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Place names in the Hawaiian Islands reveal a transformation from being reflections of Hawaiian
geographic discourse to being encoded within Western approaches to knowledge, commodification
of the environment, and control of territory. In the course of this transformation, the language/order
of the native peoples was displaced and subordinated to that of Western powers, ultimately the U.S.
This process was part of the greater economic, political, cultural, and discursive transformation of
the Islands since Western contact. This essay explores the transformation from Hawaiian political
and cultural economy into Western-capitalist forms, using place names to elucidate the change in
geographic meaning that accompanied this shift. In particular, the role of place names within
colonial discourse is analyzed in terms of the imposition of logos—order, knowledge, language—onto
a space rendered passive, unknowing, and feminized. That Hawaiian names themselves remain
relatively intact while their use, meaning, and context has changed is understood through Pratt’s
notion of “anti-conquest” as expressed in the promotion of things Hawaiian once Hawaiians
themselves were removed from power. Key Words: place names, discourse, logos, anti-conquest,

Hawai'i.

hen James Cook, in the ship Resolu-

tion, rested offshore the islands of

Kaua'i and Ni‘ihauin 1778, he named
this archipelago the “Sandwich Islands” in honor
of the prominent sponsor of his third voyage, the
Earl of Sandwich. By this appellation—as re-
corded in Cook’s journal and subsequently en-
graved onto maps, charts, globes, and geography
texts of the time—this group of islands became
known to the Westernized world. An identity
imposed from without, this designation sprang
from the process of inscription and classification
that was producing the modern scientific and
geographical order. Over subsequent decades,
this name would yield to the epithet “Hawaii,”
but this too is a colonial by-product; there was
no overarching name for the entire archipelago
before Western contact. Occupied by up to one
million Polynesians whose ancestors had been in
residence for at least a thousand years, it was not,
in effect, one place, but several places. It is sup-
posed that because most early contact took place
on the island of Hawai'i, this name became syn-
onymous in Western discourse with the entire
group (Blaisdell 1989).1
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In 1993, an oppositional resolution appeared
when Native Hawaiian leaders requested the
Honolulu City council to change the name of
Thurston Avenue. The resolution denounced
Lorrin A. Thurston, after whom the street was
named, as a “radical insurgent who was the
early leading force behind the 1893 overthrow
of Queen Lili‘uokalani.” Thurston and a Com-
mittee of Thirteen haole? [white] businessmen,
backed by troops from the USS Boston, forced
the abdication of the Queen and declared
themselves the new government of the island
nation. This government, recognized as illegiti-
mate by U.S. President Grover Cleveland, five
years later negotiated a treaty of annexation to
the U.S. with President William McKinley. The
1993 resolution asked that the city’s Depart-
ment of Land Utilization rename the street
“Kamakaeha Avenue,” based on Queen
Lili'uokalani’s birth name, “Lili'u Kamakaeha.”
Continuing to have a street named in Thur-
ston’s honor was denounced as “especially
anachronistic” in light of the January 1993 cen-
tennial observance of the overthrow. (Waite
1993).
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The range of opinions on the resolution varied.
Opponents immediately assaulted it as revision-
ism and “political correctness.” Critics pointed
out that nine of the thirteen men who engineered
the overthrow had streets named after them, and
that the resolution’s logic, if applied across the
board, would lead to many more street-name
changes. Even McKinley High School would
have to be renamed. Other views were reported
in the Honolulu Star-Bulletin (Vickers 1993:A3).
One resident liked the idea of changing the name,
“just because it seems more Hawaiian.” A resi-
dent of Vietnamese ancestry felt that the name
change was “disrespectful for the residents here
now,” noting also that she prefers “English street
names. At least you can pronounce them.” A
third stated that “Hawaiians need to realize
there’s more than one ethnic group involved now.
It’s part of history too, good or bad. I think we
need to spend more time trying to blend together
and become one nation. Not just in Hawaii, but
in the whole country.” Lilikala Kame'‘eleihiwa,
assistant professor of Hawaiian studies at the
University of Hawai'‘i, countered with, “They’re
lucky Hawaiians don’t rise up and burn the street
sign”Y

Inasmuch as the changing of place names,
especially country names, has been an ongoing
part of decolonization throughout the Pacific
(Crocombe 1990) and forms part of the greater
legacy of colonization world-wide, the debate
over a street name seems rather trivial. Indeed, it
was treated as such by Honolulu newspapers. But
the comments by residents above indicate the
ongoing struggle over identity that is at the heart
of the postcolonial condition. Combined, they
suggest that things Hawaiian have some value or
cultural capital, making for a distinct sense of
place. At the same time, some of the comments
point out that this archipelago is not the Hawai-
ians’ place any more, but rather belongs to every-
one. It is part of America. Speak English, please.

This study examines the relationship between
place names and colonialism in the Hawaiian
Islands. While this relationship is a complex and
often subtle one—its true magnitude easily over-
looked—this study employs tools from psycho-
analysis and postcolonial theory to excavate ways
in which American hegemony is embedded in the
place-name code. This hegemony consists pri-
marily in the shift of human-environment dis-
courses and their political-economic contexts
towards a capitalist understanding of space that
served Western [haole] interests. Close examina-

tion reveals that place names explicate the rela-
tionship between conquest and what Pratt (1992)
has called “anti-conquest,” while psychoanaly-
sis allows this relationship to be more clearly
understood. '

Anti-conquest involves glorifying the Other at
the same time that the Other is denied real power.
Anti-conquest constitutes a seemingly contradic-
tory practice interlaced into the broad field of
colonial discourse, posing itself disingenuously as
antithetical to overt colonization. Behdad (1994)
and Jacobs (1994) expand on this idea as being
the colonizer’s attempt to recapture the disap-
pearing Other out of a nostalgia for the lost
exotic. It is the positive representation of Others
that serves to displace blunt modes of racial dif-
ferentiation and to rearticulate them in ways that
make Otherness seem natural rather than con-
structed and imposed. Inasmuch as glorification
of “Noble Savages” has not precluded their being
colonized, anti-conquest poses itself as a benign
paternalism that puts the Other on a pedestal—a
gesture of respect that is also an exclusion, an
isolation, and a fixing of the Other into a histori-
cal space separate from the modern. In this case,
anti-conquest is manifest as the promotion of
things Hawaiian at the same time that Hawaiians
themselves are excluded from power. Anti-con-
quest is, therefore, a part of conquest in no way
antithetical, but only masquerading as different
by operating backwards.

In the matter of Hawaiian place names, “con-
quest” is most easily seen in the inscription of
Western family names onto Honolulu’s streets,
occurring primarily in the decades before or soon
after annexation by the U.S. “Conquest” also
extends to those practices that deny authority to
Hawaiians. It includes the imposition and fixity
of a Western order by Western authorities, the
cultural colonization in which Hawaiians them-
selves as authorities, and Hawaiian worldviews
as dominant, are overinscribed by their Western
counterparts. The participation of the U.S. gov-
ernment and military in this activity heightens
the imperial connection to this process.3 Pacific
explorations from Cook onward had a distinct,
combined military-and-scientific character: well-
armed naval vessels, loaded with scientists, on
missions both to gather data and, where possible,
to acquire territory. Both processes involved ac-
quisition, and together they helped form what
became a dominant worldview and world order,
both geographically and politically.
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Anti-conquest, however, manifests in the ven-
eration and manipulation of the Hawaiian names
within the process whereby they are catalogued,
promoted by law, and ordered into American
systems of geographical knowledge and land con-
trol. This takes place after U.S. annexation, when
Hawaiians no longer pose a major political obsta-
cle to American hegemony. Within the resultant
texts, there is always an implied respect for the
integrity of the Hawaiian names. Yet a reordering
of place is revealed, not just in how these texts
are compiled and produced, but in who did so and
for what purpose.

Before embarking on an analysis of Hawaiian
place names and colonialism, it is worthwhile to
consider why anti-conquest occurs, which will
shed greater light on how it works, and what
broader contexts and interactions are involved.
Unlike most forms of colonialism, anti-conquest
is never a conscious process. Colonizers usually
perceive it as paying genuine respect to the local
culture, and would take offense if one were to
confront them by suggesting their “gracious acts”
were in fact modes of power. Anti-conquest is,
rather, a subconscious act, best understood with
the aid of tools from psychoanalysis. The key
point to be made here is the role of language in
establishing meaning, and how the assertion of
meaning—hence order—is a tool of domination.
These concepts have been well elucidated in the
work of Jacques Lacan, and in particular, through
the feminist rereading of Lacanian thought and
psychoanalysis in general (Grosz 1990).

A Phallic Order

For Lacan, the locus of meaning—of the
symbolic order codified in [anguage—is termed
the “phallus,” referring not to a body part, but
to the ability to decree meaning and make law,
within the symbolic economy. This command
of meaning Lacan terms logos, and this empha-
sis on the word is particularly appropriate for the
present study. True, the designation “phallus”
marks the association within Freudian and La-
canian thought between the command of logos
and male identity: fixing meanings and com-
manding knowledge is understood as a mascu-
line activity. Butler (1993) has shown that this
linkage is in fact tenuous, and that the phallus
is equally capable of being “wielded” by a
woman—pointing out that gender charac-
teristics are themselves largely sociolinguistic

constructionsandnotbiological realities.4 But for
both Freud and Lacan, this locus of “male” sub-
jectivity is linked to the Name of the Father,
which guarantees the son that he will become the
“L,” and will command order over the desired
(m)Other.

The notion of name of the father bears directly
on this study. While Hawaiian place names re-
main nominally intact (“Sandwich Islands” hav-
ing largely fallen out of use by the late nineteenth
century), a plethora of streets bear names of great
Fathers: kings, sponsors of voyaging expeditions
(often lesser nobility), fathers of the country,
founding fathers of businesses and industries,
church fathers. These names both overlay the
landscape with a new logos and, in so doing, shore
up the insecure phallic nature of coloniza-
tion—the lingering fear of castration, that it will
be lost—by imprinting these names on the land as
solid, everlasting indicators of order.

To refer to the phallus refers to the ability to
establish order—an order that historically has
been gender-based. Gender categories them-
selves, as Cocks (1989) points out, are products
of logos: “masculine” has traditionally been
equated with “knowledge” and “science,” and
“feminine” with “emotion” and “superstition.”5
Feminist theory has sought to debunk these cate-
gorizations from their implied biological essential-
ism. Within the linguistic order, men are
positioned as the subjects of culture, the rational
I, while women (seen as lacking the phallus) are
positioned as the objects of male desire and of
knowledge itself. Lacking the phallus, the femi-
nine is not only incapable of producing meaning
and order, but as Cixous (1981:46) argues, lacks
even the awareness of that which brings signifi-
cation and order into existence. Without the
man, she is “unable to recognize herself” and so
exists “outside the Symbolic” order. Man must
enter the scene to establish order out of chaos,
to teach the Law and encode coherence onto the
unbordered and unorganized territory.

