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The art on the title page is taken from a petroglyph scene at Puakd, Kohala,
Hawai'i Island, generally interpreted as a representation of the procession of
the god Lono during the New Year Festival (Makahiki), with the size of the
figures proportionate to their rank and a large image of the god adjacent.
Other petroglyphs decorating this volume are as follows. Chapter 1: Lono
figure from Puakd, Kohala, Hawai'i Island. Chapter 2: So-called Birdmen,
from Kukui Point, Lana'i. Chapter 3: Petroglyph understood to represent a
birth scene, from Pu'uloa, Hawai'i Island. Chapter 4: So-called Paddle-men,
from Puako, Kohala, Hawai'i. Epilogue: Boxers from Kalailinui, Maui (cf. the
boxing match in figure 1.3). The images are redrawn following the represen-
tations in J. Halley Cox with Edward Stasack, Hawaiian Petroglyphs (Special
Publication 60; Honolulu, Hawaii: Bishop Museum Press, 1970).
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Preface

hen Gananath Obeyesekere published his book The Apotheosis of

Captain Cook (1992), which attacked me and Captain Cook as

agents (in our different ways) of Western violence and imperial-
ism, | thought to let it pass. Pretending as a fellow “native” to speak on behalf
of Hawaiian people against the calumny that they mistook Cook for their
own god Lono, Obeyesekere had put together such a flimsy historical case,
as it seemed to me, that it was sure to be taken apart by scholarly reviewers,
who presumably would also be able to perceive the humbug he put out about
my own work. | was wrong. On the contrary, the American Society for
Eighteenth Century Studies awarded The Apotheosis of Captain Cook the Louis
Gottschalk prize for 1992. To understand what this means and why [ have
felt an obligation to publish this book, you'll have to read it. All of it,
though, footnotes and appendixes included.

At first | intended to write a pamphlet, and I still think of the work as
belonging to that genre. It had a suitable eighteenth-century title: “'Natives'
versus Anthropologists; Or, How Gananath Obeyesekere Turned the Ha-
waiians into Bourgeois Realists on the Grounds They Were ‘Natives' Just
Like Sri Lankans, in Opposition to Anthropologists and Other Prisoners of
Western Mythical Thinking.” But the essay kept getting longer (and the title
shorter). It kept on turning up interesting theoretical issues: how in speaking
for “native” others, one could deprive them of their own voice; how giving
them our “practical rationality” left them with a pidgin anthropology; how
spinning their history out of our morality ends up doing no one a favor. All
these are vital issues for the human sciences. They justify our attention to
the details in dispute. The bygone events and remote practices at issue in
Captain Cook's death assume a certain interest for an anthropology sensitive
to the character and variety of forms of life.
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A number of people gave me good advice about this pamphlet while in
manuscript. | especially thank Greg Dening, Peter Sahlins, Bill Sewell,
Deborah Gewertz, and Rob Barofsky. To Dorothy Barrere I am as usual
deeply indebted for comments on things Hawaiian and some arcane genea-
logical references. David Graeber gave important research assistance.

I do not use a computer or even a typewriter. Mr. James Bone turned
out the finished manuscript.



Introduction

e was a man of conflicting qualities, but the worst of them got the

better of him. Famous civilizer and secret terrorizer, Prospero and

Kurtz, Captain Cook increasingly gave way to his darker aspect
during his third voyage of discovery in the Pacific. And this, argues the
anthropologist Gananath Obeyesekere in a recent work, led Cook finally to
his downfall at Hawaiian hands in February 1779. Presuming that as a native
Sri Lankan he has a privileged insight into how Hawaiians thought, Obeye-
sekere is able to defend them against the imperialist myths that have ever
since been inflicted on them. He claims that for a long time now Western
scholars have deceived themselves and others with the conceit that indige-
nous peoples, as victims of magical thinking and their own traditions, could
do nothing but welcome their European “discoverers” as gods. Cook was not
the only one; Cortés was another. The famous version of this colonial myth
that concerns Cook is that Hawaiians perceived him as a manifestation of
their returning year-god Lono, and the rituals in which he was then entan-
gled played a critical role in his death. The nefarious side of the Western
“civilizing mission,” such contempt of the Other lives on in academic theory.
And although one might think that between them Michael Taussig, James
Clifford, and Francis Ford Coppola had scripted the heart-of-darkness meta-
phor to death, Obeyesekere would now also make Kurtz-work of my own
writings on Captain Cook. He says that they add new dimensions of arro-
gance to the European myth of the indigenous people’s irrationality.

So, in the pages of Obeyesekere's The Apotheosis of Captain Cook: European
Mythmaking in the Pacific (1992) I am seen competing favorably with Captain
Cook for the title of principal villain. This pamphlet is my answer to the
honor. Initially, [ admit, it seemed unnecessary to reply, given what a serious
reader would most probably conclude about Obeyesekere's anthropological



Introduction

reasoning and his misuses of historical documents (not to mention his inven-
tions of my work on Hawaii). More importantly, by the time Obeyesekere
got through making ad hoc concessions to the historical data about Cook’s
divinity, there was virtually nothing left of the thesis that it was Europeans,
not "natives,” who apotheosized him.

For all his assertions about how Hawaiians were too rational to conceive
of Cook as one of their own gods, Obeyesekere allows that this did not
prevent them from deifying the British navigator after they had killed him.
The people of Hawai'i island, he says, then made Cook a ‘true god' (akua
maoli) in the same sense and by the same rituals as they treated royal ances-
tors. Moreover, he says that during the first days of their acquaintance with
Cook, they installed him as a Hawaiian chief of the highest tabus. Possessed
of ‘godly blood’ (waiakua), such chiefs "partook of divinity,” Obeyesekere
again acknowledges: they were “sacred,” and had “divine qualities” (Obeye-
sekere 1992:86, 93, 197).! In fact, it will be easy to show that, in word and
deed, Hawaiians received Cook as a return of Lono. Yet already one might
ask what has become of the idea that the divinity of Cook was a Western
invention rather than a native conception, because the Hawaiians had too
firm a grip on empirical reality to so delude themselves? Unfortunately,
judging from the generality of responses to The Apotheosis of Captain Cook,
what is left is a rhetorical politics as appealing as its scholarly arguments are
defective. | had forgotten Borges' warning that “the man does not exist who,
outside his own speciality, is not credulous.” Hence this reply.

A word first about the history of the controversy. The way Obeyesekere
recounts it has the same quixotic air as his argument that Cook's divinity is
a piece of Western ideology. It all began, he says, when a lecture | gave on
Cook at Princeton in 1987 provoked his “ire":

Readers will be curious as to how 1, a Sri Lankan native and an anthro-
pologist working in an American university, became interested in
Cook. ltis, in fact, precisely out of these existential predicaments that
my interest in Cook developed and flowered. The apotheosis of James
Cook is the subject of the recent work of Marshall Sahlins. . . . He
employs it to demonstrate and further develop a structural theory of
history. | am not unsympathetic to the theory; it is the illustrative
example that provoked my ire.

1. Hereafter in parenthetical citations the abbreviation “Ob.," followed by a number, will
indicate page references to. Obeyesekere 1992.
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When Sahlins expounded his thesis at one of the Gauss Seminars
at Princeton University in 1987, | was completely taken aback at his
assertion that when Cook arrived in Hawai'i the natives believed that
he was their god Lono and called him Lono. Why so? Naturally my
mind went back to my Sri Lankan and South Asian experience. I could
not think of any parallel example in the long history of contact be-
tween foreigners and Sri Lankans or, for that matter, Indians. (Ob. 8)

The Gauss lectures I gave at Princeton in 1983 (not 1987) did not con-
cern the apotheosis of Captain Cook. They were about the "Polynesian War”
of 18431855 between the Fijian kingdoms of Bau and Rewa. Obeyesekere’s
ire must have been cooking since 1982, when | presented a version at Prince-
ton of the Sir James Frazer lecture, “Captain James Cook; or the Dying God."
By 1987, the Frazer lecture had been out for two years, published as a chap-
ter of Islands of History (Sahlins 1985a). This chapter elaborated on the pages
devoted to Cook and the Hawaiian festival of the New Year (Makahiki) in
Historical Metaphors and Mythical Realities (Sahlins 1981). Perhaps it is ungrate-
ful of me to say that Islands of History and Historical Metaphors are not, how-
ever, "two major books on this subject [of Cook's apotheosis],” as Obeyese-
kere describes them (Ob. 202n.12). The Frazer lecture on Cook’s life and
death as a manifestation of Lono was but one of the five chapters of Islands;
whereas, in Historical Metaphors, a major book of 84 pages in all, substantially
less than half is given to this topic.

While elevating these texts to the status of major works, Obeyesekere's
criticisms of them pay scant or no attention to the other articles I had writ-
ten that are most relevant to the objections he raises. These neglected works
show that there is nothing basically new in the debate between us. In 1988
I had discussed a similar attempt to lay on me the brilliant idea that history
is governed by the unthinking reproduction of cultural codes (Sahlins 1988;
Friedman 1988). Obeyesekere does not refer to that discussion. An essay
that appeared in the succeeding year, “"Captain Cook at Hawaii" (Sahlins
1989), is the most extensive and best-documented argument | have pub-
lished about Cook as an actualization of Lono. Very rarely does Obeyese-
kere notice this piece either, and then only in confused and confusing ways.
He neglects to mention that it is a sustained response to a series of criticisms
just like his own that had previously been raised by a group of Danish schol-
ars (Bergendorff, Hasagar, and Henriques 1988). They also thought Hawai-
ians could not have made the elementary “mistake” of confounding Cook
with their own god Lono; that there could be no detailed correspondence

3
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between the events of Cook’s visit and the ceremonials of the New Year
(Makahiki) because this festival of Lono's return as we know it is a later
invention; and that the notion of Cook being received as a Hawaiian god is
a Western-inspired myth, promoted largely by Christian missionaries and
their chiefly converts after 1820. So | went ahead and showed, for example,
the detailed correspondences between the events of Cook's visit, as de-
scribed in .contemporary documents, and classic ethnographic accounts of
the Makahiki festival written by Hawaiian intellectuals in the earlier part of
the nineteenth century. This empirical demonstration is represented by
Obeyesekere as the absurd presupposition on my part that the Makahiki had
not changed since 1778-79. Likewise, specific observations in this work
that would seem to demand consequential refutation are simply stonewalled
by Obeyesekere. From him, one would never know that certain rituals Cook
was put through by Hawaiian priests match precisely and in detail the stan-
dard ethnographic descriptions of the ceremonies for welcoming the image
of Lono at the New Year. Such omissions at least are consistent with his
habitual reliance on the logical fallacy of converting an absence of evidence
into the evidence of an absence: if the British (with certain notable excep-
tions) do not explicitly say that the Hawaiians received Cook as Lono, this
must mean that he was not Lono. But there will be more than a decent num-
ber of occasions to discuss Obeyesekere's scholarly dispositions in the pages
that follow. More interesting is the broader anthropology of his criticisms.2

To go back to the original moment of the dispute, there is also some-
thing less here than meets the ire, or at least Obeyesekere's original irritation
seems historically and anthropologically undermotivated. He could not re-
call, he says, a single South Asian deification of a European, pre mortem or
post mortem, though it is possible that colonial officials were sometimes
treated “very much like native chiefs" (Ob. 8). One might reasonably ques-
tion whether the comparison is anthropologically pertinent, let alone a suf-
ficient cause to take offense. There is no a priori reason to suppose that the
cultures or cosmologies of South Asians afford a special access to the beliefs
and practices of Polynesians. If anything, the Indo-European speakers of
South Asia are historically more closely related to native Western anthro-
pologists than they are to Hawaiians. And why should the reactions of
South Asian peoples to European colonials—South Asians, who have been
dealing with diverse and exotic foreigners for millennia—why should they

2. Otbher articles relevant to the Makahiki and Cook’s apotheosis not considered by Obe-
yesekere include Sahlins 1977 and Sahlins 1985b.
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be the basis for knowing Polynesians who, for just as long, had been isolated
from any such experience? The underlying thesis is crudely unhistorical, a
not-too-implicit notion that all natives so-called (by Europeans) are alike,
most notably in their common cause for resentment.

This anthropology of the universal “native” is in fact an explicit no-
tion—and a moral appeal. You could say Obeyesekere is no Thucydides for
any number of reasons, including that his book was not meant to be a trea-
sure for all times but was indeed “designed to meet the taste of an immediate
public” (Pelop. War 1.22). Time and again Obeyesekere invokes his native
experience, both as a theoretical practice and a moral virtue, claiming on
both scores the advantage over the “outsider-anthropologist’ (Ob. 21-22).
We shall see him explicating Hawaiian concepts of divinity by the memories
of a Sri Lankan childhood. Relying on such insights, he accepts the role of
defender of preliterate Hawaiian natives, who could not otherwise speak for
themselves, against the scholarly purveyors of the imperialist delusion that
these people would have groveled before the White Man as before gods. But
just where does the idea come from that this was demeaning? The irony
produced by the combination of a dubious anthropology and a fashionable
morality is precisely that it deprives the Hawaiians of their own voice. In an
immoderate display of question-begging, virtually every time a Hawaiian is
recorded to have said or implied that Cook was an appearance of Lono,
Obeyesekere attributes the report to the White man who made it; or else to
other Haole (White men), such as missionaries, who are supposed to have
put the idea into the islanders’ heads. Hawaiians thus appear on the stage of
history as the dummies of Haole ventriloquists. Still, this is not the greatest
irony of a book that pretends to defend the Hawaiians against the ethnocen-
tric Western scholars by endowing them with the greater measure of bour-
geois rationality.

If the underlying argument is that all “natives” are alike, the superim-
posed argument is that they one and all enjoy a healthy, pragmatic, flexible,
rational, and instrumental relation to the empirical realities. Reflecting ratio-
nally (and transparently) on sensory experience, they are able to know
things as they truly are. Given this inexpungable realism, Hawaiians would
never come to the objectively absurd conclusion that a British sea captain
could be a Polynesian god. According to Obeyesekere, such “practical ratio-
nality” is a universal human disposition—Western mythologists evidently
excepted. Indeed, it is a physiological capacity of the species. [t follows that,
on the basis of a common humanity and a shared sense of reality, Obeyese-
kere has the possibility of immediately understanding Hawaiians, without
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regard for any cultural particularities or presuppositions. Presumably, then,
he need not have resorted to his Sri Lankan experiences. In principle he
could have appealed directly to Christianized Europeans to reflect on the
evident fallacy of supposing God could appear on earth in the form of a
human being. On the other hand, if it were really Christian missionaries
who set the Hawaiians to thinking that Cook was Lono, this would have
required, as a historical prerequisite, that the islanders accept as truth about
Jesus Christ what they could not spontaneously believe of Captain Cook.
But then, for all their empirical good sense, the Hawaiians on their own had
worshipped certain anthropomorphic images—having the guise of ordinary
Hawaiians but also strangely unlike them—which they must have known
were merely made of wood, since they had carved and erected these gods
themselves. Their idols were "even the work of men's hands; they have
mouths and speak not; eyes have they and see not.” What is the big differ-
ence, in terms of empirical reason, between worshipping such images and
according divine honors to Captain Cook??

Still, the alleged divinity of Cook will seem a slander so long as one
follows Obeyesekere in reducing the veridical to the objectivity of the in-
strumental. The appeal is not simply to our moral sense but to our common
sense. Obeyesekere's “practical rationality” is a common or garden variety of
the classic Western sensory epistemology: the mind as mirror of nature. As
it happens, his defense of Hawaiian rational capacities—Ilike their ability to
perceive that Cook was just a man or that Britain was not in heaven—is an
affected anti-ethnocentrism that ends by subsuming their lives in classic Oc-
cidental dualisms of logos and mythos, empirical reason and mental illusion.

Distinguishing the practical from the mythical in the same way that the
observable is different from the fictional, these oppositions are as foreign to
Hawaiian thought as they are endemic to the European habitus. For Hawai-
ians, the notion that Cook was an actualization of Lono was hardly an un-
reflected, nonempirical proposition. It was construed from, and as, per-
ceived relations between their cosmology and his history. Hawaiian thought
does not differ from Western empiricism by an inattention to the world but
by the ontological premise that divinity, and more generally subjectivity,

3. Isay "honors” advisedly, thinking of Lévi-Strauss's belle pensée to the effect that, though
the Spanish took the Indians for less than human, the Indians regarded the Spanish as gods,
thus posing the question of who gave more credit to the human race. And why should it be
that the Westerners alone have such a “veil of ideas” before their eyes? For all he says about the
universality of the so-called practical rationality, to believe Obeyesekere, the Europeans were
unable to recognize empirically their own simple humanity in the Indians’ (or Hawaiians') view,
even-as they were simply unwilling to view the Indians as human.
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can be immanent in it. For his own part, in a fanciful psychoanalytic mo-

“ment, Obeyesekere remarks that the politics of Cook’s fitful dispensations of
grog to his crew worked on the symbolic significance of the brew as “the
milk of the father” (Ob. 45). This is surely no less remarkable than the Ha-
waiian appreciation of Cook as Lonomakua, ‘Father Lono, the particular
form of the New Year god. Nor is “the milk of the father” any less grounded
in an empirico-meaningful logic, even if unconscious, as Obeyesekere im-
plicitly supposes in speaking of certain analogues of discipline and the per-
ceptual pun that “milk makes you groggy.” |

Such pensées sauvages, as nearly every anthropologist knows, require
a disciplined empirical disposition. They entail sustained, intensive, and
imaginative reflection on experience, on the properties and relations of
things. But for all that they do not everywhere constitute experience in the
same way, according to the dictates of a universal practical rationality.
Again, Obeyesekere speaks in theory of the mix, in any people's beliefs, of
natural common sense and cultural presupposition. The latter presumably
opens the possibility that they will lapse into mythical thinking. We are not,
however, given the theoretical principle that explains when one or the other
of these contradictory dispositions will take over, only the practical dem-
onstration that they can be invoked at the analyst's convenience.

Perhaps this is no great matter, since the antithesis of reason and custom
invites us to abandon the anthropology of the later twentieth century for
certain philosophical advances of the seventeenth. Sir Francis Bacon likewise
had seen in empiricism a redemption from the error of inclining before false
idols, such as custom and tradition, whose hold on men's minds represented
the intellectual consequences of original sin. An obstacle to the right use of
the senses, inculcated by nannies, teachers, and preachers (of the wrong
religion), custom continued to be, for famous English empiricists, an un-
wanted social interference in the acquisition of knowledge. Someone im-
bued with “Romanist” beliefs from infancy, said Locke, was prepared to swal-
low the whole doctrine of transubstantiation, “not only against all
Probability, but even the clear Evidence of his senses” (Essay V.xx.10).*
Hence, in contrast to Obeyesekere, one might have imagined it some evi-

4. From An Essay concerning Human Understanding: " The great obstinacy, that is to be found in
Men firmly believing quite contrary Opinions, though many times equally absurd, in the vari-
ous Religions of Mankind, are as evident a Proof, as they are an unavoidable consequence of
this way of Reasoning from received traditional Principles. So that Men will disbelieve their
own Eyes, renounce the Evidence of their Senses, and give their own Experience the lye, rather
than admit of any thing disagreeing with these sacred Tenets” (Locke, Essay IV.xx.10).
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dence of progress in anthropological sensitivity that, since Locke, the exotic
cultural presuppositions of other peoples have achieved a certain epistemo-
logical respectability. I do not mean simply the role of cultural conception
in sensory perception: the seeing eye as an organ of tradition. Insofar as
cultural knowledge is a relation of empirical intuitions to local propositions,
rather than to objects as such, some relative claims to truth had to be
awarded to custom. But now comes Obeyesekere's regressive opposition be-
tween a universal empirical reason and particular cultural constructions.
Even apart from the Hawaiians' treatment of Cook, the coexistence of these
opposed dispositions makes a great embarrassment out of their ordinary ex-
istence. From the perspective of a practical rationality the deification of
Cook would be far from their worst empirical blunder. A much greater scan-
dal attends their daily pragmatic relations to nature. For, in the Hawaiian
view, many natural things, including the foods they produce and consume,
are ‘bodies’ (kino) of various gods, Lono included. With eyes to see, brains
to think, and stomachs to feed, how could they believe that?

In the final analysis, Obeyesekere’s anti-ethnocentrism turns into a sym-
metrical and inverse ethnocentrism, the Hawaiians consistently practicing a
bourgeois rationality, and the Europeans for over two hundred years unable
to do anything but reproduce the myth that “natives” take them for gods. |
say "bourgeois rationality” because, as we shall see presently, ever since the
seventeenth century the empiricist philosophy in question has presupposed
a certain utilist subject—a creature of unending need, counterposed more-
over to a purely natural world. The sense of reality that issues from the
perceptual process does not refer to objects only but to the relations be-
tween their attributes and the subject’s satisfactions. Objectivity entails a
certain subjectivity. In the Hobbesian and Enlightenment versions, which
are still too much with us, objectivity was mediated by the body’s sense of
pleasure and pain. Hence the close relation, acknowledged also in Obeyese-
kere's version, between what he calls “practical rationality” and economic
utility. But, while Sri Lankans and Hawaiians are able to achieve this bour-
geois sense of reality, Westerners presumably have been incapable of freeing
themselves from the myths of their own superiority. In this respect they
would act out their own archaic parodies of the “pre-logical mentality.” Be-
ginning with Christian missionaries and colonial apologists, a long lineage
of Europeans who have reflected on Cook’s death have mindlessly reiterated
the arrogant tradition of his divinity. Even those who pretend to make a
profession of reality checks, the academic historians and anthropologists,
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prove to be prisoners of the myth. So the inversion of “native” and bourgeois
is complete. In the name of anti-ethnocentrism, the Hawaiians are endowed
with the highest form of Western mentality, while Western scholars slav-
ishly repeat the irrational beliefs of their ancestors. This is the central critical
vision of Obeyesekere's book.’

The ironic result of an irreproachable moral inspiration, this critical vi-
sion, consistently and relentlessly applied, has equally paradoxical scholarly
effects, amounting in sum to an anti-anthropology. In negating Hawaiian
cultural particularity in favor of a universal practical rationality, Obeyese-
kere subverts the kind of ethnographic respect that has long been a condi-
tion of the possibility of a scholarly anthropology. The negation has a
double aspect. One has already been mentioned: the erasure of Hawaiian
discourse, its attribution instead to Western mythical thought. Directly or
indirectly, subtly or overtly, the “natives’ point of view" is metamorphosed
into European folklore, especially when it has the inconvenience of identi-
fying Captain Cook with Lono. In the following pages, we will see that this
transfer is mediated by another discourse, which is precisely a recurrent rhe-
torical appeal to Western logic and common sense. Obeyesekere invites the
reader to find this historical mention “strange” or that one "hard to believe,”
some hypothetical he proposes instead being “more natural to suppose,” and
so forth. He willingly substitutes our rationality for the Hawaiians' culture.
From this follows the second aspect of a critical anti-anthropology: the gen-
eration of historical and ethnographic fables. Again and again in Obeyese-
kere's book we are confronted with an invention of culture, as Hawaiian
rituals are given commonsense significance or historic events are refigured
in ways that we know a priori how to understand.

The debate over Cook, then, can be situated in a larger historical con-
text, an intellectual struggle of some two centuries that probably has greater
significance for most readers than the petty academic blood sports. As an
accomplished student of Western culture and society, Obeyesekere would
turn its own classic mode of intelligence against it by awarding the corner
on "practical rationality” to the so-called natives. But in thus supporting an
intellectual version of the Western civilizing mission, the Enlightenment

5. Clearly this is a polemical vision, developed for the immediate purpose. The notions of
reality and illusion, or of the West and the rest, in The Apotheosis of Captain Cook are not the same
as those of The Work of Culture (Obeyesekere 1990:65-69,217, and passim). On the other hand,
the character and tone of The Apotheosis seem to echo some remarks of Obeyesekere on styles
of intellectual debate in Sri Lanka (Obeyesekere 1984 :508).
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project of the perfection of man by empirical reason, Obeyesekere's anthro-
pology has more in common with Cook's voyage than his uncompromising
criticism of it suggests.

