27 Traditional men’s houses were generally already used for 

public gatherings and an exchange of ideas and goods, and the concept of MITAS was to expand 

that function to also include public education and entertainment. 

The implication of this type of “public interface” is that MITAS would act as a sort of an 

eco-village for tourists. Eco-villages have the ability to conserve cultures and peoples through 

model villages and cultural performances but usually under the guise of tourism. Model villages 

or model towns are sites, usually located in “developing” countries, cities, states or prefectures, 

that showcase the exemplar or epitome of a culture but that cater and are meant to be seen by 

                                                
27 Appendix B: MITAS and Board Meeting Notes 11 
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tourists. 28  People working in these sites usually dress in their customary clothing, practice 

customary ceremonies, and make customary cultural productions specifically for tourists. In 

many eco-villages, tourists can book a tour to learn about, “participate” in, and buy cultural 

productions. The people who work in model villages are usually compensated monetarily since 

the tourists pay to come to their homes, stores, or storefronts. Tourists tend to buy artwork or 

cultural souvenirs in model villages; however, one can assume that many tourists who purchase 

these souvenirs often believe that these cultural productions are historically “authentic.” The 

tourist I am describing is one who is somewhat oblivious to the staged performance. This is 

because these model villages are advertised and portrayed as authentic experiences. Tourists 

believe this is how the people in model villages actually live and that people in model villages 

are “untouched” by the outside world.  

MITAS was formulated to some degree on this approach. However, according to Dr. 

Metzgar, this was always less important than the idea of operating a center of cultural revival for 

and by the Yapese. As stated in the proposal, the site would be a place for a “mostly informative 

and educational (as well as entertaining)” experience.29  The public interface weaved in portions 

of the academic and traditional endeavors that were not necessarily pertinent to entertaining 

guests. In this sense, MITAS was not just a place for the commodification of a Pacific people’s 

culture, but also a place for educating younger generations living on the island through live 

demonstrations of art-making and carving processes. We will see how different this was from 

                                                
28 Terence Wesley-Smith, “There Goes the Neighbourhood: The Politics of Failed States and 
Regional Intervention in the Pacific,” in Redefining the Pacific? Regionalism Past, Present and 
Future, edited by Jenny Bryant-Tokalau and Ian Frazer, (Farnham, United Kingdom: Ashgate 
Publishing 2006): 121-126.  
29 Appendix B: MITAS and Board Meeting Notes 11 
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EAIM’s approach, which emphasized the entertainment and monetary value of the center more 

than the educational and informative mission.   

According to Dr. Metzgar, MITAS never evolved beyond the proposal stage because of 

issues with land and property that arose between Evans and the local community.30 This led 

Evans to work with Dr. Gumbiner, who had recently purchased a large property on the island 

that was formerly the Rai View Hotel. Because Dr. Gumbiner’s property was already set up, 

Evans managed and conceptualized the Traders’ Ridge Resort  and EAIM with the financial 

support of Dr. Gumbiner and with a more explicit emphasis on a tourist and business model.31  

 

The Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia  

Formed as a new institution with a new board on February 11th 1996, the Ethnic Art 

Institute of Micronesia (EAIM) began to take shape as a local craft production facility in the 

context of a Pacific tourist industry. EAIM was set up to be a spectacle site where hotel guests 

were able to view and purchase objects made by Yapese carvers. In comparison to MITAS’s 

ambition to work with local leaders to develop summer programs for youth, it is apparent that 

EAIM’s main purpose was not to educate Micronesians nor to provide a space of localized and 

self-directed education, but to educate and entertain hotel guests. According to Dr. Metzgar, in 

the original layout, EAIM was a Yapese men’s house set up in a grassy area below the pool at 

the resort. The men’s house was accessible by walking and was available for guests to watch at 

any point during the day. According to Dr. Metzgar, the carvers were accessible during all times 

of the day and there were no set times for guided tours.  

                                                
30 Dr. Eric Metzgar, interview by Ashley Flores, June 2017. Dr. Metzgar could not comment 
further on the details of this event.  
31 Dr. Eric Metzgar, interview by Ashley Flores, June 2017. 
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 The original brochure for Traders’ Ridge Resort (a 90-room Classical Victorian building) 

and promotional video made at the time of EAIM’s opening in 1996 represents EAIM as one of a 

variety of cultural and natural experiences available to the tourist including scuba diving, 

shopping in downtown Yap, and nearby beaches.32 The board noted that the hotel was “… only a 

12-minute ‘jungle walk’ from the institute… The hotel’s three-acre site could be developed into 

a cultural preserve to include a visitors’ center, men’s house, a gift shop, demonstration area and 

a dance performance platform area.” 33  

EAIM’s physical structure was a public site that obviously promoted the institute’s 

narrative of reviving not just one specific culture, but the multiple and complex cultures of 

Micronesia. According to Dr. Metzgar, the original EAIM board notes, and the 1996 video, the 

original structure of EAIM was a Yapese men’s house, which had a thatched roof with fibrous 

plants covering the top of the roof. In the video, the gable and posts appear to be made from 

wood. Like many men’s houses in the Pacific, there is no “door”, just a large opening to walk 

through. 34 It appears to be very basic in its design with no gable decoration and no carvings. The 

interior also has no painting or other decoration except for the hanging door hook and the tools 

used by the artisans. The lack of decoration is curious since, according to Adrienne Kaeppler, 

Yapese men’s houses usually have “crossbeams [that] are painted with fish, heavenly bodies, and 

money in black, white, red, and yellow, and three-dimensional birds are suspended from them.”35 

The birds noted by Kaeppler are called faluw birds (Figure 2) and are usually suspended from the 

ceiling and beams. They are a clear staple in any Yapese men’s house. The video does not show 

                                                
32Appendix A: Brochures 3 
33 Appendix B: MITAS and Board Meeting Notes 2 
34 Dr. Eric Metzgar, interview by Ashley Flores, June 2017. 
35 Adrienne L. Kaeppler, “Ritual spaces, cultural landscapes: space, and the aesthetic 
environment,” in The Pacific arts of Polynesia and Micronesia, (Oxford; New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2008), 144. 
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any suspended birds, which is an odd omission since the wooden faluw birds were actually part 

of the original EAIM object production. The structure is also strange in that it does not appear to 

be surrounded by Yapese rai or stone money. The stone money is a famous symbol of Yapese 

culture, life, and history as it was a traditional object of exchange for things such as plots of land. 

There is also no dilukai figure, which is a female gable figure placed outside as the “presence of 

a woman whose affections brought money to the village title-holders.”36 Dilukai figures are not 

part of Yapese culture but, rather, Palauan, therefore omitting the dilukai figure from the actual 

structure of EAIM’s Yapese house is logical. However, the dilukai are only available for 

purchase as one of the original objects. These attributes, or lack thereof, such as the dilukai or 

rai, might indicate a more inclusive or generic space. Perhaps it was meant to be an inclusive 

space for all peoples from neighboring islands, but this lack of detail seems to simplify the image 

of Micronesian culture and create an exotic imaginary for the larger tourist project of Trader’s 

Ridge.  

In many respects, EAIM was also not a typical “eco-village” model. It wasn’t a full 

village, the craftsman did not live on site, they made objects from a German expedition catalog, 

and even the architecture was not truly Yapese. Yet in the walk to the quasi-secluded location of 

craft workshop space, EAIM did subtly signal a type of “authentic” cultural experience for 

tourists. The trail leading down to the EAIM functioned as a “buffer zone.” This is a term coined 

by Tony Bennet to describe spaces that “regulate the visitor’s entry to and exit from the 

demarcated spaces of the past.”37   

                                                
36 Kaeppler, “Ritual spaces, cultural landscapes: space and the aesthetic environment,” 146. 
37 Tony Bennett, “Out of Which Past?” in The Birth of the Museum: History, Theory, Politics, 
(London; New York: Routledge, 1995), 131.  
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The pathway space between EAIM and the hotel can be understood as part of the eco-

tourist, or better yet, “open-air” cultural experience that structured the social relationships 

between visitor and artisan. Indeed, the power dynamics of EAIM perhaps could be usefully 

compared to those of open-air museums described by Tony Bennett in Birth of a Museum (1995). 

Tony Bennett’s best example of an open-air museum is Timbertown, located in Australia. It is a 

reconstructed township, but one that, as Bennett argues, “mystifies past social relations.”38 EAIM 

also attempts to reconstruct a village while mystifying past social relations most obviously by 

presenting itself authoritatively as “Micronesian.” The name implies that the objects produced 

and the carvers at the EAIM represent all of Micronesia, while in actuality the carvers were 

Yapese men asked to represent multiple groups of people and cultural objects based on a German 

expedition journal. 

This mystification of the past is furthered by mystification of present-day economic 

relationships between indigenous people employed by the foreign owner and the tourists, who 

were not explicitly given information about this relationship. These mystifications, as Bennett 

argues, are perpetuated through spatial structures (like the pathway) that differentiate the 

seemingly authentically reconstructed site from the rest of the more obviously commodified 

tourist experience. Through a “regulated transition,” the visitor can move “between past and 

present.”39 In EAIM’s case, the visitors are able to start in an area such as the Traders’ Ridge 

Resort , which is a part of their vacation and is situated and understood as a modern concept. In 

walking past the pool area to a men’s house, the tourist quickly transitions into a constructed 

past. The past is represented as “unfamiliar” to the tourist and features pre-contact era (generic) 

men’s houses, thus imbuing the site with a sense of nostalgia.  

                                                
38 Tony Bennett, “Out of Which Past?”, 159. 
39 Bennett, “Out of Which Past?”, 160. 
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In the promotional video, the spare men’s house frames the activities of two male carvers 

who are putting red pigment on art objects. 40 They are sitting on the floor wearing what appear 

to be customary loincloths. (There is a metal adze located next to the carver in red, though there 

is never any explicit discussion of how or why the carvers use modern tools. The detail may not 

be noticeable to the average viewer, but nonetheless contradicts the fictitious nature of the 

scene.) In a later segment, a woman walks around the men’s house and then, later, weaves a lava 

lava.41 I learned only later from Dr. Metzgar that many of the textiles, primarily worn in the 

outer islands and not in Yap proper, were actually bought from outer islanders living in Yap to 

sell in the hotel’s gift shop. 

This scene can be analyzed through Bennett’s notion of a “tourist’s itinerary,” which 

further explores open-air spaces and the activities that take place within them. 42 He argues that 

the spaces “organize how their visitors negotiate and experience the relations between their 

constructed interiors and the outside world” and that “museum workers mediate the relations 

between the visitors and their reconstructed historical milieu.43” In the case of EAIM the carvers 

and weavers were local islanders, employed by Don Evans (and paid by Dr. Gumbiner) and 

asked to wear customary attire, thus following an itinerary, so to speak, to become the spectacle 

in a fictional moment of space and time. Surrounded only by natural and seemingly pre-contact 

elements, visitors were encouraged to fully immerse themselves in this cultural “Micronesian” 

experience. This performance was offset by other employees at the resort wearing contemporary 

clothing and accommodating the contemporary needs of the tourist such as house cleaning, 

                                                
40 Appendix C: Video Still 2 
41 Appendix C: Video Still 5.  The brochure credits one female weaver, Victoria Lawichbe; 
however, it was unclear what she produced based on the statements regarding the lava lavas. It is 
also unclear whether or not it is the same female since the video did not identify her. 
42 Ibid., 157.  
43 Ibid. 
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waiter services at restaurants, resort lobby services, and other needs standard for contemporary 

resort stays. Isolating EAIM from the hotel in this way, there is an implication of authenticity of 

a remote past that never existed in the carvers’/employees’ memories. 