The Age of Exploration can be understood
as a phallic project to cover the globe with
order, to subject other lands and peoples to
names and categories, hierarchies and schema,
of European design. The exploration vessel
epitomizes the phallus of the European colonial
project. Extending out from the Fatherland, the
ship penetrates the bays of other places and
discharges sea-men. It is the dispenser of logos,
spreading order everywhere it goes through nam-
ing, classifying, mapping, organizing new places
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into the discursive constructions of European
thought,bringing these new places into the Euro-
pean discursive realm, and when deemed neces-
sary, physically beating them into submission
(Pearson 1969). The intensity of the investigative
force on board attests to the logos-wielding power
of the exploration vessels: naturalists, artists,
botanists, doctors, astronomers, mineralogists,
meteorologists, and so on; sent to observe, draw,
measure, collect, and record; so that when the
ship pulls out and leaves, it has obtained “correct
and thorough” observations and specimens. Inas-
much as discourse entails the ordering of subjects
and the practices that systematically form the
objects of which they speak (Foucault
1972:48-49), so do these voyages set about not
only to dis-cover the Pacific, but to create the
Pacific in European images.

In no place is this phallic characteristic more
apparent than in the (re)naming of places. In-
digenous place names are ignored and place
names in the language of the colonizer are
imposed, suggesting that the indigenous sys-
tems do not constitute order, any more than
indigenous ways of knowing were said to con-
stitute “science” or “rationality.” Cixous re-
marks that the feminized Others “always
inhabit the place of silence, or at most make it
echo with their singing” (1981:49). Hawaiian
place names, and the Hawaiian language, have
come to play this role and no more. Any effort
to bring the Hawaiian language and place
names into the realm of logos—to allow them
to have meaning—meets with fear and opposi-
tion by the colonizer It is not unlike castration
fear: it threatens the loss of the phallus. In the
manner that the “male” refuses to speak the
language of the feminized Other (Olivier
1989:106), so here can be seen the repression
of the Hawaiian language, and the need to keep
Hawaiian place names unintelligible.

Thus anti-conquest silences the Other by al-
lowing her to “talk” without allowing her to
“speak,” to control meaning: “she” does not
speak, she only chatters, or sings. Her words form
a pleasant background noise. Hawaiian place
names thus form what Shapiro (1988:92) calls a
code of those who lost the struggle to maintain
their practices as the ones that are intelligi-
ble—the “Others” whose practices no longer con-
trol prevailing understandings on their old turf,
but whose discourses remain in a nonpolitical
code.

A New World Order

As European explorers fanned out across the
Pacific, a “natural science” of indigenous lan-
guages arose, so characterized because samples of
the languages were collected, compared, cata-
logued, and filed away as specimens. Captains
Cook, Dixon, Marchand, and Lisiansky, among
others, presented lists of place names or vocabu-
laries of native words in their official journals.
These were then used as evidence by Fornander,
Treagar, and others in the early theories of Poly-
nesian migrations. Like plants, animals, and peo-
ple removed from their environments, these
language specimens lost their significance as cul-
tural repositories of geographic meaning, becom-
ing artifacts instead. Even when Western powers
did not replace the indigenous names, the over-
riding establishment of a new order overwrote
this cultural area.

In Natural Science, it is not unusual for the
name of the “discoverer” of a particular species to
be inscribed onto it, using the code of Latin (ized)
designations. This may even be done in the face
of existing native terminology, as in the case of
Archibald Menzies. Nineteen species or varieties
of trees and shrubs in the Hawaiian Islands bear
his name, fifteen of which have Hawaiian names
that play no part in the new authorized code.6 In
the case of land, attaching a family name to one’s
abode or estate—however egotistical or patriar-
chal it may seem—still contains a certain geo-
graphic sense. It reflects a genuine relationship
with the land. By comparison, the honorific at-
tachment of names to land otherwise uncon-
nected with the person involved is
“commemorative” (Stewart 1970:xxx), as it es-
tablishes a monument or maintains a reminder,
usually of someone designated as a “Great Man.”?
And here, too, this may be done in the face of
existing names. As the U.S. Exploring Expedition
passed three coral islets north of Samoa, ethnog-
rapher Horatio Hale remarked, “It was called by
the natives Fakaafo, and was named by us Bow-
ditch Island; the others, which lie west of it, are
Nukunono and Qatafu, known as the Duke of
York’s and the Duke of Clarence’s Islands. The
name of the Unicorn Group was given to the
three” (Hale 1846:7).8 Inasmuch as language is
used to command and control, to render—in this
case—Western military-cum-science as the sub-
ject of culture and “natives” (lands and peoples)
as voiceless objects, so much more does imposing
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names of Great Men on the land assert the name
of the father by which this order is assured.

A hierarchical approach to classifying indige-
nous place names emerged in the work of Water-
man (1922). In an otherwise insightful essay,
Waterman is confused by the difference in world-
view exemplified by the indigenous mode of nam-
ing near Puget Sound. Overwhelmed by the “vast
number of local names in use,” he concludes, “it
may be stated as a rule that there is a large series
of names for small places, with astonishingly few
names for the large features of the region” (Wa-
terman 1922:178). There are, for example, names
for places on the mountain, but not for the moun-
tain itself, much less the mountain range as a
whole. Likewise there are names for specific
beaches and canoe landings, but not for “bays” or
“islands” as entities. In addition, Waterman goes
on to say, “there is always the difficulty of telling
absolutely and finally which out of a number of
explanations is correct . . . there is an element of
uncertainty which no scientifically minded per-
son would deny” (1922:177).

The differences Waterman encountered could
be explicable in various ways. Different technolo-
gies and modes of production make for different
spatial uses and perceptions (Harvey 1990). So-
cial and political spatial order—control of terri-
tory at the kinship or clan level, possibly with
linguistic variation as well—is also important.
And the difference between a culture that organ-
izes and stores information orally without the use
of physical maps and charts, certainly helps ex-
plain this situation (see Ong 1982). Waterman,
however, suggests a “cultural index,” hypothesiz-
ing that the extent to which cultures have names
for larger features indicates cultural “progress,”
an advancement in rational thought. Drawing on
a study of place names in Pacific Islands, Water-
man elaborates his case: Melanesians have an
abundance of place names for minutia but an
almost total absence of designations for the larger
geography of the islands, while Polynesians and
Micronesians “have reached a stage of naming
their own individual islands while the Samoans
have gone as far as acquiring a ‘national and
archipelagic designation’” (1922:182).

Waterman's conclusions demonstrate the
phallic order he brings to bear: his “Western”10
approach to place names is rational and scientific,
while the Puget Sound / Melanesian approach is
irrational and backward. As well as overlooking
the link between naming and controlling terri-

tory, the danger of Waterman’s proposed index is
one that always falls upon such classificatory ap-
proaches: the drive to assess cultures on a scale
of primitive-to-civilized indirectly advocates a
“development” strategy in which the civilized
might—or even, should—raise the so-called
primitives from their presumably benighted state.
In such a view, Western man, at the pinnacle of
this hierarchy, embarks on a cultural colonization
in which the existing mode of representing space
is replaced by that of the colonizer and adapted
to the needs of the new economic, political, and
social order.

The differences between the European explor-
ers (and later colonizers) and indigenous island-
ers must be brought to bear on this discussion.
Precapitalist island societies were characterized
by what Cosgrove (1984) calls an “analogic” con-
text—having a fluidity between culture and en-
vironment and an absence of land “ownership”
per se. In this context, individuals understand
their position in the world in terms of relation-
ships to larger processes. Starting with the British,
however, Europeans were experiencing the shift
to private property and a resultant “atomistic”
context in which individuals understand them-
selves as isolated entities. Land is commodified,
the environment secularized and atomized into
“resources,” rather than being understood as re-
lated aspects of a holistic system. The difference
between these two worldviews is profound, and
continues in varying degrees to characterize the
struggle between indigenous (primal) peoples and
their colonizers, European or otherwise.

Atomization is essential for capitalism: private
property and the individual entrepreneur (and
consumer) are, within this system, understood as
“rational.” In the Hawaiian Islands, the colonial
forces (missionaries, merchants, and military)
sought to intentionally institutionalize this shift
towards capitalism. One major result was the
1848 Mahele [partition]: the privatization of land
brought on by Western geopolitical pressure and
in the service of Western commercial interests.
The subsequent rise to power of Western-owned
plantations constitutes the de facto colonization
of the Islands, first by wresting control from the
indigenous monarchy, and later, after a short
period of independence, achieving annexation to
the U.S. Place names have come to show, among
other things, the transformation of worldview
that accompanied this shift.
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A Hawaiian Worldview

Despite a social class structure rigidly defined
by birth and genealogy into chiefs [ali'i] and com-
moners [maka‘@inana)], Hawaiian geography is
characterised by fluidities.!! These include geo-
graphic mobility (not being legally bound to the
land); a fluidity of access to resources and re-
source areas rather than being limited to discreet
plots only; a fluidity between the human, divine,
and natural realms; and a fluidity of sound, mean-
ing, and metaphor regarding place names. Chief-
liness is rooted in sacredness or divinity [mana],
verified through genealogical connections to an-
cestral deities and origins of the world itself. The
highest ranking alii—with the most divinity—are
linked most closely with Hawaiian deities. These
deities, simultaneously, are intimately linked with
every aspect of the environment, and back to
humanity in a circular linkage between gods,
nature, and human society (Dudley 1990;
Johnson 1983; Herman 1988).

The administrative hierarchy (Figure 1) was
mirrored in spatial order. Hawaiian land divisions
ran from the islands’ mountainous centers to the
sea like slices of a pie. Large sections [moku] were
divided into finer slices called ahupug'a (Figure
2). Transecting the land’s altitudinal zonation as
well as reaching out into the sea, the ahupud'a
encompassed the full range of natural resources
necessary for subsistence.12 Though all land was
“held” by the supreme chief, he did not own it,
but served as a “trustee” under the gods Kane and
Lono. He placed moku under the supervision of
other high chiefs, who further subdivided admin-
istrative responsibility to lesser, warrior chiefs or
supervisors [konohiki]. The final allotment was
made by these retainers to the common people
(Handy and Handy 1972:41).

“Trusteeship” over the land ranged upwards
from the cultivators themselves, to their local
chief or supervisor, to yet higher chiefs and finally
to the gods themselves. The products of the land
likewise filtered upwards through the social-
administrative hierarchy through taxation. Yet
cutting across this vertical organization of power
was a horizontal system of common access to
resources. In part, this formed a second economy
wherein produce was exchanged within the ex-
tended family residing in an ahupud‘a. The fruits
of fishermen were exchanged with those of the
planters. But most important, people within an
ahupua'a had gathering rights to all the necessary

Deities

(mediation)
I .
I High Chief ]

/

| konohiki| | konohiki] [ konohiki]

| maka'ainana I

Figure 1. Social and political structure of ancient
Hawaiian society. The ruling chief mediated with the
gods on behalf of the people. Lesser chiefs [ali'i] were
putin charge of individual ahupud'a. They in turn could
appoint konohiki [administrators] to manage the land
and resources. Commoners [maka@inanal mostly
fished or worked the land. The goal of maximum fruit-
fulness produced checks and balances to discourage
both poot farmers/fishermen and poor administrators
Source: after Kirsch (1985).

resources within that land division, from the wa-
terfront into the mountains. Thus for any family,
land use was spread out to include not just indi-
vidual holdings, which themselves might be spa-
tially disconnected, but grass areas for thatch,
forest areas for timber and medicinal herbs, beach
access, and other resource areas.