Cook, of course, was one of the Enlightenment's great “philosophical
travellers,” an incarnation of its rationalizing project in the scientific sense
as well as in the registers of technological improvement and commercial
development. An expert cartographer, mathematician, and seaman, Cook’s
machine-like competence, together with his rise from humble origins to
high rank and world fame, made him a personal icon of the developing capi-
talist-industrial order of which he was also the global agent (Smith 1979).
There was a curious correspondence, too, between the character of Cook's
ethnographic science and the rationalizing effects of his voyages. In opening
new trade routes and markets for Western enterprise, Cook proved to be the
agent as well of a transformation of the customs he carefully observed to the
all-round rationality he thus practiced. The same antagonism of inductive
reason to the “idols of the tribe” that was promulgated in Europe as a philo-
sophical attitude was realized abroad as colonial history, that is, by the civi-
lizing of the “natives.” Hence the link between Obeyesekere’s project and
Cook's own, the one and the other prepared to dump a bourgeois sense of
practical rationality on the Hawaiians—as a helpful and compassionate ges-
ture. Imperialism thus works in mysterious ways. We have noted that in
Obeyesekere's book it unites Hawaiians and Sri Lankans in a common nativ-
ism that is historically and culturally adventitious, based on a remotely
analogous common experience of Western domination. But what they can
then be expected to have most in common are cultural exports of Western
“civilization.” |

"Civilization” was a term coined in France in the 1750s and quickly
adopted in England, becoming very popular in both countries in explication
of their superior accomplishments and justification of their imperialist ex-
ploits (Bénéton 1975; Benveniste 1971:289-96; Elias 1978). The meaning
was not the same as the sense of “culture” as a way of life that is now proper
to anthropology. Among other differences, “civilization” was not pluraliza-
ble: it did not refer to the distinctive modes of existence of different societies
but to the ideal order of human society in general (Stocking 1968, chap. 4;
1987, chap. 1). The lack of synonomy between “civilization” and “culture” is
interesting in light of the academic memories currently in vogue to the ef-
fect that anthropology was born of the Western colonial experience, as
handmaiden to imperialism—a complicity with power from which it has
never intellectually freed itself. The moral attractiveness of these memories,
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however, need not blind us to their historical selectivity. For, “culture” of
the modern anthropological persuasion originated in Germany, also in the
late eighteenth century, but precisely in defiance of the global pretensions
of Anglo-French “civilization” (Berlin 1976, 1982:1-24, 1993; Berlin and
Jahanbegloo 1991:99—108; Elias 1978). In contrast, the Age of Discovery
had not actually discovered “culture” so much as “barbarians” and “savages”
(cf. Padgen 1982). As a general rule, Western Europeans lacked what Todo-
rov (1984:189) calls “perspectivism”; for them, the indigenous others were
stages in a unitary scale of progress whose apex was their own “civilization.”
Nor did the philosophers of this civilization seem to notice that such con-
templation of the self in, and as, negative reflexes of the other contradicted
the principles of inductive reason by which enlightenment was supposed to
be acquired. For the philosophes and their intellectual heirs, human nature
was one—and perfectible by the exercise of right reason on clear and dis-
tinct perceptions. Rousseau apart, the inferior stages of human development
were seen as burdened with superstition and other irrational impediments to
earthly progress. There was little room here for cultural distinction except
as the mark of inferiority or the survival of delusion—and the watchword
was, "Ecrasez I'infame!"¢

For the German bourgeois intellectuals, however, bereft of power or
even political unity, cultural differences became essential. Defending a na-
tional Kultur at once against the rationalism of the philosophes and a Fran-
cophile Prussian court, Herder (most notably) opposed ways of life to stages
of development and a social mind to natural reason (Herder 1968, 1969).
Unlike “civilization,” which was transferable between peoples (as by a be-
neficent imperialism), culture was what truly identified and differentiated a

6. It was not among the Western European imperialist nations—Spain, Portugal, Holland,
England, or France—that an appreciation of cultures as distinctive modes of experience and
existence was born. True, a certain number of skeptics and critics of “civilization” and its pre-
tensions came forth, defending the virtues, the customs, and sometimes the rights of its colonial
victims (see Padgen 1982; Vyerberg 1989). But rarely did they achieve a true “perspectivism”
or “pluralism” (Berlin 1991). On the contrary, if Montaigne, Rousseau, Raynal, or Diderot cele-
brated exotic others for living closer to nature than Europeans did, the “nature” they thus cele-
brated was a European invention. The judgments remained absolute in form and Western in
provenance. In their simplicity, liberty, bravery, or sexuality, the Indians might be better able
to live up to these European values; even as, on the other hand, Europeans were surpassing the
noble Indians “in every form of barbarity” (Montaigne 1958:156). Such local reversals of the
ideology notwithstanding, it was precisely the global contrast of civilization and barbarism
that imperialism put on the anthropological agenda (see also Rousseau 1984, Montesquieu
1966, Diderot 1972, and Wolpe 1957). The best approaches to perspectivism, it seems, were
the fictional parodies of Swift (Gulliver’s Travels) and Montesquieu (Persian Letters).

11
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people (as from the superficial French manners of the Prussian aristocracy).
Culture came in kinds, not degrees; in the plural, not the singular. Nor could
there be any uncultured peoples as there were uncivilized ones. “Only a real
misanthrope,” Herder said, “could regard European culture as the universal
condition of our species” (in Barnard 1969:24n). Each people knows their
own kind of happiness: the culture that is the legacy of their ancestral tra-
dition, transmitted in the distinctive concepts of their language, and adapted
to their specific life conditions. It is by means of this tradition, endowed also
with the morality of the community and the emotions of the family, that
experience is organized, since people do not simply discover the world, they
are taught it. They come to it not simply as cognitions but as values. To
speak of reasoning correctly on objective properties known through unme-
diated sensory perceptions would be epistemologically out of the question.
Seeing is also a function of hearing, a judgment, and in the economy of
thought—what Herder (1966: 163 —64) once spoke of as “the family or kin-
ship mode of thought”"—reason is invested with feeling and bound to imagi-
nation. It follows that the senses are culturally variable: “The North Ameri-
can can trace his enemy by the smell. . . . the shy Arab hears far in his silent
desert. . . . The shepherd beholds nature with different eyes from those of
the fisherman” (Herder 1968:38-39, 1969:300). Such counter-Enlighten-
ment discourse could be summed up by noting that what was error for the
empirical realists, the transubstantiation one swallowed along with the holy
wafer, became culture for Herder (see Dumont 1986; Berlin 1976, 1991
70-90; Manuel 1968; Barnard 1969; Lovejoy 1948).

The anthropological concept of culture as a specific form of life thus
emerged in a relatively underdeveloped region, and as an expression of that
comparative backwardness, or of its nationalist demands, as against the
hegemonic ambitions of Western Europe. What could it mean to be German
in the absence of a country? "Culture” defined the unity and demarcated the
boundaries of a people whose integrity was politically equivocal (Elias
1978:5-6). At the same time, the term articulated a certain resistance to
economic and political developments that threatened the people’s past as
well as their future:

Kultur theories can be explained to a considerable extent as an ideo-
logical expression of, or reaction to, Germany’s political, social and
economic backwardness in comparison with France and England. . . .
These Kultur theories [Russian as well as German] are a typical ideo-
logical expression—though by no means the only one—of the rise of
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backward societies against the encroachments of the West on their
traditional culture. (Meyer 1952:404-5)

Speaking likewise of the German reaction “to the dominant cosmopolitan
French culture” by the assertion of their own identity, Dumont (1986:590)
describes this as “perhaps the first example of a peripheral culture accultur-
ating to modernity on the ideological level "

Now, two hundred years later, a marked self-consciousness of “culture”
is reappearing all over the world among the victims and erstwhile victims of
Western domination—and as the expression of similar political and existen-
tial demands.” This culturalism, as it has been called, is among the most
striking, and perhaps most significant, phenomena of modern world history
(Dominguez 1992; Turner 1993; Appadurai 1991; Sahlins 1993). Ojibway
Indians in Wisconsin, Kayapé in Brazil, Tibetans, New Zealand Maori,
Kashmiris, New Guinea Highland peoples, Zulus, Eskimo, Mongols, Austra-
lian Aboriginals, and (yes) Hawaiians: all speak of their “culture,” using that
word or some close local equivalent, as a value worthy of respect, commit-
ment and defense. A response to the planetary juggernaut of Western capi-
talism, their struggles recreate, if on a wider scale and in more critical form,
the opposition to bourgeois-utilitarian reason that first gave rise to an un-
derstanding of cultures as distinct forms of life.

But the modern struggles are also unlike the old, since all kinds of new
cultural entities, processes, and relationships are in play—transnational cul-
tures, global flows, ethnic enclaves, diasporic cultures. Eclipsing the tradi-
tional anthropology-cultures, this planetary reorganization of forms ex-
presses itself in a postmodern panic about the concept of culture itself. All
that is solid seems to melt into air. So, at this transitional moment, the no-
tion of culture is in jeopardy: condemned for its excessive coherence and
systematicity, for its sense of boundedness and totality. Just when so many
people are announcing the existence of their culture, advanced anthropolo-

7. The modern self-consciousness of “culture” is not intellectually discontinuous with the
Herderian original, inasmuch as the latter, too, was sustained by anticolonialism: “"No Nimrod
has yet been able to drive all the inhabitants of the World into one park for himself and his
successors; and though it has been for centuries the object of united Europe, to erect herself
into a despot, compelling all nations of the Earth to be happy in her way, this happiness-
dispensing deity is yet far from having obtained her end. . . . Ye men of all the quarters of the
Globe, who have perished in the lapse of ages, ye have not lived and enriched the Earth with
your ashes, that at the end of time your posterity should be made happy by European civiliza-
tion" (Herder 1968 .78, cf. Berlin 1976:168-72).

13
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gists are denying it. Menaced by a hyperrationality on one side, the regard
for cultural difference or the possibility of diverse human worlds is thus beset
by an exaggerated irrationality on the other. Nor are these the only abuses
the noble culture must suffer. For, inside the academy, the word has alto-
gether escaped anthropological control—along with “anthropology” it-
self—and fallen into the hands of those who write liberally about “the cul-

"

ture of addiction,” “the culture of sensibility,” “the culture of autobiography.”
"Culture,” it seems, is in the twilight of its Career, and anthropology with it.

May the owl of Minerva take wing at dusk. It is with these afflictions of
“culture” in mind that | write of our rationality and Hawaiian belief, and of
the remote ideas entailed in the remote death of Captain Cook. Just to prove
Obeyesekere mistaken would be an exercise as picayune in value as it would
be in difficulty. What guides my response is a concern to show that com-
monsense bourgeois realism, when taken as a historiographic conceit, is a
kind of symbolic violence done to other times and other customs. | want to
suggest that one cannot do good history, not even contemporary history,
without regard for ideas, actions, and ontologies that are not and never were

our own. Different cultures, different rationalities.

This book is organized to answer to the larger issues of comparative
rationality and complementary questions of cultural order raised by the nar-
ratives and interpretations of Captain Cook's apotheosis in Hawaii. Rectifi-
cations of Obeyesekere are generally placed in a peripheral relation to the
text: briefer responses in footnotes and more extended comments in
appendixes. (The latter will be referenced as A.1, A.2, A.3, etc., in the mar-
gins of the main text, adjacent to the discussion to which they are appo-
site.)® The first two chapters concern Cook's career as a form of the year
god Lono, respectively in life and after death. Here | rehearse many inter-
pretations made previously, in a way that will give some idea of the historical
issues to those unfamiliar with them, while at the same time emphasizing
those that have been disputed. The third chapter considers Obeyesekere’s
alternative theories of Cook's life and death at Hawaii, with an eye toward
how an appeal to a universal empirical rationality turns Hawaiian history
into pidgin anthropology. The fourth and final chapter is mainly an exami-

8. Too many of Obeyesekere's criticisms have the quality of bad character references, in
that they have nothing to do directly with the issue of Cook’s godliness but endeavor to show
that even in regard to minor and tangential historical details my work is not to be trusted. [ am
thus obliged to document that Obeyesekere’s charges and insinuations of this sort are false,
which will require considerable space in footnotes and appendixes.
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nation of Hawaiian concepts of rationality and of what there is, especially
in the matter of gods and their worldly manifestations, compared to com-
monsense or common-"native” versions of Hawaiian belief. This chapter also
discusses well-documented cases of the treatment of Europeans as spiritual
beings in the Pacific, up to and including the apotheoses of modern an-
thropologists. Such deification is no European myth, either in New Guinea,
the Cook Islands, or in Hawaii. The work concludes with a brief epi-
logue, again concerned with rationality, or the pseudo-politics of historical
interpretation.
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einrich Zimmermann heard it directly from Hawaiians: Cook was

Lono.' J. C. Beaglehole, the great historian of Cook's voyages,

characterized Zimmermann as “the jack of all trades from the Pala-
tine who liked to wander and wrote a little book about the voyage and the
great captain” (1967 : Ixxxix). An ordinary seaman aboard the Discovery, Zim-
mermann kept some abbreviated notes in German on his experiences, which
he managed to hold on to despite the Admiralty’s attempt to sequester all
shipboard records of the expedition. The Admiralty's intention was to pre-
vent other accounts from reaching print before the officially sponsored ver-
sion (Cook and King 1784). Zimmermann, however, was able to forestall
the official publication with his own Reise um die Welt mit Capitaine Cook. This
appeared in 1781, the year after the return of the expedition (there was no
English edition until 1926). Undistinguished for its accuracy or knowledge,
Zimmermann's slim volume is of little value according to Beaglehole, except
for its lower-deck impressions of Cook. Yet it also sets down some Hawaiian
impressions of Lono-Cook—in a decipherable transcription of the Hawai-
ian language.

The first vernacular quotation appears in Zimmermann's discussion of
the gods. The Hawaiians, he says, "have a great many . . . which they name
after their king and chiefs” (Zimmermann 1988:95). The seaman thus re-
verses Hawaiian naming relations between gods and chiefs (cf. Valeri 1985
145), a mistake he repeats when speaking of the connection between Cook
and an image of Lono:

1. As has become customary in Hawaiian studies, the glottalized form “Hawai'i" refers to
the island of that name, while the unmarked “Hawaii" and “Hawaiian" refer to the entire
archipelago.
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They made a god of Captain Cook on the Island of O-waihi and
erected an idol in his honor. They called this “O-runa no te tuti,"
“O-runa” meaning god and “tuti” Cook. This god was made after the
pattern of the others but was adorned with white feathers instead of
red, presumably because Cook being a European had a fair complex-
ion. (Zimmermann 1988:95-96 [1781:77])

The phrase “O-runa no te tuti” is reasonably glossed as ‘Cook is in-
deed Lono." It occurs again in Zimmermann's second citation of Hawaiian
speech. Here Zimmermann refers to the occasion when Lieutenant King
led a large party towards the shore of Kealakekua Bay for the purpose of
negotiating the return of Cook’s body.? King was kept waiting nearly an
hour for a response, during which time the other boats approached the
shore and entered into conversations with Hawaiians there. Zimmermann's
text indicates he was present—"We held the five boats at a short distance
from the land"—and reports one of the interviews. The Hawaiians, he
wrote,

showed us a piece of white cloth as a countersign of peace but mocked
at ours and answered as follows: “O-runa no te tuti Heri te moi a popo
Here mai” which means: “The god Cook is not dead but sleeps in the
woods and will come tomorrow.” (1988:103[1781:88])

The Hawaiian here is again decipherable, but it is more straightforward
than Zimmermann's translation: "Cook is indeed Lono; he is going to sleep;
tomorrow he will come"—no death, no woods. The apparently curious
statement fits into the range of European accounts of the incident, all of
which cite Hawaiians to the effect that Cook would be returned the next
day, while describihg his existing condition as anywhere from dead and cut
to pieces, to alive and sleeping with a young girl (Anonymous of Mitchell
1781). Mr. King speaks only of the dismemberment and the message from
the Hawaiian king, Kalani"c’)pu'u, “that the body was carried up the country;
but that it should be brought to us the next morning” (Cook and King 1784,
3:64; cf. Beaglehole 1967:554). David Samwell attributes the statement

2. Zimmermann incorrectly recollected this episode as occurring on 15 February 1779,
the day after Cook’s death; by the accounts of Mr. King and others, it took place in the late
afternoon of 14 February. The rest of Zimmermann's report of the affair is consistent with the
general record.
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that Cook was not dead to the royal emissary Hiapo, and describes it as part
of an attempt to lure Lieutenant King to shore (Beaglehole 1967:1206). An
analogous report by an unknown party, apparently also a participant, con-
firms that Zimmermann's version is not aberrant:

after waiting some time Mr. King began to doubt the sincerity of
there [sic] promise of bringing the Body and again put the question
to this he was answered that Capt Cook was not Dead and desired
Mr. King to come on shore and see, but being again told that we
knew he was they gave for answer that we would not have it before
Morning being a great distance up the Country. (Anonymous of NLA
Account, 11)

Obeyesekere writes: “If Cook was the god Lono arrived in person, it
is strange that the ship’s journalists, in spite of constant probing, could not
find this out; or that Hawaiians, in response to constant probing, could not
state this as a fact” (Ob. 95).3 Something is indeed "“strange,” since Obeye-
sekere cites Zimmermann's text on idols, and even “O-runa no te tuti,” al-
though he does not translate the sentence or refer to its second mention. He
also allows that this text—as well as a passage in Rickman’s journal about
Cook as "their E-a-tu ah-nu-ah" (akua #ui, ‘great god')—would give the cap-
tain the status of Lono. So did they or didn't they say it? No, they did not.
According to Obeyesekere, this kind of talk was just shipboard gossip.
“O-runa no te tuti” was Haole scuttlebutt: "It is virtually certain that Zim-
mermann’s idea that Hawaiians thought of Europeans as immortal, or that
Cook was a god, comes from their own shipboard traditions” (Ob. 123).
This means the fo'csle hands are gossiping about Cook in Hawaiian—
which is at least a greater show of respect for their linguistic capacities than
Obeyesekere usually accords them. On the other hand, the Hawaiians'
words have been taken from them.*

It will be useful to keep an on-going catalogue déraisonné of Obeyese-
kere's arguments, as he comes up with some original additions to the known
fauna of historiographic fallacies. The example in the previous paragraph

3. The idea that Cook was Lono “in person,” as contrasted to an actualization of Lono, is
neither a Hawaiian concept nor mine, although Obeyesekere often alleges it is mine and does
not investigate theirs (see below, chap. 4 and 196n).

4. "The Hawaiian versions of Cook's apotheosis came from accounts of native scholars and
missionaries after the Hawaiians had overturned the tabu system in 1819, and the first Ameri-
can evangelical missions had begun to arrive (the following year)" (Ob. 49-50).
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might be christened “double-bind question begging.” 1t consists of two
propositions. First, the absence of a European mention that Cook = Lono
means that for Hawaiians Cook was not Lono. And second, the presence of
a Hawaiian mention of Cook = Lono is an indication of the European myth
to that effect. In other words, the European non-assertion is evidence of
Hawaiian realities, while the Hawaiian assertion is evidence of European
beliefs. Obeyesekere's thesis is thus confirmed when the Haole do not say
what they are supposed to say, or else when the Hawaiians say what they
are not supposed to. More species in due course.’

The remainder of this chapter reviews the events of Cook’s visits to
Hawaii in 1778 and 1779, with an emphasis on the documentary evidence
that he was greeted in Hawai'i island as a personification of the New Year
god Lono. It will be impossible to rehearse all the details; the reader may
wish to consult earlier works | have offered on the subject as well as the
major historical sources cited therein: Sahlins 1981, 1985a, 1985b, 1988,
and 1989.¢ But first, to situate the reports penned by Zimmermann and many

5. A coda to Zimmermann's “They made a god of Captain Cook on the [sland of O-waihi
and erected an idol in his honor.” Something like that actually happened to the fur trader,
Nathanie!l Portlock. In June 1786, when Portlock was at Ni'ihau, the ruling chief “Abbenooe”
(‘Opiinui) asked for an armchair from the cabin of the Queen Charlotte, ostensibly for the wife of
his superior, Ki'eo of Kaua'i. On a second visit, in February of 1787, ‘Opiinui escorted Portlock
on a tour of the Waimea area in Kaua'i:

After gratifying my curiousity amongst the plantations my friend accompanied me to a
large house situated under hills on the west side [of] the valley, and about two or three
miles from the sea beach. . . . on the left side of the door was a wooden image of a
tolerably large size, seated in a chair, which nearly resembled one of our armed chairs;
there was a grass-plot all round the image, and a small railing made of wood; beside the
chair were several to-e's [adzes, which traders fashioned in iron, on the model of Ha-
waiian stone adzes] and other small articles. My friend informed me that this house had
been built with the to-e | had given them on my first calling at Oneehow [Ni'ihau], and
that the other articles were presents that | had made him at different periods, and that
the image was in commemoration of my baving been amongst them. Few people were admitted into
this house. (Portlock 1789:192-93; emphasis added)

6. Obeyesekere also cites a reprinted version (Sahlins 1982) of the first article | did on the
Cook/Lono issue, “The Apotheosis of Captain Cook” (Sahlins 1978), which includes certain
interpretations | had abandoned by 1980 (cf. Sahlins 1981). In a note to the chapter on Cook
in Lslands of History (which was scheduled to appear first in French) I referred to the French
translation of that original article (Sahlins 1979), and warned that my “ideas of Cook's presence
and death in Hawaii, and of the nature of the Hawaiian New Year Festival (Makahiki) have
been substantially altered by subsequent research” (Sahlins 1985a:104n). Understandably, the
complex history of translation and republication of this piece of juvenilia escaped Obeyeseke-
re's notice, as apparently did my warning against identifying positions stated there with later
reflections on Cook.
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others of Cook's company, | present a general outline of the Hawaiian New
Year ritual, the Makahiki festival. It will also be necessary to discuss the
correlation between the Hawaiian lunar calendar, by which the Makahiki
was ordered, and the Gregorian calendrical coordinates of the Cook visit.

Captain Cook and the Makahiki Festival, 1778-79

The issues presented by Captain Cook’s appearance off Maui and Hawai'i
island late in the year of 1778 were cosmological. It was the time of the
Makahiki, the annual rebirth of nature configured as an elemental cosmic
drama. From early December to mid-January, the Resolution and Discovery
circumnavigated practically the whole of Hawai'i in a clockwise direction,
reproducing the procession made on land, along the coast, by the image of
Lono during this season. Writing to the Admiralty Secretary about Cook’s
death at Hawaiian hands some weeks later, Captain Clerke observed that
even on that fatal day the famous navigator “was received with the accus-
tomed respect they [the Hawaiians] upon all occasions paid him, which
more resembled that due to a Deity than a human being” (Beaglehole 1967 :
1536). The British were well aware that “the title of Orono [Lono], with all
its honours, was given to Captain Cook” (Cook and King 1784, 3:159).
They understood “Orono” to be some sort of abstract status—not just a
personal name as Obeyesekere contends—for they frequently allude to
Cook as “the Orono” (with the article) in their journals, as if the Hawaiians
were speaking thus. The seamen were given to referring to Hikiau temple,
where Cook had undergone certain rituals on first landing, as “Cook’s altar.”
Indeed from many circumstances it was clear to Mr. King that the islanders
held the British as a lot in extraordinary estimation: “they regard us a Set of
beings infinitely their superiors” (Beaglehole 1967:525). But for all that, the
Haole had not fathomed what “the Orono” meant to the Hawaiians; nor did
they know that their visit had fallen within the special months of the Maka-
hiki (see appendix 1).

This makes the detailed correspondence between the incidents they na-
ively recorded and particular observances of the New Year festival all the
more remarkable. On the other hand, probably because it was so extraordi-
nary, the coincidence of Cook and the Makahiki was not unknown to the
old folks around Lahaina and elsewhere whose recollections of the events
were recorded in the 1830s by Hawaiian students of the American mission
high school. Arranged and piously embellished by Rev. Sheldon Dibble,
these accounts were published in 1838 under the title of Ka Mooolelo Hawaii
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(Hawaiian History).” They say Hawaiians had considered Cook—or “Lono"
as they still knew him—the returning god of the Makahiki time (Kahananui
1984:17-23, 171-75).

A festival of four lunar months in all, the Makahiki was marked at a
certain point by the reappearance of the exiled god cum deposed king Lono.
The god was embodied in a wooden image and a manifestation called Lono-
makua, Father Lono’ or ‘Lono the Parent.’ The name is a metaphor of the
godss seasonal existence. Circuiting Hawai'i for the better part of the lunar
month Welehu, the last month of the Hawai'i island year, Lono effected the
regeneration of nature together with the renewal of the kingship and human
society. As in cognate ceremonies in other Polynesian islands, the beneficial
passage of the returned god is associated with the reappearance of the Plei-
ades on the horizon after sunset in late November—an event that in 1778
occurred a few days before Captain Cook appeared off Maui.® This was also
the period of winter rains in Hawaii, rains which mediate a double transition
of nature resonant with cosmological significance: from “the dying time of
the year” to the time when "bearing things become fruitful,” and from the
season of long nights (p5) to the season of long days (a0) (Beckwith 1932).

[nitiated each year by the winter solstice, the turn from night to day, pa
to ao, replicates the succession in the famous cosmogonic chant, Kumulipo,
from the long night of the world’s self-generation (p3) to the ages of day or
the world of mankind (a0). Midway thfough the creation, at the eighth of
fifteen periods, the gods and men appear. Born together, as siblings, they
are destined to be locked in fraternal strife. The first god, Kane, and the first
man, Ki'i, are rivals over the means of their reproduction: their own elder
sister, La'ila'i. The struggle is presented as the condition of the possibility of
human existence in a world in which the life-giving powers are divine. Man

7. Obeyesekere does not consider the Mooolelo Hawaii a credible source of Hawaiian
memories of Cook on grounds that the book was arranged and edited by the missionary Shel-
don Dibble, who must have had it in for Cook for playing god. This issue is discussed further
along in the present chapter.

8. New Year rituals in other Polynesian islands and Fiji entailed the same general scenario
of the return of the ancient god or the ancestors to inseminate the land, and had a number of
specific resemblances to the Hawaiian Makahiki. These similarities are discussed in a previous
article (Sahlins 1989:394—-96) in response to the assertion—with which Obeyesekere is in
agreement—that the Makahiki as we know it was constituted by Kamehameha around the turn
of the nineteenth century. Still another work (Sahlins 1985b) shows the detailed correspond-
ances between Hawaiian Makahiki ceremonies and the rituals of the Maori agricultural cycle.
The former represents a hierarchical version of the latter, the king in Hawaii taking the encom-
passing role of warrior man, thus capturing the benefits of the god's passage. Obeyesekere does
not take notice of these discussions.



Captain Cook at Hawaii

wins a victory of a certain kind, although it needs to be constantly renewed.
The end of the eighth chant thus announces the human era, day (ao0): “Man
spread abroad, man was here now, / It was day” (Beckwith 1972:98). This
indeed was the triumph annually repeated over Lono, the fertilizing god,
at the New Year: representing humanity, the king retook the bearing earth.