While the film exposes how the spatial structure and location of EAIM reinforce a 

forgotten past, the hotel’s brochure is careful not to the describe the space as one of re-

enactment, but rather as an Institute that is  “home to a group of artists and carvers who produce 

unusual handcrafts right on the hotel grounds.”44 This description may not create a past/present 

dichotomy, but it specifically exoticizes the artwork with language such as “unusual” and creates 

a distance between the visitor and the employees at EAIM. The EAIM brochure (not the hotel 

brochure) further states that “Elders and Yapese youth are engaged as craftsmen in the programs 

and activities to establish an active guild of artists.”45 The language creates a sense of agency for 

the carvers, insinuating that the elders had previous knowledge of all the Micronesian objects 

that they produced, and that EAIM enabled their ability to practice and pass on these traditions. 

Next to the text, the EAIM brochure displays an image of two carvers sitting and crafting these 

“unusual handcrafts” in the men’s house (the image is much like the scene in the video).46 Yet, 

with no specific invitation for guests to watch the carvers during particular exhibition or 

demonstration hours, the document reinforces the idea that the carvers were acting independently 

from the hotel guest’s experiences. All of this information was clearly placed in the brochure so 

that tourists would be invited to encounter the men’s house.  

 However, in analyzing the actual formation of EAIM and its departure from MITAS, we 

know that carvers were employed in that space specifically for the hotel guest’s experience and 

                                                
44 Appendix A: Brochure 4 
45 Appendix A: Brochure 6 
46 Vitua Foneg; Karl Kernberger, The Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia, directed by Karl 
Kernberger, Honolulu: Wong Audiovisual Center, University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa, 1995, Video.  
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were only making objects for commission.47 Furthermore, the objects they made were ones that 

the EAIM board had chosen in advance based on salability and historical value. According to the 

original board meeting notes (Appendix MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes Figure 4), this 

issue was discussed briefly. The board proposed several items such as weaving/textiles, jewelry, 

functional carvings (i.e., fish hooks, bowls, etc.). In most discussions regarding Micronesian art, 

there is usually an emphasis on the woven mats and bags from Palau. However, it is not a 

common theme among most Micronesian islands; therefore, omitting woven products is not 

necessarily significant.  

In the end, the board chose 18 objects that were representative of “sacred art, decorative, 

ornamentation or functional," though only 6/18 objects can actually be accurately described as 

sacred while the rest are mainly informal, daily functional objects.48 They included: bird paint 

pot, canoe bailer, canoe prow ornament, circular door hook, dilukai figure, faluw bird, lava lava, 

monkey man, spirit bowl, tobacco Box, tapuanu idol, tapuanu mask, tattoo instruments, tino 

figure, trinket bowl, tuguw, and janus (weather charm).  The board emphasized the two most 

important qualities for the objects: “The first, high quality reproductions of historical pieces, in 

keeping with the Institute’s traditional focus, for sale to collectors and the second, producing in 

quantity, at a lower cost, those objects for sell to tourists.”49 In the end, there seems to have been 

a merging of these two types of objects. All of the wooden objects were made of same breadfruit 

wood, and carved with the same degree of refinement.    

The particular objects were all chosen also because they were all illustrated in the 

Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Expedition of 1908-1910. These journals are the 

                                                
47 Dr. Eric Metzgar, interview by Ashley Flores, June 2017. 
48 Figure 3 (Yellow EAIM Tag) 
49 Appendix B: MITAS and Board Meeting Notes 1 
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scientific and ethnographic records of various German expeditions that explored various islands 

in the Pacific such as the Caroline Islands during the early 20th century from a very etic and 

scientific approach. The journals contained varied material like chants in the indigenous 

language as well as etchings of all the objects created at the EAIM. Dr. Metzgar was given 

access to the 17 volumes and used them to choose appropriate objects for reproduction.  

From a conversation with Dr. Metzgar, it seems apparent that the institute might have 

been smaller than originally imagined. He remembers Don Evans employing two craftsmen for 

the EAIM’s original opening and nothing about other carvers. In terms of choosing carvers, Dr. 

Metzgar also remembers that there was obviously a problem with regards to representing 

“Micronesia”— actually a diverse and large territory make of up multiple island groups, 

including Yap, Chuuk, Pohnpei, Kosrae. Although EAIM promoted itself as a regional institute, 

Evans hired local Yapese carvers and carvers because of his close relationship to the Yapese 

community in the main island.50 The promotional video shows that the carvers had knowledge of 

how to make Yapese objects and where to access materials and pigments in an area called 

Gacham.51 In the video, the carvers visit the mountainous area to get minerals for the pigment. 

While there, they describe it as a once sacred space which was used for its resources. This part of 

the video is important because it reveals that some of the material used for the art objects are 

locally sourced and according the carvers are taken from a longer tradition/custom that precedes 

colonial time periods. Yet, Dr. Metzgar stated that the carvers had limited knowledge of the 

artwork from neighboring islands and did not rely on cultural memories and histories from 

community sources.  According to Dr. Metzgar’s testimony, the carvers relied on his knowledge 

and the expedition journals. They also relied heavily on metal tools such as small axes or blades 

                                                
50 Dr. Eric Metzgar, interview by Ashley Flores, June 2017. 
51 Appendix C: Video Stills 3 – Gacham will be further discussed in Chapter 3.  
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in order to carve the wood because this was the most practical method.52 This dynamic shows the 

complex relationship and degrees of engagement between the carvers and Dr. Metzgar through 

the objects produced at EAIM. These degrees show the to what extent the objects were either 

allowed or disallowed to produce their own agency.  

The other issue with hiring only Yapese carvers to create objects from multiple 

neighboring islands can be understood in terms of Tony Bennett’s chapter, “Museums and ‘The 

People.’” Bennett discusses the ways in which museums or institutions more generally tend to 

portray cultures as a homogenous whole. He also states that there is a “lens” visitors often look 

through, which is the lens of the dominant groups or peoples.53 The lens in this case can be seen 

as a Eurocentric one, which constructs a “Micronesian history.”  

On the other hand, while EAIM’s curriculum was set, the carvers were still able to 

control their own interactions among the tourists. To my knowledge, the carvers were not given a 

strict script to read from while making art. Therefore, they are able to talk freely about their 

process, giving them more authority, control and agency Although Yap and Yapese peoples 

might not be the dominant group in Micronesia, in this instance they were able to make art and 

educate visitors about Micronesia as a whole based on the variety of carvings produced at the 

EAIM. They were able to act as independent social agents.  

The objects themselves represent different islands across Micronesia, each with different 

colonial histories as well as coping and adaptation methods. However, as produced by the 

carvers and then sold in the gift shop, these objects were divested of their colonial encounters 

                                                
52 Dr. Eric Metzgar, interview by Ashley Flores, June 2017. 
53 Tony Bennett, “Museums and ‘The People’,” in The Birth of the Museum: History, Theory, 
Politics, (London; New York: Routledge, 1995), 109-110 
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and interisland relationships.54 As Bennett argues, in order to display a more pluralistic and 

accurate narrative of cultures, museums and institutions need to understand how “micro-

narratives relate to different ways of conceiving the broader political and cultural concerns of the 

period.”55 Micro-narratives, for example, could focus on localized cultural histories and 

production that would distinguish between island groups, instead of the larger history of 

Micronesia in general or the Pacific. In the case of EAIM, micro-narratives were not necessarily 

part of the mission since the promotional material focused mainly on providing and reviving a 

larger Micronesian narrative and not necessarily localized histories.  

 

Potential Personal and Cultural Benefits of EAIM 

Questions that are often asked about EAIM include: “Are these carvers doing this for 

themselves?” and “What are these carvers getting out of this experience?” Besides the monetary 

compensation, the benefits could include access to lost past relationships between the island of 

Yap and other neighboring islands such as Chuuk or Pohnpei. The objects themselves allowed 

the carvers to become a part of a non-alienating process, meaning that they were able to create 

objects related to their heritage, at least to a certain degree. It could be argued that the art objects 

presented the carvers with the opportunity to create and recreate a culturally shared memory in 

the EAIM’s physical space. However, the carvers are creating these objects in EAIM’s space at 

the whim of external forces (tourists or Don Evans, Dr. Metzgar), which means that the carvers 

have agency but it is limited and sometimes dependent on a primary agent.   

                                                
54 i.e., the different colonial pasts and pre-contact histories between island ethnic groups such as 
the Yapese history or Chuukese histories, themselves. 
55 Ibid., 131 
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Based on my conversation with Dr. Metzgar, it seems that the carvers did not have prior 

knowledge of making these objects and were tasked to replicate, through trial and error, the 

objects illustrated and described in the German journal. Replication in this case is not the 

controversy since that would bring up the redundant question of whether the objects were 

authentic. The issue could be reframed around what it is like for Yapese carvers to use outsiders’ 

accounts and understandings of other nations to inform their understanding of their neighbors. 

MITAS, which was based more on Dr. Metzgar’s approach and included more outer island 

carvers, artwork, and perspectives, may have addressed this issue better; 56 however, because of 

Dr. Gumbiner’s heavy involvement in developing EAIM and its development as a tourist 

enterprise, there was less opportunity for the Yapese carvers to have agency and the ability to 

interpret their crafts and history.  

Using the board minutes, what I can reconstruct of the situation is this: Originally, for 

MITAS, Don Evans and Dr. Metzgar wanted to use the Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-

1910 journals along with localized resources such as oral traditions and knowledge from local 

islanders.57 But in shifting toward the idea of making museum quality replicas, this meant 

recreating objects that can only be found in museums.  This operation would be unorthodox since 

the carvers, who are Yapese, would need to be able to recreate objects from other islands without 

any instructions from Evans or any of the scholars. Therefore, Evans and Dr. Metzgar brought in 

experts such as Dr. Don Rubenstein and Dr. Jerome Feldman for advice on how to approach this. 

Don Rubinstein mentioned it was difficult for Evans or Dr. Metzgar to teach artisans using still 

                                                
56 Dr. Eric Metzgar, interview by Ashley Flores, June 2017. Dr. Metzgar said that he was closer 
to the outer island community and would have liked to include more of those community 
members rather than just people on Yap proper.  
57 Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 1 



 29 

photographs since photographs alone do not necessarily provide insight into the making process, 

though this was the only viable option.  

In terms of EAIM’s development, the process of using photographs for instruction creates 

a disconnect among the objects and carvers (which is then mirrored in PIEAM’s exhibition 

space). This disconnect was created by making replicas while using German anthropological 

knowledge about Micronesian islands and objects. The brochure is acknowledging that these are 

replicas; however, they are not fakes. These journals focus on the etic approach rather than the 

emic approach to ethnography; therefore, the objects’ histories are somewhat suppressed and lost 

within the label of “lost arts.” If the objects are lost, then a logical assumption would be that the 

carvers’ agency is “lost” in a similar sense, meaning it is not visible. According to Alfred Gell,  

 
Art objects are not ‘self sufficient’ agents, but only ‘secondary’ agents in conjunction 
with specific (human) associates.... The philosophy theory of ‘agents’ presupposes the 
autonomy and self-sufficiency o the human agent; but I am more concerned with the kind 
of second-class agency which artefacts acquire once they become enmeshed in a texture 
of social relationships.58  
 

In this case, I am assuming that the carver has a sense of autonomy and self-sufficiency and 

therefore through the artistic process, the history of the primary agent is transferred to “things” or 

secondary agents, which in this case are the EAIM objects. This history and artistic process is 

situated in the post-colonial context, which is represented by the carving space in EAIM. 