Within the complex, diverse, and variable ma-
terials from which Hawaiian worldviews may be
drawn (Dudley 1986:71), it is possible to identify
an overall analogic character that differs critically
from a generalized modern worldview. Three dif-
ferent aspects of this analogic relationship in-
clude Hawaiian “natural science” as elaborated
in the Kumulipo, a Hawaiian creation chant; the
kinship relationship between the land and people,
outlined in a subportion of the Kumulipo; and a
“spiritual ecology” wherein energies flow across
the boundary between the manifest and unmani-
fest worlds.

The Kumulipo, a chant of 2,077 lines believed
to have been composed around 1700 CE (Beck-
with 1970:310-11) presents the evolution of life
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Moku Moku

wet forast ‘
dry forest
grassiand edge of reef
arid scrub g
/'J sea lavel ‘\

Figure 2. Hypothetical island, divided into large dis-
tricts [moku] and administrative units [ahupua'a]. With
mountains roughly in the island center (ranging as high
as 13,000 feet on the island of Hawai'i), this method of
dividing land assured the full range of environmental
resources was available in each ahupua'a. The Hawai-
ian word for “politics” was kalai‘dina, or “land carving.”
Source: after Wise (1965).

(Cross Section)

in a natural sequence not unlike Darwinian evo-
lution and modern natural science. Species
emerge in pairs from the primordial ooze, increas-
ing in complexity from the smallest visible organ-
ism, the coral polyp. Johnson (1981:i) states that
“when life appears in the Kumulipo, it is the
product of active, natural forces,” though “Super-
natural forces are not excluded from that pro-
cess.” With each new set of lifeforms, “akua enters
in.” The term akua, used elsewhere as the general
term for “gods,” has been interpreted here as
meaning “active consciousness” (Dudley 1990;
Herman 1988). One might say that increasingly
complex species are increasingly intelligent and
intuitive, hence increasingly godlike. In this in-
terpretation, beings differ quantitatively, but not
qualitatively, in their degree of akua. At the same
time, the universe is pervaded by mana, a living
force that infuses all things and that, like its
inanimate counterpart electricity, manifests more
strongly in persons, places, and things that are
more “godlike” (better conductors, in the electri-
cal metaphor). And like electricity, this spiritual
energy can be stored and channeled or trans-
ferred. The Hawaiian word for “prayer,”

ho'omanamana, literally means “to cause [to
move] mana.” So this energy pervades—hence
unites—all things, and circulates among them.

The story of Wakea and Papa, the Sky and the
Level Earth, is a subplot within the Kumulipo. In
this oft-repeated story, these two deities united to
produce some of the Hawaiian Islands, as well as
a beautiful daughter. Within the story, Wakea has
an affair with the daughter, producing first a still-
born foetus that becomes the first taro plant (the
staple food of Hawaiians), then producing a child
that is the first human being. Later, Wakea and
Papa come together again and produce the re-
maining islands. This story demonstrates the kin-
ship relationship between the gods, the islands, the
taro plant, and human beings. All are re-
lated—the land, the people, the gods, and the
taro—in a kinship bond that is primary to Hawai-
ian environmental understanding and compara-
ble to other worldviews held by primal peoples
elsewhere.

Finally, this worldview is integrated through
the concept of kinolau [many bodies]. This is the
manifestation of deities as natural phenom-
ena—plants, weather, animals. These manifesta-
tions, like the bread and wine of Holy
Communion in some Christian churches, do not
merely represent the deity, but are in fact the
physical presence of the deity. High Gods (akua,
again) relate to human society through smaller,
more accessible versions of themselves (‘au-
makua, or familiar spirits), and both inde-
pendently can manifest as kinolau (Figure 3, left
side). At the same time, through the transference
of mana, deceased ancestors can be elevated to
the level of familiar spirits (‘aumakua), who in
turn can manifest back into nature through kino-
lau or take a particular physical form (Figure 3,
right side). Gods become nature, and humans
become demigods, which in turn become nature.
The circle between divinity, humanity, and na-
ture is complete, and the boundaries among them
permeable (Johnson 1987; Kamakau 1964).

Place names embody and, to a degree, codify this
fluidity between society, nature, and the spiritual
world. There are two other ways in which words
and names have a greater fluidity in Hawaiian
geographical knowledge, and both of these are
linked to the nonliterate nature of the language
and culture. The first is in the plurality of meanings
for (particularly common) words. Since words
exist only in the context of the moment when
they are spoken, their meaning derives from that
context. Thus there is what literate Anglophone
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Spiritual World: Beyond the
senses, not experienced, but
deduced from understanding
the manifest world.

KINOLAU

(manifestations)
Plants
AOQ, Physical World: "World Animals
is perceived because there is Phenomena
light.” It is substantive because chiefs
it is perceived. KUPUA
demigods

shape-shifters

|
{ ‘uhane retums
HUMAN BEINGS \ (deification” :r%r}\sﬁguratlon
\ odies;
" uhan: + watches over
n? wal| ua - descendants
mana’o/no‘ono'o
_na'au 'Unihipili<—
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Figure 3. Hawaiian “spiritual ecology,” showing network of relationships between the spiritual world and the
material world in Hawaiian cosmology. Source: designed by Rubellite Kawena Johnson.

culture considers a paucity of words. “Wai,”
meaning “fresh water,” is also used for any liquid
other than sea water, including bodily fluids.
Since one is present when the word is spoken, one
knows what the referent is. Gestures, vocal inflec-
tions, and facial expressions also contribute to the
meaning. Thus what appears on paper to be a
simple language is actually much more subtle and
complex. Each word can be used for many differ-
ent shades of meaning that are clear only in the
context of speech. But these contexts do not
translate into writing, which poses a text ab-
stracted from its real-life situation. On the other
hand, oral language can be weak in specific terms
for abstract concepts that have no real-world
context: a circle drawn on a piece of paper was
identified variously by nonliterate individuals as
a “rock” or a “basket”—it had to be something
(Ong 1982).13

Second, many different names, though often
quite similar in sound, might apply to a single
place. Nogelmeier’s (1985) study of the crater
known commonly as “Punchbowl” produced a list
of alternative, similar-sounding Hawaiian names
for this one geographic feature, and despite his
attempt to find the “most appropriate name,” the
fact remains that all of them were valid. Not fixed in
print, any of a number of similar-sounding names—
all with different meanings—would suffice.

Hawaiian place names further demonstrate
the intimate relationship between people and the
environment. In their benchmark study of Ha-
waiian place names, Pukui etal. (1974: x) remark,

How many place names are there or were there in
the Hawaiian Islands? Even a rough estimate is
impossible: a hundred thousand? a million? Hawai-
ians named taro patches, rocks and trees that rep-
resented deities and ancestors, sites of houses and
heiau [places of worship], canoe landings, fishing
stations in the sea, resting places in the forest, and
the tiniest spots where miraculous or interesting
events are believed to have taken place.

Kimura (1983:178) adds that there are many
places where individual boulders are named, and
suggests that the evocative power of place names
stems from aloha ‘@ina or love of land, pride of
place. Hawaiians conceptually divided not only
the land, but also the area above the surface of
the earth and the ocean out from the shoreline as
well. These zones were demarked and named
according to their function and relative position
(Kanahele 1986:177; see also Malo 1951:12-15,
and Kamakau 1976:3-10). Aside from these
functional areas, specific places of all sorts re-
ceived names. Kanahele (1986:175-76) states
that:

In the case of the traditional Hawaiian . . . almost
every significant activity of his life was fixed to a
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place. No genealogical chant was possible without
the mention of personal geography; no myth could
be conceived without reference to a place of some
kind; no family could have any standing in the
community unless it had a place; no place of any
significance, even the smallest, went without a
name; and no history could have been made or
preserved without reference, directly or indirectly,
to a place.

Pukui et al. (1974: 258) break down the words
used in Hawaiian place names as shown in Table
1. Aside from geographic terms, such as words for
water, hill, point, or mountain, are the surprising
number of plant names. Pukui et al. suggest that
this can be construed as indicating agriculture as
one of the primary interests of the early Hawaiians
(Pukuietal. 1974: 260-61). Names of geographic
entities, plants, animals, legendary supernaturals,
and religious terms (implicit and explicit) reflect
the “animist” nature of Hawaiian culture. Peo-
ple’s names are rarely used. Pukui et al. have said
that this reflects a Hawaiian perception of human
beings as fleeting and transient. While there are
stories of places being named for ancestors,14
Hawaiians generally did not use people’s names
as place names, and cases in which they do so
suggest a direct relationship with the land, rather
than an honorific attachment of a label.15

Place names are intertwined with the culture
not just as locational signs, but as poetry and
humor. Luomala (1964), Pukui et al. (1974:
266-77), Handy and Handy (1972: 42-43),
Kimura (1983), and Pi‘ianai‘a (n.d.) discuss the
richness of place names in chants, songs, poems,
and proverbs, and as mnemonic devices in gene-

Table 1. Sources of Hawaiian Place Names

by Category
Category Number
geographical features 831
inanimate nature 265
words of size 203
material culture 170
plants and plant life 153
actions 124
other qualities (except colors) 115
numbers and words of quantity 71
colors 69
birds 68
body parts 65
legendary supernaturals 53
people 44
sea life 32
mammals 23
locatives 10

alogies. The versatility in the use of place names
is especially found in the practice of kaona, or
“hidden meanings,” in the various forms of Ha-
waiian oral literature. Most Hawaiian poetry or
song is composed of several layers of meaning,
from the most obvious or literal, to sexual or
romantic, to kapu or sacred subjects. Using kaona
allows one to talk about certain people or subjects
without addressing them directly, and as such
“presupposes a knowledge of place, history, and
personal relationships” (Pi‘ian3i‘a, n.d.: 8).16

The Transformation

Following Cook’s 1778 “discovery,” China-
bound fur traders began stopping in the Islands
here as early as 1784. Vancouver was the next
official visitor, in 1792. But the location of this
archipelago as the only reprovisioning point in
the North Pacific ensured that all traders and
explorers traveling between North America and
East Asia (including Russia) stopped here. Local
chiefs made use of trade with these ships to gain
goods, weapons, and even military advisors to aid
them in their internecine warfare. With the aid
of Englishman John Young, Kamehameha suc-
ceeding in conquering all islands except Kaua'i,
which he gained by treaty in 1807, thus uniting
all the islands, for the first time, into what was
now the Kingdom of Hawai'i.