In the Kumulipo creation chant, the same drama is played out between
the triad of Kane, Ki'i, and the one who mediates the transfer of powers
between them, La'ilai. The older sister of god and man, La‘ila’i is the first-
born and heiress of all the earlier eras of divine creation. She personifies the
pivotal role of woman; she is uniquely able to transform divine into human
life. In Hawaiian descent ideology, women function analogously: they trans-
fer sacred tabus from one descent line to another—hence the critical role of
strategic marriages in contests of rule. So, in the Kumulipo, the issue in the
struggle of the brothers (god and man) to possess La'ila'i was cosmological
in scope and content, and political in form. Yet, since the man's name, Ki'i,
means 'image’ while Kane means ‘'man,’ everything has already been said.
The first god is ‘man’ and the first man is ‘god’ (the image). Hence, in the
sequel the statuses of human and divine are interchanged by La'ila'i's actions.
To the rage of Kane, who has prior claim on her, La'ila'i illicitly takes Ki'i as
a second husband, and her children by the upstart man are born first. The
children of man become senior to the god's progeny:

Kane was angry and jealous because he slept last with her,
His descendants would hence belong to the younger line,
The children of the elder would be lord,
First through La'ila'i, first through Ki'i,
Children of the two born in the heavens there
Came forth.
(Beckwith 1972:106)°

9. In a curious statement, Obeyesekere asserts: “Nowhere in the Kumulipo is there any ref--

erence to an original triad in Sahlins's sense” (Ob. 232n.14). This is patently false. Obeyesekere
simply disregards the drama constituted by chants 8 to 10, part of which is quoted here, to-
gether with Beckwith’s (1972 :99—100) explication of the text. The struggle devolves on three
characters appearing in chant 8: the first-born woman La‘ila’i, the original man Ki'i, and the
first-born god Kane. As the succeeding verses explain, La'ila'i “sat sideways,” meaning she took
a second husband, Ki'i, and their children became superior to Kane’s offspring by La‘ila’i. Obe-
yesekere merely cites the lines of the eighth chant that tell of the successive births of La'ila'i,
Ki'i, Kane, and Kaneloa, also a god—thus proving there were more than three! This curious
irrelevance is part of a more general sidetracking of the same sort concerning an observation |
had made about Cook’s death scene: the parallel between the aforementioned cosmogonic trio
and the moment on 14 February 1779 when the king’s wife intervenes on his side pleading with
him not to go off with Lono (Cook) to the Resolution (see appendix 10). This is repudiated by

23



24

Chapter One

All the same, man remains dependent on the god for life. Without the
generative intercession of the god, people can accomplish neither their own
reproduction nor the production of the natural means of their existence.
Everything happens as if these Polynesians were condemned to suffer their
own version of Zeus's vengeance (for the famous deception practiced by
Prometheus). As Vernant describes it, Zeus's fury was likewise the conse-
quence of human hubris: the duplicitous sacrifice prepared by Prometheus
(in Gordon 1981:43-79). Having offered the god the inedible portions of
the ox, while reserving the delicious food for themselves, men were thence-
forth and forever destined to exhaust themselves filling their bellies. In Poly-
nesia the theft of the bearing earth (woman) made men forever dependent
on the ancient, transcendent and divine powers of procreation.'® Polynesians
were ever and again engaged with the divine in a curious combination of
submission and opposition whose object was to transfer to themselves the
life that the gods originally possess, continue to detain, and alone can be-
stow. By successive rituals of supplication and expropriation, the god is in-
vited into the human domain, to give it life, and then banished that mankind
may take possession of the divine benefits. “Man, then, lives by a kind of
periodic deicide” (Sahlins 1985a:113). Hence the annual rehearsal in the
Makahiki of the victory described in the Kumulipo. Respectively repre-
sented by Lono and the king, the original struggle of god and man was
repeated with the sovereignty and possession of the earth at stake. Hawaiian
traditions make the same connections with the foreigner they called Lono:
on first landing at Kealakekua during the Makahiki period (of 1778-79),
Captain Cook was escorted to the great temple of Hikiau where, it is said,
the Kumulipo was chanted before him, in his honor (Beckwith 1972:9).

The Kumulipo had been composed for the tabu chief Ka'l'imamao, a
previous ruler of Hawai'i island, whose son Kalani‘dpu'u was the king known
to Cook. In the chant, the royal child is called “Lono of the Makahiki"
(Lonoikamakahiki), which is also the name of a famous kingly predecessor
of Ka'limamao in the capacity of Lono. Hawaiians relate very similar tradi-
tions of the god Lono, the original King Lonoikamakahiki, and of Ka'l'ima-
mao: traditions that have structural analogies both with the cosmogonic ri-

saying that “The idea of an original triad is, | think, influenced by Christian ideas” (Ob. 181;
emphasis in original).

10. One possible reading of the succeeding chant 11, where Ki'i's descendants are subject
to usurpation by a warrior stock (the cock on the back of Wakea), to a flood, and to death, is
that this is the punishment of man’s original hubris. As excessive potency to the exclusion of
the gods was the crime, impotency without divine concourse is the effect.
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valry of god and man and with the historic fate of Captain Cook. Telling of
the usurpation and banishment of the god by a more humanized warrior
figure, these several stories are linked by interchangeable personages and
episodes—notably the seduction of the sacred woman by the god-king's
human rival.'' They are in turn linked to Cook not only by the analogies of
myth and history, but by the fact that, taken in chronological (or genea-
logical) series, they convey just this sense of transformation from the one to
the other. The effect is something like the observation Dumézil (1948)
made about the contrasts between Indian mythology and Roman dynastic
legends. Traditions of the early Latin kings repeat the mythical feats of the
Indic gods, but precisely in a humanized form and a quasi-historical register.
It is interesting that Martha Beckwith (1919:301-4) had already come to a
similar conclusion about the progression from divine to human, the miracu-
lous to the historical, within the body of Hawaiian traditions. Here the
royal heroes prove to be the true successors of the gods by duplicating the
divine exploits on the plane of earth: that is, in the compass of the Hawaiian
islands and as deeds of political and intellectual prowess. Politics appears as

the continuation of cosmogonic war by other means. Beckwith writes
(1919:304):

Gods and men are, in fact, to the Polynesian mind, one family under
different forms, the gods having superior control over certain phe-
nomena, a control which they may impart to their offspring on earth.

Just so with the several human manifestations of Lono: passing from the
Kumulipo to Ka'l'imamao and Cook, the same stories are told. The triumph
of the warrior associated with human sacrifice over the peaceful and produc-
tive god represents the appropriation by man of the fructified earth.

But the initial cosmic statements of this theme appear in later versions
as struggles over sovereignty between legitimate kings of the blood, whose

11. Such transpositions of characters and events are common devices of Hawaiian and
Polynesian mythology. Indeed, they are common the world over. But Obeyesekere understands
them—particularly the episodes that identify the god with the first Lonoikamakahiki, and both
with Cook—as confusions elaborated in the early 1820s by the English missionary William
Ellis if not actually introduced by him (Ob. 157). Ignoring the recurrent structures in the sev-
eral Lono traditions, Obeyesekere is thus able to preserve a certain innocence of the relation-
ship between the god and his human actualizations: a relationship that neither exhausts the
being of the former nor the humanity or individuality of the latter. The redundancies in the
legends of the various Lono figures have been discussed elsewhere (Sahlins 11a:19854—15,
20b: 19856-9). Obeyesekere also disregards these discussions. Too bad: as they speak of the
movement from the mythic to the historic within the Lono tradition, they are of some value in
understanding the Hawaiian reception of Cook.
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superior tabus bespeak divinity, and warrior-usurpers whose junior rank in-
dexes their (relative) humanity. The protohistorical Ka'l'imamao suffers the
abduction of his wife by a rival who is his fathers sister's son. In the ensuing
battle, this king is banished, killed, or commits suicide, according to the
version. If Cook, who by Hawaiian tradition had a liaison with the sacred
woman of Kaua'i, met an analogous fate, he was not even the last of the
historical Lonos. In O'ahu, the story will be repeated of local kings, in con-
nection with successive conquests by Maui and Kamehameha of Hawai'i
(Sahlins 1992, chap. 1).

The temple in which Cook was received on the 17th of January 1779—
with ceremonies said to have included a recitation of the Kumulipo—was
the one from which Lono departed in his annual circuit of the island, and to
which he returned twenty-three days later to be greeted by the king. Hikiau
temple at Kealakekua was one of the royal shrines (luakini) dedicated much
of the year to the rituals of the war god K, with whom the king was specifi-
cally associated. However, during the period of the conjunction with the
procreative aspect of the godhead, the season of Lono, the military god is
in abeyance. Now the normal temple rites centering on Kii are suspended.
The Makahiki season lasted nearly four lunar months, but the twenty-three
day span of the Lono tabu, when the image of the god was abroad, was the
climax of the ceremonies. It was a time of great popular festivities, of feasts,
games, and amusements. Apart from certain tributary rites, all the other
ceremonies of the Makahiki took place in the principal temples and thus
concerned high chiefs and priests alone.'? But the time of the god's appear-
ance was one of general celebration: not only because of the feasts and
amusements, but in virtue of the special aloba between the people and Lono.
In certain myths, Lono is the original god, even as he is the major figure in

12. Repeating an error that had been made by previous commentators on Cook’s reception
at Hikiau temple, Obeyesekere finds it “strange” that if Cook were Lono, the god should be
invited “to this place antithetic to his persona” (Ob. 83; cf. Sahlins 1989:397-98). This is a
characteristic example of an appeal to Western common sense—what one finds “strange”—in
preference to an examination of Hawaiian ethnography. A temple in the care of Lono priests,
from which the god departs at the New Year, Hikiau was hardly antithetical to Lono. In the
classic descriptions of the Makahiki, the king offers a pig to Lono in the temple at the end of
the godss circuit of the island (Malo 1951:150; Kelou Kamakau 1919-20:44-45). Hence the
fact that Captain Cook was escorted directly to Hikiau upon coming to anchor, where he was
the object of the ceremonies that paralleled the formal reception of the Lono image (hanaipi)
and the offering of a pig, afford evidence to the opposite effect of that imagined by
Obeyesekere.
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the domestic cult. His annual return, coinciding with the return of the sun
and the revival of nature, is the occasion of collective joy.'? It appears, more-
over, that the Makahiki image of Lono is born of a symbolic union between
the god and the women of the people, just as in some myths Lono descends
from the heavens to mate with a beautiful woman of Hawaii. So, when Cook
descended on Kealakekua Bay during the Makahiki season, the young
women, observed David Samwell, were spending most of their time singing
and dancing—in a certain marked manner, as he collected two lascivious
hula chants in point (Sahlins 1985a:15—16). The New Year was the great
period of hula on Hawaii, even as the patron of the dance, the goddess Laka,
is described in ancient chant as Lono's sister-wife.!* The night before the
Makahiki image is seen, there is a ceremony called ‘splashing water’ (hi'uwai).
Kepelino relates that sacred chiefs are carried to the water, where the people
in their finery are bathing. In the excitement, “one person was attracted to
another, and the result,” says this Catholic convert, “was by no means good”
(Beckwith 1932:96). When the people emerged at dawn from their amorous
sport, the image of Lonomakua was standing on the beach (fig. 1.1).

The image is a tall, cross-piece affair, about three meters high, with
white tapa cloth and skins of the ka‘upu bird suspended from the horizontal

13. The term Makabiki in early European sources almost always refers to the public cere-
monial climax, the period of the Lono circuit; hence, the festival is typically described in this
literature as lasting about one month. In the Hawaiian, "Makahiki" is used in several senses: its
general meaning is "year,” and it is also applied to the four-month New Year cycle as well as
the specific twenty-three days of the Lono procession and celebrations. The last, by all evi-
dence and for evident reasons, is the unmarked, popular acceptation of “Makahiki.” So Malo,
for example, speaks of the preparation of feast foods just before Lono's appearance as provi-
sioning “against the coming of the Makahiki” (1951:143). [ have discussed all this previously.
Obeyesekere neglects this discussion and uses historical reports of a one-month ceremony—
and one aberrant notice of a ten-day ceremony—to draw the incorrect conclusion that the
Makahiki was more variable than I admit (Ob. 99-100). From historical notices | have plotted
the timing for all Makahiki celebrations from 1778-79 to 1818—-19, so far as possible, and
made these determinations publicly accessible (see Sahlins 1989: 414n.1). The evidence shows
substantial continuity and regularity of the celebrations. Obeyesekere does not acknowledge
or discuss this data. His misunderstanding of the relation between public and temple events in
the Makahiki, and of the correlation between the Gregorian calendar and the Makahiki rituals
of 1778-79, is also the basis of his presumption that the British should have reported the
unusual festivities—and of his reliance on the absence of such report again as a report of ab-
sence. The British finally landed thirteen days after the Lono procession was completed and
saw (and reported) only a few terminal rites (see appendixes 4 and 5).

14. Handy (1927:210) makes the point about analogous Marquesan rituals that the dance
would arouse the god, implying a Frazerian sacred marriage between the earthly women and
the divine progenitor.
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Fig. 1.1 Makahiki image.
(From Malo 1951. Repro-
duced courtesy of the

Bishop Museum, -/‘} —
Honolulu)
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bar.'s Its appearance on the beach initiates the tabu of Lono, which will last
for the twenty-three-day circuit. Peace is prescribed by the tabu, and putting
out to sea in canoes, as for fishing, is interdicted. “Peace” entails a suspension
of normal human occupations and of human control over the land, for the
god now marries or takes possession of it. His dominion will be signified by

15. S. M. Kamakau (1961:52—-53) makes the specific connection between the emblem of
the Lono king, Lonoikamakahiki, and the Makahiki image, from both of which ka‘upu birdskins
hung. The ka‘upu is almost certainly the albatross, a migratory bird that appears in the western
Hawaiian chain—the white Lanyon albatross at Ni‘thau—to breed and lay eggs in October—
November, the beginning of the Makahiki period. Cross-piece images of the Makahiki sort
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the tributes offered to the Makahiki image at the boundaries of each district
(abupua’a). By contrast, the sovereignty of the king lapses while the god is
abroad. The ruler is immobilized by the rule that he cannot leave the place
where he began the Makahiki celebrations, at least until the completion of
certain purification rites following the return and dismantling of the Maka-
hiki image. But, while the king stays put, the principal image of Lonomakua,
accompanied by certain gods of sport, undertakes its clockwise or “right
circuit” of the island—that is, with the land on the right. A right circuit
“signified a retention of the kingdom” (S. Kamakau 1976:5). Indeed, the
food and property offered to the god in each district was collected the same
way as royal tributes, through the local land stewards (konobiki). Lono re-
claims what was once his. But immediately after they make the offerings that
acknowledge the god's dominion, the people of the district enter into ritual
combat with those in Lono's retinue. Apparently the local people gain the
victory, since the god’s tabu is lifted: the fertilized land may now be entered.
In contrast to the popular joy that now begins, however, the image of Lono
is carried out of the district facing backward, “so that the ‘wife’ can be seen”
(Ii 1959:72).16

The god fructifies and then cedes district after district, a process that
is generalized and encompassed at the end of the circuit by a climactic en-

were used in the Marquesas and Tahiti as signs of truce or peace, hence analogously to the
Lono figure, whose appearance inaugurates a prescribed time of peace.

Handy (1927:131) makes a general observation regarding Polynesian New Year rituals and
the breeding of migratory birds: “It is possible that the observed departure and return, or pas-
sage, of migratory birds at certain seasons had something to do with the idea of the departure
and return of ancestral deities and gods of fertility in the Fall and Spring, and the presence or
absence of the gods at certain seasons.”

16. Aside from the main Makahiki image, also known as the ‘long god, (akua loa), there
were one or more ‘short gods' of similar form (akua poko)—apparently one in each major chief-
dom division (moku)—which traveled left along the shore and returned to the temple of origin
on an inland path (Malo 1951 : 148 -49; Anonymous of Kohala 1916-17:192-217). Not much
more is known about these images. Obeyesekere falsely alleges that “Sahlins omits the reverse
circumambulation of the ‘short god'” (Ob. 64), footnoted by the observation that, although
Sahlins has written about land-sea oppositions in Fiji, “yet he does not apply them to Hawai'i"
(Ob. 212n.44). | have discussed the opposition between the long god and the short god of the
Makahiki in a work to which Obeyesekere often refers, Historical Metapbors (Sahlins 1981:19,
73), as well as in a work to which he never refers (Sahlins 1985b:216). In the former, | offer
the interpretation that the opposition of circuits represents the contrast between Lono’s ascen-
dancy and the king's submission at this time. For, the short god not only travels to the left, but,
from John Papa 'Ii's (1959:75-76) description relative to O‘ahu in the early nineteenth cen-
tury, it apparently travels to the king's personal lands (Kailua and Kaneohe, sites of important
royal estates according to Mihele land records). Obeyesekere often alleges 1 failed to say
things | did say—and just as often attributes statements to me that I did not say.
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gagement with the king. Resuming all local battles, the king achieves the
final victory for mankind. This ritual conflict is called kali’i. The term can be
glossed 'to strike the king,’ ‘to act the king,' or ‘to be made king'—all of
which now happen. Returned from its progress and defended by a great
body of armed warriors, the image of Lono stands on the shore before the
temple from which it departed (Hikiau temple at Kealakekua, in the Hawai'i
island tradition). The king, also with a warrior host, had beforehand gone
out to sea, and now comes in by canoe to meet the god. (The scene is a
reenactment of the foreign origin of Hawai'i rulers: kings of human sacrifice
who came from Kahiki, foreign lands beyond the horizon, and displaced the
original dynasty of tabu chiefs; see Sahlins 1992, chap. 1.) The king lands,
preceded by a warrior champion who is expert at parrying spears. The
champion deflects the first of two spears aimed at the ruler. But the second
spear, carried on the run, touches him. It is a symbolic death, or the king’s
death as a foreign being, which is also his rebirth as an Hawaiian sovereign.
The tabu on him is lifted, and his warriors charge ashore to enter the lists
against the defenders of Lono in a massive sham battle. The transformation
of the king from outsider to sovereign is achieved through, and as, the en-
compassment of the ancient deity and legitimate king, Lono. Conqueror
becomes ruler through the appropriation of the productive and indigenous
god. Assuming the attributes of his divine predecessor, the king will soon
reopen the temples to normal rituals, including the major temples and fish-
ing shrines of K@, and the therapeutic and agricultural houses of Lono. It
deserves reempbhasis that the renewal of the kingship to the benefit of man-
kind, if at the expense of Lono's reign, coincides seasonally with the rebirth
of nature. In the ideal te;remonial calendar, the kali'i battle follows the annual
appearance of the Pleiades by thirty-three days: precisely, in the late eigh-
teenth century, the twenty-first of December or the winter solstice. The
King returns to power with the sun.'”

Whereas, over the next two days, Lono plays the part of the sacrifice.
The Makahiki effigy is dismantled and hidden away in a rite watched over
by the kings “living god," Kahoali'i or The-Companion-of-the-King,' the
one who is also known as ‘Death-Is-Near' (Kokekamake). Close kinsman of
the king as well as his ceremonial double, Kahoali'i swallows the eye of the
victim in ceremonies of human sacrifice—a condensed symbolic trace of the
cannibalistic “stranger-king.” The man-god Kahoali'i passes the night prior

17. The calculations on which this conclusion is based are explained in Sahlins 1985a:
119n.
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to the dismemberment of Lono in a temporary house called “the net house
of Kahoali'i,” set up before the temple structure where the image sleeps. In
the myth pertinent to these rites, the trickster hero—whose father has the
same name (Kika'ohi'alaka) as the Ka-image of the temple—uses a certain
“net of Maoloha" to encircle a house, entrapping the goddess Haumea,
even as Haumea (or Papa) is a version of La'ilai, the archetypal fertile
woman, and the net used to entangle her had belonged to one Makali'i,
‘Pleiades.’ Just so, according to Malo, the succeeding Makahiki ceremony,
following upon the putting away of the god, is called “the net of Maoloha,”
and represents the gains in fertility accruing to the people from the king’s
victory over Lono. A large, loose-mesh net, filled with all kinds of food, is
shaken at a priest's command. Fallen to earth, and to man'’s lot, the food is
the augury of the coming year. The fertility of nature thus taken by hu-
manity, a tribute-canoe of offerings to Lono is set adrift for Kahiki, home-
land of the gods. The New Year draws to a close. At the next full moon, a
man (a tabu transgressor) will be caught by Kahoali'i and sacrificed. Soon
after, the houses and standing images of the temple will be rebuilt: conse-
crated—with more human sacrifices—to the rites of Ka and the projects of
the king.

Now, the question here is, how does the Makahiki cycle, known from
descriptions penned by Hawaiians in the earlier part of the nineteenth cen-
tury, including some who participated in the ceremonies at a mature age,
and confirmed in various details by Western historical accounts going back
as far as the late 1780s, how does this Makahiki scenario articulate with the
events of Captain Cook’s second visit to the Islands from 26 November
1778, when he came off northeastern Maui, to 14 February 1779, when he
fell at Kealakekua Bay? An empirical issue for the most part, to be settled by
comparing the Cook documents with the later Makahiki corpus, the ques-
tion entails, however, a preliminary correlation of the Hawaiian lunar cal-
endar with the Gregorian dates of the British visit, for the classic Hawaiian
texts recount the sequence of Makahiki ceremonies by the dates of the Ha-
wai'i island year. They describe a punctuated series of rites extending from
the last months of the lunar year, lkuwa and Welehu, into the first two
months of the new year, Makali'i (‘Pleiades’) and Ka'elo. The climactic cir-
cuit of Lono would begin on 24 Welehu and end on 16 Makali'i, the day of
the kali'i battle between the king's partisans and the god's. The phases of the
moon for Gregorian dates of 1778 and 1779 can be calculated by a known
formula. But as a lunar year is only 354 days, it remains to be determined
which Hawaiian months are indicated by these phases and thus correlated

31

A.4

Historiography
of the Makahiki



32

Chapter One

Table 1.1
Optional Calendars of Major Makahiki Events, 17781779
2 lkuwa 24 Welehu 16 Makali'i 15 Kd'elo
Makabiki Lono End of Lono’s End of
begins appears circuit Makabiki

“November 22 Sept 1778 14 Nov 1778 6 Dec 1778 3 Jan 1779
Makahiki”
“December 21 Oct 1778 14 Dec 1778 4 Jan 1779 2 Feb 1779
Makahiki”

All Gregorian dates are c. *+ 1 lunar. From Sahlins 1989:405.

with these Gregorian dates. To keep the lunar calendar in a rough corre-
spondence with the sidereal year requires the intercalation of a lunar month
three times over an eight-year span. This Hawaiians were known to do in
the late eighteenth—early nineteenth centuries, but in an irregular, impro-
vised fashion rather than by strict rule.® Still, the known historical variation
can be useful in relating the Cook voyage to the Hawai'i calendar, as it sets
the limits of possible correspondences between the two.

Within the limits of documented historical variations (from 1787 to
1819) in the Makahiki period, there are two reasonable options for 1778—
79, which | hereafter call the “November Makahiki” and the “December
Makahiki" (table 1.1). By the first possibility, the Makahiki would have be-
gun on September 22, 1778, the procession of Lono occurring from the 14th
of November to the sixth of December. In the December Makahiki, the
season begins October 21, 1778, and the gods circuit runs from December
14 to January 4, 1779. These are the only reasonable options, because they
already lie near the early and late extremes of the Makahiki as historically
documented, and to push the dates another month either way would situate
the ceremony beyond normal precedents (Sahlins MS). These options,
again, are analytic possibilities for correlating dated Cook accounts with the

18. Evidence of the improvisational character of Hawaiian intercalation practices in the
period 1779 to 1819 may be found in Sahlins (MS). In this manuscript—which has been pub-
licly available since 1989, when notice of its archival deposit was published (Sahlins 1989:
414)—there is a detailed discussion of known political manipulations of the Makahiki calendar
and rituals during these four decades. (See below, appendixes 4 and 5, for the relevance of this
discussion to Obeyesekere’s misunderstandings of the Makahiki calendar, the history of the
ceremony, and my treatments of these issues.)
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rites described by Malo ma (Malo ‘folks’) in terms of a Hawaiian lunar cal-
endar: they do not refer to optional datings by Hawaiians or to my sudden
discovery of such a possibility (as Obeyesekere has written).

By either of the possible correspondences, Captain Cook's second visit
to the Islands in 1778—-79 would overlap the period when the Makahiki
god was abroad. In neither case could Cook's movements around Hawai'i
(from 2 December 1778 to 17 January 1779) be synchronized precisely with
Lonomakuas—a claim | have never made. But as we shall see, the parallels
between incidents recorded in the Cook annals and specific rituals in the
sequence described by Malo ma definitely favor the December Makahiki.

The Procession of Lono, 1778—-79

“God is in the details”
—Mies van der Rohe

The Resolution (Captain James Cook) and the Discovery (Captain Charles
Clerke) appeared on the horizon off northeastern Maui on the 26th of No-
vember, 1778, some ten months after their initial “discovery” of the Hawai-
ian Islands. About a week before, the Pleiades had appeared on the horizon
at sunset, an event that normally precedes the advent of the Makahiki gods
and their New Year circuit of the island (li 1959:72). Approaching Maui,
the British ships first moved westward along the north coast, entering into
some contact with Hawaiians coming off the island, and over the next few
days they doubled back eastward, making for northwestern Hawai'i island
on the first of December (maps 1.1 and 1.2). As recorded in the British
journals, the encounters of the Haole with Hawaiians at Maui closely match
the traditions of "Lono” (that is, Cook) collected by the students of the mis-
sion high school at Lahainaluna (Maui) in the mid 1830s. These are the
traditions published in the Mooolelo Hawaii (Hawaiian History) which issued
from the mission press in 1838 (Kahananui 1984:9-21, 167-75). Taken
together, the British and local texts confirm that the Hawai'i islanders knew
Captain Cook as "Lono” before they set eyes on him, and that his visit co-
incided with the (December) Makahiki festival.'