Consequently, these objects are originals in their own way in that they are created by carvers, by 

individuals who breathe life into a practice that was once forgotten, thus manifesting a new type 

of agency that operates within post-colonial and neo-colonial institutions such as employment for 

western monetary gain.   

                                                
58 Alfred Gell, Art Agency: An Anthropological Theory, 17-19.  
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The idea of MITAS and the eventual development of EAIM is worth comparing to Epeli 

Hau’ofa’s Oceanic Centre for Arts and Culture, which opened later that decade, in 1997 at the 

University of South Pacific (USP) in Fiji. MITAS and USP are similar in that they both 

envisioned a space for indigenous artists to work in and create works relevant to their cultures. 

Both represented the revival of arts among the Pacific Islands. In her MA thesis, “Balu Kula: 

Space, Process, and Creativity at the Oceania Center for Arts and Culture,” Katherine Higgins 

explains USP’s vision for artists in Fiji, which was to encourage contemporary arts among non-

academic artists from all over the South Pacific. Although this center was located at USP, the 

center’s vision was to create a work environment for artists (visual and multimedia artists, 

including musicians and dancers) where they could be free from all the western notions of art 

and academia. The Oceanic Centre invited artists from all over the Pacific to come together in 

one space for important cultural exchanges. It was free and open to the public, inviting anyone 

who wanted to be an artist to be an artist.  

Higgins discusses how the work produced at this center was labeled “contemporary 

(Oceanic) art” rather than Pacific art. The contemporary Oceanic art “reflects the cultural, 

historical, social, and political issues that affect Oceanians.”59 Higgins argues that the Oceania 

Centre serves as an alternative model for artists who want to gain a sense of self-expression 

regarding their Oceanian cultures and histories through different mediums (i.e., painting, 

dancing, sculpture, singing, etc.). She argues that this model, which allows artists to free 

themselves from the constraints of a western ideology, can be more relevant for indigenous and 

local communities than institutions such as the national museum presented in the beginning of 

her thesis. This space is a nurturing and inviting place for Oceanic people, and members of the 

                                                
59 Katherine Higgins, “Balu Kula: Space, Process, and Creativity at the Oceania Center for Arts 
and Culture” (MA Thesis, University of Hawai‘i, Mānoa, 2007), 3. 
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larger indigenous community, to grow without having to measure themselves against a western 

institutionalized framework. Artists do not neglect the “global” art market and art world in 

general; instead, they are part of it, through their participation in international exhibitions, though 

they are still catering to their own visions.  

The mission and operations of USP to this day help to clarify the mission and operations 

of both MITAS and EAIM. The obvious differences are that while USP was created by an 

indigenous scholar in the context of a university, the other two were created by non-

indigenous/non-Pacific Islanders and scholars and at a resort. This is played out most obviously 

in the actual art production at EAIM versus USP (i.e., one organized the replication of 

“traditional” everyday craft objects while and the other promoted contemporary arts). While 

MITAS’ public interface and EAIM’s promotional brochure tell a narrative that is more aligned 

with the Oceanic Centre, the conflicting narratives and experiences among the carvers and 

visitors as well as the object selection raise more questions regarding the true intentions of EAIM 

and its main priorities.  

 Reflecting on EAIM’s manifestation and production leaves unanswered questions about 

the ways in which it framed subtle neo-colonial intrusions in the daily lives of local Yapese 

community members.  For instance, how did the visitor’s experience and his/her own sense of 

agency in commodifying everyday Micronesian life affect the artistic process and objects 

themselves? Did EAIM in any way seem like a “guild” to the carvers? Did they feel connected to 

others in FSM or Micronesia? Did it enable a sense of national identity or further disenfranchise 

voices within the larger Micronesian narrative?. I am not able to ask the artisans themselves, but 

these are important fundamental questions for forming a fuller picture of agency at EAIM.  

 
 



 32 

  



 33 

Chapter 2 
 

As explored in Chapter 1, the Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia was both an effort to 

revitalize Micronesian traditional arts and to commodify them. Many of the objects made were 

sold to visiting tourists but when the center closed, the remaining objects were packed and 

shipped to Long Beach for storage, later to become part of the collection on display at PIEAM.  

Understanding the objects in this framework allows us to begin to see EAIM and PIEAM in the 

context of a longer colonial history of encounters and the art history of Micronesia, specifically 

the Federated States of Micronesia.60 This chapter aims to understand the 18 objects in relation to 

the Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910, the rest of “Micronesian canons”, and how 

Don Evans and Dr. Eric Metzgar presented an alternative canon and narrative for Micronesia.  

According to the EAIM board notes, all of the objects were supposed to be reproduced as 

museum quality replicas of objects that were included in the well-known and well-cited 

Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition, and eventually housed in major museum collections such as 

the Museum für Völkerkunde Hamburg in Hamburg, Germany.61  In using the established 

connoisseurship of the journal and the Museum für Völkerkunde Hamburg for EAIM objects, the 

implication is that it lent the objects an historical authenticity. Yet, even though the goal was 

replication, the objects are not exact copies. I am interested in why the EAIM board chose the 

particular objects they did, which were very different than those already represented in emerging 

art histories of the Pacific.  I am also interested in how those particular objects tell an alternative 

narrative than the more canonical objects.   

                                                
60 The encounters that I am referring to are the European encounters. I say encounters instead of 
contact because the events that transpired between islanders and Europeans were more than just 
contact; there were encounters and in many cases entanglements. 
61 “About the expedition,” Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 = Results of the South 
Pacific-Expedition 1908-1910, University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa, Library, last modified Nov. 27, 
2017, https://guides.library.manoa.hawaii.edu/Sudsee-Expedition 
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Don Evans and Dr. Metzgar used the Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 

journals as the basis for the first 18 objects that EAIM craftsmen produced: Bird Paint Pots, 

Canoe Bailers, Canoe Prow Ornaments, Circular Door Hooks, Dilukai Figures, Faluw birds, lava 

lavas, monkey men, spirit bowls, tobacco boxes, tapuanu idols, tapuanu masks, tattoo 

instruments, tino figures, trinket bowls, tuguws, and janus (weather charms) (More objects were 

later added from the same set of journals.) Six out of the18 original objects were ceremonial and 

can be easily found in existing Pacific art texts; however, the majority of the objects were 

functional or utilitarian objects. In this case, it seems as though the intention was not to 

perpetuate the already existing narrative. Through the careful object selection, it appears as 

though Evans and Dr. Metzgar were attempting to present an alternative narrative of Micronesian 

life that focused on the original education or “academic” and “traditional” aspects from MITAS 

and tried to educate through a post-colonial lens. 

Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 

The Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 were written by various German 

naturalists and ethnographers including F. E. Hellwig and Dr. Augustin Krämer who traveled 

around Micronesia and Melanesia from 1908-1910. They visited island groups colonized by 

Germany after the signing of the German-Spanish Treaty in 1899, which gave Germany access 

and control over Micronesian territories until World War I when Japan colonized the territories 

from 1914 until 1945 during the end of World War II.  The two expedition trips (one in 

Melanesia and one in Micronesia) were sponsored by the Hamburg Scientific Foundation, which 

was and still is an independent non-profit organization that supports academic research that 

“focuses on the funding of small and medium sized research projects, which tend to be neglected 
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by public organizations.”62 The organization was established in 1907 and within a year funded 

the expedition to both regions. The German expedition’s goal, according to the series’ translator, 

M. L. Berg, was “to observe and record the final phases of an old, indigenous culture as long as 

it still had vitality and still retained as many remnants as possible of the old times, which were 

little changed.”63  

Covering these two expeditions, the journals offer a variety of information on the 

structure of languages, ethnographic studies of the indigenous population, and material culture.64 

The documents of the Micronesian expedition from 1908-1910, led by Dr. Augustin Krämer, a 

German naturalist and ethnographer, have become primary sources for anthropologists and art 

historians. Krämer’s work during the expedition primarily focused on Palau, so this is the largest 

and most comprehensive part of the journal.65 The rest briefly covers the islands of Chuuk, Yap, 

Kosrae, Pohnpei, Nauru, “Western/Central Caroline Islands”, and the Marshall Islands.66 The 

content of the journals varied among each island; for example, the Yap volumes contained far 

more information regarding the linguistics/language (and its relation to chants) versus the 

volumes about Nauru. However uneven, these journal entries shed new light on each island and 

focused on varying cultural differences across Micronesia.  

Given the comprehensiveness of the Micronesian journals, it is interesting to note the 

cultural objects that were eventually chosen by Evans and Dr. Metzgar. They focused on a 

                                                
62 “English,” English Summary, Hamburgische Wissenschaftliche Stiftung, http://www.h-w-
s.org/metamenu/english-summary/. 
63 Augustin Krämer, Dr. Augustin Krämer Palau, vol. 4 (Hamburg, 1929), trans. M.L. Berg 
(Photocopy [Honolulu : s.n., 1983].), 1.    
64 Some words in German are very similar to English words and it is easy to make informed 
guesses. For example, materielle kultur is easily recognized as material culture. 
65 The length of the text and the amount of text in comparison to the other islands such as Chuuk 
(Truk) or Yap is much larger.  
66 These islands make up various autonomous countries such as the Federated States of 
Micronesia, the Republic of Palau, and the Republic of the Marshall Islands. 
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section entitled “material culture,” with included ritualistic objects such as Yapese weather 

charms, ceremonial objects such as feasting bowls, and more functional objects such as canoe 

bailers (Figure 3), tuguws (Figure 4), and bird paint pots (Figure 1).67 Rather than focusing on 

objects like Marshallese navigational charts or Yapese stone money, which were already written 

about and canonized as “art” by art historians and anthropologists such as Adrienne Kaeppler, 

they instead chose to highlight objects various connected to the daily lives of Micronesian 

islanders. Their reasons were concerned with salability as we have seen, but one of the 

consequences of their choices was the creation of an object list for the craftsman that reflected 

the transforming daily lives of Micronesians.  

Dr. Metzgar and Evans also chose to deliberately pick objects from islands now known as 

the Federated States of Micronesia Yap, Chuuk, Kosrae, and Pohnpei.  Holding to the national 

boundaries of FSM fairly rigorously, the EAIM objects were not highly representative of objects 

from the Marshall Islands or Palau. Most significantly, Evans and Dr. Metzgar did not choose 

Palauan storyboards or bai er a rubak, probably the most well-known cultural objects of 

Micronesian art history. The storyboards are derived from the decorative carvings found on 

Palauan men’s houses, bais, often depicting local and ancestral narratives. The storyboards are 

smaller, more commercial versions of the planks and beams found in a bai. They are no longer 

lengthy planks, which tell a whole narrative, but offer a shortened narrative, usually a smaller or 

more precise scene in the larger narrative found on a plank. Most storyboards contain 

commercial paint, which allows for a brighter color palette, resulting in a more vivid image. 

Given their popularity among the tourists who visit Micronesia, is it surprising that Evans and 

                                                
67 This is mainly because there was no “art” section in any of these journal entries.  
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Dr. Metzgar did not choose to replicate these at EAIM.68  On the other hand, it was already 

common knowledge that these boards were being made already by inmates of the Palauan prison 

system.  Evans and Dr. Metzgar might have not wanted to compete with the already existing and 

very regional production of these objects.69  

“Lost” Cultural Knowledge: What does it mean to be “lost”? 