Though Kamehameha himself remained true
to his Hawaiian ways, other and subsequent
chiefs embarked on what Marshall Sahlins (1992)
has called a “political economy of grandeur,” con-
suming Western goods at astonishing rates and
becoming indebted to Western merchants. This
new mercantilist economy, with its virtually in-
stantaneous creation of supply and demand, set
the groundwork for the Islands’ entrance into a
nascent world capitalist order (Ralston
1984:25-26). Large-scale exploitation of the en-
vironment for profit began with the sandalwood
trade, 1810-30, which opened the Islands to
international commerce. The sociopolitical
changes began with the1819 abolition of the kapu
system, a combined religious and legal code that
legitimized chiefly power as sacred. The previous
consumption of goods and labor for religious con-
cerns was now available for use by the ali‘i in other
activities, especially foreign trade. American
Protestant missionaries, arriving in 1820, encour-
aged social, cultural, and political forms condu-
cive to capitalism, leading to the establishment in



The Anti-Conquest of Hawai'‘i 85

1840 of a constitutional monarchy, and the redi-
vision of lands—the 1848 Mahele.

According to Kame‘eleihiwa (1992:188), the
forces behind the Mahele were three-fold. Resi-
dent haole businessmen who saw potential for
‘plantation industry in the Islands wanted security
of land tenure to protect such investments. Sec-
ond and related, the American Protestant mis-
sionaries, who held great sway with the ruling ali'i,
felt that privatization of land would encourage
“thrift and industry” among the commoners, in
part by freeing up ali'i claims on commoner labor,
which was also deemed essential for the planta-
tion industry. In both ways, capitalism was inte-
gral to a clear but religiously motivated goal of
“civilizing” the Hawaiians. Third was the unspo-
ken threat of force, the implication that Western-
ers would simply take the land if they could not
obtain it any other way. Gunboat seizures of the
Islands had taken place with Captains Paulet and
LaPlace, and the Hawaiian dlii knew that the
French had seized ali'i land in Tahiti. Preferring to
compromise in a way that would save their lands,
the ali'i acceded to the Mahele.

The result was that the previously fluid land-
tenure system became fragmented into a fixed
grid of privatized parcels. The structure of the
ahupua'a, in which all had gathering rights in
different resource zones, was dismantled. Com-
moners had to claim the land they used in order
to maintain rights to it. Yet surveying techniques
at the time were crude, and the Hawaiian sense
of boundaries and markers were not “precise” in
a Western sense. The result was disastrous. Many
people received no land at all, and some who
gained freehold tenure to cultivated plots lost
former communal rights to grazing land or col-
lecting areas (Ralston 1984: 31). Subsistence
farming became difficult if not impossible. Wise
(1965:87-88) explains that:

For one thing, the ownership of land was not in any
way part of the tradition of the Hawaiian people.
They had never owned land. They did not under-
stand the privileges and responsibilities of land own-
ership. They had been cared for by the chiefs and
they expected to be cared for by the chiefs. In some
cases, they were intimidated by the local konohikis
who discouraged them from putting in claims. In
other cases they were unwilling to seem to be taking
land away from their alii [sic]. They were confused
by the problems presented. Accustomed for genera-
tions to communal rights to forest and upland pro-
duce, to fishing and to land, they could not imagine

life on another basis. The whole idea of fee simple
ownership was so new to them that they could not
comprehend it and take advantage of it.

The value of land was thereby transformed. Plots
could now be bought or sold, with the result that
the Hawaiian people, lacking capital, were gradu-
ally dispossessed from their land. By the mid-
1840s, taxes had to be paid in cash, forcing people
from remote areas to seek employment in the port
towns to earn money (Ralston 1984:31). Kuleana
[land claims by commoners] might be rented to a
large plantation, only to have them disappear
under a transformed landscape: where all the
familiar landmarks had been, an expanse of rice
or sugar cane would stretch out. “Ditches had
been filled in, dikes had been leveled off, hedges
had been cut down” (Wise 1965: 90).

The transformation of landholding and the
gradual transference of land from Hawaiians to
foreign plantation owners were accompanied by
the gradual infiltration of foreigners into the Ha-
waiian Government, and a steady Westernizing of
the governmental form. Over the course of the
nineteenth century, plantations became the new
powers in the Islands: the old system of ali'i had
been replaced by a new ruling class of foreigners
that, like the old, maintained control over most
of the land and labor in the Islands (Herman
1996). These businessmen became so powerful
that moves on the part of the Hawaiian monarch
to curb them were met with by arms in the 1893
overthrow of Queen Lili‘uokalani. The new Re-
public of Hawai‘i became, with annexation in
1898, the Territory of Hawai'i. This progression,
culminating in Statehood in 1959, was accompa-
nied by the near-complete transformation of land
and the built environment. After 1898, with the
Territory under control of the U.S. federal govern-
ment and its strategic significance clearly under-
stood, the Islands became a support system for
U.S. military personnel and operations. Save the
sugar industry, federal spending became the larg-
est source of income for the Islands. The com-
bined resources of the local and federal
governments, the U.S. military and even aca-
demic Geography (Baldwin 1908; Barnes n.d.;
Bryan 1915; Coulter and Serrao 1932; Freeman
1927; Guillemard 1908; Jarrett 1930; Jones
1938), came down on the Islands to lay bare the
terrain, scrutinize it, map and chart it, and lock it
thoroughly into the grid of geographic knowledge
and control.
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Names of the Fathers

The stop-and-start transformation of the Is-
lands since Cook’s visit has been pushed strongly
by various haole forces, from early explorers and
traders to missionaries-turned-plantation own-
ers. As stated above, this transformation was
accompanied by a steady increase of Westerners
holding government positions. Similarly, the
plantation industry grew and spread its tentacles
to every major enterprise in the Islands: banking
and finance, utilities, transportation, and more.
These “captains of industry” and these legisla-
tors—often the same people—are commemo-
rated in Honolulu’s streets.t?

This process began with John Young, a British
seaman recruited by Kamehameha as a military
and cultural adviser, decades before there even
were any “streets” (Figure 4). Under the first
constitutional monarchy in 1840, the House of
Nobles consisted of traditional dli'i plus John
Young (Young Street, Olohana Street—a nick-
name of his, from “all hands”).18 Eleven years
later, Young was still there, plus three other haoles:
Armstrong, Judd, and Wyllie (Armstrong Street,
Judd Street, Judd Hillside, Wyllie Street). New
Western names a decade later that now serve as
street names include Bishop, McCully, Dowsett,
Chamberlayne, and Green. By 1880, more than
half the members of the House of Nobles were
foreigners, including Cleghorn, Castle, Dominis,
Isenberg, Martin, Mott-Smith, and Wilder—all of
whom have at least one street to their names. By
1890, shortly before the overthrow of the monar-
chy, twenty-three out of twenty-five Nobles were
of foreign ancestry, as were twenty-four of thirty-
three representatives and all eight ministers.
Many Honolulu street names are found on these
lists. Not only legislators, but other haole Fathers
are “honored” with street names. This bespeaks
the power and importance ascribed to their roles:
four discoverers and early explorers, eleven mis-
sionaries, six business leaders and philanthropists,
five political leaders, and six military figures
(Pukui et al. 1974:263). A cluster of streets is
named for Roman Catholic bishops.19

This practice was brought to the Islands from
outside, particularly from the U.S., from whence
most of these men came, and where it was not
uncommon for towns to be named for their
founding fathers. Streets themselves are a result
of Western influence in the Islands, arising after
1820 and expanding markedly after the 1898
annexation. They mark a second phase of nam-

ing, a second overlay of toponyms that correspond
with the “modern” period in the Islands. Though
Hawaiian place names, as stated earlier, show
little emphasis on family names, street names tell
a different story. Yet among Hawaiians’ names
used as street names, only a few are obvious:
Kamehameha Avenue (named after the King),
Ka'ahumanu Street (his favourite wife), Kina‘u
Street (his daughter); Kalakaua Avenue and
Lili‘uokalani Street (the last two monarchs), and
two for Prince Jonah Kuhis Kalaniana‘ole (Kahio
Street, Kalaniana‘ole Highway). While this too
shows a commemorating of “fathers,” it is by this
time the transplantation of a Western practice
onto Hawaiian culture and applied to a Western
landscape form, much as the monarchs took on
the regalia of their European counterparts.

More important, however, are the not-so-ob-
vious Hawaiian names. The Armitage and Armi-
tage street map of 1949 identifies 258 haole family
names, but only seventeen street names are iden-
tified on this map as Hawaiian family names,
along with about fifteen Portuguese, four Chi-
nese, and two Japanese. Fifteen names on this list
are Hawaiianized versions of haole names.20 Yet
research by Budnick and Wise (1989:3) identifies
171 streets named for Hawaiian people—more
than 120 named for original land awardees or
grantees from the Mahele.2! In other words, the
Hawaiian names, from the haole point of view,
had ceased to be Names of the Father—had
ceased to have logos. This loss of subjectivity
accompanied the transfer of land and power from
under the Hawaiians, the loss of Hawaiian cul-
tural context, and the abandonment of Hawaiian
language during the Territorial period. Largely
unintelligible to Hawaiians as well as non-Hawai-
ians, these names became words only, markers
without reference.

The transplantation of Western family names
onto the urban landscape thus becomes a record
of the Western transformation of the Islands.
More than metely “humanizing the landscape,”
these street names participate in the transforming
of Hawaiian space into Western space, denot-
ing—as did many travel texts of the time—these
Western men as those who brought the Islands
out of “barbarism” and fashioned them in their
own image. It is a song sung repeatedly. Bates
(1854:136) was first to state that “The Honolulu
of today is the creation of the foreigner, the result
of his handywork.” Nordhoff (1874:75) claimed
that “in these Islands a state, a society, has been
created within a quarter of a century, and it has
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been very ably done. I am glad that it has been
done mainly by Americans.” Musick (1897: 8-9)
announced that:

it is impossible for one to be on shore an hour
without realizing that, after all, the controlling
forces in this wonderful land are not tropical but
American. Wherever there is directing energy, or-
ganizing power, enterprise, or action, there one will
find the American or Americanized European.
Americanism predominates in the intelligent and
ruling spirits of the island. . . . The American is chief
in business and politics. . . . In fact, you rub up
against him everywhere, at least where there is evi-
dence of combined intelligence and progress.

Davis and Armitage (1941:7-8) spoke of “the
master minds and guiding hands which America

. . could supply,” while Michener (1963: 67)
wrote of the “clever men” who “corrected the
soil,” adding that, “If Hawaii is a paradise—and I
think it is—men made it so.”

This layer of Western family names was largely
imposed during the Hawaiian Kingdom, and
served as one additional means by which the
resident foreigners asserted their control over a
territory not their own, but over which they des-
perately sought to gain control. This point is
demonstrated by the end of this practice and the
adoption of Hawaiian words as street names fol-
lowing annexation to the U.S. The conquest had
been achieved at last. Now the methods of anti-
conquest were needed to cover the tracks by
alleging to respect and honor Hawaiian culture.

A Paper Trail

While existing Hawaiian place names were not
overlaid or eradicated by a new code, annexation
heralded their subjugation to the Western geo-
graphic grid of knowledge. This took place
through the compilation of place-name texts af-
ter annexation. A reading of these texts and their
stated intentions, methods, and viewpoints, iltu-
minates the imposition of logos. First, there is a
focus on establishing authority, of declaring what
is “officially” the name of a given place. Second,
this authority comes from a non-Hawaiian (and
mostly, from non-Hawaiian-speakers) and is
placed into the hands of some official (U.S. or
State) government agency.The lack of reference
to Hawaiians themselves suggests that the very
idea of a “Hawaiian” authority is anathema.
Third, these Hawaiian names lose their cultural
context and often their meaning in the process of

their transposition into the authorized texts. Fi-
nally, the fluidity associated with Hawaiian
names is lost by establishing an official, unambi-
guous designation.