Captain Clerke’s log entry for 26 November 1778 reads: “The first man
on board told me he knew the ship very well, & had been on board her at

19. One should not be misled by the English section of the Mooolelo Hawaii (Kahananui
1984), which consistently translates the “Lono” of the Hawaiian text as "Captain Cook.”

33

A5

Calendrical
Politics



34 Chapter One

Map 1.1 Cook’s track off Maui and Hawai'i, beginning 26 November 1778, and
arriving at Kealakekua Bay on 17 January 1779. (From Cook and King 1784, vol. 3)

A tou | [Kaua'i] & related some anecdotes which convinc'd me of his ve-
racity.” According to Lieutenant King, the Hawaiians knew that the British
had killed a man at Kaua'i in January; but all the same, if their manner was
now "humble & fearfull of offending,” they “appeard transported with joy”"
when they learned the British meant to stay a long while (Beaglehole
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Cook off

Hamakualoa
November 26, 1778
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0 battle between
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Kalani‘opu‘u meets Cook
off Wailuaiki
November 30, 1778
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Map 1.2 Eastern Maui, showing sites of Kalani'op'u's battle (Hamakualoa) and the
encampment (Wailuaiki), to which the king had retired, and from which he came
out to Cook's ships. (From Indices of Awards, 1929)

1967:497). Midshipman Edward Riou describes the Hawaiians' great and
general pleasure on the second day off Maui:

This day our decks have been crowded with the Natives expressing
the greatest joy & pleasure at the most trivial things that first repre-
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sented itself to them, dancing and singing was all that could either be
seen or heard. Many of the women scrambled up the Ship’s side and
was as soon turned away, when they abused us (finding that nothing
could be done by fair word) most sincerely. (Riou Log, 28 November
1778 [P.M.])

| have elsewhere suggested that not enough attention has been paid
to such testimonies of Hawaiian attitudes, gestures, and emotions when it
comes to determining what Cook’s visit meant to them. There is here a
“whole history of popular desire and delight that parallels the chroniclers’
descriptions of incidents and events” (Sahlins 1989:412). Recall that Lono
is a popular god—the god of the men's domestic cult—and his annual prog-
ress around the island is a general féte. The pleasure recorded in the Haole
accounts, moreover, is consistent with the news of the first British visit that
had been transmitted from Kaua'i to Maui, according to the Mooolelo Hawaii.
The news was that this was a visitation of Lono and a company of extraor-
dinary akua, 'gods’ (Kahananui 1984:10, 14). And this traditional notice
again enters into a dialogue with the documentary evidence from late 1778
to indicate that indeed the Hawaiians at Maui were already on the look-out
for Lono.

On the afternoon of November 30, a large sailing canoe bearing a man
with a red feather cloak—hence, by the canoe and feather cloak, a chief
(ali'i)—came out from northeastern Maui to the Discovery. This notable, ac-
cording to the master Thomas Edgar, “Ask’d for our Arrona or Chief"” (Edgar
Log, 1 Dec 1778 [P.M.]; "Arrona” would be “O Lono,"” indicating a proper
name). Edgars naive report thus complements Hawaiian recollections as
well as the historical testimonies of their pleasure: the return of the British
to the Islands was immediately understood as a return of Lono.

Moreover, the people on Maui who so knew Cook in late November
1778 were actually warriors from Hawai'i island, led by their king, Kalani-
‘opu’'u. On the same day (30 November) that Edgar was asked for Lono's
whereabouts, Kalani'opu'u visited the ships—although the British did not
then know he was the ruler of Hawai'i, and would not find out until he met
them again at Kealakekua on the 25th of January following. Both British and
Hawaiian sources confirm that Kalani'dpu'u was on Maui fighting for the
control of that island. Moreover, the details of that fighting, on which the
Cook journals and Mooolelo Hawaii also corroborate each other, are consis-
tent with the Makahiki calendar as classically described, supposing the De-
cember concordance was in effect. The Mooolelo indicates Kalani'dpu'u had
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conquered the east coast prior to Cook's arrival and then fought further
westward at Hamakuloa (map 1.2). But, before Cook’s arrival, he had retired
eastward again to Wailua lki, which is where the Hawai'i islanders met the
British (Kahananui 1984:13—-16, 169-70). The Cook documents confirm
this with some exactitude. William Ellis, surgeon's mate of the Discovery, re-
ported that Kalani'dpu'u fought a series of battles on Maui, “the last of which
happened near the latter end of November, the time we first discovered the
island” (Ellis 1782, 2: 186). Moreover, the Resolution and Discovery, after ear-
lier passing westward near the battle site of Hamakuloa, first encountered
Kalani'dpu'u and his Hawai'i warriors on the last day of November further
eastward, in the vicinity of Wailua lki.2* Now, during the circuit of Lono,
the tabu of the god is in effect, interdicting warfare. By the earlier possible
dating of the Makahiki of 177879, any fighting after mid-November would
be a violation of the tabu; but Kalani'Gpu'u’s withdrawal from battle in late
November would be appropriate for the December Makahiki, as the god's
progress was yet to come (table 1.1). According to the classical rules, more-
over, the king is immobilized during the circuit of Lono, being released after
certain purificatory ceremonies analogous to those of the ten-day seclusion
of a royal heir following the death of his predecessor. We shall see that
Kalani'dpu'u's movements followed just that ritual schedule: he and his army
remained in Maui during Cook's circumnavigation of Hawai'i; but they ar-
rived in Kealakekua some eight days after the British, or at a date cor-
responding to the king’s release from the Makahiki tabus (Sahlins 1989:
410-11).2

To resume the narrative of the circumnavigation, the Resolution and Dis-

20. Cook describes this encounter as taking place in the afternoon of the 30th “off the NE
end of the island” (Beaglehole 1967:476). This must have been quite close to Wailua lki, since
the island of Hawai'i was not yet in view. It came in sight that evening (ibid.).

21. Obeyesekere attempts to argue that Kalani'dpu'u was fighting on Maui during the time
the Lono tabu should be in effect (from 14 December 1778 through 4 January 1779), indicating
either that there was no such tabu or that the Hawai'i king was pleased to violate it (Ob. 80—
81). His evidence for the dates of the fighting on Maui rests on a single statement by Lieutenant
Rickman—a source he otherwise disparages on grounds of linguistic incompetence (Ob. 81,
72-73). On 17 January 1779 Rickman reported Kalani'dpu'u was in Maui “settling the terms of
peace,” and that he would come into Kealakekua in about ten days. The latter observation
corresponds to the scheduled ritual prescriptions of the Makahiki (Sahlins 1989:410—-11),
even as the former, if it were true, does not necessarily mean that there was fighting between
14 December and 4 January. Willing, nevertheless, to believe this is what Rickman's testimony
indicates, Obeyesekere dismisses a priori the lieutenant’s notice of Kalani'dpu'u according
Cook the status of "E-a-thu ah-nu-eh” (Akua nui, or 'great god'), as well as his report of a Ni'thau
or Kaua'i chief’s idea that on leaving the Islands the British would visit the sun (Rickman 1966
[1781]:298, 332, Ob. 71-73).
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covery came off the Kohala coast of Hawai'i island on the second of Decem-
ber, whence they would laboriously beat eastward against the wind. Long
tacks sometimes took them out of sight of the land; at other times they
might stand in to shore to “trade” for provisions (map 1.1). For awhile, also,
the two ships lost touch, but they rejoined off the south coast of the island
on January 6, 1779, and anchored together at Kealakekua on January 17.
Concerning the trade with Hawaiian canoes, there is good evidence that
coming out to sea was ritually prohibited at this time, which is also good
evidence that the December Makahiki was on—and that, all the same, with
a certain inducement from the British, the Hawaiians knew how to over-
come their ritual scruples (Sahlins 1989:406—8).

Recall that during the 23-day procession of the god, the sea is in prin-
ciple tabu. No canoes are allowed to venture off, as for fishing (with a certain
exception to be noted presently).?> Hence, if Cook were really the Lono of
the Makahiki and this were indeed the period of the god's circuit, establish-
ing contact with the British ships would pose an evident ritual dilemma. And
it happens that the recollections of the old-timers recorded in the Mooolelo
speak precisely to this problem.?* Even more important here, they speak to

22. In Kepelino's account of the Makahiki (HEN 1:113-25), it is noted that the gods on
circuit “passed either inland or by canoe.” As | have indicated before (Sahlins 1989:416n.14),
despite the descriptions by Malo ma of a progress by land only, this statement makes sense: if
certain passages were effected by canoe, the journey could be done in 23 days, perhaps a
difficult accomplishment otherwise. Also, if the god did take to the sea between certain districts
{abupua’a), Cook's circumnavigation would not be so unusual either.

23. With his usual scrupulousness, Obeyesekere alleges that “Sahlins implies” the Mooolelo
Hawaii "was a product of the traditional priests. of Kamehameha'’s time” (Ob. 159). This state-
ment is not annotated for the good reason that | have not said or implied anything of the kind.
He knows, and | know, that the information in the Mooolelo was gathered by the Lahainaluna
high school students from Hawaiian old-timers—the “worlds first oral history project” it has
been called (see Finney et al. 1978). Sheldon Dibble in two places describes the method of
compilation. In the preface to his own history, based on the Mooolelo, he wrote:

The method which 1 took to collect facts was as follows: | first made out a list of ques-
tions, arranged chronologically according to the best of my knowledge. I had continual
occasion afterwards to add to the questions, to vary and to change them. I then selected
ten of the best scholars of the Seminary, and formed them into a class of inquiry. | met
them at an appointed hour, gave them the first question and conversed freely with them
upon it, that they might understand fully and distinctly what was sought for. | then
requested them to go individually and separately to the oldest and most knowing of the
chiefs and people, gain all the information they could on the question given out, com-
mit each his information to writing and be ready to read it on a day and hour appointed.
At the time of meeting each scholar read what he had written—discrepancies were
reconciled and corrections made by each other and then all the compositions were
handed to me, out of which | endeavored to make one connected and true account.
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its resolution: the ability of Hawaiians to flexibly and reflexively surmount
an empirical contradiction in their own cultural terms—that is, without jet-
tisoning their own concepts or constructions in favor of a universal percep-
tual realism (such as Obeyesekere recommends):

At the time Lono (Cook) [this parenthetical “Cook” is not in the
original Hawaiian, only “Lono"] arrived the people could not go out
to sea in their canoes because it was the time for the annual gift giving
ceremonies called the Makahiki. But because Lono had arrived by sea
the people assumed it was perfectly proper for them to go out to sea
in their canoes. The people were convinced Lono was really a god
[akua] and his vessel was a temple [heiau]. (Kahananui 1984:171, cf.
p. 17; also cited in Sahlins 1989 :406)

As this passage in the Mooolelo Hawaii follows upon a discussion of
Cook’s entire circumnavigation, it implies the tabu was in effect during that
period and thus supports the December dating of the Makahiki. Recipro-
cally, the Cook chronicles support the. Mooolelo's account of tabu violations.
On two occasions while off Hawai'i the British reported seeing white flags
being waved at them from shore: a sign that a tabu was in effect—not a flag
of truce as some of Cook’s company believed. This happened at northern
Kohala on 1 December 1778, or 12 Welehu by the December Makahiki
calendar, which would be a scheduled temple rite (Malo 1951:142; cf. li
1959:72); then again near Cape Kumakahi on 20 December, being 29 We-
lehu, thus during the Lono tabu and procession (Riou Log, 2 Dec 1770,
Cook in Beaglehole 1967:482-83; Roberts Log, 19 Dec 1778). On the sec-
ond occasion (19 December) the British ships moved off before any canoes
could reach them. However, Cook’s own journal entry for the incident of
December 2 is altogether consistent with the affirmation of the Mooolelo that,

Thus we proceeded from one question to another till a volume was prepared and
printed in the Hawaiian language. (Dibble 1909 :iii—iv)

Aside from noting that he added some ideas of his own, Dibble, in the shorter preface to
the Hawaiian edition, indicates that stories of more recent years were written by adult students
from their own recollections (Kahananui 1984 :157).

Obeyesekere prefers to hold Dibble responsible not only for the obvious Christian inter-
polations in the Mooolelo but for the Hawaiian recollections of Cook. The basis of this critical
assessment is the argument he also wishes to prove: that any such description of Cook as Lono
is a European myth—notably promoted by missionaries. The debating technique is begging-
the-question-squared: denying both what is said and who said it on the basis of a petitio
principii.
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because this was Lono, the people decided the tabu could be violated. In-
deed, they were actually prevailed upon by the British to bring out provi-
sions, after their initial hesitation:

As we drew near the shore, some of the Natives came off to us
[“throwing out white streamers,” wrote Roberts, “as emblems of
peace”]; they were a little shy at first, but we soon inticed some on board and
at length prevailed upon them to go a shore and bring off what we wanted. Soon
after these reached the shore we had company enough, and as few
came empty, we got a tolerable supply of small pigs, fruit and roots.
(Beaglehole 1967:476; my emphasis)

Lieutenant King’s journal confirms that “the Natives were shy in their
first approaches,” and adds further particulars again consistent with the
Mooolelo’s sense of a visitation of Lono. “They were exceedingly happy in
being sufferd to come on board,” King noted, “& were very humble & hu-
miliating [sic] in their outward actions” (Beaglehole 1967:501).

| open a parenthesis here on the “rationality” of these Hawaiian re-
sponses to Cook and more generally on the historiography of the Mooolelo
Hawaii. For, the incidents related in the Mooolelo about violating the Maka-
hiki tabu by going out to Cook’s ships epitomize an interesting difference
regarding the Hawaiian construal of empirical discrepancies between this
Lono and their traditions, on one hand, and Obeyesekere's thesis of a bio-
logically grounded, objective rationality on the other. Where the Hawaiians
say they adaptively altered the tabu by rationalizations consistent at once
with their old traditions and the new appearances—that “Lono [Cook] was
really a god and his vessel was a temple”"—for Obeyesekere the gross literal
differences between a White man circling Hawai'i on two curious ships and
the image of Lonomakua being carried around the coast had to be perceived
by Hawaiians as the contradiction to the received beliefs that it really was.
Reflecting on the differences, they would necessarily conceive Cook in re-
alistic terms—which also turn out to be terms like ours, “ordinary human
being,” “from Brittanee” (Great Britain), “chief” of the “ship,” and the like.
Supposing the Hawaiians must resolve empirical contradictions to their
traditions into universal objective perceptions, the theory thus presupposes
that the people cannot deal with these perturbations by means of their own
cultural resources. They revert to a kind of conceptual tabula rasa, on which
experience inscribes itself in an unmediated and objective way.

Thus does Obeyesekere discover ways to suppress Hawaiian culture, as
an alternative to acknowledging its historicity. And even as he censors the
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reflections of Hawaiians in such works as Mooolelo Hawaii, he claims to be
championing them against the Western academics:

One of the disconcerting features of the contemporary scholarship on
Cook, and this applies to Beaglehole's work, is the cavalier manner in
which bits and pieces from the missionary and Mooolelo Hawaii narra-
tives are taken to prove the hypothesis of the apotheosis. | think these
procedures are endemic to the scholarship pertaining to nonliterate
peoples who cannot strike back. (Ob. 154; emphasis added)

But of course, Obeyesekere's dismissal of indigenous testimonies in the
Mooolelo Hawaii by attributing them to the missionary editor Sheldon Dibble
is precisely a way of silencing Hawaiian people. For Obeyesekere, the fore-
going discussion of mutually corroborating parallels between the Cook rec-
ords and the Mooolelo would be a historiographic scandal. Because the book
was put together under missionary auspices, it can only be trusted to per-
petuate the Haole myth of Cook as a Hawaiian god. Had not Sheldon
Dibble “added some ideas of his own" to the stories collected by his Hawai-
ian students? The stories recorded by the ten Hawaiian students “from the
oldest and most knowing of chiefs and people” cannot be admitted in evi-
dence on the ad hominem ground that Dibble was responsible for their pre-
sentation. He must have invented the traditions about Cook and the Maka-
hiki—if some other missionary had not already gotten to the old people. In
Obeyesekere's view, then, the morality of using the Mooolelo as a historical
source is proportionate to the inequity that can be heaped on Dibble as a
missionary bigot. So he proceeds to heap it on, battering the book in the
borrowed darkness of Dibble's contemptible attitudes. These are the critical
methods about which he modestly adopts a scholier-than-thou attitude.

In evidence, Obeyesekere quotes the condemnation of the Mooolelo by
the respected student of Hawaiiana, John F. G. Stokes. He does not tell us
that Stokes's (1931) criticism did not extend to a denial of the notion, re-
peatedly expressed in the Mooolelo, that Cook was conceived to be a mani-
festation of the Makahiki god Lono. On the contrary, Stokes was convinced
that the priests sincerely believed this to be so, and that Cook was generally
so received.?* He took the occasion of criticizing Dibble’s Christian inter-

24. In a commentary on this issue written for another purpose, Stokes subscribed also to
the Mooolelo's version of the tabu-breakers: "The tabu was undoubtedly present on account of
the New Year services when Cook arrived. That Lono should break the tabu would have been a
matter for him to decide in the people’s mind [that is, according to the people’s opinion] if they
thought Cook was Lono” (quoted in Carruthers 1930:108).
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polations in the Mooolelo to denounce as well the colossal ignorance of
Cook's people for failing to recognize the divine esteem in which Hawaiians
held the British navigator:

Their ignorance of what was going on was colossal. None of them
even recognized the significance of the name Lono, applied to Cook.
To them it meant “chief” as shown in all the journals. Ledyard uses it
in his hypothetical system of rank, as the highest class. Even when
shown “Eatooa aronah” (namely, Akua Lono—The God Lono) they
translated it as “The chief of the gods!” (Stokes 1931:92-93)

Not to defend Dibble's character either: that is precisely not the histo-
riographic issue. Even if the report of Cook as Lono could be attributed to
Dibble-—despite that in arcane local details it obviously came from Hawai-
ians—all the strictures on his personal morality and religious interests would
have no necessary bearing on the validity of the assertion. It is an elemen-
tary rule of logical argument that the truth or falsity of an idea pertains to
its intellectual substance, not to the character or dispositions of its propo-
nent. Nor can one legitimately assume that an author who may be suspected
of lying on grounds of interest or ideology therefore is lying—not even a
Christian missionary. Furthermore, to throw out the report of Cook as a
manifestation of Lono on the a priori basis that this is a European myth—
which Obeyesekere does not only for Dibble but a whole set of nineteenth-
century sources that so quote Hawaiians, secular as well as missionary—is
simply to make a conclusion out of a premise. Having supposed that the
equation of Cook with Lono is a missionary falsehood, Obeyesekere feels
entitled to dismiss anything that Dibble might publish to this effect as false.
Still, the idleness of Obeyesekere's ad hominem and petitio principii argu-
ments about the Mooolelo Hawaii is less significant than the ethnographic
consequences. For, again, by swallowing up Hawaiian ideas in pretended
missionary prejudices, such arguments obliterate the cultural traces of
"people who cannot strike back.”

There can be little mistake about who is speaking in various passages of
the Mooolelo. It is no great task to prove that when the text reports that
before the Haole came the Hawaiians were led by Satan and living in sin, it
is not based on concepts of Polynesian origin. Yet something else is involved
when specific Makahiki forms such as Lonomakua and the tabu on the sea
during the procession of the god are described, or when Kalani'opu'u's
movements are recorded in terms of little-known local place names, and
these details then find complements in incidents of the Cook voyage as the
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British reported them. This is not Dibble's work. Indeed, from certain mis-
takes in Dibble's own history concerning the course of Cook’s vessels, Stokes
thought “Dibble had not read, or had ignored, the authorized accounts of
Cook’s voyages” (1931:77). We need not follow Obeyesekere, then, in sup-
posing the Hawaiian narratives of the Mooolelo are only the echoes of Rev-
erend Dibble's satanic voices.

But apart from the question of who is speaking here, there is another
historiographical issue posed by such quotative texts, which is the historical
value of what is said. The latter problem is again complex. A report may be
historically inaccurate, or not factually supportable, yet still structurally re-
velatory. By all available information, Captain Cook did not sleep with the
daughter of the Kaua'i ruling woman, as the Mooolelo alleges. But the tradi-
tion that he did—"then Kamakahelei gave her own daughter as companion
for Lono” (Kahananui 1984 : 168)—entails a conception of Cook that is con-
sistent with the visitation of the Makahiki god. This cultural dimension
would be missed by a strictly literalist relation to the texts.

End of parenthesis: return to the Resolution and Discovery making their
way around Hawai'i island.

The trade of these vessels with the islanders says a lot about the cere-
monial activities going on at the time. In particular, the varying patterns in
the supply of fish, pigs, and feast foods from the Hawaiian side indicate that
the Makahiki as classically described (by Malo ma) was under way. Precise
details of the trade also confirm the December concordance of the Hawaiian
and Western calendars.

Some fourteen or fifteen of Cook's people were making observations on
the traffic with Hawaiians from the time the ships reached Maui until they
anchored at Kealakekua. Certain of them—notably Bayly, Burney, Clerke,
Cook, Edgar, Ellis, King, Roberts, and Samwell—were often more than per-
functory, taking care to record the kinds of foods and goods brought off by
Hawaiians and some idea of the quantities.?® Taken together, they indicate
a remarkable pattern in the exchange of fish for British trade goods. Both
the on-off timing in the supply of fish and the species offered correspond to
canonical rules of the Makahiki.

Cook’s people got fish from the Hawaiians in late November and again

25. The major sources on trade during the circumnavigation of Hawaii are Bayly (MSa,
MSb); Burney (MSa, MSb, 1819); Clerke (Log); Cook (Log; also Cook and King 1784); Edgar
(Log, Journal), Ellis (1782); King (Log; also Cook and King 1784); Riou (Log); Roberts (Log);
Samwell (Beaglehole 1967:987—1300). See also Sahlins MS, on the daily activities of the
British.
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in early January, but evidently none in the time between. The combined
indication of the journals, without exception, is that Hawaiians offered no
fish whatever from November 26, 1778, when a variety of species including
squid were obtained at Maui, to January 4 and 5, 1779, when some fish,
probably albacore, were brought off the South Point of Hawai'i. This record
is consonant at once with the December Makahiki and with the tradition (as
recorded in the Mooolelo) that Cook’s circuit incorporated Lono's—for recall
that when the god is abroad putting out to sea (and a fortiori fishing) is tabu.
(The pattern of trade is incompatible with a November Makahiki, however,
insofar as the provision of fresh fish on 26 November would imply a viola-
tion of the Lono tabu, while the absence of like transactions during the next
six weeks could have no evident reason.) And then, the appearance of the
albacore at a certain date in the Cook annals is congruent with a specific
fishing ritual that takes place toward the end of the Lono tabu, according
to received accounts of the Makahiki, called “the fires of the Puea.” An affair
of the king and chiefs exclusively, this fishing rite runs from 28 Welehu to
11 Makali'i, in Malo's description, after which the sea is again tabu until the
end of the Lono circuit, 16 Makali'i (1951:149-50). From Kelou Kamakau
(1919-20:42) we learn that the fish concerned is the abi, the albacore
(Thynnus thynnus )—not to be confused with the aku, the bonito (or skipjack,
Katsuwonus pelamys). The king himself goes out to catch ahi on 3 Makali'i.
Now, according to the December Makahiki concordance, the relevant Gre-
gorian dates would be:

28 Welehu (beginning of albacore fishing) = 18 December 1778

3 Makali'i (king fishes for albacore) = 22 December 1778

11 Makali'i (end of ritual fishing) = 30 December 1778

12—16 Makali'i (sea is tabu) = 31 December 1778~4 January 1779

Just so, on January 5, 1779, while nearing South Point, Surgeon Ellis
and Midshipman Riou of the Discovery, for the first time in six weeks, report
that fish were obtained in trade—which they unequivocally identify as “al-
bacore” (Ellis 1782, 2: 80, 144; Riou Log, 6 Jan 1779). We need to be careful
about the identification because in late-eighteenth-century English texts
the yellow-finned albacore is not always distinguished from the generally
smaller bonito, which is the object of a different and later fishing ritual (see
Beaglehole 1969:336n.1). But Surgeon Ellis seems reliable on this score, as
he does consistently differentiate the two species—which makes it probable
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that Roberts, too, was speaking of albacore when he described the fish re-
ceived on the Resolution in the same general location on the afternoon of
4 January as “bonneatoes, & one of them the largest that most of our people
had ever seen” (Log, 5 Jan 1779). Moreover, Ellis noted that the albacore
was obtainable only at South Point or, as he described it, “only at a small
town, situated in a very barren spot, not far from the east point, nor was
there any salted fish offered to sale but at this place, at A'tou'wi [Kaua'i] and
O'neehoa [Ni'ihau]” (1782, 2: 144). Again this evokes the abi rituals, for the
southern coast was specially frequented for albacore fishing, while the set-
tlement at South Point was a seasonal fishing camp of the chiefs set on the
seaside edge of an old lava flow (Titcomb 1972:521). Ellis even obliges us
by recording that precisely seven albacore were brought that day to the ship;
whereas we know—from the analogous dpelu or mackerel rites (K. Kamakau
1919-20:32)—that seven is the number of fish ritually offered to the god
as the first catch of the season.