To what extent was EAIM’s goal to revitalize the “lost” cultures of Micronesian 

Federated States a post-colonial response to the German expedition’s statement that these 

cultures were in their “final phases”? This question is especially important since it is well known 

and accepted among Pacific specialists that places like Yap held on to their cultural heritage 

despite European encounters. This is in comparison with places like Palau, which have been 

actively influenced in their art production by outside forces, especially Japanese tourism. If 

places like Yap have held on so tightly and have not yet “lost” their cultural heritage, why go 

back to the journals? The implication and understanding is that a western text could be used to 

access pre-contact material culture tradition, but at the same time, it seems that there was a lot of 

room for interpretation and embodied knowledge on the part of the carvers in the making of the 

objects.  

In fact, the journals, ostensibly the only information given to the craftsman by Dr. 

Metzgar, offered very limited source material. The text was in German and Dr. Metzgar gives no 

indication that he translated it for the craftsman. In terms of images, there are a few black and 

white photographs and fewer still in color. Most of the image references were small etchings, 

colored pencil or line drawings, most of which are not very detailed. None offered a scale for 

                                                
68 The Palauan storyboards are a popular topic in Pacific art history and in Micronesian tourism 
since it has been commercialized in the Palauan prison system. 
69 Regional implies Palauan storyboards are specific to Palau and nowhere else. 
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size. For example, Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 shows images of bowls and the 

tobacco containers. 70 The tobacco containers are relatively the same size on the image; however, 

in actuality the tobacco containers are much smaller in comparison to the bowls shown in the 

journal’s examples. A majority of the images only show a front view of the objects, meaning you 

cannot see the full object on all its sides. You are only able to see one side, therefore providing 

very few visual queues with which to work.  

In my discussion with Dr. Metzgar, he emphasized the importance of replication of the 

objects and implied that the carvers took few liberties. According to Dr. Metzgar, the carvers 

were already trained carvers; however, he did not specify what kind of carvings they specialized 

in. Dr. Metzgar implied that he did not provide anything beyond the journals to the carvers—no 

other detailed photographs of the Micronesian objects in major museum collections, or other 

source materials.71 This implies that even if he had more knowledge of these pieces, the carvers 

relied solely on these and their prior experiences. The two initial carvers hired by Evans were 

given photographs of the objects in the journal and very little other instruction.72 These Yapese 

carvers were then tasked with making objects that came not only from Yap, but from islands 

within FSM. Indeed, one of these carvers, Vitus Foneg, interviewed in the promotional video for 

EIAM, indicates that he had at least some knowledge of making similar objects. Just in the short 

narrative of the video he confidently demonstrates his familiarity and comfort with carving while 

using older and modern tools. He also explains his knowledge of pigment deposits, where they 

are from (Gacham), and how they are used in application. He also briefly shows the functions of 

                                                
70 Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 34 
71 When observing the objects at PIEAM, I did not notice a lot of variation in decoration motifs, 
and definitely no variation in material, shape, or structural design in any of the objects. They all 
appeared visually uniform and cohesive. 
72 Dr. Eric Metzgar, interview by Ashley Flores, June 2017. 
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some of objects that are still made in Yapese culture like the door holder. In sum, if we look at 

what information was actually provided in the journal, and imagine how Vitus Foneg and the 

carvers at EAIM made objects based on them, we can see a situation in which the replicas were 

created through a combination of colonial records and indigenous knowledge. The inference is 

that the carvers possessed some unrestricted, primary agency. As stated earlier, the carvers were 

mainly from Yap proper, and so most likely used their localized knowledge to apply it to the 

objects from other islands.     

As stated earlier, while the carvers do have limited agency set by Evans and Dr. Metzgar, 

they are primary agents under various contexts which presupposes that they have their own 

history that is based in their living culture; thus, perhaps some of the arts were not as entirely 

forgotten as presented by EAIM. Yet, there is undoubtedly a history of cultural erasure, whether 

it was voluntary or not, at work that must be acknowledged. 

In the case of a few objects produced by EAIM, it is clear that despite the erasure of 

language and culture, the carvers’ previous training and understanding of carving in Yap and 

their current knowledge of wayfinding culture in Micronesia, for example, informs how objects 

like a canoe bailer are made. The object’s EAIM yellow tag states:  

Functional, yet beautiful objects, such as this canoe bailer, were a common part of the 
daily life for Micronesians before metal containers appeared. The artistic lines of carved 
bailers are seldom seen in modern Micronesia with the proliferation of plastic bottles that 
can be modified to serve the same purpose.73 
 

This yellow tag indicates several interesting things that are important in understanding the loss of 

Micronesian cultural knowledge. The first hints at how voyaging between islands has changed 

with the advent of modern shipping. Bailers were fundamental to any ocean vessel used for 

fishing or voyaging. The wooden canoe bailer would have been used to scoop water coming over 

                                                
73 Figure 3 
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the sides when traveling through rough waters. With the growing dependence on modern ships 

for food, trade networks and communication between islands and the associated knowledge was 

lost. An example of this is the discontinued use of canoes for long voyages. Micronesians are 

known for their voyaging skills and knowledge. Voyaging in Pacific culture, primarily in the 

Polynesian and Micronesian traditions and customs, is important because of the large spaces of 

ocean in between islands. However, the ocean is not perceived as a negative space but a positive 

space that connects people, much like the way the Oceanic Centre for Arts and Culture at USP 

regarded artists and their creative space. Therefore, voyaging in large canoes and vessels was, 

and to some extent still is, an integral aspect of daily life. Perhaps some of the arts were not as 

entirely forgotten as they are presented by EAIM.  

There is an indication in the tag that even though bailers are still used, the heavy wooden 

versions have been abandoned for modified plastic jugs, a much lighter material. By the 90s, 

when EAIM opened, it is true that wooden canoe bailers had lost their everyday functionality. In 

this sense, the object represents a “lost” aspect of Micronesian culture with regards to the erasure 

of previous customs. However, the mention of contemporary plastic versions suggests these 

objects are not in fact “lost” but adapted. Cultural adaptation can be compared to the idea of 

cultural loss, but it is through adaptation that cultures can thrive and survive. The label’s 

acknowledgement of the modified contemporary plastic jugs allows the objects a sense of agency 

and the ability to transform and evolve. Without this acknowledgement, these objects would re-

present a sense of static-ness which can be misunderstood as a “lost” culture.  

 Although the object might have been based on a specifically Yapese object, the label 

never indicates this and instead references Micronesia in general. This lack of specificity 

contributes to a generic narrative that assumes the identity of a wide range of peoples in the 
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region. While this narrative is presented as generic, it is a narrative that re-presents Micronesia 

through a post-colonial lens and history as opposed to earlier art historical narratives of the 

region. In order to understand how EAIM re-presents Micronesia, we must first understand how 

art history at the time of EAIM’s founding differs from the contemporary field.   

Canons of Micronesian art  

Taking a step back from EAIM and PIEAM’s approach to Micronesian culture and 

seeing how others developed a Micronesian canon of objects will help us to better understand Dr. 

Metzgar’s approach. We need to return to the influence of the Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 

1908-1910 journals, which have informed most of the major art histories of Micronesian culture. 

One of the first texts that focused primarily on Micronesian art was The Art of Micronesia by Dr. 

Jerome Feldman and Dr. Don Rubenstein, published in 1986. The text is a catalog based on an 

exhibition at the University of Hawaii’s main gallery, which focused on a survey of Micronesian 

art and was and still is a major achievement and step forward in the struggle to expose the public 

to Micronesian art and culture. The reason why a majority of the 18 EAIM objects are included 

in this text can be attributed to the fact that this was an exhibition that solely focused on 

Micronesia and was curated by Dr. Don Rubenstein, one of the few Micronesian art specialists.  

There is another exhibition catalog also entitled, The Art of Micronesia written by Dr. 

Eric Metzgar.74 He wrote this catalog for Dr. Robert Gumbiner’s first exhibition during March-

June 1987 regarding Micronesian art at the FHP Hippodrome Gallery in Long Beach, California 

(it is no longer called the FHP Hippodrome Gallery, it is currently the Museum of Latin 

American Art located across the street from PIEAM). While this exhibition follows Dr. Jerome 

Feldman and Dr. Don Rubenstein’s exhibition The Art of Micronesia (1986) by a year, they had 

                                                
74 Eric Metzgar, The Art of Micronesia, (Long Beach: FHP Hippodrome Gallery, 1987).  
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no academic influence on each other. Dr. Metzgar’s catalog for Dr. Gumbiner’s is similar to 

other the three texts mention later in that it provides anthropological context for the objects. 

Much like the other exhibition catalog The Art of Micronesia (1987), there is not necessarily an 

overarching theme or a specific argument, it only provides informational text. It was funded by 

Dr. Gumbiner and exhibited in an exhibition space owned by Dr. Gumbiner, however a majority 

only 6 out of the 23 objects in the exhibition catalog coincide with EAIM’s object production, 

while the remaining 17 were commonly discussed objects in Micronesian art history “canons” 

like Marshallese stick charts and Palauan story boards. While this text predates EAIM, it can be 

determined through the small percentage of objects that coincide with EAIM’s objects that this 

text did not lay the ground work for EAIM’s research or future; it can also be said that The Art of 

Micronesia catalog (1987) correspond with Adrienne Kaeppler’s and Anne D’Alleva’s texts, 

which will be explained later. 

This text also includes other objects not included in EAIM’s production such as miniature 

canoe replicas, rai (Yapese stone money), and Marshallese “stick charts.” (The text labels the 

object “stick chart”; however, Dr. Feldman goes into the complexity of this object).75 The text is 

expansive in terms of object type, giving a large range of objects that are considered “canons” 

such as the stick charts and tino figures and objects that are rarely discussed such as the 

miniature canoe replicas. This text remains one of the few texts in art history and Pacific Islands 

scholarship that is dedicated solely to Micronesian arts, and its two authors were very important 

to the foundation of EAIM and the choice of objects at EAIM. 

                                                

75 This object is often referenced as “stick chart,” implying simplicity. However, Dr. Feldman 
goes into the two types of charts (i.e., mattang and meddo), which means these are not just charts 
made of sticks, but charts that have complex functions and social purposes in the Marshall 
Islands.  
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Because the text and images mainly functioned as an exhibition catalog, they provided 

introductory anthropological information for visitors. Many recurring descriptive words, such as 

“functional”, “beautiful,” and “traditional,” are found in this catalog and resonate with the 

descriptive tags found with the EAIM objects. 

Since The Art of Micronesia, important surveys of the Pacific have further refined the 

Micronesian canon to include Palauan story boards and bais (men’s houses), shell inlaid bowls, 

woven baskets, dilukai figures, tapuanu masks (or, as they are known in many past textbooks, 

Mortlock masks) from the Nomoi Islands, lava lavas (cross-cultural), and rais (Yapese stone 

money). The objects from Dr. Feldman and Dr. Rubenstein’s exhibition are also cited multiple 

times by many Pacific art historians, including Dr. Adrienne Kaeppler and Anne D’Alleva, the 

two major authors of Pacific survey texts.76 This further echoes the recitation of an already 

existing Micronesian narrative in the field of art history. Anne D’Alleva’s Arts of the Pacific 

Islands was first published in 1998 and offered a basic art historical analysis of Pacific Islands 

art. Her text focused primarily on the three major regions as separate entities with their own 

traditions. There was no thematic comparison between the three regions. For example, there were 

no comparisons between different masks produced throughout the Pacific. Although it could be 

assumed that she knew all three regions are intertwined and connected by relationships between 

people and the ocean, it is not explicitly mentioned throughout the book as a recurring theme. 