From the very first Western text on Hawaiian
place names—U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey
(Treasury Department): “Hawaiian Place
names,” compiled by W.D. Alexander
(1903)—the emphasis is on uniformity, fixity,
and certainty. It is important for the West to know,
for truth to be clarified and certified. The need to
eliminate ambiguity and fix order into writing is
explained in the preface, which states that this
study was done because “the importance of secur-
ing uniformity in geographic nomenclature in all
portions of the territory of the United States at
the earliest possible date [was] being constantly
felt in this office. . . .” (Alexander 1903: preface).
A brief biographical sketch of Professor Alexan-
der, who compiled the text, is “inserted to show
his peculiar fitness for this task, and it is believed
that he is the most reliable living authority on the
subject.” Granting Professor Alexander, a non-
Hawaiian, status as the “most reliable living
authority” posits the supremacy of Western
knowledge. Hawaiians are placed outside the dis-
course of knowledge regarding their own culture.
The “results” of Alexander’s study then become
the property of the U.S. Treasury Department,
part of the larger “authorization” of the new code.

“Hawaiian Place Names,” by the Assistant
Chief of Staff for Military Intelligence, Headquar-
ters Hawaiian Department (Hayes 1929), is
aimed at “attaining some degree of uniformity in
the pronunciation” of Hawaiian place names.
This list includes meanings of the names, though
“inasmuch as the meanings are included only as
a means of arousing interest in pronunciation, it
is not believed necessary to include all the possi-
ble meanings of the various words.” Hayes hopes
that “this publication will . . . lead to contact
between groups of army personnel interested in
the subject and authorities of the Hawaiian lan-
guage,” which might further improve pronuncia-
tion. But it is dubious that these “authorities of the
Hawaiian language” are Hawaiians themselves.
The text is not concerned with contact between
the military and native speakers. With selected
meanings provided for curiosity only, the author-
ity of meaning inherent in the place names is itself
unimportant: just pronounce them. Similarly,
Jones and Addleman (1937:v) state that their
dictionary “is in no way a scholarly treatise. It was
not intended to be. The translated meaning of
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many of the place names will be questioned by
Hawaiian scholars; they may even be amused. . .
.” The Hawaiian scholar (a haole) might be of-
fended or amused, but how would a native Ha-
waiian react! They remain silent, invisible,
outside of knowledge.

A different point comes from “A Gazetteer of
the Territory of Hawaii,” compiled by John Wesley
Coulter (1935), Ph.D., of the University of Ha-
waii: once a name is fixed on some “official
source,” that source becomes the new authority.
Coulter’s sources are maps?? produced by U.S.
government agencies: the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey, the Territorial Survey, the survey of O‘ahu
by the U.S. Army, and the resurvey of O‘ahu by
the U.S. Geological Survey. Coulter states, “The
names are listed exactly as they are spelled on the
quadrangles and maps. No decisions have been
made as to whether the names are correct” (1935:
7-10). Yet correct or not, Coulter has produced
a new authoritative directory. The identical pro-
cedure is employed in Gazetteer (No. 4): Hawaiian
Islands, published by the Hydrographic office,
U.S. Navy Department (1944). Data was com-
piled from the U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey
(Department of Commerce), and “names. were
transcribed exactly as they appear on the source
charts and maps” (Hydrographic Office 1944:iii).

Coulter’s gazetteer demonstrates an active ma-
nipulation and assertion of authority, and the
consequent pruning of the analogic Hawaiian
landscape into a privatized, atomistic Western
one. Echoing Waterman's difficulties in Puget
Sound, Coulter (1935:10) explains that:

The names of many geographical features in the
islands known to the Hawaiians are not given in the
gazetteer. There are in the office of the Surveyor of
the Tetritory maps of parts of the Hawaiian island
with unimportant featuves identified by name. The
Hawaiians named outstanding cliffs, rocks, small
streams and gulches, and some trivial landmarks.
Such names were thought not to be of enough impor-
tance to include in the work. Mr. A.O. Burkland,
during his supervision of the United States Geologi-
cal Survey . . . chose the more important features to
be named on the topographic sheets and the most
authentic names [emphasis added].

A non-Hawaiian, U.S. government official, by
discerning “importance” and “authenticity,” thus
weakens the cultural interface with the environ-
ment that Hawaiian place names served, and
recasts them into Western geographic discourse.

The paternalistic condescension towards Ha-
waiian people suggested here and characteristic

during the Territorial period is important to un-
derstanding the disembodiment of Hawaiians
from knowledge. Still another place-names text
exemplifies this attitude. T. Blake Clark, in an
article on Honolulu’s streets (1938:5), painted
the following picture of Hawaiians [kanakas]:

Those kanakas were as busy as devils, pulling up
fences, recklessly tearing down or setting matches
to “homes” and “business houses” in the great new
project of straightening Honolulu’s streets. Like the
cartoon firemen of today who rush into a man’s
house with axe drawn and leave his fine furniture a
mangled wreck, these early Hawaiians took more
delight in the destructive than in the constructive
changes which they were busy making,

The “cartoon” depiction of the Hawaiians?3 rein-
forces the idea that Honolulu was built by and for
Westerners, who constitute the progressive, produc-
tive members of society—in fact, who are the society
(Figure 5). Clark places Hawaiians outside “society”
again when he states that in one area of Honolulu,
“there were few if any residences other than the
grass houses of the Hawaiians”—a Hawaiian house
apparently not qualifying as a residence (Clark
1938:10). The social directory ( “Blue Book”) of
that time is the clearest statement of “society” as
haole. In this directory (Zillgitt and Snowden 1933),
it is nearly impossible to locate a Hawaiian name
among some two hundred pages (see note 17).

Clark describes the transformation of Hono-
lulu from a dusty, disorganized assortment of
structures to an organized urban center with an
orderly street system. Pointing out that it had
become practice to use Hawaiian words for street
names,24 he himself provides “good arguments
against this practice”: Hawaiian names “sound
alike” and “are often difficult to pronounce.”
Clark goes so far as to suggest using a simple
numerically coded grid, such as that used in the
Kaimuki section of Honolulu: “It would be sim-
pler to extend such a uniform method of naming.”
Aside from this overt call for rectilinear order,
which dates back to an 1832 missionary geogra-
phy textbook,25 Clark is again suggesting that
Hawai'i is a place for English-speaking Ameri-
cans, and that it is they who should encode this
landscape.

The attempts to eschew ambiguity and author-
ize meaning can be almost comic. Decisions on
Names in Hawaii: Cumulative Decision List No.
5403, by the U.S. Department of the Interior’s
Board on Geographic Names (U.S. Board 1945),
gives the reader the following instructions: “The
underscored names are official for United States
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Government use. Where part of a decision is
underscored, the use of the nonunderscored part
is optional. Unapproved variant names and spell-
ings . . . are listed following the word ‘Not'. . . .
Former decisions no longer in force are listed
without underscoring and marked ‘Vacated’ ”
(1954:1).26 Despite -the attempt to establish a
uniform code, the authors are clearly struggling
with the variety and ambiguity characteristic of
Hawaiian place names. The text eludes the
question of Hawaiian authority altogether. It is a
list of “decisions” on place names, determining
what is “official” for government use. Whose
decisions these are we do not know, except that
they come from the official source, the U.S.DI’s
Board on Geographic Names, and certify what
is “official” within the context of the U.S.
government. :

Inasmuch as this insistence on fixed spellings
and meanings is a component of print culture, the
next technological-linguistic shift demands even
further reduction of ambiguity. A Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) print-out of Hawaiian
place names and their locations in grid coordi-
nates achieves this first by providing only one
“approved” name, and second, by the elimination
of diacritical marks: use of the macron over long
vowels (€, e.g.) and the glottal stop (), which
have arisen to flesh out the reductionist spelling
of Hawaiian language produced by the mission-
aries.2’” These marks are now generally consid-
ered integral to Hawaiian language, and new
street signs are required to have them. But such
marks are not compatible with GIS. Nor is any
ambiguity.

None of the above texts was authored or
authorized by a native Hawaiian. Until Pukui et
al.’s (1966) work, the authority to decide what is
true, correct, and important lay in the hands of
non-Hawaiians, or at the very least, nonnative-
speakers. The result is a non-Hawaiian sense of
place, both within the texts, and through them,
in the minds of those who rely on these texts as
authoritative sources on Hawaiian place names.

The Language of Anti-Conquest

As Clark mentions, it became customary dur-
ing the Territorial period to name streets with
Hawaiian words.28 This practice must be under-
stood in the broader context of the political his-
tory of the Hawaiian language. Literacy,
introduced by the missionaries, had already weak-

ened Hawaiian environmental discourse by cre-
ating more fixed meanings, by separating knowl-
edge from direct experience, and by reducing the
language into a literary by-product of its transla-
tion into English. But the final blow came with
the replacement of Hawaiian altogether with
English as the language of the Islands. The jour-
nal of Russian explorer Urey Lisiansky foreshad-
owed this shift, presenting a vocabulary of
Hawaiian words with the remark that, “It is given
more for curiosity than use, as there are several
Europeans there, who may serve as interpreters;
and, from the increasing civilization of the na-
tives, the English language becomes better known
to them every day” (Lisiansky 1814:137).

By the mid-nineteenth century, proannexa-
tionist discourse railed against the “almost uni-
versal rejection of the English language in the
public schools, and the universal use of the Ha-
waiian in all clerical instruction of a public and
private nature,” and concluded that “the English
language is the best medium, not only of com-
merce, but of civilization” (Bates 1854:
422-23).29 With the influx of Westerners, a “uni-
versalizing” tongue such as English became “nec-
essary” to cope with the internationalization of
the Islands. The extent of this pressure to replace
Hawaiian as the official language of the Kingdom
isreflected in the Penal Code of 1869, Chapter XC,
which states, “Whenever there shall be found to
exist any radical and irreconcilable difference
between the English and Hawaiian version of any
of the laws of the Kingdom . . . the English version
shall be held binding.” The same law was enacted
by the Republic in their 1897 Penal Code.

With the impending demise of Hawaiian sov-
ereignty just before annexation, the alleged near-
disappearance of the Hawaiian language was seen
as a positive indicator of progress by American
travel writers: “The English language is almost
universally taught,” Musick wrote. “I was informed
that there are but three Hawaiian schools now
on the islands. The Hawaiian language, always
narrow, is dying, and must in time yield to some
more universal tongue” (Musick 1897:442—47).
Whitney was even more positive about the
change: “There has always been manifest a native
disposition to acquire familiarity with the English
language,” he wrote, stating that “at the wish of
the natives themselves the language of the islands
is English” (Whitney 1899:248).