Malo writes that in the days before the appearance of the Makahiki god
(which in 1778 would be 14 December) the people are preparing feast
foods. The special foods include “preparations of coconut mixed with taro
or breadfruit, called kulolo, [and] sweet breadfruit pudding, called pepeiee”
(1951:143). Just so, Ellis again tells of receiving “puddings of mashed bread-
fruit” off Maui on the 30th of November, and puddings once more off Ha-
wai'i on the second of December (1782, 2:71, 74). Then there were the
small pigs, always small pigs: ceremonially correct perhaps as offering to
Lono but not so highly esteemed by the British, who wanted big hogs, and
took pains to make their more practical preferences known to the Hawaiians
(Cook and King 1784, 2:544). On December 14, the Resolution got 130 to
150 pigs (Trevenan Log, 14 Dec 1779); again, on December 24, 163 pigs
(Bayly MSb, 23 Dec). One of the most important of Lono’s myriad bodies
(kino), the pig was likewise one of the tributes offered to the Makahiki image
as it traveled through the districts (K. Kamakau 1919-20:42; Anonymous
of Kohala 1916—17:204; S. Kamakau 1964:21). Indeed, the rules about
eating pork during the Makahiki amounted to a culinary code of the season’s
cosmic relationships. The Lono priests and sometimes the people in general
indulged in it but, except for a few occasions, pork was proscribed for the
kings and ali’i. Insofar as Lono takes possession of the realm, this prohibition
on the king seems appropriate, just as his ceremonial resumption of pork-
eating at the end of the Makahiki would signify his incorporation of the
god. Ledyard is not the most reliable of the Cook chroniclers, but he does
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notice that in late January 1779, Kalani'opu'u refused to eat pork.?¢ Indeed,
if we suppose that the December Makahiki dates were in effect, many of the
king's doings during Cook's sojourn become intelligible.

We know that in late November 1778 Kalani'6pu'u broke off fighting in
Maui, which is consistent with the coming Lono tabu (of 14 December,
though it would not be correct in a November Makahiki). On the 30th of
November, he came aboard Cook’s ships. But there followed a pattern of
royal movements, or the lack thereof, that might seem curious given the
evident significance of Cook's advent—were it not that this was the season
of Lono's advent. Whereas Cook came to anchor on the 17th of January at
Kealakekua, Kalani'dpu'u did not arrive there until the 25th; nor had the
British any sight of him since they left Maui. But we know the rule on the
king’s travel during the Makahiki from Vancouver's experiences with Kame-
hameha in 1793 and 1794: the king cannot leave the place where he has
celebrated the Makahiki until he goes through certain ceremonies of purifi-
cation. Malo discusses these ceremonies. They take place on 26 and 27 Ma-
kali'i and involve the consecration of certain ritual structures by the king, “in
order to purify himself from the pleasures in which he had indulged before
he resumed his religious observances” (Malo 1951:152). The dates of 26—
27 Makali'i would correspond to January 14—15, 1779, or ten days before
the king shows up at Kealakekua. Now, on the strength of a note by Emer-
son and normal ceremonial practice, Valeri (1985:227) concludes that the
royal purification would last for a ten-day ritual period or anabulu—which
is to say, until precisely January 24 or 25, 1779. And here again the Cook
documents offer a curiously detailed confirmation. They report that the lo-
cal authorities at Kealakekua foretold exactly when the king would be com-
ing, and they turned out to be correct. This is the kind of precision one
might expect only from ritual prescriptions. Edgar, for example, had called
it exactly: on January 21 he was told the king would come four days hence
(Log, 22 Jan 1779 [P.M. = 21 Jan]; cf. Roberts Log, 20 Jan 1779). So he did.

But already at Kealakekua Cook had received, if not a royal welcome,
certainly something quite extraordinary. Probably it was the most generous
reception ever accorded a European “voyage of discovery” in the Pacific
Ocean (Brossard 1966:281). People on shore must have been following the
progress of the ships around the island, for there were at least ten thousand

26. Malo seems to make too broad a statement about the interdiction of fresh pork for the
ali'i (chiefs) during the Makahiki season, since no pigs could be consecrated in normal temple
sites (haipule). There are several pig sacrifices at the great temple during the Makahiki, at which
time the chiefs evidently could consume pork (Malo 1951:150; K. Kamakau 1919-20).
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on hand when they got to Kealakekua, several times the normal population.
Later, when Cook landed, he was announced as “Orono” (Lono) by four men
preceding him and bearing tabu ensigns. In this connection, Lieutenant
King observed that “Captain Cook generally went by [that] name amongst
the natives of Owhyhee” (Cook and King 1784, 3:5n). As “Owhyhee” spe-
cifically meant Hawai'i island to the British, King's comment is consistent
with the Haole and Hawaiian reports that Cook was already known as
“Lono” before he reached Kealakekua, indeed (as we know) from the mo-
ment he appeared at Maui.

Cook’s arrival had epiphanal dimensions. This helps account for the
tumultuous scene the British witnessed when they came into the Bay. “An-
chored in 17/ black sand,” went Midshipman Riou's log (17 Jan), “amidst an
Innumerable Number of Canoes, the people in which were singing & rejoic-
ing all the way."” It was pandemonium. Hundreds of canoes filled the waters
of the bay—500 was the lowest number noted by chroniclers who pur-
ported to count them-—as well as shoals of people swimming about and “all
the Shore of the Bay was covered with people” (Beaglehole 1967:491). Not
a weapon could be seen, Cook remarked. Rather the canoes were laden with
pigs, breadfruit, sweet potato, sugar cane—with all the productions of the
island. The women, said the surgeon William Ellis, “seemed remarkably
anxious to engage themselves to our people” (1782, 1:86). They were well
represented among the people who, in great numbers, clambered aboard
the ships. And on board as well as in the water, on the shore and in their
canoes, people were singing, dancing, shrieking, clapping and jumping up
and down. They were jubilant.?” :

What did it mean? Everything suggests it meant the welcoming of
Lono—which is the tradition of this day recounted by the nineteenth-
century historian, S. M. Kamakau:

when Captain Cook appeared they declared that his name must be
Lono, for Kealakekua was the home of that deity as a man, and it was
a belief of the ancients that he had gone to Kahiki and would return.
They were full of joy, all the more so that these were Lono's tabu days

27. The firsthand descriptions of the welcome at Kealakekua were summed up this way by
the naval historian, Richard Hough (1979:185): “But neither the thieving [which soon broke
out], nor the unprecedented numbers, accounted for the hysterical element which grew rather
than diminished as this day of noise and pandemonium wore on. It was rather as if the ships
had by chance arrived at some culmination in the lives of this community, a climax that would
affect their destiny. Polynesian excitement was one thing, and they were familiar with that. In
this bay the whole population gave the impression of being on the brink of mass madness.”
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[i.e., the Makahiki]. Their happiness knew no bounds; they leaped for
joy: “Now shall our bones live; now ‘aumakua [ancestor-spirit] has
come back. These are his tabu days and he has returned!” This was a
great mistake. He was a long-tailed god, a scorpion, a slayer of men.
What a pity! But they believed in him and shouted, "Lono is a god!
Lono is a god!" (Kamakau 1961:98—-99)28

Kealakekua: 17 January—14 February 1779

The Resolution and Discovery came to anchor between the two villages of the
Bay, Ka'awaloa on the northern headland and Kealakekua on the southern
side (fig. 1.2, map 1.3). Separated by a steep precipice that fell directly to
the shore, the two settlements, the one chiefly and the other priestly, were
differentiated, too, in political character. Kealakekua, literally “The Path of
the God," was the site of the great temple of Hikiau, from which the image
of Lono traditionally departed on its Makahiki circuit. The village was home
to a group of Lono priests who had the charge of Hikiau temple as well a
characteristic temple or House of Lono (Hale o Lono). Ka'awaloa, on the
other hand, was the village of the ruling chiefs of southwestern Hawaif,
the Kona district. Here resided the powerful Moana people, renowned as
the king's war leaders, led now by one Kekuhaupi'o. The owning chief of
Ka'awaloa, Keaweaheulu, would soon achieve fame as a henchman of the
conqueror, Kamehameha. When Kalani'épu'u, the king of Hawai'i, came
into the bay on the 25th of January, he took up residence with Keaweaheulu.
Indeed all of the warriors returning from Maui with the king, some 500 of
them, settled into Ka'awaloa. But the old priest, Ka'6's, who likewise arrived
with the king, was head of the Lono order—"the Bishop,” the British called
him—and he went to live with his fellow religious at Kealakekua. (Ka'6'd
governed the abupua‘a, or district, in which Kealakekua was situated, and
provided guides and a laissez-passer to British parties who made excursions
inland.) Of course, Ka'awaloa also had its temples and priests, but it was
dominated by ali‘i (chiefs) and took on the character of a military camp
during Cook’s visit; whereas Kealakekua was primarily a ceremonial center,
notably devoted to Lono and under the control of the “regular society” of

28. Obeyesekere discounts S. M. Kamakau's relations of Cook as Lono—though not those
writings of Kamakau congenial to his own thesis (see, e.g., Ob. 149)—on grounds of their
Christian inspiration: witness the Biblical allusion of "our bones shall live” in this passage, and
the criticism of Cook (supposedly borrowed from missionary attitudes). Kamakau was one of
the ten Lahainaluna students who compiled the Mooolelo Hawaii from the stories of the old folks.
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Lono priests (Cook and King 1784, 3:159). Moreover, the British would
soon discover that there were clearly “party matters subsisting between
the Laity and Clergy,” respectively domiciled at Ka'awaloa and Kealakekua
(Clerke in Beaglehole 1967:543).

The personage who came out to the Resolution the first day and took
Captain Cook ashore to Hikiau temple at Kealakekua was appropriately
enough from Ka'awaloa. “Koah," an old priest and once a distinguished war-
rior, was a king's man, not one of the Lono priests from Kealakekua. When
Kalani'6pu'u arrived some days later, Koah went off to attend him; and after
Cook’s death, the same Koah was a main negotiator with the British on be-
half of the king's party. In fact, the Lono priests distrusted and detested him
(Cook and King 1784, 3:69 and passim; Beaglehole 1967:543; Edgar Log,
16 Feb 1779; Law Log, 16 Feb 1779). But for all that it was appropriate that
Koah would put Cook through certain complex rites of welcome to Lono at
Hikiau temple on the first day. For according to the classic descriptions of
the Makahiki, upon the return of the god from his circuit the king enters the
temple (luakini) to welcome him with the offering of a pig (K. Kamakau
1919-20:44-45; Malo 1951:150).

It was, of course, thirteen days past the scheduled return of Lono.?® And
the king himself was absent. But Koah, from the time he came on board the
Resolution, began to construct Cook into the image of the Makahiki image.
First wrapping Cook in a red tapa cloth, Koah then stepped back and made
an offering to him of a small pig, accompanying the gesture with a long
recitation. The act, as Lieutenant King observed, was exactly analogous to
the way Hawaiians sacrificed to their “idols":

This ceremony was frequently repeated [for Cook] during our stay
at Owhyhee, and appeared to us, from many circumstances, to be a
sort of religious adoration. Their idols we found always arrayed with
red cloth, in the same manner as was done to Captain Cook; and a
small pig was their usual offering to the Eatooas [akua, ‘gods']. Their

29. According to Obeyesekere, “Sahlins says that every single event that occurred since
Cook'’s arrival in Hawai'i in January 1779 can find a parallel in the ritual actions of the Makahiki"
(Ob. 52; and again on 57). This statement is characteristically undocumented, for the reason
(also too characteristic) that it is untrue. It is an imputation of the kind that might be called
“hyper-ventriloquating,” which is putting words in another's mouth that make him sound like a
dummy. All the discrepancies, improvisations and the like mentioned in the present text have
already been discussed in previous published works, especially Sahlins 1981, 1985a, and 1989;
see also Sahlins MS for a day-by-day account of correspondences and differences between
Cook’s activities and Makahiki rites. Anyhow, as | recall, my thesis about Cook's death de-
pended on his transgressions of the calendrical and political stipulations of the Makahiki.
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speeches, or prayers, were uttered too with a readiness and volubility

that indicated them to be according to some formulary. (Cook and
King 1784, 3:5)

Lieutenant King's observations are paralleled in the reminiscences of old
Hawaiians from Ka'awaloa itself, as related to Rev. William Ellis in 1821:

As soon as Captain Cook arrived, it was supposed and reported that
the god Rono had returned; the priests clothed him with the sacred
cloth worn only by the god, conducted him to their temples, sacri-
ficed animals to propitiate his favour, and hence the people prostrated
themselves before him as he walked through the villages. (Ellis 1833,
4.104)%

30. Still another parallel appears in the Mooolelo Hawaii of 1838 “Because the people be-
lieved Lono [Cook] was a god they worshipped [ho'omana] and exalted him. They gave him
hogs and vegetables, clothing and all sorts of things in the same manner they gave to their
gods. The priests bowed low when they approached him, placed a [red tapa cloth] on his
shoulders, drew back a little, gave hogs and this and that thing, spoke slowly, spoke rapidly.
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The wrapping of Cook in tapa cloth was indeed a token of idolization,
as it entailed the consecration of persons and objects regarded as actualiza-
tions of the divine (Valeri 1985:300-302). Cook had already made the con-
nection between such wrapping of persons in tapa cloth and something re-
ligiously set apart during his earlier visit to Kaua'i, as a result of seeing
temple images, a temple tower—the anu'y, a means of communication with
the god—and his own person so adorned. Speaking of the tower in a main
temple at Waimea, Cook wrote:

Some part of it was, or had been covered with a very thin light grey
cloth, which seemed to be consecrated to Religious and ceremonious
purposes, as a good deal of it was about this Morai [ Tahitian, ‘temple’]
and | had some of it forced upon me on my first landing. (Beaglehole
1967:270; cf. 271)

Thus rendered invisible (or partly visible) and abstract, a man or an image
becomes a realization of the god's presence, even as the wrapping or bind-
ing signifies the human appropriation and domestication of divine powers.
On the first day at Kealakekua, Cook was not only twice enveloped in tapa
cloth, but incorporated in ceremonies at Hikiau temple that the British again
described as “adoration” and Hawaiians recollected as “worship.”*' As if he
were indeed to be transfigured, Cook’s journal ends as Koah escorts him to
these ceremonies: “In the after noon | went a shore to view the place, accom-
paned by Touahah [Koah, Ko'a'a], Parea, M King and others; as soon as we

That was prayer and worship” (Kahananui 1984:173; the English translation speaks of placing
a feather cape on Cook's shoulders, but the Hawaiian text [p. 18] explicitly says kapa ula'ula, a
‘red tapa cloth’). ,

Cook’s own journal, which ends on the 17th of January, likewise generalizes about these
prestations: "Among our numerous Visitors was a man named Tou-ab-ab, who we soon found
belonged to the Church, he intorduced himself with much ceremony, in the Course of which
he presented me a small pig, two Cocoanuts and a piece of red cloth which he wraped around
me: in this manner all or most of the chiefs or people of Note interduce them selves, but this
man went farther, he brought with him a large hog and a quant[itly of fruits and roots all of
which he included in the present” (Beaglehole 1967:491).

31. Obeyesekere is apparently careless in writing that Cook "was escorted to the temple,
‘worshipped and adored,’ according to Sahlins?®" (Ob. 53). The reference (20) is to Sahlins
1981:21, which reads: “Upon landing, Cook was immediately escorted to the great temple at
Hikiau, where he allowed himself to be led by priests through an elaborate set of rites, char-
acterized in both British and Hawaiian accounts as ‘adoration’ or ‘worship.”” On “adoration’ see
King (Cook'and King 1784, 3:5, 6; Beaglehole 1967:509); on the Hawaiian ho'omana, usually
translated as “worship,” see the Mooolelo (Kahananui 1984:19, 173). My intention in referring
these terms to the historic sources was to indicate that I did not invent them; whereas, attrib-
uting them to me pretends that I did.
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landed Touahah took me by the hand and conducted me to a large Morai
[Hikiau], the other gentlemen with Parea and four or five more of the Na-
tives followed" (Beaglehole 1967:491).

Cook fails to mention the four men bearing tabu ensigns who met them
on shore and preceded them to the temple. Mr. King noted that in the
phrase cried out by these escorts, the British could recognize the name “"O
Lono"—upon hearing which the Hawaiians on their course fled to nearby
houses or prostrated themselves on the ground (ibid., 504).

In the temple, Cook went through a complex series of rituals involving
four distinct episodes. Although it has been plausibly suggested that some
of this ceremony was improvised for the occasion, at least two episodes are
closely analogous to Makahiki rites, both concerned with the reception of
the Lono image. Indeed, the very first ceremonial moment looks like a repe-
tition of the sacrifice offered by the king upon the god's return from his
progress. Cook was taken to the offering stage in front of the principal im-
ages. On this stage a pig had been placed some time before and was now
rotting away. As it were, the remains were re-presented to Captain Cook.
Having placed Cook under the offering stage, Koah “took down the hog,
and held it toward him; and after having a second time addressed him in a
long speech, pronounced with much vehemence and rapidity, he let it fall
on the ground” (Cook and King 1784, 3:7). Note that in the rite of welcome
appropriate to this time, following the battle royal with the god (kali'i), the
king offers a single pig in sacrifice, praying to Lono in his encompassing
aspect, Lononuiakea: “This is for your tired feet from visiting our land, and
as you have returned watch over me and over our [ kaug, dual inclusive]land”
(K. Kamakau 1919-1920:44-45). Note too that Cook had just completed
a near-circuit of Hawai'i and was being offered a pig by a king’s man (Kala-
ni'dpu'u being absent). So, was this “stinking hog"” of 1779 the very one
prescribed in the canonical accounts? By the December Makahiki, a pig
would have been sacrificed to Lono on 16 Makali'i, or less than two weeks
before Koah offered the putrid beast to Captain Cook.

The next ritual episode took place at the anu'u tower, the rickety scaf-
folding at the rear of the temple platform by which communication is
effected with the god. Koah took Cook to the tower, which they both
climbed. As they were thus precariously perched aloft, a procession of ten
men led by the Lono priest Keli'ikea came in carrying a large piece of red
tapa cloth and a hog. The procession stopped and prostrated themselves.
Keli'ikea carried the tapa cloth to Koah, who swathed Cook round with it.
The Lono priest then handed the pig up to Koah, and with Cook still above
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“in this awkward situation,” the two priests “began their office, chanting
sometimes in concert, and sometimes alternately.” This lasted “a consider-
able time,” after which Koah let the pig fall and he and Cook descended
(Cook and King 1784, 3:7). King's personal journal adds that the priests
“many times appeard to be interrogating” (Beaglehole 1967 :505).

This episode, with Cook aloft in the temple tower, has proven wide
open to interpretation. The main issue is whether Cook was the sacrifier
(through the medium of Koah, as sacrificer) or the beneficiary (the god).
Although from the dialogue between the priests and their relative positions,
the latter seems most plausible, it should not be forgotten that Lono’s en-
trance into the temple at the end of his progress is also the end of his ritual
ascendancy. Or at least it is the beginning of the end. Having retaken the
sovereignty in the battle on the shore (kali'i), the king will thenceforth by
stages re-install the worship of K, with whom he is personally identified.
In the annual ceremonial cycle, morebver, this ascension of Kii is a condition
of the possibility of the restored worship of Lono (in agricultural and thera-
peutic rites). Hence the possibility of Valeri's alternative interpretation, to
the effect that Cook was here sacrifier to Kinuiakea (Ka in his encompass-
ing aspect), as preliminary to his own ritual recognition as Lonomakua.*

This sequence, from the acknowledgment of Ki to the consecration of
Lono, is certainly entailed in the final two episodes at Hikiau, although that
which concerns Ki has its own ambiguities. Having descended from the

32. Valeris interpretation of the Hikiau welcome of Cook is as follows:

Two things are clear. First, Cook was considered divine, just as a king was considered
divine: he was a human manifestation of the god; he was both king and god. Secondly,
Cook could not simply be Lono; he had to become Lono by first being connected with *
Kiinuidkea. Apparently, only his transformation could fully establish his identity as the
god of the Makahiki—that is, establish it in a ritually controlled way, not as an unme-
diated and uncontrolled fact, as was the case before Cook’s arrival at Kealakekua bay,
while he was still circling the island. (1991:134-35)

Valeri's interpretation is consistent with his general thesis on cyclic transformations be-
tween Kii and Lono. It is also partly dependent on the fact that both Cook and the Kii image
at Hikiau were swathed in red tapa cloth. But the red tapa was specific neither to this occasion
nor to this god. Cook was so wrapped in other contexts, before, after, and outside of Hikiau.
Also, if the following statement of Ellis's represents what he learned of anu'u rituals, it suggests
that Cook’s position in the tower was that of the god: “In the Sandwich Islands, the king,
personating the god, uttered the responses from his concealment in a frame of wicker-work”
(1833, 1:285). ,

Obeyesekere simply supposes that in the first two episodes at Hikiau, Cook—as a chief, a
status that for Obeyesekere is different from divinity—is being “introduced” to the Hawaiian
gods. His main argument is that this is “reasonably clear” (Ob. 84).
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tower, Koah led Captain Cook to the semicircle of images around the sac-
rificial platform. As Lieutenant King described the episode in his journal:

Koah led him [Cook] to different images, [and] said something to
each but in a very ludicrous & Slighting tone, except to the Center
image [of Kiinuiakea, encompassing form of Ka]; which was the only
one covered with Cloth [red cloth, in the official Voyage], & was only
three feet high, whilst the rest were Six; to this he prostrated himself,
& afterwards kiss'd, & desird the Capt” to do the same, who was quite
passive, & sufferd Koah to do with him as he chose. (Beaglehole 1967 :
505-6)

Although there can be no doubt of the homage to K, the description
of what it consisted in is a perfect amphiboly. The commas in King's text
make it uncertain whether Cook merely “kiss'd” the image or also prostrated
before it as Koah had. The only other extant description, contributed by
King to the official account, has the same problem: “Before this figure he
[Koah] prostrated himself, and kissed it, desiring Captain Cook to do the
same; who suffered himself to be directed by Koah throughout the whole of
this ceremony” (Cook and King 1784, 3:8). So, unless some new text is
discovered, we will never know what actually happened. Scholars have read
King's passage both ways. Valeri and Conner and Miller, for instance, speak
only of Cook’s kissing the image (Valeri 1991 :134; Conner and Miller 1978
129). Others, including myself, have read it that Cook prostrated as well
(Sahlins 1985a:121; Besant 1890: 149—50; Brossard 1966:297). The matter
is perhaps of no great significance, except that Obeyesekere has made a
great deal of the supposition that Cook humiliated himself by prostrating
before a Hawaiian god-image, and this played an important role in the
irrational behavior that led to his death (see below, appendix 14). But this is
permanently questionable. Besides, “kissing” in the Hawaiian manner means
pressing one’s nose to another’s nose or cheek while inhaling. For all we
know, then, Cook just sniffed at it. ‘

There can be little uncertainty, however, about the final and most pro-
tracted ritual that day at Hikiau. It was an unmistakable performance of the
hanaipi, the ceremonial ‘feeding’ or reception of Lono by the principal men
on the course of the god's progress. Cook indeed became an idolized man.
Lieutenant King and Koah held his arms outstretched, so that he appeared
as a living form of the cross-piece Makahiki image of Lonomakua. In this
posture, Cook was put through a series of formalities that corresponded in
precise details to the hanaipi rite described in Hawaiian accounts of the
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Makahiki (Kelou Kamakau 1919-20:40—43; John Papa li 1959:73-75;
Malo 1951:147-48). Aside from the imitation of the Makahiki icon, the
agreements include certain choral dialogues, the specific foods offered, the
prestation of kava, anointing Lono with masticated coconut and feeding the
image (that is, the bearer or, in 1779, the English bearers). | juxtapose Lieu-
tenant King's account of the episode at Hikiau and the well-known received

texts on the hanaipi:

We now were led near the Center of the

Area, where was a space of 10 or 12 feet
square, dug lower by 3 feet than the
level of the Area[.] On one side were
two wooden Images; between these the
Captain was seated; Koah support'd one
of his Arms, while | was made to do the
same to the other. At this time a second
procession of Indians carrying a baked
hog, Breadfruit, sweet Potatoes, plan-
tains, a Pudding & Coco Nuts with Kiri-
keeah at their head approachd towards
us, he having the pig in his hand, &
with his face towards the Capt” he kept
repeating in a very quick tone some
speeches or prayers, to which the rest
responded, his part became shorter &
shorter, till at last he repeat'd only two
or three words at a time & was answerd
by the Croud repeating the Word
Erono. When this Offering was con-
cluded, which | suppose lastd near a
Quarter of an hour, the Indians sat
down fronting us, & began to cut up the
hog, to peal the Vegetables, & break the
Coco nuts; whilst others were busy in
brewing the Yava by chew[ing] it in the
same manner they do at the other Is-
lands. The Kernel of the Coco nut was

chewd by Kaireekeea & wrapped in a

And when the long god arrived at the
king's place, the king prepared a meal
for the said god. The attendants were
then under restriction for a short time.
As the god was brought out of the
king's house and the eyes of the king
beheld the image, they were filled with
tears, and he cried for his love of the
deity. And the king and all the people
who were in house, cried out, “Be thou
feared, O Lono"; and the attendant
people answered for the deity's greet-
ing, saying: “Is it mine?” and they an-
swered, “Here is the king's greeting
[aloha] unto you, O Lono.” The people.
outside replied, “Here is Lono's greeting
[aloha] unto your majesty.” After these
things the deity with his attendants en-
tered the king's house while certain
priests who came with him offered
prayers which were followed by the
king's priest. Then the king offered the
deity an ivory necklace, placing it
around the god's neck. The king then
fed the man who carried the idol, he
was the image's mouth, and ate the
pork, the uhau, taro and coconut pud-
ding and awa. This service was called
banaipu.