Her section on Micronesia, much like many other books on general “Oceanic” arts, is not as vast 

as the sections on Polynesia or Melanesia, but this text remains one of the few resources in 

English for anyone interested art in Micronesia at the basic level. Her work differs from 

Adrienne Kaeppler’s 2008 text, The Pacific Arts of Polynesia and Micronesia, in that Kaeppler’s 

                                                
76Anne D'Alleva, Arts of the Pacific Islands, (New York: H.N. Abrams, 1998). 



 44 

analysis is divided into objects’ larger thematic qualities (such as her section entitled, “Protection 

and Power” or “Gift-giving, Trade, and Exchange”) instead of by geographic region. Her work 

only focuses on Polynesia and Micronesia, which is a more understandable grouping of regions 

since many of the Micronesian islands and atolls can be considered Polynesian outliers.  

These two texts, which are still widely distributed and read (as opposed to The Art of 

Micronesia catalog), include only a few of the EAIM objects. Namely, they include the six 

ceremonial objects mentioned previously. Both texts make little attempt to show contemporary 

works from Micronesia or ways in which cultures have adapted. This shows a dominant theme 

and understanding of Micronesian life and objects presented as “traditional” rather than 

“customary,” like the rest of the 12 out of 18 EAIM objects. This has to do with the connotations 

associated with both words; tradition often implies consistency but also timelessness, while 

customary signifies that these objects are based on current customs, allowing for deviations and 

adaptations in object typology, function, and understanding.  

In looking at the history of these texts, we can see that if there is a “canon” of 

Micronesian art, it seems to based upon the Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 

journals. Yet in comparing Evans and Dr. Metzgar’s canon to Kaeppler and D'Alleva, we can see 

some differences, mainly regarding the scholar’s decision to highlight particular objects over 

others. While the board members focused on salability, the original inceptors and researchers of 

MITAS, Evans and especially Dr. Metzgar, understood what it meant to work with local Yapese, 

viewing Micronesian culture and history through a post-colonial lens. Therefore, ultimately they 

were able to research and decide which objects to sell while simultaneously trying to keep the 

“academic” or educational aspects at MITAS.  
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Dr. Metzgar and Evans’ alternative canon of Micronesian art, although mystifying and 

generalizing, at times allowed for understanding Micronesian history in the context of 

colonialism and its impact (both negative and positive). The references to the loss of wayfinding 

on the canoe bailer label, as well as the references to the Spanish colonial introduction of tobacco 

on the Tobacco can label prompt further reflection. While Evans and Dr. Metzgar are a part of 

the external western forces impacting Micronesian life, they also are able to somewhat rectify 

that through the acknowledgement of these objects and their ability to transform, change, and 

adapt which essentially allows the objects to regain their sense of agency and self.  

These static, “traditional” connotations inform ideas of a “lost” civilization that is 

untapped and needs some sort of discovering in museum spaces. However, EAIM’s production 

and ability to hint at an alternative history that focuses on the customary and everyday life 

changes not only the engagement between the carvers and source material or the carvers and 

tourists, but also has the potential to change museums, like the Pacific Island Ethnic Art Museum 

in Long Beach. Locating most of EAIM’s objects at PIEAM changes the exhibition space and 

the way museums and museum staff interact with objects.  
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Chapter 3:   
 
 This chapter seeks to understand more deeply how tourist objects were used and 

understood at the Pacific Island Ethnic Art Museum (PIEAM) and how the various spaces enable 

and disenable the objects’ social agency and relations with visitors and community members. 

It will first focus on the downstairs exhibition space, which is organized around a men’s 

house in the middle and usually displays objects from EAIM inside, often juxtaposed with 

objects from regions like Polynesia and Melanesia. While there are signs that describe the three 

different regions of Oceania, the actual displays do not differentiate between various islands or 

regions. The exhibition promotes a Pacific history that will be discussed in terms of Tony 

Bennett’s notion of the dominant cultural lens. In discussing the minimal information and 

contextualization of objects, we can see how this impacts the object’s own agency to connect to 

the visitor.   

The second area that will be discussed is the upstairs storage, which consists of two 

spaces—gift shop and main collection storage. These spaces contain arbitrarily chosen objects 

from the same EAIM production. In these spaces, the objects are the secondary agent, according 

to Gellian agency theory which states that primary agents, mainly humans, are “…categorically 

distinguished from ‘mere’ things or artefacts, and ‘secondary’ agents, which are artefacts, dolls, 

cars, works of art, etc. through which primary agents distribute their agency in the casual milieu, 

and thus render their agency effective.”77 The inability to distinguish these objects from 

exhibition or gift shop spaces somewhat disallows the objects from becoming secondary agents. 

To further examine these cases, I also take into consideration Sven Ouzman’s text and 

                                                
77 Gell, Art and Agency, 20.  



 47 

explanation of agency. Mainly, I am focusing on the objects’ rights to a proper “home” which in 

this case is the museum and all of its spaces.78  

The last space that is discussed in this chapter is the gift shop (or cart), which 

simultaneously showcases EAIM objects for sale and similar EAIM objects on display. This 

creates a sense of confusion for the visitor, who leaves with souvenirs that are essentially 

memories constructed by the lack of contextualization and understanding of the objects’ history 

(which, according to Ouzman, is one of the main rights that should be granted to objects with 

agency) and ability to make an impact.79 

An analysis of PIEAM’s display methods, a close examination of the museum space as a 

whole (including the storage and gift shop spaces), as well as the brochure about EAIM that was 

available at the museum reception desk, will be discussed through the lens of agency theory.80 In 

particular, I am interested in how the objects from EAIM are treated in the exhibition as timeless 

artifacts. 

The Pacific Island Ethnic Art Museum is a large rectangular building that is painted like a 

Palauan bai on all four sides, with blue sky and palm trees. The museum’s exterior has large 

windows that are either mirrored or tinted, preventing visitors from peering in to preview what is 

inside. The door is always locked and visitors must be buzzed in. Once buzzed in, you walk past 

a reconstructed Yapese men’s house on the right side and the map of Oceania on the left. Once 

you walk past the men’s house, you arrive at the reception desk where you can purchase a ticket 

for the museum. The reception counter contains several informative materials, including flyers 

for upcoming events in and around the museum and the brochure to the museum. Also located at 

                                                
78 Ou Sven Ouzman, “The Beauty of Letting Go: The Fragmentary Museums and Archeologies 
of Archive,” 277. 
79 Ibid.  
80 Appendix A: Brochures 8-11 
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the reception counter is the brochure on EAIM. Though the place is now defunct, the brochure 

explains the history of EAIM and offers small, professional images of the 18 objects along with 

the carvers’ name, size, and medium. For a majority of the carvers, there is a first and last name 

given; however, for one person there is only one name (Tammad).81 This information gives some 

agency to the carvers, allowing the museum visitors to think about the carvers as actual people 

who lived or are living in Yap. Yet, this small brochure is really the only indication of how the 

objects on display came to be and how they might be related to the objects available in the gift 

shop. This lack of contextualization or supporting information in the museum’s displays and 

exhibitions affects the agency of the objects.  

Exhibition Display at PIEAM 

The objects on display at PIEAM combine those originally made at EAIM and sold as 

tourist objects, and other objects from private collections. Some of the objects from private 

collections include tortoise shell bracelets, tapa cloths, Sāmoan war clubs, and a Hawaiian ipu. 

The objects that are from private collections are explicitly stated as such, alongside a poster-

sized sign thanking the donors. The objects from other private collections are given context, 

which imbues the objects with a sense of history and agency. The objects from private 

collections are not completely segregated from the EAIM objects and from a glance, there does 

not seem to be any differences between the objects. An example of this would be the kava bowl 

located in front of the men’s house. This object is clearly labeled that it originates from the 

“Turner/Bell” collection; although there is an explicit acknowledgement of the “Turner/Bell” 

collection, the museum does not create any special designation. The lack of differentiation 

between the various objects is a glaring issue regarding display methods and the way museum 
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visitors engage with the objects, which will be discussed in more depth later. I argue that the 

museum has an ethical responsibility to disclose every object’s history.  

An even bigger issue is that there is an absence in the exhibition space regarding EAIM 

and its details. While many visitors can view information online on the museum’s “About” page, 

the actual exhibition space does not disclose this information leaving the visitor with little 

knowledge about the objects’ historical biographies. The display generally tries to create the 

experience of traveling to the islands at no particular moment in time since the labels, especially 

for EAIM, do not inform visitors of the time period in which an object was made. Objects are all 

displayed in the same fashion meaning with the same colored pedestals, same text font, etc., thus 

creating a sort of equalization between all three regions of Oceania.82 The EAIM objects feature 

interpretive text which feature no dates or eras and no specific artists which decontextualizes the 

objects with regards to its’ position in Micronesian art and history.  Without dates or artists, 

visitors are unable to conceptually recognize the EAIM objects as part of a post-colonial, post-

modern production. Without this information, they can be viewed as non-functional, archaic 

objects that are out of touch and not relevant to contemporary peoples and issues. Each of these 

components, in turn and as a whole, reinforces the idea that the objects are immobile and 

transcendent.  

The reconstructed men’s house is a replica from EAIM. It is 1:1 scale and as tall as the 

museum’s ceiling, though there is no accompanying interpretive wall text that tells visitors about 

the structure.83 The physical space of the house’s interior is not very large and can comfortably 

fit four or five people at most. There is no invitation to sit, and so it functions more as a set piece 
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that changes the tone of the objects on display within and without. Again, nowhere inside the 

men’s house does it mention EAIM, depriving the visitor of any contextualization of how the 

objects inside came to be or how the men’s house functions in different spaces beyond the 

museum’s exhibition space. The men’s house only functions as a set piece, leaving the visitors to 

feel more like the Traders’ Ridge Resort  guests rather than an informed museum visitor. This 

might be a reference to the cultural performances produced at the EAIM, encouraging an eco-

tourist understanding of the space. Once the visitor leaves the men’s house, the visitor returns to 

a familiar and open exhibition space.  

It is unclear whether or not PIEAM’s men’s house was originally constructed in EAIM 

and then reconstructed at PIEAM or whether it was entirely constructed at PIEAM without the 

help of EAIM carvers. What is clear is that there is a shift in function for the men’s house that 

was different from EAIM. Customarily, men’s houses in the Pacific are customarily used for 

public and community gatherings (this can be compared to town hall meetings). The function 

shifted in EAIM since it was not used for the actual local Yapese community and used for 

tourists, therefore redefining  the meaning of public and community gatherings. At EAIM it, was 

limited to hotel guests and the employees. While EAIM’s Yapese men’s house was used for 

public entertainment, it still kept its sense of agency, at least among the Yapese carvers. At 

PIEAM, regardless if the house on display was the exact one used at EAIM, the function become 

a symbolic vessel for the objects.  

The house sits not only at the center of the exhibition, but also at the center of the 

museum, much like the placement of the painted bai from Palau on the exterior of PIEAM. The 

objects inside vary from exhibition to exhibition. For instance, at one point in time, there was a 

lava lava exhibit inside in which lava lavas were hung from the interior, horizontal supporting 
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beams. The last time I visited the museum in the summer of 2017, there were objects from EAIM 

such as the spirit bowl (labeled as Gauel Spirit Bowl), bird bowl, trinket bowl, and one object not 

from EAIM, a Kundu Drum (From lower Sepik River, Papua New Guinea). The EAIM objects 

do not reference EAIM, once again lacking contextualization and depriving the objects from its 

own history.  