These remarks belie the health of Hawaiian
language at the time of annexation. True, Kame-
hameha V had encouraged the teaching of Eng-
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lish in Hawaiian schools. But there were none-
theless, more than a hundred Hawaiian-lan-
guage newspapers in print at the end of the
nineteenth century. Hawaiians constituted one
of the most, if not the most, literate populations
of their time—in their own language (Kimura
1983:189). Yet by this time, language also re-
flected class and power: Hawaiian was the lan-
guage of low-order government service and the
courts, low-order internal business, working-class
jobs, and the subsistence life of the country dis-
tricts, while English was the language of the high-
paying, upper-administration jobs and big
business (Kimura 1983:193).

It was the Republican government, after the
overthrow of the Hawaiian monarchy, that
brought an end to the widespread use of the
Hawaiian language. In the Hawaii Session Laws of
1896 (Act 57, Section 30), the Department of
Public Instruction is ordered to make “The Eng-
lish language . . . the medium and basis of instruc-
tion in all public and private schools” (though
with provision for teaching another language, but
not as the language of instruction), specifying
further that “Any schools that shall not conform
... shall not be recognized by the Department.”

Within two years after formal annexation, the
last vestiges of institutional support for the Ha-
waiian language ended under the new American
government.30 The number of schools taught in
Hawaiian dwindled to zero for lack of funding. For
decades after the 1896 law, speaking Hawaiian
was strictly forbidden anywhere on the school
grounds, and physical punishment was often used
on those who spoke it. In that psychological cli-
mate, especially during the World War II years
and the drive to statehood, Hawaiians eager to
prove their worth as equal citizens with the haole
(and under social pressure to do so) abandoned
the language that made them stand out as differ-
ent. In that English-speaking, more racially
loaded American environment, the Hawaiian lan-
guage had no value, and bad English was even
worse.3! To speak Hawaiian was to be a backward,
ignorant person. Hawaiian language lingered
only in certain pockets, such as particular fami-
lies, hula schools, churches, and on the isolated
island of Ni‘ihau. Despite some grassroots efforts
to perpetuate the language, by the 1980s, the
number of native speakers was estimated at less
than two thousand.

This is the broader context of cultural coloni-
zation: the forcing of the Hawaiian language to
the brink of extinction. The decision to use Ha-

waiian words to name streets during the Territo-
rial period, while at the same time closing the
Hawaiian-language schools, is distinctly anti-
conquest: it offers up a token of cultural respect
at the same time that a linguistic and cultural
purging was being enacted. The Hawaiian lan-
guage, like Hawaiian rule, was a thing of the past.
Hawaiian place names became a commodity in-
tended to develop a unique sense of place for the
Islands, to differentiate them symbolically from
the unifying mainland cultural economy, and to
create a local identity for the predominantly non-
Hawaiian population. That virtually no one un-
derstands the place names attests to their
anti-conquest positioning: without meaning, un-
able to speak. Their translated meanings (most of
them often wrong) are presented, in texts such as
the Armitage map, to portray a quaintness to the
modern “Hawaiian” landscape.

Not only county planners, but churches and
developers, have coined new Hawaiian place
names.32 Many such names, such as Lanikai [sea
heaven]—a 1924 subdivision that should have
been named Kailani [heavenly sea]—are inappro-
priately constructed by non-Hawaiian-speakers.
At the same time, places charging admission pre-
fer English names (Paradise Park, Polynesian Cul-
tural Center), to hook into the minds of tourists
who are already overwhelmed with all the “for-
eign” Hawaiian toponymy (Pukui et al.
1974:243). Some popularized English names for
Hawaiian places aim to capture the lost sense of
the exotic, but do so in a way that has nothing to
do with Hawaiian culture. “Sacred Falls” on
O‘ahu and “Seven Sacred Pools” in Hana, Maui
are popular tourist sites where the unwary main-
lander may seek to encounter a spiritual experi-
ence. But the Hawaiian names tell a different
story: “Sacred Falls” is Ka-liu-wa'a, a name that
likens the waterfall’s appearance to a leak in the
side of a canoe. The body of water known as
Seven Sacred Pools is named Ohe‘o (its meaning
unknown), and was “sacred” only to the extent
that it was kapu for menstruating women to bath
in it.

A particular appropriation of a Hawaiian place
name into American discourse is “Pu-o-waina.”
One of many possible names for a tuff cone be-
hind downtown Honolulu, this translates literally
as “Hill of Sacrifice” and refers to a human-
sacrifice temple complex said to have been there.
With Hawaiians’ use of human sacrifice heavily
disparaged by Americans, here this history is em-
ployed to further glorify this site for what it has
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become: the National Memorial Cemetery of the
Pacific, where the military dead from Pearl Harbor
and other engagements in Asia and the Pacific
now lie buried. Though commonly referred to as
“Punchbowl,” a name dating back to some of the
eatliest European maps, either “Pa-o-waina” or
“Hill of Sacrifice” appears on much of the litera-
ture propagandizing what has become a 'sacred
site within American culture.

The flood of mainland Americans moving to
the Islands since the late 1960s has resulted in the
growth of subdivisions, the streets of which, by
law, had to have Hawaiian names. Pukui et al.
(1974) observe that “on the island of Hawai'i,
streets in areas that are for sale along the Kona
Coast have names tailored to the conveniénce of
newly arrived visitors or of persons who have
never been to Hawaii and are unable to master
Hawaiian words. . . . Rarely is an effort made to
search in Indices of Awards [from the Mahele] or
in the State Archives for the ancient name of a
place or for the names of the original Hawaiian
owners, for fear such names might be hard to say
or have unpoetic or risqué meanings” (1974:243).

The greatest anti-conquest of all is the desig-
nation “The Aloha State.” Vigorously employed
by the tourism industry and stamped on Hawaiian
license plates, this mix of English and Hawaiian
terms reflects the American ideal of the Islands:
it is a state—property of the U.S.—and with a
native culture that is gracious, warm, charming,
welcoming. The appropriation of the term
“aloha” to support tourism-—the State’s main in-
dustry—has been admirably discussed by Goss
(1993). Seeing the phrase as implying “forgive-
ness for a forgotten history,” Goss states
(1993:684) that the use of “aloha” is:

ameans to reassure readers that, despite the histori-
cal oppression and exploitative nature of the tour-
ist-host relationship, the people will warmly
welcome the visitor from the mainland U.S. Aloha
essentializes the Hawaiians as ‘friendly natives,’ who
greet tourists with the same guileless generosity and
naive conviviality with which they are supposed to
have greeted Cook and the Europeans who brought
them, among other things, guns, disease, and eco-
nomic exploitation.

The English-speaking population of the
“Aloha State” appreciate an identity of “other-
ness” in their exotic new home with a place-name
code partially meaningful within Hawaiian cul-
ture itself, and partially meaningless. Seemingly
honoring Hawaiian culture, this use of place

names continues to serve the transformation of

power and place that ensued with the discursive
and economic reordering of the islands. But now,
as the Hawaiian language makes its resurgence,
the backlash to the new politics of language
points out that the cultural capital of Hawaiian
language and place names is mutually exclusive
with real Hawaiian power.

Reconquest: The Adornment of

the Land

Language emerges from the direct human in-
teraction and relationship with the physical, so-
cial, and spiritual environment; it is, as Lopez
(1986) puts it, a dialogue with the land. And as
such, indigenous tongues speak a particular lan-
guage of place that intimately and inextricably
represents the existential experience of that
place. It is a mode of environmental under-
standing that takes centuries to develop, and
continues to evolve along with the advances in
technology, diffusion of ideas, and changes in
material culture.

I have suggested that literacy was an agent in
breaking up an immediate relationship with the
land and creating a new relationship mediated by
written texts. But the loss of the Hawaiian lan-
guage goes much further, breaking up social and
cultural relations as well, and imposing a language
of an industrial society from someplace else. Eng-
lish language developed in a different climatic
and geographical environment, and, especially as
it modernized and Americanized before coming
to dominate in the Hawaiian Islands, does not
have the sensitivity to the subtleties of light and
color, wind and rain, and emotive landscape that
these islands present. The countless names for
individual winds and rains and for conditions of the
sea, the cultural link with the earth, the spiritual
link with unseen but cleatly felt forces—in all, a
great body of geographic knowledge and an entire
way of understanding that is indigenous and in-
tertwined with this place—is lost with the
peripheralization and near extinction of the Ha-
waiian language. While Hawaiian place names
preserve part of that geographic code, the code is
meaningless to all but a few.

In 1966, the collaboration of Mary Kawena
Pukui and Samuel H. Elbert provided the first
authoritative work on Hawaiian place names that
involved a person of Hawaiian ancestry. The
considerably expanded second edition of Place
Names of Hawai'i (Pukui et al. 1974) now serves
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as the authoritative text on Hawaiian place
names, and is done in “dictionary” style with
appended explanations that show Hawaiian place
names as a geographic code, richly entwined with
the culture. Sources of information include Ha-
waiian legends and mythology, archaeological
studies, journals of early explorers, accounts of
postcontact Hawaiian writers, and other literary
sources, as well as the previous studies.

Differing in character from the previously dis-
cussed texts, this work may be said to reflect a
more “Hawaiian” approach to place names. Aside
from the usual range of geographic featutes and
urban centers, this work includes locations such
as surfing areas and Honolulu streets and build-
ings. Emphasizing the vernacular as well as the
“official” places of importance and their names, it
has the additional quality of having been pro-
duced by native speakers and scholars of the
Hawaiian language. Budnick and Wise’s Honolulu
Street Names (1989) marks the completion of the
turn-around. Subtitled The Complete Guide to
O'ahu Street Name Translations, this text focuses
exclusively on Hawaiian names— Western family
names and words are omitted—and includes an
exhortation, in a foreword by Samuel Elbert, that
“To pronounce Hawaiian street names as Hawai-
ians do is to respect Hawaiian culture, and to
honor Hawaiians.” But this text is not anti-
conquest: it is reconquest. Its elimination of
Western street names from consideration or even
mention, and its assertion that Hawaiian family
names are on the land—thus highlighting the
dispossession brought on by the Mahele—is part
of the reclaiming of meaning engaged 'in the
reclaiming of Hawaiian identity and land from the
colonial past and present.

The relationship between control and order, as
discussed earlier, predicts that the movement to
genuinely revive the Hawaiian language should
meet resistance. This indeed is what occurs, and
in doing so, points up the place-name code as
anti-conquest: it is “safe” for the colonizers as
long as it remains silent—chatters, even sings, but
does not speak. Exotic place names, and the
beautiful (but uncomprehended) Hawaiian mu-
sic that is an integral part of the tourism landscape
of the “Aloha State,” reassure the colonizer that
through his control, peace and happiness ex-
ist—that the colonized state is a blissful one and
the natives are happy. Any move to assert the
Hawaiian language as meaningful—of being lo-
gos—is political, and threatening. It threatens to

yield the phallus—if not the land—back to the
feminized Other.

At roughly the same time as the furor over
Thurston Avenue, a related storm arose regard-
ing the State-supported Hawaiian language im-
mersion program, Punana Leo.33 This program is
designed to revive the Hawaiian language as a
mother tongue by placing young school children
in a Hawaiian-only teaching environment during
the day, making Hawaiian the language of in-
struction. It was by no means an attempt to
produce monolingual children; the overwhelm-
ing English-language social and cultural environ-
ment would ensure against that. Rather, this
program aimed to produce bilingual people fluent
in Hawaiian as a mother tongue rather than as a
second language.