After this the deity went outside



piece of cloth with which he rubbd the
Capt™ face, head, hands, Arms, &
Shoulders, & did the same to M" Bailey
& myself, Pareea also was just touchd &
Koah. These two now insist'd upon
Cramming us with hog, but not till after
[tasting] the Kava; | had no objection
to have the hog handled by Pareea, but
the Capt” recollecting what offices
Koah had officiated when he handled
the Putrid hog could not get a Morsel
down, not even when the old fellow
very Politely chew'd it for him. (Beagle-
hole 1967:506)

Captain Cook at Hawaii

[to] the hanaipu of all the chiefs who
worshipped the deity. The deity did not
eat their pork, but the man who carried
it; he was its mouth who ate its food.
(K. Kamakau 1919-20:40-43)

While the games were going on, the
akua loa (long god) was brought to the
gate of the enclosure surrounding the
house of a chief of ni‘aupi'o rank. . . .
The person bearing the image said,
“Greetings.” Those from within the en-
closure replied, "Greetings, greetings to
you, O Lono.” Then the bearer of the
image came in and stood by the door-
way of the house, where he was handed
an ointment made of masticated coco-
nut wrapped in a bundle for the an-
nointing of the stick, accompanied by
the words, "here is your annointing, O
Lono”; but the actual annointing was
done by someone from within the
house.

In the meantime, foods were pre-
pared for the wooden god, to be eaten
by the man who carried it. They con-
sisted of a cup of ‘awa [kava] and ba-
nana or sugar cane to remove its bitter-
ness, and some ‘a'abo, a pudding made
of coconut and pia [arrowroot] starch
thickened by heating with hot stones.
This food was laid on ti leaves to be
eaten after the other foods. Then a side
of well-cooked pork was given him with
some poi. The chief fed the carrier of
the god with his own hands, so that the
hands of the carrier did not touch any
of it. After this feeding of the god, the

bearer was ready to depart and said,
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“Farewell, O friends.” Those of the

household answered, "Farewell, O
Lono.” Then the whole cémpany left.
the hale mua and went to the field to
wait for the chiefess of ni‘aupi'o rank to
present her gift to the god. (li 1959:
73=75)%

The banaipia ceremony was repeated more than once in the following
days, beginning with a performance on January 19 at the Lono temple of
Kealakekua—which Cook again suffered with outstretched arms (Burney
MSb, 18-19 Jan 1779; Cook and King 1784, 3:15). In Samwell’s under-
standing, Cook was thus “invested by them [the Lono priests], with the Title
and Dignity of Orono [Lono], which is the highest Rank among these In-
dians and is a Character that is looked upon by them as partaking something
of divinity” (Beaglehole 1967:1161-62). According to Samwell, after the
ceremony of 19 January at Kealakekua, two priests conducted this Lono to
a place five miles distant, where he again went through the same honors. We
are probably justified in supposing this was the Hale o Keawe, the temple of
royal ancestral remains at Honaunau. Here is Samwell's description of the
rituals of 19 January:

These People pay the greatest attention to Capt” Cook, having a very
high opinion of his Station & Quality, which he every where main-
tains by his happy method of managing Indians which never fails of
obtaining their Friendship and Esteem. To day a Ceremony was per-
formed by the Priests in which he was invested by them with the Title
and Dignity of Orono, which is the highest Rank among these Indians
and is a Character that is looked upon by them as partaking something
of divinity; The Scene was among some cocoa nut Trees close by

33. These parallel columns are reproduced as published in Sahlins 1989, pages 401—2. The
citation from ‘I'i left out the final part of the rite, concerning the gifts of a chiefly woman
to Lono made subsequently and outside the chiefs shrine (bale mua). Malo's description of
the banaipa might also be noted here for corroborating parallels to the rites accorded Cook.
Malo (1951:147-48) records that when the bearer of the god entered the house of a chief,
after a prayer by a priest, the chief “fed the carrier of the image with his own hands, putting
the food into the man's mouth,” after which the image was taken outside to be girded in a loin
cloth by a woman chief. We also have an actual notice from 1788 of the bearer of the image of
‘Great Lono’ (Lono Nui) at O'ahu being given kava in the manner described by John Papa Ti
(below, 90).
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Ohekeeaw [Hikiau temple], before a sacred building which they call
‘Ehare no Orono' [Hale o Lono] or the Temple of Orono. Capt” Cook
attended by three other Gentlemen was seated on a little pile of
Stones at the foot of an ill formed Idol stuck round with rags and
decayed Fruit, the other Gentlemen sat on one side of him and before
him sat several Priests and behind them a number of Servants with a
barbequed Hog. As an introduction he who appeared to be the Chief
Priest took a small Pig by the hinder Legs and struck it's head against
the Ground, after which he held it over a blaze without the Circle till
it expired. He then laid it at Capt" Cook’s feet and put his own foot
upon it, singing a Song in which he was accompanyed by all except
the Servants who were carving the barbequed Hog. The Officiator
had wrapt up some cocoa nut meat chewed in a clean Rag which he
applyed to Capt” Cook’s Head, Hands & feet, & wou'd have anointed
his Cloaths with it but that he begged to be excused, he likewise ap-
plyed it to the Heads of the other Gentlemen. The Song was all this
while kept up, interrupted now and then by short Speeches made by
the Priest, which were sometimes repeated after him, at other times
assented to by short responses from the Under Priests and Servants.
One of the Priests rose & made an Harangue while the Chief Priest
held Capt* Cook by the Finger. After this the Priests dined on the
barbequed Hog; when they had done the Company dispersed except
two of the Priests that took Captain Cook to another part of the Island
about 5 Miles off, where much such another Ceremony was gone
through. In their Way thither a Herald went before them singing, and
thousands of people prostrated themselves as they passed along and
put their Hands before their Faces as if it was deem'd Vilation or Sac-
rilege to look at them. (Beaglehole 1967:1161-62)

One only need add some details of this performance mentioned in other
accounts, again consistent with the classic banaipii rite. In the first part of the
ceremonies at the House of Lono, Lieutenant King once more supported
Cook’s arms (Beaglehole 1967:510)—just as in the latter part, by Samwell's
testimony, the “"Chief Priest” (probably Keliikea) held Cook “by the finger."
Burney notes the actual feeding of Cook with pork: “The first mouthful was
chewed by the Priest and put into Capt” Cooks Mouth” (Burney MSb,
19 Jan 1779). God is in such details—more specifically, Lonomakua is.

[ digress once more from the narrative to reflect on Obeyesekere's treat-
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ment of the hanaipi or ritual 'feeding’ of Captain Cook. It is an example of
how one makes a pidgin anthropology—whichis at the same time a pseudo-
history—Dby substituting a folkloric sense of “native” beliefs for the relevant
Hawaiian ethnography. As a preliminary move, the project entails depre-
ciating the ethnography one way or another. In Obeyesekere’s case, he
simply ignores the published observations, including the parallel-column
arrangements of British and Hawaiian texts reproduced above, that indicate
Cook was put through the customary reception of the Makahiki image (Sah-
lins 1989:400-403, 1981:21). One might think this argument substantial
enough to require some refutation, or at least explicit recognition. But Obe-
yesekere does not discuss the hanaipii as such or its specific parallels to the
rituals of January 17 and 19, let alone refer his readers to the pertinent
sources. Rather, he raises the issue in the following manner and without
annotation: “Sahlins, it should be noted, has an elaborate point-by-point
description of the concordance between this ritual and the predications
of the Makahiki calendar [sic]" (Ob. 82; no reference cited).**

The way cleared of Hawaiian custom, Obeyesekere finds himself at lib-
erty to interpret the historical events by notions concocted out of common-
sense realism and a kind of pop nativism. We are offered a certain Western
version of how the “natives” really think—a main condition (and virtue) of
which being that they should not think of Cook as a manifestation of Lono.
Instead of the hanaipi of Lonomakua, Cook was the subject of an “installa-
tion ritual” that made him a tabu high chief by the name of Lono—not the
god Lono, who rather thus became Cook’s “guardian deity” (Ob. 82-87).
Yet Obeyesekere rightly doubts that Hawaiians had any such installation
ritual; so he suggests they invented one for the occasion (Ob. 217n.61).%
The occasion evidently was Obeyesekere's defense of the objectivity of Ha-
waiian thought against the imperialist myth that they venerated White men.
Accordingly, they endowed Cook with a status that had “divine qualities”
(Ob. 86). This “plausible alternative” to Cook’s divinity to one side, the
translation of the hanaipii into folkloric anthropology proceeds by way of
another oblique (and undocumented) allusion:

34. Or, more vaguely, referring to the whole set of Hikiau performances, in a statement
that is again misleading as well as unannotated: “These rituals [according to Sahlms] exactly
paralleled the Makahiki rites for Lono” (Ob. 53).

35. Obeyesekere's translation of the hanaipii into an “installation ritual” is part of a larger
alternative theory, which is considered here in due course (pp. 123-38). The only thing re-
motely like the kind of installation ritual Obeyesekere has in mind would be the legitimation
of a usurping chief in a name chant. Even so, a usurper would not acquire the tabus of divine
descent such as the kapu moe, or prostration privilege (cf. Kamakau 1961:429-30).
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Sahlins says that the ritual action where Cook’s arms are supported by
Koah and King is an attempt to imitate the crossbar by which Lono is
represented. This is quite implausible: If Cook was the god Lono him-
self, it is strange that he should be asked to imitate his own form as
the god of sports. The raising of arms is a standard attitude of praying
in Hawai'i. Cook naturally was ignorant of this and he is therefore
made to pray to the Hawaiian gods, the priests uttering “speeches or
prayers” on his behalf. Cook is given the name Lono after the god
Lono who is, to borrow a term not strictly applicable to Hawai'i, a
kind of “guardian deity” to him. (Ob. 85)

Note the "it is strange” invocation of the common wisdom. Of course it
is strange that Cook should be made to imitate the Makahiki image of
Lono—in the capacity of Lonomakua (‘Father Lono'), not as the gods of
play (akua pa'ani) who also appear in separate images—only on the naive
notion, equally insensitive to Hawaiian ideas, that “Cook was the god Lono
himself.” Cook was a living manifestation of the god: not your customary
Makahiki image—and no less himself for it. It is thus testimony to Hawaiian
empirical reason, as well as the flexibility of this indigenous rationality, that
they remade Cook into the perceptual form of their own concept. This was
with arms horizontally outstretched. The pretense that Cook was in the
“standard attitude of praying,” from which Obeyesekere imagines him pray-
ing to Hawaiian gods, is false. The “standard attitude” of praying is with
arms raised vertically overhead "to the place of the god in the heavens”
(S. Kamakau 1976:142; Valeri 1985:321). Aside from the improbable
gymnastics—in the Hale o Lono version, at least, we know that Cook's
arm-bearers were also sitting; or the evident implications of the descrip-
- tion—"Koah support'd one of his arms, while | was made to do the same to
the other”; we have Samwell's testimony at the hanaipit of 19 January that
during the choral dialogue the head priest held Cook by the finger. Cook
was not praying with upraised arms. Again, the supposition that a high chief
named after a god acquires the latter as a "guardian deity” (as opposed to a
substantial affinity) is what I mean by pop nativism. A lot more conjecture
of Hawaiian culture then follows, when Obeyesekere speaks of the applica-
tion of coconut oil to Messrs. Bayly and King:

If this ceremony repeats the anointing of the Lono image with coco-
nut oil as in Makahiki (as Sahlins thinks), it is strange that King and
Bayly were also thought of as incarnations of Lono! The ritual just
described uses the pre-masticated kernel of the coconut—the milky
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sap of fertility, | would guess. Sahlins's view that Cook was anointed
with oil is of course a continuation of the Western canonization of the
great explorer. The culmination of the ceremony, where the priest
Koah feeds the three Englishmen with food and kava blessed by Lono,
indicates that the English are in a sense reborn as the children of the
Hawaiian gods. It is likely that the installation ceremony had the ef-
fect of imbuing Cook with the mana of the war god Ka himself. Be-
cause Hawaiian chiefs do possess such “divine qualities,” it seems natu-
ral for them to impart these to the English chief, particularly in the
context of the political motivations sketched earlier. James King, in
his official journal,recﬁollected people telling him that the little image
at Hikiau was that of K@, and “it was Terreoboo's [Kalani‘opu'u's] God;
and that he [Ka] also resided in us.” It is therefore entirely possible
that the installation rituals helped effect this “residence,” both in Cook
and in the other gentlemen present, thereby converting them into Ha-
waiian chiefs, though of varying degrees of ritual status and mana.

(Ob. 86)

One gets a sense from this passage of how deeply quixotic is Obeyese-
kere's denial of the calumny that Hawaiians welcomed the Haole captain as
an actualization of an Hawaiian god. It was not that at all. He was simply
accorded the Hawaiian persona (Lono) of a chief with the prostration tabu,
the privilege of those of “godly blood” (Ob. 191). And not only had Cook
"divine qualities” in Hawaiian eyes, but the god “resided in him," a residence
that these "“installation rituals” helped to effect. However, it was the god Ki
who thus resided in Captain Cook, not Lono, as an arrogant anthropology
has presumed. This also helps explain why a month later, after his death, the
Hawaiians could worship the Englishman as a “real god" (Ob. 91). Again,
the passage shows the ethnographic contortions and distortions necessary
to achieve this saving interpretation of Obeyesekere's thesis that Hawaiians
were too practical and empirical to take Captain Cook for one of their own
deities. When | say the distortions amount to a “pidgin anthropology,” |
mean that they have the quality of ad hoc fabrications based on a sort of
generic primitivism, like Fenimore Cooper Indians. They appeal to a popu-
lar sense of common average “native” thought. But the crooked tree in the
tall pine forest has spoken with a forked tongue.

“Strange” should be the beginning of anthropological wisdom rather
than a way of putting an end to it. Regarding the anointing of Lieutenant
King and William Bayly, and also the touching (symbolic anointing?) of
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Koah and Palea, which Obeyesekere in the above passage finds “strange,”
these people were in Cook’s ritual party, just as there were other notables
(including gods of play) in Lono’s train. It is thus relevant that Cook was so
honored first. Moreover, in the case of the wooden image at hanaipa rites,
the "attendant people” act for the god, and the bearer in particular eats for
him. The honors done to James King and the astronomer Bayly might have
seemed less strange if King's preamble to the fragment about Ka living “in
us” had also been quoted by Obeyesekere: |

It has been mentioned, that the title of Orono [Lono], with all its
honours, was given to Captain Cook; and it is also certain, that they
regarded us, generally, as a race of people superior to themselves; and
used often to say, that great Eatooa [akua, ‘god’ or ‘gods'] dwelled in
our country. (Cook and King 1784, 3:159)

By Hawaiian concepts, it would certainly be less strange that Cook’s follow-
ers should be included in his being than that, by this ritual, the English were
“in a sense reborn as the children of the Hawaiian gods.” This sheer inven-
tion of ethnography is only balanced by the irony that if the English were
made children of Hawaiian gods, they were indeed being deified. In turn,
the irony is only surpassed by Obeyesekere's attempt to extract himself from
the apparently compromising notion that the Hawaiian god was said to re-
side “in" Captain Cook & Co. It is surpassed because Hawaiians to whom
Lieutenant King referred did not say the royal god “resided in us.” This is
a misquotation. The official journal says that the king's god “also resided
amongst us” (Cook and King 1784, 3: 160; emphasis added) and the counter-
part passage in Lieutenant King's personal journal reads, the god “also liv'd
with us” (Beaglehole 1967:621; emphasis added). Undaunted, however, by
the possibility that Hawaiians could believe their god lived in the persons
of Haole, Obeyesekere proceeds to offer an ethnographic justification of his
mistake. A phony Hawaiian culture comes to the rescue of a historiographic
lapse: it is “entirely possible” that the so-called installation ritual—that is,
the hanaipii of Lono—"helped effect this ‘residence’ [of the king's god], both
in Cook and the other gentlemen present, thereby converting them into
Hawaiian chiefs, though of varying degrees of ritual status and mana”
(Ob. 86). To summarize: as against the Western "myth” that Cook was re-
ceived as a manifestation of an indigenous god, and in support of Hawaiian
empirical realism, Obeyesekere is prepared to defend the mistaken notion
that the god Kii lived in the Englishman’s body. '

Or, as an alternative to this pidgin anthropology, Obeyesekere con-
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trives Hawaiian practices out of a sort of self-evident common sense, if again
at the expense of the documentary descriptions. This is the case of the her-
ald whom the British called “the tabu man.” He was one of the priests of
Lono—or a man of the officiating Lono priest, Keli'ikea—assigned to ac-
company Cook. Preceding the captain and at least sometimes waving a tabu
ensign, he cried out “Lono” to warn of Cook’s coming, at which people im-
mediately fell to the ground. Lieutenant King, concluding his description of
the events of 17 January at Hikiau, provided a general account of the tabu
man:

During the rest of the time we remained in the bay, whenever Captain
Cook came on shore, he was attended by one of these priests, who
went before him, giving notice that the Orono had landed, and order-
ing people to prostrate themselves. The same person also constantly
accompanied him on the water, standing in the bow of the boat, with
a wand in his hand, and giving notice of his approach to the natives,
who were in canoes, on which they immediately left off paddling, and
lay down on their faces till he had passed. Whenever he stopped at
the observatory [at Hikiau, tabu to the populace], Kaireekeea [Keli'-
ikea] and his brethren immediately made their appearance with hogs,
cocoa-nuts, bread-fruit, &c. and presented them with the usual solem-
nities. It was on these occasions that some of the inferior chiefs fre-
quently requested to be permitted to make an offering to the Orono.
When this was granted, they presented the hog themselves, generally
with evident marks of fear on their countenances; whilst Kaireekeea
and the priests chanted their accustomed hymns. (Cook and King
1784, 3:14)

Samwell and Ledyard spoke of the tabu man’s functions in the same
terms.** Obeyesekere, however, obfuscates these respects accorded to “Lono”
by making out that the herald was actually Cook’s protocol guide, some kind
of handler. By his telling, instead of announcing the advent of Cook in pub-
lic places so that proper deference would be paid, the tabu man was detailed
to the foreigner in order to ensure that he conformed to Hawaiian customs:

36. Ledyard, who can be fairly characterized as one of Obeyesekere's privileged journal-
ists, has a long and comical description of the landing of Cook at Kealakekua, through a throng
of canoes, on 17 January. The tabu man (whom Ledyard calls “a chief”) “cried out in their
language that the great Orono was coming,” at which the people in the canoes inclined and
covered their faces with their hands; when Cook got ashore the multitude prostrated as he
passed, then jumped up to follow him, only to fall again when he looked around (Ledyard
1963.104-5).
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Here, as in Tonga, the tabu man or herald accompanied Cook every-
where, for the same reason: Hawaiians knew that Cook was unaware
of their customs, and the tabu man had to ensure that Cook con-
formed to them, especially in sacred spaces. (Ob. 83; see also 88)

It perhaps needs to be said that a herald would be unnecessary in “sacred
spaces"—that is, the major temples (luakini)—since the populace is not ad-
mitted to them.

‘Why, then, this stonewalling in the face of the textual evidence? Prob-
ably because Obeyesekere’s main debating game is a negative one, as we
shall see over and again, the object being to cast doubt. Or, perhaps more
fully, it is to cast doubts down on “outsider” scholars from the moral high-
lands of anti-imperialism. In the event, Obeyesekere repeatedly confuses the option of
sugdesting a “plausible alternative” with defiance of the documentary record. The alter-
native is either some commonsense realism or a universal nativism. But as
the “plausible alternative” thus appeals to homemade reasons, while the de-
fiance conceals indigenous customs, the historiographic problems are com-
pounded by the moral contradictions of such politics of interpretation.

Meanwhile, back at Kealakekua, there was another politics of interpre-
tation in play, with its own contradictions, notably between the Hawaiian
chiefs and the priests, and possibly also between these ruling groups and the
" common people.?” For it need not be supposed that all Hawaiians were
equally convinced that Cook was Lono, or, more precisely, that his being
“Lono” meant the same thing to everyone. Concerning the women of the
people cohabiting with the sailors on board the British ships, Antigonus's
famous remark on his own deification may have been more appropriate:
“that's not my valet's opinion of me." Lieutenant King speaks of the special
enthusiasm of the old folks at seeing the British (Cook and King 1784, 3:
130), a delight that may not have been shared by the entire population,
especially the people working priestly estates on the rich agricultural zones
upland of Kealakekua. The priestly herald preceding Cook and making ev-
eryone prostrate at the cry of "Lono” was not the only indication that the
Hawaiian powers-that-be had unique possibilities of objectifying their own
interpretations. They could bring a whole set of structures to bear in support
of their cosmological opinions, including the controls on land and people
that eventuated in a great flow of offerings—presented always in the appro-
priate ritual form—to Cook, as well as provisions to his company. Whatever

37. The discussion of different Hawaiian interpretations of Cook closely follows that in
the Frazer lecture (Sahlins 1985a:121-25).
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the people in general were thinking, they were thus made practically and
materially tributary to the religion of Lono of which the priests of Keala-
kekua were the legitimate prophets.

This normalization of interpretations by the Hawaiian authorities de-
serves some emphasis. For, the social differences of opinion which are ap-
parent in the historical documents can hardly exhaust the indeterminacies
and perplexities, let alone the disagreements, that in all likelihood marked
the initial Hawaiian understandings of Cook. The British journals record the
“surprise and astonishment” of Kaua'i people during the first days of contact
in January 1778 (e.g., Beaglehole 1967:265). The Mooolelo expresses the
counterpart in the people’s wonderings at the nature of “the remarkable
thing standing off-shore,” which someone said was “a forest that has moved
into the ocean”’ (Kahananui 1984:167). But the same text also demonstrates
the hierarchical organization of interpretation that soon sets in, as the Kaua'i
chiefly woman declares of Cook that this is “our god,” and that Lonomakua
should be placated rather than fought as some wished to do (ibid., 168). So
the news of “Lono"” traveled to the royal Hawai'i island party at Maui—
a view that echoes in Edgar's notice of the chief who came out and asked
for “our Arrona"—and by the time Cook came off Hawai'i his ship was a
floating temple (ibid., 171). Finally, at Kealakekua, the priests and king are
ceremoniously “worshipping” this Lono (ibid., 173). So again, even apart
from the a priori authority of their opinions, the ruling powers pragmati-
cally engage the people in the service of this interpretation. “Equality
in condition,” observed Mr. King, “was not the happiness of this island”
(Beaglehole 1967:605). ‘

Neither was equality in condition the theory or practice of Hawaiian
history. Not all the disagreements were historically significant. The differ-
ences of opinion upon which the events of Cook's stay would pivot appeared
in the ruling class. They distinguished the Lono priests living near Hikiau
temple at Kealakekua, in close contact especially with the British who estab-
lished an observatory and hospital in the precincts of the temple, and the
warrior chiefs of Ka'awaloa. These “party matters subsisting between the
Laity and the Clergy” became increasingly evident from the time of King
Kalani'apu'u's arrival with a large fleet of warriors on the 25th of January.
Yet, even before this, the British on shore at Hikiau temple had experienced
the opposition—and were themselves aggravating it:

We on shore soon found that there was a great difference between
these Priests [of Lono at Kealakekua] & Koah & Koho the Chief of this
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district, which is call'd Akona [Kona]; Kireekeea [Keli'ikea, the Lono

priest] telling us, that it was not to these [Ka'awaloa people] but to a
Chief named Kao [Ka'0's, the head Lono priest] who would come
with Terreeoboo [Kalani'dpu'u] to whom we were oblig'd for all pro-
visions, that we in the tents received; Kireekeea was however con-
scious of his inferiority, by not testifying his dislike, & which was the
reason that one of these two [Koah or Koho], or Pareea [Palea, also a-
king's man, aikane] who generally being by when the Capt” came on
shore, got all the presents that certainly ought to have been given to
Kireekeea, who doubtless was the Giver of all the hogs & Vege-
tables. . . . We began to attach ourselves the more strongly to the
Priests, whose behaviour was remarkably obliging & modest; without
however giveing any offence to the other Chiefs, who were very use-
full on board the Ships by Keeping the Natives in order. (King, in
Beaglehole 1967:510-11)

Note the multiple contrasts between the chiefs maintaining order,
mostly aboard the ships, and the priests liberally providing provisions, es-
pecially to the British on land.?® Along with these generous provisions, the
priests also gave the shore party under Lieutenant King an uninhibited view
of their dislike of Kalani'6pu'u and his chiefs:

It has been often mentiond the very extraordinary marks of attention
& disinterest'd proofs that the fraternity of Priesthood had paid the
Captain, & we who liv'd on the shore, there always appeard in their
conduct however some dislike to Terreeoboo, although very careful
in treating him with Respect; but to many of the Chiefs about Ter-

38. The everyday provisioning of the British at Hikiau was accompanied by a sacrificially
offered pig:

It is customary with the 27 Priest of this place, whose name is Kaireekea [Keli'ikea] &
whom we call the Curate, to bring every day a barbequed Hog to the Tents in proces-
sion with a number of Priests singing in concert with him. The Ceremony lasts above
half an hour, they sing sometimes all together, at other times in responses till near the
Conclusion, which is wound up entirely by Kaireekea; his song lasts about 10 minutes,
after which they fall to & eat the Hog, as we have so many that we do not stand in need
of it. (Samwell, in Beaglehole 1967:1169)

Keli'ikea would be acting on the part of Ka'9'6: “This very benevolent old man sent us
regularly in the morning more than sufficient to keep our parties & whenever the Capt” visited
us, he as regularly headed his brethern, presented him baked hogs, breadfruit, Sweet potatoes
&C &c. & after the Ceremony of giveing them was ended, went back to his Calm retreat” (King
in Beaglehole 1967:515). Ka'6's also daily sent Cook “vast daily supplies of Vegetables and
barbecued hogs" and supplied excursion parties inland as well (ibid., p. 564).
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reeoboo they openly declard to us their hatred but they were afraid to
do it publickly before them. (Ibid., 560)

The most dramatic proofs of this disaffection, and the priests’ corollary
attachment to the British, would come after Cook fell at Ka'awaloa at the
chiefs' hands. In the ensuing hostilities the Kealakekua priests remained
loyal to Lono's people. Daily they sent supplies of food to the ships, while
warning the British more than once against the duplicity of Koah and
his fellows of Ka'awaloa. Midshipman Roberts’ reflections on the division
among the Hawaiians are typical of many British journalists:

.. . from the beginning of this fury with these people we have found
two separate divisions among them. Those in our favour where [sic]
the priest who performed the great ceremony to Capt. Cook at the
first arrival of Keree-Oboo, whose name was Ka-oa [Ka'6'6], and his
party, who has every [sic] been steadfast and faithful. . . . Two of them
this night, at the risk of their lives, came on board the Ship and
brought us a part of the sad remains of our unfortunate Captain. . . .
They informed us of the ill designs of their countrymen [the
Ka'awaloa people] against us, strictly cautioning us against placing in
them any confidence or trust. (Roberts Log, 16 Feb 1779)

Other accounts specify that the two Lono priests were careful to advise the
Haole “to be on guard gainst Brittanee [Koah] who they said was implacable
and would take all opportunity to destroy us" (Anonymous of Mitchell
1781); or more generally, they “cautioned us against the treachery of the
People of the north Town" (Watts Proceedings, 16 Feb 1779). The priests
also made it clear that it was as much as their life was worth if the Ka'awaloa
people learned of their contact with the Resolution. 3

Well before this, on the 26th of January, King Kalani'6pu'u and Ka'6'6,
the high priest of Lono, had played out with Captain Cook a complex ex-
change of objects and courtesies—an “occasion of state” as Samwell called
it—that expressed the categorical differences between all three parties.*
The exchanges were preceded by a royal welcome rather different from the

39. For further notices of the relations between Ka'awaloa chiefs and Lono priests, see
King (Beaglehole 1967:514, 515, 559—60, 564); Cook and King (1784, 3:14—16 and passim);
Trevenan (Log, 16 Feb 1779); Roberts (Log, 16 Feb 1779), Samwell (Beaglehole 1967:1218);
Harvey (Log, 14 Feb 1779); Clerke (Beaglehole 1967:543); Anonymous of Mitchell (1781).
See also below, 8586, and appendix 14.