 One of the EAIM objects inside the men’s house is the Gauel Spirit Bowl from Yap, 

FSM. The label for the spirit bowl does not list any historical date; however, it does offer the 

museum visitor the location of Yap as well as information regarding the material qualities of the 

object (i.e., where the pigment is from) and the material’s cultural significance. The label 

specifically talks about Gachom, the location also mentioned by Vitua Foneg in the video 

produced for EAIM (in the video, film maker spells it Gachaam). It states: “The red color for the 

bowl was made from sacred red-colored clay from Gachom highlands of Yap mixed with 

breadfruit tree sap as a fixative. Gachom is also the site where it is believed that knowledge of 

canoe making first came to Yap as supernatural dispensation from gods in the Sky World.”84 In 

this text, there is no mention of EAIM nor is there any mention of how the museum received this 

information. In the video, Vitua Foneg is seen discussing the site as a sacred space that was 

already in use before EAIM. The carvers in the video are given more agency in the sense that 

they are able to tell viewers about their culture on their own terms. The lack of acknowledgement 

of the video regarding carvers and EAIM is important because in order for museum visitors to 

fully grasp the idea of an object’s agency, the visitor should be informed about the object’s 

ongoing, mutual relationship to living things such as sacred sites and interrelationship with 

Pacific peoples. This allows the visitors to think about sacred sites and Pacific peoples who are 
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tied to these sites and how a relationship can be physically manifested in an object such as the 

spirit bowl. However, because this is not contextualized with the carver’s or object’s history and 

agency in mind, the object becomes lifeless and lacking in depth.    

 Inside the men’s house, there is also a small TV mounted in the back, located directly 

across from the open doorway (as seen in Appendix of PIEAM, Figure 1 and 4), which plays 

videos discussing information regarding objects in special exhibitions. It would have been 

logical to play the EAIM promotional video from 1996 on the TV inside the men’s house, 

especially while there are EAIM objects inside. However, the museum does not use the video 

anywhere, including the video room next to the entrance.85 Playing the EAIM promotional video 

from 1996 would have provided the opportunity for dialogue between the visitor and the object, 

thus giving the objects more of a sense of agency.  

The lack of acknowledgement of EAIM’s history through videos or labels inside the 

men’s house contrasts with the clear explanations of objects outside the men’s house. The 

objects outside the men’s house are encased in Plexiglas. Two examples are the Yaqona cup 

from Fiji and the Male and Female Sitting Figures from Satawan Island in the Caroline Islands. 

The Yaqona cup’s label states: “…From Fiji, 1800’s, made from a coconut shell…”86 The label 

clearly states its historical context, telling visitors that the kava cup is from the 1800s, thus 

allowing this object, unlike those in the men's house, to have the rights that Ouzman discusses in 

"The Beauty of Letting Go."  

Most visitors will assume that the EAIM objects are “historically authentic” and not 
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replicas produced in a hotel workshop because their yellow tags are removed and they are mixed 

in with the other objects that clearly state their date of production . The yellow tags are one of the 

few things that reveal the replication and newness of the EAIM objects.  

Why would the museum not tell visitors clearly about how and why these objects were 

made? As one of only museums in the world that focuses solely on the Pacific, the PIEAM’s 

reputation is at stake.  

Assuming that an object is “historically authentic” based on information given by the 

museum is part of a binary division of authenticity that only allows one of two things: 

authenticity or inauthenticity. Museums should create texts that do not only give visitors 

contextual information, but also allow visitors to think about larger questions that can rarely be 

answered with binary responses. Questioning an object’s authenticity is not necessarily 

productive in the museum context because it allows visitors to dismiss variations that are vital to 

understanding contemporary cultural production. Variations allow museum visitors to think 

about culture as something that can be reinvented and revived through things like EAIM objects; 

this kind of thinking allows the objects to move through various spaces (both literally and 

metaphorically) and beyond the static-ness the objects represent in the museum space. In the 

museum context, these notions hinder the visitor’s experience and interactions with objects; and 

in the PIEAM’s case, it can have a negative impact. Taken as a whole, the display presents an 

ethical problem of how to articulate or distinguish between the objects made at EAIM, those 

collected in other contexts, and their new value in the context of PIEAM. The importance of this 

distinction really affects how visitors understand the agency of the craftsmen at EAIM and how 

this might change their attitude toward the object.    

The context of the display in PIEAM should be understood as a dialogue between two 
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entities: object and visitor. EAIM objects have the ability to change the way in which a visitor 

interacts with and understands them and the Micronesian region in general; however, because 

PIEAM does not provide more in-depth contextualization regarding EAIM or the carvers, the 

objects remain silent. If objects remain silent in the exhibition space, how is this silence 

reinforced in other spaces? How does this reinforcement disallow or allow an object’s right to 

their biography, agency, and “home?" This next section will discuss the objects and their ability 

to take on various identities in the upstairs storage and the downstairs gift shop.  

Storage and Collection 

The second floor of PIEAM houses “storage and collection.”  Because the museum 

complex was once an apartment building owned by Dr. Gumbiner and his foundation, the second 

floor’s plan is still set up like an apartment. As you walk up the stairs and face a kitchenette, 

there is a door leading to gift shop storage., this room was usually dark and rarely visited.87 It is 

small with simple shelving units and only one window. The storage consists of the same objects 

from EAIM, already opened, yellow tags removed and grey price tags put in their place that 

reference PIEAM. The storage also houses books about the South Pacific and a variety of objects 

from EAIM such as woven Palauan bags and shell money that were not included in the original 

production in the beginning stages of EAIM.88 

Across the hall storage, there is a door which leads to two large storage spaces for the 

collection. The first storage space is used for utilitarian items (such as file cabinets, extra shelves, 

and extra tables) along with some of the collection spread out along the surface of these tables 
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and shelves. There is no real organization. Then once you walk through the first storage room, 

there is another door inside that room which leads to the second storage area. This second 

storage room was once a bedroom, with a closet located at the very end and glass windows 

allowing for natural light to come in every morning. This is where the majority of the private and 

EAIM collections are housed along with maintenance tools. During my internship, it took me 

three months to unwrap everything, grasp the size of the collection, and figure out how it could 

possibly be distinguished from the gift shop items. The majority of the permanent collection was 

housed in the cramped backroom with a number of windows that exposed everything to natural 

elements and lighting. The objects were not labeled or organized according to typology or 

organized in general. Smaller objects like the paint pots sat in housing shelves made of cork 

wood and metal while the larger objects such as the tapuanu masks sat directly on the carpet.89  

It was not clear how the various spaces and their objects were distinguishable from each 

other.  The gift shop room and the collection rooms contained many of the same kinds of 

replicas. The quality of the craftsmanship of the objects was the same and any further 

information about the object’s identities was based on the memory of the museum’s Associate 

Director of Special Operations and Special Projects, Hugo Albarran (who often told me which 

objects belonged in which space during my internship). In between the collections storage room 

in the back and the gift shop room, there is an open area for conservation and miscellaneous 

museum props, tools, and objects, plus objects that are on their way downstairs to the gift shop. 

The area is a type of liminal space where objects float between categories of “tourist object,” 

“museum object,” and “gift shop curio.” During the 2013 internship, I was often unable to 

determine the designated category for the objects in this space. None of them had labels—neither 
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yellow EAIM tags nor grey PIEAM tags. To make matters worse, many of the boxes in the 

designated collection storage were mislabeled. Some of the boxes in the collection storage were 

actually gift shop items, or so this is what Albarran told me when he came upstairs to check on 

my progress and noted that I had inventoried the gift shop items as part of the permanent 

collection.  

In this space upstairs, there was fluidity between the historical authentic value of the 

objects and their status as commodities. Although that indeterminacy was frustrating and 

indicative of larger ethical problems with the museum’s presentation of the objects’ authenticity, 

upstairs was also a useful space in which to examine the effect of the objects’ agency and what 

Ouzman calls the “messy biographies” of objects. The objects’ biographies were hidden and 

stagnant for a while until they were unwrapped. 

The objects’ third right according to Ouzman—a right to a home—is enacted upstairs in 

the permanent collection storage room. While the object is disallowed some agency through the 

lack of designation, the museum’s ability to even provide a permanent space for the object to live 

out the rest of its existence is significant. This permanence (and the materiality of objects and 

their ability to adapt and change) can be exemplified by the tobacco container.  The containers, 

still intact with their yellow tags, and sometimes with visible signs of cracks, can allow a staff 

member to understand several things about the object’s “messy” biographical history, which in 

the tobacco container’s case includes a longer colonial history. The container’s accompanied tag 

states:  

Decorated bamboo tobacco containers were carried in the individual hand baskets of 
Yapese men and women, along with betel nut and a tinder box. Tobacco, undoubtedly 
introduced by the Spanish in the 16th century, quickly became a luxury item on Yap and 
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was chewed along the betel nut or rolled in a piece of died banana leaf as a thin cigarette 
to be smoked.90  
 

This object’s tag references three things that can be understood as part of the container’s 

biography (and by extension, the container’s agency): the introduction of tobacco from the 

Spanish in the 16th century, the object’s function as a luxury item, and a specific reference to 

Yap. These three things should be broken down in order to relate historical context to the 

materiality and vice versa.  

"Tobacco containers" did not function this way until the 16th century. Before this, the 

containers might have functioned to hold betel nuts or as tinder boxes. Chewing betel nut is an 

ongoing, common cultural practice throughout the Caroline Islands and seen as a social practice 

that was not necessarily associated with “luxury,” until after it was used for tobacco.  The 

tobacco container appears in the volume based on observations of the Western Caroline Islands. 

This region includes the island of Yap, along with other islands such as Ulithi and Woleai. While 

this expedition label is useful, it is not clear in the expedition journals whether or not the 

container is from Yap specifically or from Ulithi or Woleai. Written records by the Spanish 

during colonization indicated a transformation of the function of the container.91 While the tag 

was present in the collections space, allowing me access to the object's historical and cultural 

significance, it is not present when the object is on display in the museum, thus disallowing the 

history and voice of not only the object, but by extension, of a colonized and post-contact 

Micronesia. This pattern of decontextualization is found with all the EAIM tags.  For instance, 

the Spirit bowls on display in the exhibition space do not indicate any relation to EAIM, the 
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History in Oceania,” The Contemporary Pacific, Volume 15, no.1 (Spring 2003), pp. 19-40. 
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EAIM yellow tag is not present and are further decontextualized in their placement next to an 

object from another island culture, the Kundu drum from Papua New Guinea.92  

While the tobacco container from EAIM was never functional because it was a tourist 

object, the vertical cracks on several of the containers help us further understand the container’s 

biographical history. This next section will discuss the container’s materiality and its relation to 

its physical environments. The tobacco container is made of bamboo and is subject to weathering 

in response to its environment. Where and how do these changes occur and what are the 

implications behind the changes?  

Bamboo is known as a durable material that can be used for a wide range of things such 

as flooring, containers, paneling, etc. The wood often thrives in humid climates and retains its 

durability and structure with the help of moisture either through the air around it or by holding 

liquid inside it  The Caroline Islands have a warm, humid climate that helps to naturally preserve 

these tobacco containers. This fact can be understood as part of the container’s relationship to a 

historic past.  Because bamboo was so particularly adapted to the climate of Yap, the luxury 

containers were mostly localized there and never popularized in other regions in the South 

Pacific.  

While still in use by the local Yapese community as a tobacco container, the function of 

the container changed yet again when it was replicated at EAIM and then purchased by tourists 

who were looking for souvenirs. The tobacco container shifted from a cultural memory and 

object to a tourists’ vacation memory (i.e., a souvenir). Yet even here at EAIM, it was seen as a a 
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luxury item, sold it to tourists for $60 in American currency, thereby again redefining the idea of 

luxury in Yap.  