In response, the contributing editor to the
Honolulu Star-Bulletin, Bud Smyser, argued that
raising children to speak Hawaiian as their first
language would handicap them in regard to fur-
ther education and employment. This socioeco-
nomic argument itself retains the flavor of
paternal colonialism. But Smyser’s other fear was
that teaching children in Hawaiian would breed
separatism, similar to the situation of French in
Canada. English creates the “melting pot” of
American culture, he argued, adding that he
himself would reject the admission of Puerto Rico
to the Union as a Spanish-speaking state (1991a).

For refusing to allow Hawaiians this one small
bit of rejuvenated culture, Smyser was strongly
condemned for what many saw as advocating
racism and cultural imperialism. But showing the
efficacy of more than 150 years of cultural impe-
rialism, Hawaiians themselves fell on both sides
of the argument. Billie Beamer (1991:A15)
wrote, “This exclusive Hawaiian program usurps
the influential formative learning years. . . . His-
tory has taught us that due to the seclusion of
1,500 years, our one-dimensional stone-age an-
cestors were grievously overwhelmed and unable
to cope with the flood of practices and ideas
introduced by those from the exposed cultures.”
The language-immersion program, it was thought
by some, would create a separate community
within the Islands that possibly would have fewer
opportunities because of inadequate English. But
then, with Hawaiians as a group as the most
socially and economically marginalized popula-
tion in the Islands,34 it was hard to see that there
was anywhere to go but up.

Smyser’s words barely masked his fear: fear that
“our Hawai'i"—Dbelonging to us all by virtue (in
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part) of English language—would no longer be
ours, that allowing Hawaiians to reclaim their
language was one step towards allowing them to
reclaim the Islands themselves. Such is the fear
of the colonizer: “Some of the advocates! of im-
mersion,” he later stated, “are also advocates of
Hawaiian sovereignty, and their tones are pretty
strident” (Smyser 1991b:A14). The Thurston
Avenue controversy, and the debate and com-
ments that surrounded it, showed that indéed the
politics of language, place names, and soveteignty
are intertwined.

This linkage is further illuminated by the third
relevant resolution to sail through this story: on
March 12, 1997, the Honolulu City Council
passed a resolution that no longer required street
names to be Hawaiian. Passing by a vote of 6-3,
the one Hawaiian on the council voting in oppo-
sition to it, the bill was denounced befare the
Council by thirteen persons testifying either as
individuals or as representatives of Hawaijan or-
ganizations. No one testified in its favor. One
person, recalling how her grandparents and great-
grandparents were punished for speaking Hawai-
ian during class, remarked that eliminating the
requirement for Hawaiian street names |would
send the wrong message and be a step backward
(“Road-Naming . . .” 1997). Charles Rose of the
Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs spoke of
“the pain of being Hawaiian” when he went to
Waikiki to find all signs in English and Japanese.
At the same time, other Hawaiians pointed out
that the legacy of intermarriage had left many
Hawaiians without Hawaiian names. It should be
possible, they argued, to name streets in honor of
such persons as George Helm, Hawaiian activist
and entertainer, who was lost at sea during a
protest. Star Bulletin columnist Charles Memminger
(1997) disagreed with the notion that attaching
a Hawaiian name to something helps the culture:

Every other cold, steel high-rise in Honolulu is
named “Hale Something-or-other.” Calling 4 gigan-
tic empty overpriced condo building a “hale” is really
just a ploy by the developer to cash in on Hawaiian
culture, not promote it. . . . Likewise, giving some
little cul-de-sac in a sterile neighborhood of hurri-
cane-bait cheapo townhouses a Hawaiian name
doesn’t really honor the Hawaiian culture. If any-
thing, it's a cruel joke, considering how many Ha-
waiians have been waiting patiently for Hawaiian
Homes lots for years. Ill bet a Hawaiian' would
rather get his promised lot and house on a street
named Boardwalk or Park Place than live in arented
dump while everyone else moves into neighbor-
hoods with lots of Hawaiian-named streets. In other

words, arguing about giving streets strictly Hawaiian
names only pays lip service to the real concerns of
Hawaiians

Meanwhile, the resurgence of Hawaiian lan-
guage returns to the land in other ways. Hawaiian
language classes at the University of Hawai'i at
Manoa are filled to capacity, having expanded
from a couple of sections to more than ten, and
with students wait-listed for admission. Hawaiian
music, characterized primarily by use of Hawaiian
language, has moved from being merely a charm-
ing backdrop to being an increasingly political
vehicle for prosovereignty sentiments. When Ha-
waiian squatters took over Waimanalo Beach in
1994, their tent camps and taro patches were
adorned with banners in Hawaiian language, or
using Hawaiian words. The 1994 document re-
turning the “target island” of Kaho'olawe to the
State was written in Hawaiian, and the 1998
Aloha March on Washington, commemorating
the Queen'’s 1894 visit to protest her overthrow,
was accompanied by a traditional chant.

The 1976 voyage of the Hokiile‘a, a Polynesian
voyaging canoe navigated from Hawai‘i to Tahiti
by traditional methods, and the subsequent con-
struction of the even larger and more authentic
Hawai'‘i-loa canoe (named for the legendary dis-
coverer of the islands), have become foci for the
regeneration of Hawaiian culture, providing ex-
amples of a technology which, for its time, was the
most sophisticated in the world. Hula, once out-
lawed by the missionary-inspired government,
then coopted in a banal form for the tourism
industry, has made a strong comeback among
Hawaiian youth, and includes instruction in lan-
guage and traditional culture. Hawaiian chant-
ing, a neatly lost art that invokes the deities and
the landscape, is slowly coming back into vogue.
The Hawatian language is fast becoming a calling-
card for young Hawaiians seeking to recapture
their own traditions and identity, while those
of the older generation of Hawaiian activists
sometimes regret with justifiable bitterness the
loss of their mother tongue (Trask 1993).35

The anti-conquest/reconquest interface is cap-
tured in the Hawaiian-language motto of the State
of Hawai'i: Ua mau ke ea o ka ‘@ina i ka pono. Not
quite a “place name,” but nonetheless the phrase
by which Hawai‘i represents itself, this sentence
was spoken by King Kamehameha III after the
British restored the sovereignty of the Islands—
seized by Captain Paulet—to the Hawaiian
monarchy. Admiral Thomas was sent to declare
sovereignty restored, which he did at a place now
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known as Thomas Square. Missionary doctor-
cum-politician Gerritt Judd translated the King’s
words as “The life of the land is perpetuated in
righteousness.” This remains the official and oft-
quoted English version. :

It is a lofty-sounding phrase, but what does
it mean? I posed this question to students at the
University of Hawai'i and received dumb-
founded silence and glassy looks. The motto
sounds good, it sounds holy. One looks at the
sky while pondering its meaning. It is inscribed
under the State Seal and is spouted by govern-
ment officials. It is anti-conquest in the mouths
of haoles and reconquest in the mouths of Ha-
waiians. But its meaning escapes imto the
ethers. Judd’s translation hinges on the word
ea, which he read as “life.” But an alternative
translation of ea is “sovereignty, rule, inde-
pendence” (Pukui and Elbert 1986). With this
simple change, the motto retranslated means
“The sovereignty of the land has been restored,
as it should be”—a phrase that makes perfect
sense given the context in which it was uttered,
and which is how it has always been understood
by Hawaiian intelligentsia (Pi‘anai‘a, 1987).36
Few people in the Islands today are aware of this
alternative meaning, and the traditional trans-
lation remains a banner for the State itself as
well as for Hawaiian sovereignty groups. This
misinterpretation is perpetuated since so few
people can speak Hawaiian. ‘

A modern Hawaiian proverb states, O ka ‘Glelo
Hawai'i ka wehi o ka ‘Gina—“Hawaiian language
is the adornment of the land.” The loss of the
Hawaiian language played a key role in disman-
tling Hawaiian geographic discourse, in the com-
modification of land and resources, and in the
internationalization of the Islands to the point of
annexation. With the damage overwhelmingly
done—an astoundingly American: built-
environment dominating the landscape—one
wonders how much recapturing the language can
do to revive traditional Hawaiian culture. But
cultures change. While Hawaiian sovereignty
movements are literally gaining ground, Hawai-
ian language is on the resurgence. Place
names—the code of those who lost the strug-
gle—are again becoming an intelligible vocabu-
lary from which Hawaiian environmental
discourse may reemerge: a reconquest, the adorn-
ment of the land.

Appendix
Glossary of Hawaiian terms:

Ahupud'a: land section usually extending from the

__uplands to sea

‘Aina: land, as sustainer of life (‘ai = to eat)

Akua: god, goddess, spirit; active consciousness, voli-
tion

Alifi: person of the aristocratic or chiefly class

Aumakua: familial or guardian spirit

Hale: house, building

Haole: white person, American, English, Caucasian
(formerly, any foreigner)

Ho'ike honua: Geography (“to show the earth”)

Kaona: hidden meaning, concealed reference in poetry

Kapu: [taboo] sacred, forbidden; sacred law

Kinolau: “many bodies,” physical manifestations of
deities

Konohiki: headman of an ahupua'a land division, under
a chief

Kuleana: land claims by commoners

Mahele: partition

Makd'@inana: commoner, populace (people that attend
the land)

Mana: supernatural or divine power

Moku: large land sections; districts

Notes

1. For this reason, throughout this text, I tend to
refer to the “Islands,” rather than to “Hawai'i.”
Some scholars {(e.g. Sahlins and Valeri) use “Ha-
waii” for the group and “Hawai'i” for the island,
reinforcing that “Hawaii” is an imposed, “English”
name (hence the spelling without glottal stop).
Readers should note that “Hawaiian” is an English
word, so does not take the glottal stop either

2. Haole, believed originally to have meant “foreign-
et,” has historically come to designate persons of
European ancestry. The connotations of this term
were augmented by the historical class difference
between “white” persons as owners of plantations
and businesses, and other persons (Hawaiians,
Asian and Portuguese immigrants) as laborers.

3. District and County Guide of the Territory of Hawaii,
a typescript by Jessie H. Lindsey (1947), exempli-
fies appropriation from a different direction.
Though not citing any sources for the information
it contains, this text gives a half-page summary
of the history of Hawai'i in which Polynesian
migrations are likened to “the historical statement
concerning Hagoth, recorded in the Book of
Mormon.” Mormons tried repeatedly to cast their
discursive net around Hawaiians by entering
the discussion on Polynesian migrations (see
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Cheesman and Cheesman 1975, and He Mau
Manao Hamama 1922). Here a similar maneuver
can be seen. On the one hand attempting to bring
Hawaiian place names into the discursive realm
of the Mormon church, the author nonétheless
sought to insure certified “authorization”ifor this
work by submitting it to the Library of Cangress.
Nonetheless, I would point out that the determi-
nation with which Freud and Lacan (according to
Butler) insist on the linkage between signification
and masculine identity/male genitalia, must be
based on something, however mythical.