40. The occasion of state is described in more or less detail in the official account (Cook
and King 1784, 3:16—19) as well as in the journals of King (Beaglehole 1967:512~13); Edgar
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banaipa feeding of Lono (though it was of a kind that would be repeated by
Kamehameha for Vancouver). In large sailing canoes, the king and the Lono
priests (with feather gods) went out and circled the ships, accompanied by
chanting, and then returned to shore at Kealakekua. Here ensued the series
of diacritical exchanges. Kalani'dpu'u rose and put his own feather cloak and
helmet on Cook, and in the British commander's hand the fly-whisk emblem
of royal status. He also spread five or six similar cloaks on the ground, and
his attendants brought four large hogs together with sugar cane, coconuts,
and breadfruit. If the king had represented Cook in his own social image as
a divine warrior, the “bishop,” Ka'6'6, represented his own temple image as
a divine Cook. Led by Ka'e's, the Lono priests came up in a long procession
bearing large hogs, plantains and sweet potatoes.*' As described in the offi-
cial account, Ka'6'o

had a piece of red [tapa] cloth in his hands, which he wrapped round
Captain Cook’s shoulders, and afterward presented him with a small
pig in the usual form. A seat was then made for him next to the
king, after which, Kaireekeea and his followers began their ceremo-
nies, Kaoo and the chiefs joining in the responses. (Cook and King
1784, 3:18)

King Kalani'dpu'u also exchanged names with the Captain, thus again
recognizing Cook in his royal persona. Later the Hawaiian ruler received
from Cook a linen shirt and the latter's naval sword. The vice versa move-
ment of regalia and personae was thus a microcosm of the transfers of sov-
ereignty that mark the Makahiki festival—the denouement of which is the
king's encompassment of the powers of Lono. In a correlated transaction of
this occasion of state, the high priest unilaterally gave King Kalani'opu'u a
number of iron adzes that had been collected by his fellow Lono priests in
return for their generous hospitality to the British. If this again implied a
royal appropriation of Lono's benefits (at the priests’ expense), it was also a

(Journal, 27 Jan 1779); Roberts (Log, 27 Jan 1779); and Samwell (Beaglehole 1967:1169),
among others.

41. The opposition of foods in the royal and priestly prestations—sugar cane, coconut,
and breadfruit in contrast to sweet potato and plantain—seems significant inasmuch as the first
are notably feast-pudding ingredients. (In Fiji, the first would indeed be ‘chiefly’ [vakaturaga]
and the second ‘land’ or 'border’ [vanua, vakabati]). Regarding the statement above that Kalani’
opu'u took Cook in his image of a divine warrior, the Mooolelo Hawaii says: “Kalani'dpu’u was
kind to Cook [ "Lono"” in the Hawatian text]; gave him some feather cloaks and feather stan-

dards—kabili. Kalani'opu'u worshipped him [Ua ho'omana n6 o Kalani'opu'n id ia]" (Kahananui
1984173, 18).
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material paradigm of the evolving historic structure. The difference in the
respective relations of King and Priest to Cook/Lono also entailed an op-
position of practical interests.

“A royal feather robe has the chief, a newly opened bud, a royal child /
The offering by night, the offering by day: it belongs to the priest to declare
[the] ancient transactions.” These lines from a celebrated eighteenth-
century chant, the perfect caption to the intricate exchanges of the "occa-
sion of state,” speak to the difference that continued to distinguish the con-
duct of the Lono priests toward Cook from that of the warrior chiefs.
Projected into history, the difference is that the sense of the totality and
immortality of the society conveyed in the priests’ transactions with the
British was in the chiefs' case conflated with lineage and their own interest.
By contrast to the Lono priests, "in all our dealings with the [chiefs],” wrote
Mr. King, “we found them sufficiently attentive to their own interests” (Cook
and King 1784, 3:15). The British catered to these interests so far as to
suspend trade of iron implements in favor of the daggers affected by the
Hawaiian nobility as insignia of their status—the kind of iron dagger that
killed Cook. But the chiefs’ interests were also dangerous because they were
at times disposed to promote them by theft and chicane. In relation to the
god, they knew how to play the trickster—the mythical and ancestral ar-
chetype of the usurper. The chiefly mode of exchange with the British alter-
nated opportunistically between noblesse oblige and stealing. Cook, King,
Ellis, and others remarked on the aristocratic vice from the day the ships
entered Kealakekua Bay. The sudden outbreak of stealing could be traced
“to the presence and encouragement of their chiefs": a Polynesian sociology
derring-do that continued to plague the foreigners to the day of Cook’s
death—itself the consequence of the theft of the Discovery's cutter, traceable
by almost all accounts to the chief Palea. But then, the politics of the Ma-
kahiki was all about the aggressive seizure of Lono's gifts by the warrior
chief.©

42. Mr. King contrasted the “quiet and humble” behavior the British had experienced in
their circuit of Hawai'i with the losses to theft they had at Kealakekua, even before they could
anchor. But in the previous days,

Those who mostly came off, & often to a considerable distance, were evidently Servants
or common fishermen; there was a meanness both in their figure & behaviour that dis-
tinguished them; If we began now [at Kealakekua] to be torment'd with a greater croud,
it was from Many of good mein & appearance who were bold enough to steal our goods,
& incourage others. (Beaglehole 1967:502)

See Obeyesekere's curious remarks on theft—"the Hawaiians did not practice theft"
(Ob. 40)—and Kahananui (1984:9, 165).
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We have to do with a certain “structure of the conjuncture”: a set of
historical relationships that at once reproduce the traditional cultural cate-
gories and give them new values out of the pragmatic context (Sahlins 1981,
1991). Chiefs, priests, and English were all following their received inclina-
tions and interests. The result was a little social system, complete with
alliances, antagonisms—and a certain dynamic. The British had been
drawn into the schismogenic relation "between the Laity and the Clergy.”
In the existing ceremonial cum political circumstances, this was not necess-
arily to their advantage. For, the more the priests objectified themselves as
the party of Lono, the more they intimated for Cook the destiny of the
king's victim.

The opposition between the Lono priests and the king's party, which
included priests of the war god K, had certain echoes in the O'ahu chief-
dom of Kahekili several years later. Portlock and Dixon report an even more
direct vilification of Kahekili on the part of an outspoken O'ahu priest.** Of
course, since Kahekili's rule of O'ahu was by conquest, there might have
been local resentments at stake. On the other hand, taking into account the
displacement that the Ka'a'c6 crowd of Hawai'i were soon to suffer at Kame-
hameha’s hand, one has to wonder if Cook had not entered into—and be-
come the victim of—a long-term trend in the Islands analogous to the rise
of the militant ‘Oro cult in Tahiti or the similar Rongo cult in Mangaia. In
the Hawaiian archipelago, a development of this sort under the aegis of the
conquering Ki and his priests might help account for the intensity with
which the Lono priests attached themselves to Cook's party.

But to turn again to historiographic reflection, one of the most interest-
ing of Obeyesekere's attempts to substitute a “plausible alternative” for the
textual evidence of the association between Cook and Lono concerns his
treatment of the Lono priests of Kealakekua and their relations to the royal
party at Ka'awaloa. Against all testimony, Obeyesekere denies that these
were even priests of Lono, let alone that they had a “separate interest” from,
or were in conflict with, the king and chiefs. On the contrary, according to
Obeyesekere, these priests "were probably acting on Kalani'opu'u's orders”
(Ob. 47). Indeed, it “is also clear from Lieutenant Kings account” that

43. The opposition thus seems to have been recurrent, perhaps structural. The episode
reported by Portlock and Dixon occurred in 1786. An-apparently important priest came off to
the King George and "kept repeating with great vociferation and for a considerable length of
time, Terreterre poonepoone [Kahekili punipuni, 'liar'], Terreterre arreeoura [Kahekili ali'i ‘au'a,
‘stingy chief?] or that the king was a liar, scoundrel and deceitful person” (Dixon 1789:104;
see Portlock 1789:161, 165, 166, for further complaints against the king by the same person).
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Keliikea was one of the king's “servants,” together with Koah (ibid.).** Obe-
yesekere's use of quotation marks makes it seem that Mr. King had said the
two were royal “servants”; however, the passage of the journal to which the
appended footnote refers says nothing about so-called servants. It is, rather,
the text (just cited) where Mr. King talks about the “great difference” be-
tween the priests and chiefs, remarking how Keli'ikea was “too conscious of
his inferiority” to testify to his disapproval of Koah and the chief Koho
getting all the credit for presents that really came from the Lono priests.

The houses of these priests were grouped about a temple or “House of
Lono,” as Samwell had described; indeed, he spoke of their entire settle-
ment as “some Temples or Houses consecrated to Orono” (Beaglehole 1967 :
1169). Here lived Keli'ikea and Ka'6's. This is the same place and “fraternity
of Priesthood” (ibid., 560) that Mr. King identified as the only “regular so-
ciety of priests” the British had encountered on the voyage. Omeah, who
was called "Lono” and who was identified by King as the head of the whole
order—he was more likely the bearer of the Makahiki image, as we shall
see—also lived here:

we had never met with a regular society of priests, till we discovered
the cloisters of Kakooa [Kealakekua] in Karakakooa Bay. The head of
this order was called Orono; a title which we imagined to imply some-
thing highly sacred, and which, in the person of Omeeah, was hon-
oured almost to adoration. . . . Omeah, the Orono, was the son of
Kaoo, and the uncle of Kaireekeea; which last presided, during the
absence of his grandfather, in all religious ceremonies at the Morai.
(Cook and King 1784, 3:159)

But Obeyesekere would rewrite the Lono priests out of existence, ap-
parently because their differential relations to the British compromises his
effort to dissociate Cook and Lono. Without any documentation (again) he
asserts that Samwell and King “erroneously thought” the (Lono) priests in
question “were opposed to the king" (Ob. 93). This correction is rounded
off with an impostor genealogy that attempts to make the Lono order of
Kealakekua into Ki priests and henchmen of the king by superimposing
the names of a well-known Ki line on the names and kinship relations of
the Lono priests described in the Cook chronicles—though not one of the
names in these two sets of priests is the same, or can be shown to be so (see

44. This is the same Koah or “Brittanee” against whom the British had repeatedly been
warned by the Kealakekua priests, including the two who came out to the Resolution on the
night of 16 February and who were Keli'ikea's men (see appendix 11).
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ibid.).*5 Perhaps the best that can be said for these historical fictions is that
Obeyesekere demonstrates in his own practice what he is otherwise at pains
to deny: that objective perceptions are ordered by a priori conceptions.

Returning to the scene of these developing relationships, there seem to
have been no further ceremonies until a flurry of events in the last days of
January and beginning of February. These began modestly with a tabu put
on the sea by the Hawaiians in the evening of January 29 and the day of
the 30th. Samwell alone seems to have noticed this tabu, although his
supposition that it was due to the expected arrival of some chief turned out
to be incorrect (Beaglehole 1967:1171-72). The period of the full moon
was approaching, however: February 1 would be the 14th day of the
Hawaiian lunar month (*1 day, depending on Hawaiian intercalation
procedures for 29'4-day lunar cycles). By the December concordance, this
would be the full moon of the month of Ka'elo, the time of the termination
rites of the Makahiki (beginning 13 K&'elo). In this context, Mr. King’s no-
tice for the second of February in the published account appears most rele-
vant: “Terreeoboo [Kalani'dpu'u] and his Chiefs, had, for some days past,
been very inquisitive about the time of our departure”—to which his private
journal adds, “& seemd well pleas'd that it was to be soon” (Cook and King
1784, 3:26; Beaglehole 1967:517).

It is also in the context of the Hawaiian ceremonial calendar that Lieu-
tenant King's subsequent remarks in the official Voyage might be understood.
The Hawaiian questions about the British departure had made King curious
to know “what opinion this people had formed of us.” He took some pains
to find out, but all he could learn was they thought the British had come
from some country where provisions had failed and they came to Hawaii to
fill their bellies. Stroking the sides and stomachs of the now-fattened sailors,
the Hawaiians told them “partly by signs, and partly by words, that it was
time for them to go; but if they would come again next breadfruit season,
they should be better able to supply their wants.”*¢ King found it under-

45. What is involved in this genealogical creation is discussed below, in chapter 3 and
appendix 13. Here it might be noted that the Lono priests of Kealakekua controlled the abu-
pua’a, or district, of that name stretching considerably beyond the village. Ka'6'6's daughter still
had the say about access to Hikiau temple in Vancouvers time—and was still opposing the
Hawai'i king (below, 133).

46. A connection between the Makahiki and the ripening of breadfruit in Hawai'i has not
been noticed before, although this is quite possibly at issue here in the Hawaiians' remarks. On
the contrary, Handy and Handy (1972:152) claimed that “the real bearing time for breadfruit”
in Hawai'i island is from June through July only. But this is patently contradicted by data from
the Cook chronicles: not only the report of Mr. King, but other accounts of trade for breadfruit
from December into February while the British were circling the island or at Kealakekua (e.g.,
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standable that the Hawaiians might want them off, considering the enor-
mous amount of hogs and vegetables supplied to them (but see below,
141-43). On the other hand.:

It is very probable, however, that Terreeoboo had no other view, in
his inquiries, at present, than a desire of making sufficient preparation
for dismissing us with presents, suitable to the respect and kindness
with which he had received us. For, on our telling him we should leave
the island on the next day but one, we observed, that a sort of proc-
lamation was immediately made, through the villages, to require the
people to bring in their hogs, and vegetables, for the king to present
to the Orono [Lono], on his departure. (Cook and King 1784, 3:
26-27)

In fact, the British were somewhat surprised by the sequel, for the sub-
stantial prestation of cloth, feathers, food, and iron trade goods, which they
were invited to see displayed at the house of the Lono priest Ka's'6 on Feb-
ruary 3, was not directly for them:

At first, we imagined the whole to be intended as a present for us, till
Kaireekea [Keli'ikea, the Lono priest] informed me, that it was a gift,
or tribute, from the people of that district [Kealakekua] to the king;
and, accordingly, as soon as we were seated, they brought all the
bundles, and laid them severally at Terreeoboo's feet; spreading out
the cloth, and displaying the feathers, and iron-ware before him. The
king seemed much pleased with this mark of their duty. (Cook and
King 1784, 3:28-29)

Only afterwards, having reserved for himself about a third of the ironware
and feathers together with some tapa cloth, did the king present the food
and the rest of the cloth to Cook and King.

Note that the “tribute” was localized in origin and offered to the king.
In these respects it corresponds to the ceremonial offering that takes place

Ellis 1792, vol. 2 passim; Edgar Log, 4, 6, 8 Dec 1778, and elsewhere; Burney MSb, 20 Nov
1778, 27 Jan and 3 Feb 1779; Trevenan Log, 22 Dec 1778; Samwell in Beaglehole 1967:1152,
1158, 1215, 1216). The cognate New Year festival of Tahiti, likewise involving the return of
the ancestors, is associated with the ripening of the breadfruit (Moerenhaut 1837, 1:502, 517~
23; Oliver 1974, 3:259ff.). In Hawai'i, the breadfruit tree is a body of the god Ka, who is the
ultimate hero of the Makahiki. The goddess Haumea, another version of La'ila'i, disappears into
the breadfruit in certain myths involving a contest over her quite like the Kumulipo triad or
the Lono myths of the Makahiki (Beckwith 1970:97-99, 281-83).
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precisely at this time, at the full moon of Ki'elo, according to the brief
notice in Malo's (1951:152) account of the Makahiki cycle: "During the
tabu period of Hua [13 and 14 Kd'elo] the people again had to make a hook-
upu [offering] for the king. It was but a small levy, however, and was called
the heap of Kuapola.”

Another aspect of the termination rituals, as described by Malo, is also
paralleled in the Cook chronicles of 1779. In Malo's account:

On the last day of the tabu period, the king and kabuna-nui [high
priest], accompanied by the man who beat the drum, went and regaled
themselves on pork. The service at this time was performed by a dis-
tinct set of priests. When these ceremonies were over the period of

Makahiki and its observances were ended. . . . Now began the new
year. (Malo 1951:152)

Just so, there was a ceremony at Hikiau on the night of February 2—3, cor-
responding to the 15th of the lunar month, or the end of the tabu period
(of Hua):

Whilst Kao [Ka'6'6] was amongst the priests they were perpetualy
offering sacrifices & prayers: before he left the place, which was at the
time we first went out of Karakacooa bay [early morning of 4 Febru-
ary], they had during the preceding night many ceremonies upon the
Marai [Hikiau temple], the Images were drest, the great drums, & large
bundles of feathers, & of what Valuables they had collectd were placed
under one of the Carv'd images; these things we understood Kao was
to carry with him. (Beaglehole 1967:620)

This observation of King's has a double interest. It not only corresponds
in date and certain particulars to Malo's Makahiki text, but it shows that,
contrary to a certain historical tradition, the British had not desecrated the
temple in the days preceding by burying old Willie Watman there or by
carrying off the fencing for firewood.*”

Watman's death bears an interesting relationship to the human sacrifice

47. The firewood incident is discussed at length in appendix 14, “On the Wrath of Cook.”
Hikiau was again the site of Hawaiian ceremonies on the 18th of February, Keli'ikea presiding
(Burney MSb, 18 Feb 1779, Anonymous of NLA, 18 Feb 1779). This would be the beginning
of a lunar month (Kaulua, by the reckoning adopted here), thus corresponding to the resump-
tion of normal temple rites subsequent to the Makahiki (Malo 1951:152). The notion that the
British had desecrated Hikiau temple is hardly supported by these reports of its continued
use—at appropriate ritual dates.
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prescribed in the final rituals of the Makahiki period. At the aforementioned
tabu of the full moon, the king’s human god-image, Kahoali'i, eats the eye
of a sacrificial victim offered at the temple used in the principal Makahiki
ceremonies (Malo 1951:152). No such sacrifice is reported in British ac-
counts of the 1779 events. However, the old sailor Willie Watman died on
the first of February, and was buried that afternoon in the Hikiau temple,
the priests of Lono attending and participating—as Cook conducted the
first public Christian ceremony in these Islands (see appendix 14). Indeed,
it was at the request of the Hawaiian authorities that Watman's body was brought
to Hikiau (for burial?). Lieutenant King says in one place the king desired
it, in another place, the chiefs (Beaglehole 1967:517; Cook and King 1784,
3:24; see also Ledyard 1963:124). Led by the venerable Ka'6'6, the Lono
priests followed the British service with their own ceremonies, expressing a
wish to throw a dead pig, plantains, coconuts, and other offerings into the
grave. They were "in some measure stop'd,” but for three nights “Kao [Ka'-
0'6] & the rest of them surrounded the grave, killd hogs, sang a great deal,
in which Acts of Piety & good will they were left undisturb’'d” (Beaglehole
1967:517; see also Ledyard 1963:125).*® Everything thus suggests that the
Hawaiians gave Watman's death a significance of their own, at a time and
place that corresponded to the customary offering of a human sacrifice.

For that matter, these Hawaiian funerary ceremonies took place after
the British had removed the palings and images of the semicircle at Hikiau
for firewood—which supposed sacrilege had already been accomplished on
the morning of Watman's death (Roberts Log, 1-2 Feb 1779; Beaglehole
1967:516—17; Burney MSb, 30-31 Jan 1779; Charlton Jour.nail, 31 Jan—
1 Feb 1779; Cook and King 1784, 3:25). Debate has raged among Haole
ever since about whether taking the firewood provoked Hawaiian resent-
ment— particularly on the part of the priests—and thereby Cook's death.
Here it will suffice to repeat that, apart from Mr. King's explicit assurance
that no offence was taken by the priests, it was Hawaiian notables who sub-
sequently asked that Watman's death services be performed at Hikiau, that
the priests voluntarily participated in these rites, that they used the temple

48. Among Obeyesekere's objections to the analogy between these events and the human
sacrifice at the end of the Makahiki is the notion that Hawaiians would not have wanted a
lower-class British type interred in their temple. This neglects the fact that human sacrificial
victims were generally wrong-doers, rebels or so-called slaves (kauwd, generally war captives).
There would be a point in supposing that the Hawaiians were asking that Watman's body be
brought to the temple; burying him there was another, probably British, understanding. For a
full discussion of this episode, see appendix 14.
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for their own prescribed ceremonies on two subsequent occasions (3 Febru-
ary and 18 February), and that they continued to side with the British in
the hostilities with Ka'awaloa chiefs that followed Cook's death (see appen-
dix 14). Indeed, there could well be a valid motivation for dismantling Hi-
kiau temple in the Hawaiian ceremonial calendar. At the conclusion of the
Makahiki period, temples of this type (luakini) are refurbished for the re-
sumption of normal rituals under the aegis of K. So it deserves notice in
this connection that the British had seen Hawaiians carrying off posts from
the temple fence; on more than one occasion also, Hawaiians had seemed
to ridicule the temple images (except Kii). And finally the Hawaiians them-
selves burned down the houses on the temple platform, accidentally the
British thought, the night the ships left Kealakekua Bay (see appendix 14).

But there was still another ceremony of this departure. On the first of
February, and again the next day, the Hawaiians improvised a performance
of the kind that marks the departure of Lonomakua from one district for the
next in its procession round the island. Of course Cook's people thought
these boxing matches were “entertainments” staged in their honor, that is, as
courtesies for departing guests. The graphic and textual evidence suggests
something else. In the Makahiki, when the Lono image passes on, its place
is taken by images of the same form representing gods of play. These now
preside over scenes of boxing, wrestling, and other popular amusements in
celebration of the god's passage. (Actually, judging from the cognate Maori
rites, the planted image together with the celebrating people could well be
understood as the inseminating work of Lono’s passage: see Sahlins 1985b.)
So it happened on February 1: such Makahiki images watched over the
boxing matches put on at Kealakekua by the Hawaiians with the British in
attendance. Apparently the one drawn by Webber played the same role the
next day (fig. 1.3). Since such images are seen at no other time of the year,
their appearance now is substantial evidence that the Makahiki was indeed
on—and that this conjuncture was informing the respects of Lono paid to
Captain Cook.