The unsold tobacco containers that remained at EAIM were transported to a much drier 

climate in PIEAM’s collection storage in Southern California and some displayed at times in the 

museum. This is where the bamboo’s material durability changed and resulted in the vertical 

cracks along the main body of the container. Within the museum, the container is supposed to be 

used as an educational and instructional object while both on display and in collection. However, 

the environments for display and collections differ. The museum’s space on the first floor has 

dehumidifiers while the upstairs collection area does not.  This is an important distinction with 

regards to object handling and housing. In addition, the objects upstairs, including the tobacco 

containers, are exposed to natural light without proper ventilation or a dehumidifier in the 

infamous dry heat of Southern California. This brings the question of the object's "right" to not 

only a "home" but a "safe home" into focus.  

Therefore, if museum staff tries to put the objects on display or activate these objects in 

various spaces such as the men’s house or the gift shop cart, they are not able to fully understand 

or are confused about the object’s identity. This prevents staff members from effectively 

communicating with visitors or from writing effective interpretative text. An example of this 

would be the janus figures. As stated earlier, the janus figures are weather charms that originally 

protected navigators on their long journeys across the ocean. EAIM produced these as part of 

their original production line and the objects were inevitably transferred to PIEAM’s upstairs 

collection. They are sold in the gift shop and sometimes clearly demarked with the PIEAM tag 

(only the PIEAM tag because when objects are sold in the gift shop, the EAIM tag is removed);93 
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however, the janus figures that do not have either PIEAM tags or EAIM tags lie among each 

other in the large space in the back. The janus figures in PIEAM are comprised of both 

historically authentic janus figures (these you can differentiate based on their decay and the 

weathering shown on the exterior and pigments and fiber, which resembles those in Kaeppler’s 

and D’Alleva’s texts) and EAIM janus figures which according to Dr. Metzgar were not 

replicated faithfully. The main difference is the use of wood instead of wood. The substitution of 

either of carved animal bone or wood was a conscious decision on both Evan's and Dr. Metzgar’s 

part because of both the danger in acquiring sting ray spines and the fact that it would involve the 

unnecessary and possibly illegal killing of protected sting rays. The EAIM janus figures not only 

substitute the sting ray spine, they also appear new, their pigment similar to other EAIM objects. 

Because they are same in that they are from the same original production in EAIM, the EAIM 

janus figures located in PIEAM’s collection also look exactly like the janus figures with the 

PIEAM tag—clearly demarcated for display in the gift shop. Therefore, it is unclear whether or 

not the EAIM janus figures that do not have a PIEAM tag are going to be used as gift shop items 

in the future or are going to be used for display.  

Ouzman argues that the “‘messy’ biographies” of art objects are a consequence of 

agency. He discusses ways in which the material qualities of objects, like cracks in objects or the 

addition and omission of physical qualities, help viewers and scholars understand complicated 

pasts through things 

Many of EAIM’s objects, like the tobacco container, are now idle items in the collection upstairs, 

rarely seen by the public. The container will sit in PIEAM’s collection until the museum decides 

to display it in the first-floor exhibition space. If this object type is chosen, it is highly unlikely 

that the containers with cracks are going to be chosen for display. This is because it can create a 
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broken narrative that does not fully disclose the container’s transformation. This can be 

compared to an earlier discussion regarding EAIM and Bennett’s analogy of the broken cultural 

“lens.”94 Like EAIM, PIEAM attempts to construct a comprehensive, singular narrative about the 

Pacific. However, this constructive narrative is disrupted by reality (i.e., an object’s agency and 

history), it can alter the relationship visitors and museums have with each other.   

Gift Shop 

A further complicating factor in the agency of objects within PIEAM is that the same 

type of objects used in PIEAM’s display are simultaneously being sold in the gift shop and 

labeled a “souvenir.” The gift shop items are chosen from the storage room upstairs. According 

to Albarran, the former director Brenna Barrett was the person who decided which objects were 

chosen to sell at the gift shop cart downstairs.95 Categorizing objects as “gift shop” items shifts 

the objects’ function and agency in direct relation to the museum visitors and their memory.  

The gift shop is integral to understanding the object’s agency within PIEAM. Although it 

is called a gift shop, it is actually not a room or shop at all, but a cart located downstairs in the 

exhibition space directly in front of the reception desk.96 The cart includes things like t-shirts, 

insulated lunch bags (popularized in the Hawaiian archipelago), jewelry, and, most importantly, 

objects from the EAIM. Lava lavas suspend from plastic hangers on the cart’s rack while things 

                                                
94 Bennett, “Out of Which Past?” in The Birth of the Museum: History, Theory, Politics, 159. 
95 I attempted to contact Brenna Barrett who was unreachable. Hugo Albarran worked at PIEAM 
from the very beginning (at a lower professional level) therefore he knew that Brenna Barrett 
made these decisions. However, he is unable to explain the decision-making process regarding 
the gift shop objects since he was not part of that initial process.  
96 The reception desk is located in the back of the museum space. According to conversations 
with Hugo Albarran, the previous director, Brenna Barrett (who I tried to reach out to but could 
not get in contact with), created the museum’s floor plan with a hotel in mind. This meant that 
there would be a large lobby area that visitors could walk around before getting to the reception 
desk, much like the lobby of a hotel.  
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like the canoe bailers, Chuukese combs, and door hooks are positioned on shelves. In Appendix 

of PIEAM Figures 9-10, one can see that there is a canoe bailer with Chuukese combs placed 

inside. This is reflective of the collections upstairs: disorganized, overlapping, and cramped. It 

appears as though museum staff places objects in whatever spaces they can find, even if it means 

that some objects are stacked on top of each other.  The objects on the gift cart are taken to the 

front desk where the receptionist completes the transaction by scanning the barcode located on 

the attached tag from PIEAM. The visitor completes their visit and thus his/her interaction with 

EAIM’s “museum” objects and begins his/her interaction with EAIM objects, which began as 

souvenirs, were transported to Long Beach as cultural objects, and inevitably and ironically 

became souvenirs again at PIEAM. Again, the object has shifted first from a cultural memory 

before EAIM, to a consumer memory at EAIM, to an object on display at PIEAM, back to a 

consumer memory at PIEAM’s gift shop.  

While I spent time at the PIEAM in August of 2017, I noticed that the objects on the cart 

have had their original EAIM tags removed and display tags that state "PIEAM/Pacific Island 

Ethnic Art Museum; Shop, Support, Book your Event, Visit, Explore/ www.pieam.org/ [object 

type]/[price]".97 Without the little information that was once provided for the EAIM tourists, the 

designated “gift shop” items depend on the information shared in the exhibition which, as 

discussed earlier, is limited. Depriving these commodified objects of informative tags debilitates 

PIEAM as an institution.  

Altogether, it is important to note how fluid the spaces at PIEAM are and how differently 

they enable or disable the agency of an object to both speak its own history and encourage 
                                                
97 Appendix E: PIEAM 12. Some of the objects are from the EAIM; however, other objects like 
the coconut fiber ropes and the combs were produced later. Therefore, I will not focus too much 
on these objects. 
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agency in viewers. The storage unit for the gift shop seems like a place where the objects go 

when their biographies end. While the objects that are in permanent collection in the downstairs 

exhibition area provide information, they are also posturing as timeless. It is the middle space of 

collections and storage area that seems more active and potentially transformative. Undoubtedly, 

it is the space in which the tags from the EAIM are removed and the objects receive grey tags 

and become PIEAM souvenirs. In my experience, it was the space where the biographies of 

objects shift drastically. The objects either remain a part of the permanent collection or they are 

turned into commodities, thus entering into a completely different relationship with visitors. 

PIEAM as a “Contact Zone” 

In the staging area upstairs I was able to maneuver through the piles by talking directly to 

Albarran who remembered where everything belongs. This indicates the importance of 

Albarran’s role in the museum and of human agents in general in providing context history for 

objects. Albarran’s ability to remember the placement of everything and to recall which items 

belong to which categories is irreplaceable. How can this be applied much more radically and 

broadly to a long tradition in the Pacific of oral histories and histories based on a community’s 

ability to remember? Albarran knew something of the objects’ importance, but he was not 

Micronesian. Moreover, he rarely had time to spend with visitors, conversing and sharing his 

extensive knowledge of the objects.  

James Clifford explores these ideas in his discussion of the museum as a “contact 

zone.”98 Clifford’s Routes: Travel and Translation in the Late Twentieth Century is an 

ethnographic and autobiographical text that discusses his experiences traveling to and analyzing 

different museum practices in the late 20th century. In the chapter, “Museums as Contact Zones,” 
                                                
98 James Clifford, “Museums as Contact Zones.” 
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he provides an in-depth analysis and critique of the Portland Museum of Art’s ability (or lack 

thereof) to incorporate Pacific Northwest Coast community members in spaces for indigenous 

art. He reveals that museums should act as “contact zones”—not just sites for visitation, but a 

site where community members (specifically members of communities that the art represents) 

can have an ongoing and open dialogue with museum officials in order to create a more relevant 

source of education.99  

How can this lesson be applied to PIEAM? In times when Albarran did do community 

outreach he was able to account for every piece, and to make connections between himself, the 

objects, and other community members. If more Micronesian community members become 

involved, PIEAM could act as not only a museum but as a space of inclusivity in an institution 

that historically has been exclusive. The museum could become more of a community center 

where important issues are discussed about the objects and with the objects in mind.  

An example of this would be the District Six Museum in Cape Town, South Africa. The 

District Six Museum is a cultural museum that remembers the forceful removal of people living 

in District Six and commemorates the community’s ability to come together to create an ongoing 

living memory despite the obliteration of their material livelihood. This space not only acts as a 

museum, but also as a meeting hall where community members come together to talk about 

impactful issues that cannot be discussed elsewhere. By striving for community engagement like 

this, PIEAM could revolutionize how diasporic communities such as the Micronesian diasporic 

community in California engages with it, thus bridging power gaps between the institution and 

the peoples it “represents.”  This ongoing dialogue should include the EAIM’s objects’ 

biographical histories and lives since they make up a bulk of the museum’s collection and 
                                                
99 Clifford, “Museums as Contact Zones.”  
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display.  

When the museum functions as a contact zone, the potency of the object’s agency would 

potentially be strong enough to create a lasting effect and understanding of the Micronesian 

region among visitors to the exhibition space. If the transitional space on the second floor was 

converted into an outreach area for community members and educational groups, which was the 

original plan, this would allow more interaction and engagement with the objects. If and when 

this finally happens, the objects would then be able to be handled by visitors (which could 

include Micronesian diasporic community members) who could see more intimately the makings 

of the objects that might have gone unnoticed in a glass case. Visitors might be able to get close 

enough to see the cracks in the tobacco containers, or even just recognize the power of the 

museum’s operations to affect the agency of objects. Allowing access to visitors such as 

Micronesian diasporic community members also enables PIEAM to create a more pluralistic 

narrative inclusive of indigenous voices. 