On the several occasions I have asked students to
produce lists of characteristics they consider
“male” and “female,” they invariably reproduce
slight variations of Cocks’s list, which is more
extensive than the items mentioned here.
Wilson’s introduction to Menzies (1920:5).
Crocombe (1990:2) remarks that he is unaware of
a single instance of place-naming by a
woman—Polynesian, haole, or otherwise—any-
where in the Pacific.

Portlock (1789:75) similarly refers to waters
around O'ahu as “King George’s Bay” and *Queen
Charlotte’s Sound.” He even takes it upon himself
to name a point of land “Point Banks” after Sir
Joseph Banks, one of his sponsors. Note the fre-
quent use of the possessive case. What is striking
is the blatant disregard for native names; the
Western “humanization” of the landscape is cul-
turally and politically specific.

“In some places in my area the names are so
numerous that I could not enter them on a Geo-
logical Survey topographic sheet. Even when I
represented each name by a number . . . the figures
became so crowded together that the whole be-
came illegible” (Waterman 1922:178).

Though there is certainly no monolithic “West-
ern” approach, and though the approach invoked
here is not exclusive to Western societies today,
indigenous (primal) peoples make this distinction
to differentiate approaches that might also be
labeled as premodern and modern, or precapitalist
and capitalist. There are no entirely appropriate
terms here. ‘

I wish to avoid speaking of Hawaiian culture in
the past tense, as though it were some artifact.
Though the degree to which traditional idgas and
institutions still exist is not truly accessible to the
outsider, more remains than meets the eye, and
more still is being rejuvenated.

Moku and ahupua'a were named, and these
names, with their boundaries, remain largely in-
tact today. Smaller land divisions, such as strips of
land within an ahupua'a that remained under
control of families, were also named.

A classic example of this is the missionaries’ effort
to translate the word “adultery” into Hawaiian.

14,

15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

Hawaiian language has no term for the abstract
concept “adultery,” but has numerous terms for
specific “adulterous” activities. Mr. Andrews
wrote that the language exhibits “the want of
abstract and general terms. . . . Everything is
specific and of particular application. So in moral
subjects. In translating the seventh command-
ment, it was found they had about twenty ways of
committing adultery, and of course as many spe-
cific names; and to select any one of them would
be to forbid the crime in that one form and tacitly
permit it in all the other cases” (Missionary Herald
[MH], Oct. 1836, pp. 390-91). The general com-
plaint by the missionaries that “when we attempt
the preparation of books, we find the language
very deficient in words proper to convey ideas
which lie at the foundation of morals, religion,
science, and the arts,” led quickly to the conclu-
sion—enunciated by Rev. Dibble, among oth-
ers—that the Hawaiians had, in fact, no ideas of
morality, religion, science, and arts (MH, Aug.
1834, p. 285).

See Kamakau (1976: 7). One Hawaiian tradition
holds that Hawai‘i-loa, discoverer of the islands,
named the largest island “Hawai‘i” after himself
and the others after his children, as well as naming
various land divisions after the eight navigators
who sailed with him (Beckwith 1970:364).

That labels with little cultural relevance do not
survive is apparent in Wilkes’s observation (1845,
4: 230) that “Byron’s Bay,” named by Queen
Ka'ahumanu in compliment to Lord Byron during
his visit in 1825, had failed to replace the native
name, and the place was “scarcely known among
the natives when called Byron’s.”

See Kimura (1983) for an excellent discussion of
the role of language in Hawaiian culture.

The extensive intermarriage of Hawaiian women
with haole men produced a population of Hawai-
ians without Hawaiian family names but who
nonetheless retain identity as Hawaiians. As some
of these were prominent citizens, the increasing
paucity of Hawaiian names in the rosters, and
their invisibility in the “Blue Book” (discussed
below), is not a thoroughly reliable indicator. But
this loss of Hawaiian family names is another
aspect of colonization and the Name of the Father.
Data for this section were taken from the rosters
of the legislatures compiled by Lydecker (1918).
Another is named for ships of the Matson com-
pany. Pensacola Street is named for a U.S. war-
ship. Pukui et al. (1974:263-64) have given a
broader analysis of English names of streets and
buildings, as well as persons (Hawaiian and non-
Hawaiian) for whom “places” have been named.
Pukui et al. (1974:265) give the following break-
down of place names (including streets and build-
ings) of foreign, non-English origin: Portuguese
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.
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(25); French, Belgian French, and Hawaiianized
French (19); Chinese, Hawaiianized Chinese, and
Portuguese Chinese (12); Japanese (12); German
(4); Russian (2); and Spanish (1). There is also a
smattering of other imported names.

Otherwise, their breakdown of Hawaiian:street
names in Honolulu reveals the same conngction
with nature discussed earlier: 407 for geographic
and topographic locations (e.g, land sections,
land divisions, mountains, valleys, streams, etc.);
189 for flora; 157 for stars, planets and galaxies;
92 for fish and birds; 27 for mythological gods and
goddesses; and 23 for winds and rain (Budnick
and Wise 1989:3).

Harley (1988: 278) argues mapping reifies the
conceptions of those who produce the maps and
the relations of power that they represent.
Though this study does not attempt a deconstruc-
tive history of cartography of Hawai'i, I affirm that
control of naming is power, and mapping appro-
priates naming. See Fitzpatrick (1986) regarding
the mapping of Hawai'i. ‘

A different representational trope regarding Ha-
waiians during the Territorial period is a sort of
recycled noble savagery, the “proud Hawaiian,”
described in very glowing terms (see for example
Schnack 1915). But this picture invariably desig-
nates “ancient” Hawaiians, a noble past, a “they”
not connected to Hawaiians of the present. This

. is part of the anti-conquest characteristic of the

postannexation period.

First appointed in 1915, the seven-member Plan-
ning Commission (which, it seems, had the real
power in naming streets) consisted of six haoles
plus Prince Kthio Kalaniana'ole. 1
Woodbridge (1832). This Geography [ho‘ke
honua) textbook was the first full-length school-
book produced by the Protestant mission, and can
be seen as an attempt to rewrite the world into
Euro-American capitalist terms for the young Ha-
waiian royalty (Daws 1968). It includes praise for
the sensibility of the rectilinear organization of
streets found in some American urban centers.
In 1965, Governor John A. Burns established the
Hawaii State Board on Geographic Names in the
Department of Planning and Economic Develop-
ment. Place names as artifacts of Hawaiian envi-
ronmental perception thus went into the hands of
an organization with very different plans for the
land. In 1968, the Board began a series of reports
on “approved names.” This function—and the
Board—were transferred into the Department of
Land and Natural Resources, where a new series
of approved-name announcements began.

The glottal stop, or okina (*), is technically a
diphthong: it constitutes a distinct sound whose
inclusion or deletion can change the meaning of
a word entirely. As such, it is now considered a

28.

29.

30.

3L

32.

letter in the Hawaiian alphabet. The macron (-),
on the other hand, is more a guide to emphasis
than a particular sound, but nonetheless can sig-
nify differences between words. Unfortunately,
ordinary word-processing software, which other-
wise provides a range of diacritical marks, omits
the macron, posing a great obstacle for those
writing in Hawaiian.

Ordinance 79-54 (City and County of Honolulu
1979), which made this practice official policy,
states that “Street names selected shall consist
of Hawaiian names, words, or phrases and shall
be selected with a view to the appropriateness
of the name to historic, cultural, scenic and
topographical features of the area.” Property own-
ers along a street may petition for a change of
name, but approval rests with the Director of
Land Utilization.

Originally all texts for teaching Hawaiians were in
the Hawaiian language. Missionaries felt that ac-
cess to the English language would also provide
access to all the vices and immorality of Western
culture. Conversely, they tried to keep their own
children from learning Hawaiian, for exactly the
same reason—that it would give them access to
all the vices and immorality of a “heathen” cul-
ture.

Foreign-language schools run by Asian, especially
Japanese, immigrants to teach their children their
ancestral languages became the main target of the
Territorial government, which saw these schools
as “if not distinctly anti-American . . . certainly
un-American” (Farrington v. Tokushige, 1926:4).In
the early 1920s, laws were enacted to regulate
these schools, of which there were 164 total: 10
Korean, 10 Chinese, and about 144 Japanese.
Governor Farrington did not want there to be
“established here alien principalities that foster a
spirit of opposition to American institutions. . . .”
The laws aimed to see that “the Americanism of
the students shall be promoted” (Department of
Public Instruction 1922). Strict licensing and per-
mits were required for schools and teachers, hours
of instruction limited, and only texts issued by the
Department of Public Education were to be used.
The rise of pidgin, or Hawaiian Creole English,
from the plantation culture is itself a topic worthy
of more discussion than is possible here. Local and
mainland haole writers saw it as “bad English.”
Calling it “‘da kine’ plague,” Michener
(1963:70-71) remarked that it is a “barbarous
lingua franca derived from bad English, Hawaiian,
Chinese, Portuguese and Japanese, all delivered in
an incredible sing-song . . . it remains a damnable
burden.”

Pukui et al. (1974:241-43) observe that, “In only
one domain, that of surfing sites, do the incre-
ments arise anonymously. . . .” More recently,
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names for skateboarding locales would be in-
cluded here. ‘

33. See Smyser (1991a, 1991b, 1992); Beamer
(1991), Kamana and Wilson (1991), Keale
(1992), and “Hawaiian Immersion Critic:Gets
Doused with Objections” (1991). Hawaiian is one
of two official languages in the State of Hawai',
but as in New Zealand until recently, this official
status did not translate into educational pro-
grams. The Punana Leo (“Language Nest”) pro-
gram began in 1984, based on the T Kohangareo
program established in New Zealand/Aotearoa.

34. Constituting only twelve percent of the total popu-
lation today, Hawaiians form thirty-eight percent
of the prison population, and proportionally/have
the highest percentages of homelessness and un-
employment. They also have the highest propor-

_ tion of health risks and the lowestlife expectancy.

35. A new program, “Na Keiki o ka ‘Aina” [Children
of the Land], has been established by Pona-
hakeola, a Hawaiian Kingdom research, educa-
tion, distribution and publishing service, and the
Ahupua‘a Action Alliance, a coalition of Native
Hawaiians and environmental organizations.
The organizations’s goal is to have as many|peo-
ple as possible on all the Hawaiian islands receive
a card and information regarding the ahupua‘a in
which they live, in order to heighten awareness
of the traditional Hawaiian ahupua‘a resdurce
management systems and their validity today.
The organization has asserted that: “In order to
understand the Hawaiian view of nature, one
must understand the partnership between the
‘gina through ‘Glelo (language); neither can be
completely understood without the other. Before
suffering the onslaught of colonialism and the
almost complete annihilation of core beliefs and
traditions, this partnership was honored and re-
spected on a daily, even momentary basis.
Thanks was given to the akua and the ‘Gina
through oli [chant]. The spoken or chanted word
was as important as the action and the asking of
permission, out loud, before partaking of the
earth’s bounty, was key (Ulumaimalu 1998:11).”

36. “Ua mau,” at the beginning of the statement,
suggests past tense, action completed—it has been
restored—while “is perpetuated” would be “e mau
ana,” indicating ongoing action. (Piiandi‘a, n.d.)
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