Another way the museum could create a more active space of inquiry is to more directly 

expose the yellow tags and the history of EAIM. In the instance of the canoe bailer, the tag is 

important in understanding the current living conditions of Micronesian people and the loss of 

traditional voyaging. For example, the small indication that on the canoe bailer’s yellow tag that 

there is a “proliferation of plastic” in Micronesia could inspire a whole series of conversations 

and exhibitions about how ocean pollution and climate change negatively affect Micronesian 

ways of living and expose the stories of environmental refugees who make up a majority of the 

contemporary Micronesian diaspora.  Allowing the canoe bailer to instigate and pose questions 

about post-colonial and environmental politics of Micronesia would take the object beyond its 

aesthetic or commodity value. The tag enables the object to inform visitors about the 
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contemporary issues that face Micronesia as well as the diasporic community members. PIEAM 

needs to highlight the EAIM’s objects’ agency because as one the few museums in the 

continental United States that deals with the Pacific and more specifically with Micronesia, it 

should feel obligated to share these biographical histories.  

The museum is already a contact zone in that occasionally it hosts Pacific Island centered 

events with Pacific Islanders. However, it can become more of a contact zone and site for 

conversation about contemporary issues in Micronesia by allowing the objects’ agencies to affect 

visitors.  
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Conclusion  
 

This project serves two purposes: First, it intends to better public understanding of 

Micronesian continuing histories. Micronesia as a region in the world is often overlooked, not 

only in academia but also generally by anyone who thinks about the Pacific. With this project, I 

hope to help others understand how Micronesian histories affect daily life in Micronesia and in 

diasporic communities. For many people in Long Beach and in California, this museum is often 

a first encounter with “Micronesian” culture and history. It is an important space to share an 

accurate depiction of Micronesian daily life in the past and the present. 

The way museums and institutions alike represent and re-present areas such as 

Micronesia often influences lawmakers and resource allocation. The way PIEAM operates, with 

a lack of funding and limited contextual information, is a direct reflection of what Micronesia as 

a region looks like today. Producing a more positive and empowered image of the region through 

museums could possibly stimulate conversation among visitors about small islands and the 

relationships between regions like the Federated States Micronesia and countries, such as the 

United States, that often decide their fates.100  

Second, I hope that this thesis serves as inspiration for the creation of a contact zone 

  

                                                
100 The Federated States of Micronesia is a sovereign country with it's own constitution in 
political "Free Association" with the United States (under the Compact of Free Association). 
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for PIEAM and the Micronesian diasporic community in Long Beach and the West Coast in 

general. My hope would be that the dialogue focuses not only on the objects’ historical context, 

but about contemporary issues surrounding the community that are often linked to objects. I 

would like for PIEAM to be a place in which the Micronesian diasporic community can feel 

comfortable enough to engage with the museum and have conversations about contemporary 

issues. 

 The groundwork of making PIEAM a contact zone was done by Don Evans in the early 

1990s, in and through the idea of MITAS. Evans’ vision to create an inclusive space that 

welcomed community members and allowed local peoples and histories from Yap to dictate the 

curriculum is something that the museum can still strive for. EAIM’s attempt to revive and 

expand Evans’ idea was honest but due to the circumstances the Institute was unable to create the 

cultural center that acknowledged a pluralistic image of Micronesia and that was originally 

intended. PIEAM’s history and legacy as a museum has only begun and can grow into something 

impactful and meaningful, but only if it allows for all these histories and agents (the museum 

objects, the staff, the visitors, community members, etc.) to coexist within the same space.  
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Figure 1– Bird Paint Pot and EAIM tag 
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 2 – Ethnic Art 
Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 11 – Micronesian 
Institute of Traditional Arts and Skills (MITAS) Proposal Documents  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 15 – Micronesian 
Institute of Traditional Arts and Skills (MITAS) Proposal Documents  
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Appendix A: Brochure 3 – Traders’ Ridge Resort  Brochure 
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Figure 2 –Faluw Bird  
(No EAIM tag attached or found) 
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Appendix C: Video Stills 2  
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Appendix C: Video Stills 5 
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Appendix A: Brochure 4 – Traders’ Ridge Resort  Brochure 
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Appendix A: Brochure 6 – Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia Brochure 
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 4 – Ethnic Art 
Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Figure 3 – Canoe Bailer and EAIM tag 
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 1 – Ethnic 
Art Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Appendix C: Video Stills 3  
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Figure 4 – Large Tuguw (Mortar and Pestle) and EAIM tag 
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Appendix B: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 34 –  
Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910  

Yap – sect. 2 pt. B, v. 2, pt.1 
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Appendix A: Brochure 8 – Ethnic 
Art Institute of Micronesia 

Brochure 
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Appendix A: Brochure 9 – Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia  
(Mailing address in Long Beach) 
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Appendix A: Brochure 10 – Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia  
(Mailing address in Long Beach) 
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Appendix A: Brochure 11 – Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia  
(Mailing address in Long Beach) 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 1 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 5 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 4 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 2 

Appendix PIEAM Figure 2 (Close up) 



 94 

  

Appendix E: PIEAM 13 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 11 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 9 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 10 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 12 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 14 
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EAIM Objects:   

Figure 1 – Bird Paint Pot and EAIM tag 
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Figure 2 – Faluw Bird  
(No EAIM tag attached or found) 
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Figure 3 – Canoe Bailer and EAIM tag 
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Figure 4 – Large Tuguw (Mortar and Pestle) and EAIM tag 
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Figure 5 (Above) and  
Figure 6 (Below) 

Lava Lava and EAIM tag 
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Figure 7 – Tino Figure and EAIM 
tag 
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Figure 8 – Ceremonial Bowl (Uunong) & museum tag 
 (No EAIM tag attached or found) 
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Figure 9 – Spirit Bowl and EAIM tag 
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Figure 10 – Tapuanu Mask  
(No EAIM tag attached or found) 
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Appendix A: Brochures  

Appendix B: MITAS and Board Meeting Notes   

Appendix C: Video Stills  

Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 

Appendix E: PIEAM  
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Appendix A: Brochures 

Appendix A: Brochures 1 – Traders’ Ridge Resort  Brochure 
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Appendix A: Brochures 2 – Traders’ Ridge Resort  Brochure 



 117 

  

Appendix A: Brochures 3 – Traders’ Ridge Resort  Brochure 
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Appendix A: Brochures 4 – Traders’ Ridge Resort  Brochure 
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Appendix A: Brochures 5 – Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia Brochure 
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Appendix A: Brochures 6 – Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia Brochure 
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Appendix A: Brochures 8 – Ethnic 
Art Institute of Micronesia 

Brochure 
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Appendix A: Brochures 9 – Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia  
(Mailing address in Long Beach) 
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Appendix A: Brochures 10 – Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia  
(Mailing address in Long Beach) 
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Appendix A: Brochures 11 – Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia  
(Mailing address in Long Beach) 
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Appendix A: Brochures 12 – Ethnic Art Institute of Micronesia  
(Mailing address in Long Beach) 
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Appendix B: MITAS and Board Meeting Notes   
  

Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 1 – Ethnic 
Art Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 2 – Ethnic Art 
Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 3 – Ethnic Art 
Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 4 – Ethnic Art 

Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 5 – Ethnic Art 
Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 6 – Ethnic Art 

Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 7 – Ethnic Art 
Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 8 – Ethnic Art 

Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 9 – Ethnic Art 
Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 10 – Ethnic Art 

Institute of Micronesia Board Meeting Notes  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 11 – Micronesian 
Institute of Traditional Arts and Skills (MITAS) Proposal Documents  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 12 – Micronesian 
Institute of Traditional Arts and Skills (MITAS) Proposal Documents  
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  Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 13 – Micronesian 
Institute of Traditional Arts and Skills (MITAS) Proposal Documents  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 14 – Micronesian 

Institute of Traditional Arts and Skills (MITAS) Proposal Documents  
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  Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 15 – Micronesian 
Institute of Traditional Arts and Skills (MITAS) Proposal Documents  
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  Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 16 – Micronesian 
Institute of Traditional Arts and Skills (MITAS) Proposal Documents  
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Appendix B: MITAS and EAIM Board Meeting Notes 17 – Micronesian 

Institute of Traditional Arts and Skills (MITAS) Proposal Documents  
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Appendix C: Video Stills  
  

Appendix C: Video Stills Figure 1  
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Appendix C: Video Stills Figure 2  
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Appendix C: Video Stills Figure 3  
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Appendix C: Video Stills Figure 4 
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Appendix C: Video Stills Figure 5 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Images 

Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 1 –  
Palau sect. 2 pt. B v. 3, pt. 5  
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 2 –  
Palau sect. 2 pt. B v. 3, pt. 5  
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 3 –  
Central Caroline Islands sect. 2 pt. B v. 10, pt.1 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 4 –  
Central Caroline Islands sect. 2 pt. B v. 10, pt.1 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 5 –  
Central Caroline Islands sect. 2 pt. B v. 10, pt.2 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 6 –   
Central Caroline Islands sect. 2 pt. B v. 10, pt.2 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 
1908-1910 Image 7 (Left) & 8 (Right)–  

Central Caroline Islands sect. 2 pt. B v. 10, pt.2 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 9 (Above) & 10 
(Below)–  

Islands of Truk (Chuuk) (Central Carolines East) sect. 2 pt. B v. 4 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 
1908-1910 Image 11 (Left) & 12 (Right) –  

Islands of Truk (Chuuk) (Central Carolines East)  
sect. 2 pt. B v. 4 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 13 –  
Islands of Truk (Chuuk) (Central Carolines East) sect. 2 pt. B v. 4 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 14 –  
Islands of Truk (Chuuk) (Central Carolines East) sect. 2 pt. B v. 4 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 15 –  
Islands of Truk (Chuuk) (Central Carolines East) sect. 2 pt. B v. 4 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 16 –  
Kusrae (Kosrae) sect. 2, pt. B, v. 4 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 17 –  
Islands of Truk (Chuuk) (Central Carolines East) sect. 2 pt. B v. 4 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 18 –  
Islands of Truk (Chuuk) (Central Carolines East) sect. 2 pt. B v. 4 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 19 –  
Islands of Truk (Chuuk) (Central Carolines East) sect. 2 pt. B v. 4 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 20 (Above) & Figure 
21 (Below) – 

Pohnpei – Central Caroline (Outer Islands) – sect. 2, pt. B, v. 8 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 22 –  
Truk Central Carolines (Chuuk) – sect. 2, pt. B, v. 5 pt. 2 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 23 (Above) and  
Figure 24 (Below)  –  

Truk Central Carolines (Chuuk) – sect. 2, pt. B, v. 5 pt. 2 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 25 - Truk Central 
Carolines (Chuuk) – sect. 2, pt. B, v. 5 pt. 2 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 26 –  
Truk Central Carolines (Chuuk) – sect. 2, pt. B, v. 5 pt. 2 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 27 – 
Truk Central Carolines (Chuuk) – sect. 2, pt. B, v. 5 pt. 2 



 170 

  

Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 28 (Above) and 
Figure 29 (Below) –  

Yap – sect. 2 pt. B, v. 2, pt.1 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 30 (Above) and 
Figure 31 (Below) –  

Yap – sect. 2 pt. B, v. 2, pt.1 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 32 – 
Yap – sect. 2 pt. B, v. 2, pt.1 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 33 –  
Yap – sect. 2 pt. B, v. 2, pt.1 
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Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 34 –  
Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910  

Yap – sect. 2 pt. B, v. 2, pt.1 



 175 

  

Appendix D: Ergebnisse der Südsee-Expedition 1908-1910 Image 35 (Above) and 
Figure 36 (Below) –  

Yap – sect. 2 pt. B, v. 2, pt.1 
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Appendix E: PIEAM Images  
  

Appendix E: PIEAM 1 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 2 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 2 (Close up) 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 3 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 3 (Close up) 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 4 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 5 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 6 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 7 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 8 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 9 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 10 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 11 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 12 



 190 

  

Appendix E: PIEAM 13 
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Appendix E: PIEAM 14 