By the same set of ceremonial circumstances, the British departure on
the night of February 3 was well timed. It was the sixteenth day of the lunar
month (of Ka'elo). According to the traditional calendar, the Makahiki was
finished. In principle, the Hawaiian king would now rededicate Hikiau and
other royal temples, and also—incorporating the benefits of the god's pas-
sage—reopen the agricultural shrines of Lono. Everything would be on
ritual schedule, except that Cook, too, was visited by another manifestation
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Fig. 1.3 Boxing match
before Captain Cook at
Hawai'i, by John Webber,
showing Makahiki image
at left. (John Webber,
Bishop Museum)

of Lono, one of the severe Kona storms that coincide with the god's return,
which disabled the foremast of the Resolution. Cook was obliged to return to
Kealakekua for repairs. Sailing into the bay again on the 11th of February,
the Great Navigator was now out of phase with the Hawaiian ritual cycle.
Lieutenant King observed that there were not as many hundreds of people
on hand at their return as there had been thousands when they first came
into the bay. There was some kind of tabu in effect, which was ascribed to
the king's absence but may have been a delayed bonito-fishing rite, marking
the transition to the new ceremonial season. In any case, Cook was now
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hors cadre. Unlike his arrival, his return was generally unintelligible and
unwanted, especially by the king and chiefs. And things fell apart.*
In the mythopolitical crisis occasioned by Lono's inexplicable return,

49. The preceding paragraph and the next few to follow are adapted with little or no
change from Sahlins (1985a: 127-28). Obeyesekere's gammon representation of my arguments
concerning the disjunction between Cook’s return and the Hawaiian ritual (cum political) cycle
is as follows: “Sahlins’s thesis that Cook was killed because he violated a tabu by returning at
the inappropriate time has little merit. Cook and his crew were violating tabus from the very

start” (Ob. 101).
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the tensions and ambivalences in the social organization of the previous
weeks were now revealed. The king, who came in next day, was said to be
“very angry” with the priests for again letting the British use the ground near
Hikiau temple (Beaglehole 1967 :550). The priests reciprocated with a cor-
dial detestation of the chiefs at Ka'awaloa, an attitude they did not trouble
to conceal from their British friends. And to complete the triangle, the king
and several chiefs were “very inquisitive . . . to know the reason of our re-
turn,” Mr. Burney says, “and appeared much dissatisfied at it” (Burney MSb,
12 Feb 1779, see also Burney 1819:256—57). In retrospect, as Lieutenant
King reflected, “it is not very clear, but that some Chiefs were glad of seek-
ing an occasion to quarrel” (Beaglehole 1967:568). Actually, the chroniclers
vary in their assessment of Hawaiian reactions, perhaps due to different ex-
periences of the complex structure of the conjuncture. Samwell (1957:6),
special friend to the priests, could find “the abundant good nature which
had always characterized [the Hawaiians]” still glowing “in every bosom”
and animating “every countenance.” For John Ledyard (1963:141), it was
evident from the people's appearance, “that our former friendship was at an
end, and that we had nothing to do but to hasten our departure to some
different island where our vices were not yet known, and where our extrinsic
virtues might gain us another short space of being wondered at.”

All along, the diverse and delicate relationships between the two
peoples had been ordered by the one salient interpretation of Cook as the
Makahiki god which the Hawaiian authorities were able to reify, and with
which the Great Navigator could comply. Now that reality began to dis-
solve. For the king and chiefs, it even became sinister. “On our return to this
place,” observed one journalist, “great alteration was observed with respect
to the conduct of the Natives, and the Chiefs and principal people were
very importunate concerning the cause of our return” (Anonymous of NLA
Account, 1). Lieutenant King records in his journal the touching empiricist
belief that once the reasons for the return were explained to the chiefs, their
noticeable disapproval would be dispelled (Beaglehole 1967 :568; see also
Gilbert 1982:104). But the problem was not just empirical or practical: it
was cosmological—in which respect, the state of Resolution's mast was simply
not intelligible:

The King, whose name was Keereiaboo ask'd Cap Cook what brought
him back again. Cook said his mast was broken. The King told the
Cap" that he had amused him with lies that went [sic] he went away
he took his farewell of him and said he did not know he should ever
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come again.* [t was plain the King suspected Cook had evil intentions
and his Countenance changed towards him and we did not find the
people so fond of us as before. They were constantly asking what
brought us back for they could form no notion of our distress or what
was the matter with our mast. (Anonymous of Mitchell 1781) 3!

Cook’s return out of season would be sinister to the ruling chiefs be-
cause it presented a mirror image of Makahiki politics. Bringing the god
ashore during the triumph of the king, it could reopen the whole issue of
sovereignty. It is not for nothing that Cook's predecessors as Lono figures
were in fact royals, rulers of Hawai'i island. In word and deed, the reaction
of the king’s party in 1779 confirms this political dimension of the Maka-
hiki—the transfer of rule which sees the king in the role of the upstart and
humanized warrior (Ka aspect) capturing the reproductive powers of the
god (Lono aspect). Several of the British journal writers recorded Hawaiian
fears that Cook ma had come back to take their country. Midshipman Gil-
bert, for example:

The Natives did not appear to receive us this time with that Friendship
that they had done before. Our quick return seemed to create a kind
of Jealousey amongst them with respect to our intentions; as fearing
we should attempt to settle there, and deprive them of part if not the
whole of their Country. (1982:104)

Lieutenants Burney and King likewise noticed the Hawaiian suspicions that
the British intended to settle (Burney 1819:256-57; Beaglehole 1967:
568—-69). And the direct complements in these and other journals are the
descriptions of the thefts and violence that broke out upon the reappearance
of the British, incidents that counterposed the foreigners to the chiefly
crowd in particular.

“Ever since our arrival here upon this our second visit,” wrote Captain

50. But see Cook and King (1784, 3:30), where it is said that Cook, in order to avoid the
request of Kalani'dpu'u and Ka'd's that he leave his “son,” Lieutenant King, with them, promised
(2 la Father Lono) to return the next year.

51. lsay the problem of the mast was cosmological and not empirico-practical in the sense
that Cook’s return had a transcendent significance that was not exhausted by the technical
explanation. The problem is analogous to the issues in Azande magic discussed by Evans-
Pritchard: it may be the property of fire to burn down wooden structures, but it is not a prop-
erty of fire to burn your house—or for that matter, to burn property. Obeyesekere's objection is
typically literal: he finds it “hard to believe that the Hawaiians, experienced navigators that

they were, could not understand the plight of the English forced to return to repair their ship”
(Ob. 103).
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Clerke, "we have observ'd in the Natives a stronger propensity to theft than
we had reason to complain of during our former stay; every day produc'd
more numerous and more audacious depredations” (Beaglehole 1967:531 -
32). The 13th of February, the day before Cook’s fall, was notable for violent
altercations with alii. Mr. Trevenen later blamed Cook's death on a chief
thrown off the Resolution this day for stealing. Chiefs attempted to prevent
some commoners from assisting the British who were loading water on
shore, near the priests' settlement.*? In a scuffle involving Palea, the one who
was to arrange the theft of the Discovery’s boat, two young officers (one of
them George Vancouver) and several seamen were well and truly drubbed.
That night, the ship's cutter was stolen. Cook, who had already shown in
Tonga and the Society Islands that he would not suffer “the Indians” to think
they had the advantage of him, decided after the skirmishes of February 13
that he would again be obliged to use force. So when he went ashore next
day to take King Kalani'opu'u hostage against the return of the cutter, he
made sure to land in the company of armed marines.

Just as Cook's return was something like a mirror image of the Maka-
hiki, so the scene on the morning of the 14th of February at Ka'awaloa was
reminiscent of the climactic ritual battle, the kali’i, but played in reverse. The
god Lono (Cook) was wading ashore with his warriors to confront the king.
Rather than the reinstitution of human sacrifice by the king in celebration
of the cult of the god K@, news came to the Hawaiians gathered to protect
Kalani'dpu'u that Lono's people had killed one of the chiefs—this was Kal-
imu, shot by Lieutenant Rickman's blockading party at the north end of the
bay. And certain other historical actors likewise assumed legendary roles.
There were warrior champions like those of the kalii combat. Cook was
accompanied everywhere by his second, lieutenant of the marines Moles-
worth Phillips, who indeed went before in the search for the king. On the
other side, as best as can be made out, the man who struck the critical blow
against Cook was one Nuha, a prominent Ka'awaloa warrior in the royal
retinue (Sahlins 1985a:129—31). Just before, the king had been prevented

52. From Lieutenant King’s journal: “In the Afternoon [of 13 February] the gentleman who
was filling: water out of the well on the other end of the beach for the Discovery came &
acquaintd me, that a Chief had hindred the Natives whom he had paid from assisting him,
& that he & others were very troublesome; he desir'd me therefore to let him have a Marine;
| sent one with him accordingly, with his side Arms only; but M" Hollamby soon returned, &
said the Indians had now arm’'d themselves with Stones, & were still more insolent, on which
I took with me a Marine with a Musquet, upon seeing us coming they threw away their
Stones, & upon speaking to some of the Chiefs present the mob was driven away, those who
chose sufferd to assist in filling the Casks” (Beaglehole 1967:529).
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from accompanying Lono-Cook by the intercession of his favored wife Ka-
neikapolei. For one brief and decisive moment, the confrontation returned
to the original triad of the god (Cook), his human successor (Kalani'opu'u)
and the woman (Kaneikapolei), with the issue again decided by the woman's
choice. '

The myths were not only Hawaiian. There was also the complementary
British folklore characterized by J. C. Beaglehole as “the English search for
a 'King.'" Hence Cooks ill-advised attempt to take Kalani'opu'u hostage—
even though, by all accounts, the king was not implicated in the theft of the
ship's boat. Given this melee of meanings, | may be permitted perhaps to
give an anthropological reading of the historical texts.>? For, in all the con-
fused Tolstoian narratives of the affray-—among which the judicious Beagle-
hole refuses at times to choose—the one recurrent certainty is a dramatic
structure with the properties of a ritual transformation. During the passage
inland to find the king, thence seaward with his royal hostage, Cook is meta-
morphosed from a being of veneration to an object of hostility. When he
came ashore, the common people as usual dispersed before him and pros-
trated, face to the earth; but in the end he was himself precipitated face
down in the water by a chief's weapon, an iron trade dagger, to be rushed
upon by a mob exulting over him, and seeming to add to their own honors
by the part they could claim in his death: “snatching the daggers from each
other," reads Mr. Burney's account, “out of eagerness to have their share in
killing him" (MSb, 14 Feb 1779). In the final ritual inversion, which however
reproduces the ultimate fate of Lono, Cook'’s body would be offered in sac-
rifice by the Hawaiian king.

Cook was transformed from the divine beneficiary of the sacrifice to its

53. Ostensibly, the only approach to direct testimony available on Cook’s death is that of
Lieutenant Molesworth Phillips, as transmitted in Captain Clerke’s journal (Beaglehole 1967
534-36). Phillips was knocked down before Cook fell and did not see the end itself. There are
many other notices in the public and private journals, including some from men in the boats
offshore. Many of these may also have been constructed from the testimony of surviving ma-
rines, as well as from the ships' scuttlebutt, but only Phillipss account is in quotation marks.
Lieutenant Burney, for example, prefaces his account, “the particulars of this Misfortune gath-
ered from those who were on the spot, are as follows" (MSb, 4 Feb 1779). Alexander Home's
and Mr. King’s reports were likewise constructed (Home Log; Beaglehole 1967:555). J. C.
Beaglehole has sifted through the various journals, and the present retelling generally follows
his sensible rendering. But | tend to emphasize "symbolic” details in the accounts that Beagle-
hole ignored. Also, Beaglehole gave limited credence to information from Hawaiians, direct or
indirect, earlier or later; whereas, | have found these data more useful in determining the Ha-
waiian personnel and, above all, the Hawaiian concepts necessary to interpret the fatal deed.
Of course, many uncertainties remain: most important, the exact moment in the sequence of
events when news of the death of the chief Kalimu reached the shore at Ka'awaloa.

83



84

Ao

Cookamamie

Chapter One

victim—a change never really radical in Polynesian thought, and in their
royal combats always possible (Valeri 1985). Every phase of the transfor-
mation had its own kind of offering: the shifting material signs of Cook’s
trajectory in cosmic value. In the beginning, as he went “to find the king,"
pigs were pressed upon him; and, as he waited for Kalani'opu'u to waken,
more offerings of red tapa cloth—proving that the English captain was still
the image of the Hawaiian god. The king came away willingly, and was
walking by Cook'’s hand to the waiting ship’s boat, when he was stopped by
his wife Kaneikapolei and two chiefs, pleading and demanding that he not
go on. By all accounts, British as well as Hawaiian, they told him such sad
stories of the death of kings as to force him to sit upon the ground, where
he now appeared—according to Lieutenant Phillips's report—"dejected and
frighten'd” (Beaglehole 1967:535).

Nothing to this point had evoked the king's suspicions, and, likewise,
it was only now, Phillips recounts, that “we first began to suspect that they
were not very well dispos'd towards us” (ibid.). The transition comes sud-
denly, at the moment the king is made to perceive Cook as his mortal
enemy. This is the structural crisis, when all the social relations begin to
change their signs. Accordingly, the material exchanges now convey a cer-
tain ambiguity, like those Maori sacrifices that pollute the gods in the act of
placating them. An old man offers a coconut, chanting so persistently that
the exasperated Cook cannot make him lay off. A supplication begging the
release of the king? Lieutenant Phillips considered that “the artful rascal of a
priest” was carrying on to divert attention from the fact that his country-
men, gathering to the number of two or three thousand, were now arming
to defend their king. About this time, the report comes that Kalimu has been
killed by the British blockading the southern end of the Bay. The king is
seen still on the ground, “with the strongest marks of terror and dejection
on his countenance” (Cook and King 1784, 3:44), but he soon disappears
from the scene. Events have gone beyond the power of anyone to control
them. “Ye natives” are manifesting that disposition the English call “inso-
lence.” The final homage to Cook is tendered in missiles that include stones
and clubs among the pieces of breadfruit and coconut. Each side thus re-
sponding violently to the perceived threats of the other, they soon reach
“the fatal impact.”



ithin forty-eight hours of Cook’s death, two priests from Keala-

kekua came out to the Resolution under cover of darkness with a

piece of the captain's "upper thigh.” They were the men of "hon-
est Keli'ikea," the Lono priest: one was the so-called tabu man who had
always gone before Cook proclaiming the coming of Lono. They were re-
turning this part of Lono as a gesture of solidarity with the British, a gesture
they took care to conceal from the king's party at Ka'awaloa. In Hawaiian
customary practice, the corruptible flesh of a royal sacrificial victim is
thrown into the sea. The enduring bones are distributed among the victori-
ous chiefs, the skull or lower jaw to the principal adversary of the defeated
rival. So it was with Cook. The British learned that his skull had gone to the
leading warrior of Ka'awaloa, Kekuhaupi'o, and his mandible to the king
(Beaglehole 1967:1215; Cook and King 1784, 3:78; Anonymous of NLA
Account, 13, 14). The charred remains the British later recovered are consis-
tent with the Hawaiian tradition that the king had offered Lono in sacri-
fice—a historical metaphor of the Makahiki ritual (Kahananui 1984:174)."
Yet, even as Cook was thus being dismembered, the two priests on the Reso-
lution—after one had “shed abundance of tears at the loss of the Erono"—
asked a most “Singular question . . . & that was when the Erono would return,
this was demanded afterwards by others, & what he would do to them when
he return'd” (King in Beaglehole 1967:561).

1. Obeyesekere mistakenly claims that Cook's body was accorded the deification ritual of
a deceased king. The abundant testimony from British and Hawaiian sources that Cook was
treated as a sacrificial victim and adversary of the king is confirmed by the specific distribution
of Cook’s bones (see Malo 1951:104—5; Valeri 1985:338-39, 403). The differences between
this treatment and the ritual for enshrining the bones of deceased royals are considered in the
next chapter.
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In the published Voyage, Lieutenant King adds that the idea of Cook's
return “agrees with the general tenour of their conduct toward him, which
shewed, that they considered him as a being of a superior nature” (Cook and
King 1784, 3:69). Mr. Bligh, who hated King, dismissed the statement as
another of the young lieutenant’s absurdities, but Trevenan and others con-
firm it. “Some amongst them asserted that he would return in two months &
begged our mediation with him in their favour” (Trevenan Annotations).
Samwell's corroborative report—"The Indians have a Notion that Capt"
Cook as being Orono will come amongst them again in a short time"—
refers to another incident, a few days after the “singular question” of the two
priests, when a man gave the midshipman on the guard boat of the Resolution
“some burnt bones which he said belonged to the Orono" (Beaglehole 1967 :
1217). The projected timing of the return in these accounts could have
something to do with the reopening of the agricultural and therapeutic
shrines of Lono, which came about two months after the end of the Maka-
hiki. But the “extraordinary question” memorialized in an anonymous ac-
count of Cook’s death “by an eyewitness” seems more directly associated
with the Makahiki rites. The interrogator, again, was one of the priests who
brought out Cooks flesh: “A most extraordinary question was asked by this
Man which was, when Capt Cook would come back to the ship and resume
his former station and if he would not appear in three days” (Anonymous of
NLA Account, 14). After he is dismantled (it might be recalled), Lono sails
back to Kahiki.

Likewise, from the time of his death until some decades into the next
century, Cook continued to figure as a form of Lono in Hawaiian popular
belief and ritual practice. Among the numerous reports of this apotheosis,
there is testimony that Cook’s (purported) bones were carried in the annual
Makahiki procession of Lono. The reports, it might be stressed, come
mainly from Hawaiian people, as cited by this or that European chronicler.
The provenance needs to be emphasized because the current politics of
interpretation, as articulated by Obeyesekere, would have it that the idea
really comes from Haole, whose myths the Hawaiians were mimicking for
them (Ob. 50). Obeyesekere believes that if Cook's spirit was still abroad,
it was as a ghost or as a deified chief by the proper name of Lono—
because Hawaiians were too realistic and rational to suppose that a for-
eigner of strange appearance and incomprehensible speech could be one of
their gods. :
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Cook as Lono in the Late Eighteenth Century

After Cook's death, no European ships touched at the Hawaiian islands for
seven years, until 1786. Thenceforth, the early foreign visitors were mainly
fur traders, and they recorded memories of Cook that were quite remark-
able.®> The demonstration of affection for “their beloved Cook” described in
John Meares' account of 1787 will set the scene of our discussion:

The numbers of them which surrounded the ship with a view to obtain
permission to go to Britanee, to the friends of their beloved Cook, are
incredible. . . . Presents were poured in on us from the chiefs, who
were prevented by the multitude from approaching the vessel, and the
clamorous cry of Britanee, Britanee, was for a long time heard from every
part, without ceasing. (Meares 1790:9)

One is reminded of the celebration that greeted Cook when he first
came into Kealakekua. Or again, of Kuykendall's (1968:206) observation
that, from the time of Vancouver's last visit in 1794 to about 1825, "Great
Britain held the highest place in the thought of Hawaiians about foreign
countries; they considered themselves under the protection of that nation
and frequently referred to themselves as kanaka no Beritane (men of Britain).”
And if Meares’ account suggests that the sentiment antedated Vancouver,
the journals of the latter expedition can confirm that it was widespread in
the Hawaiian population and mediated by the dead Cook. The memory of
Cook, Lieutenant Puget wrote, “appears on all occasions to be treated with
the Greatest Veneration by all Ranks of People” (Puget Log, 26 Feb 1793).
Or even more, Cook had assumed a place in the general Hawaiian con-
sciousness as a source of time, a fréme of history, a position that the clerk
Edward Bell connected with his status as Lono:

The Natives seem to consider that melancholy transaction [Cook’s
death] as one of the most remarkable events in their History, almost
every child able to prattle can give you an account of it, and in reck-
oning back to distant periods, which they do by memorable occurr-
ences, and knowing the distances of time from one to another, this
transaction seems to assist their calculations in a very great degree;,—
at that time they look'd up to him as to a supernatural being, indeed
called him the ‘Orono’ or great God, nor has he to this day lost any of

2. The notices of the fur traders and other Haole concerning Cook and the Makahiki have
been rehearsed in detail elsewhere (Sahlins 1989, 1991). The discussion here excerpts much of
this previously published material. ’
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his character or consequence with the Natives they still in speaking of
him style him the Orono and if they are to be believ'd, most sincerely
regret his fate. (Bell 1929, 1(6):80)3

Bell recounts these views of Cook in the context of a visit to Kealakekua
in March 1793. Obeyesekere gives this text a begging-the-question-squared
treatment, alleging that Bell (not Hawaiians as claimed) was the author of
the notion that Cook = Lono, Bell having taken the idea from the myth
to that effect promulgated by Lieutenant King and David Samwell—who
in fact, Obeyesekere also says, made no such identification of Cook with
the god.

Bell is . . . not conducting an interview with natives. He is adapting
the account of Cook’s death in the 1784 official edition to accord with
his present experiences. Bell, following the official edition, says that
Hawaiians look upon [sic] Cook as to a supernatural being, clearly
showing the connections with the similes employed by King and Sam-
well. Yet Bell compares Cook to a supernatural being, the great god
Lono—a mistake that the earlier journalists never made. (Ob. 151)

The logic of this textual criticism is as follows. On the basis of a pur-
ported resemblance of Bell's similes to King and Samwell—that Hawaiians
looked “up to him [Cook] as to a supernatural being,” a phrase that as such
does not occur in King or Samwell—Obeyesekere supposes that Bell came
to a conclusion his predecessors could not reach, namely, that Cook =
Lono. This proves that he got the whole idea from them and not from Ha-
waiians as he said. It also shows how Obeyesekere dispossesses Hawaiian
voices, simply taking their words from them and giving them to Haole. In
this case, the Haole Mr. Bell, in pretending to quote Hawaiians, must be
lying—to himself, in his own personal journal.

To return to the documents, a particular light is thrown on the relation
between Cook and Lono even before the Vancouver expedition in the ex-
periences recorded by the fur trader James Colnett and his people in 1788
and 1791. In 1788, Colnett came upon an unmistakable Makahiki celebra-
tion at O'ahu. This was in January, hence at the appropriate time of the year.
Moreover it was well before Kamehameha's conquest, while the island was
ruled by Kahekili of Maui.* Colnett, in the Prince of Wales, was anchored at

3. On heroic calendrical reckoning in Hawaii, see Sahlins 1992, chapter 8.
4. The Makahiki image at O'ahu was abroad during the appropriate period of the Makahiki
at Hawai'i, as described by Malo ma: an inter-island regularity Obeyesekere considers a priori
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Fig. 2.1 Makahiki image drawn by James Colnett (Journal, 17 Jan 1788)

Waikiki on 17 January 1788. For two nights, he had observed fires burning
and heard drumming on shore. Now a priest came off to the ship bearing a
classic Makahiki image. We can be sure of this, and not merely because
Colnett's verbal description resembles Malo's (1951:143—44) or John Papa
Ti's (1959:70-72)—which in turn match the drawing made by Webber
during Cook's voyage (fig. 1.3). We can be sure because Colnett likewise
favors us with a small sketch, inserted directly into his journal entry
(fig. 2.1). The entry reads: "one of the Chiefs that came of[f] was called a
priest, attended with the Taboo Rods & a white Flag like a pendant with a
stick on the Tack [?] part & seized to a long staff thus [see Colnett's sketch
below] at each end of the pendant stick was a bunch of green Bows" (Colnett
Journal, 17 Jan 1788). As we know, such images are not abroad outside of
the Makahiki period. They are dismantled and housed in a temple after the
circuit of Lono, to reappear at the next Makahiki.

improbable. It proved to be an image of Lono, though it appeared on O'ahu seven years before
the regime of Kamehameha—who Obeyesekere thinks constituted the Makahiki as we know
it. This observation has been in print for some years (Sahlins 1989, 1991).
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But there is another, even more pertinent account of this incident, or
rather two similar accounts, by a certain Andrew B. Taylor, who was sailing
with Colnett as a passenger. Taylor's journal makes a significant triangula-
tion of identities between the image, the priest in charge of it, and Captain
Cook, as the first has the classic form of Lonomakua and the latter two are
identified as “Great Lono." First, the episode of the priest:

On the 17th [of January, 1788] In the Morning we stood in the
Bay. . . . At Noon we had a visit from the Orono-Nuez [Lono Nui,
‘Great Lono'], a chief Priest, as they were pleased to call him. Twas
evident he was a Priest of note among them by his retinue. He came
in a large Double Canoe, in every respect well provided. One of the
Chiefs of the Island attended the Great Man, but he was not of the
smallest consequence compared with the Ecclesiastick. The Canoe
wore [?] a large piece of red Cloth for Colours. When the consequen-
tial gentleman entered the Ship, the Chief came with him, and an
attendant carrying A staff, eight feet high, on the top of which was a
Cross piece of wood three feet long, and to this was secured a piece
of Cloth, on the one side white the other black. This hung down the
staff, and from the extremes of the cross piece hung bunches of dry
Palm leaves, by way of tassel [?]. This | conjectured must be some
mark of his consequence, order, or distinction[,] as the fellow stuck
himself close at his heels where ever he went. Another attendant car-
ried the Taboo stick, A branch of a Tree twisted, about three feet long
and another of his attendants carried two small, brown, roasting Pigs.
Those Three followed him Close as he viewed the Ship with the Cap-
tain, and took their Station close to him when he seated. His own
Person was curiously ornamented, around his head he wore two rows
of Feather necklace, and his body was covered with Cloth of different
colours, except his breast which was naked. In respect to his Person
he was rather low, but very stout, his Countenance clearly bespoke his
own consequence, with a mixture of contempt for every other object.
During his stay, | was gratified in a wish | had long entertained, of
seeing them make their favourite Drink, called ava, used by the
Priests, and Chiefs only. . . . The attendant who had gone through
this operation, strained the liquor through a clean Plantain leaf and
then held it with both hands, to the mouth of the Priest. . . . This
Great man stood motionless. (Taylor Journals, 17 Jan 1788)
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Note that the priest is himself called “Great Lono.” The principle of
identification of the priest and the god is elsewhere attested for Hawaii (Em-
erson in Malo 1951 :80n; Kirtley and Mookini 1977:60; Edgar Log, 19 Jan
1779; Valeri 1985:130f.). Everything about the appearance and behavior of
this “consequential gentleman” suggests he was manifesting the divine: the
importance he assumed relative to the O'ahu chief, the way he drank kava
without touching the cup, the red cloth (again) marking his canoe.

The counterpart of this priest at Kealakekua in Cook’s time was Omeah
(or Omeeah), the son of the old "bishop” Ka'6'6. Omeah was likewise known
as "Orono” and treated with marked deference. As has been noted, Mr. King
believed he was the head of the Lono order of priests and likened him to the
Dalai Lama or the Japanese emperor—figures already known to Europeans
in the eighteenth century as living gods.” The Lono image associated with
the O'ahu priest described by Taylor also makes a reference to the ruling
chief Kahekili, Kamehameha'’s rival and, at this time (1788), the most pow-
erful figure in the Islands. Kahekili was tattooed down one side of his body,
as were his warriors, and as was the tapa cloth hanging from the cross-piece
Makahiki image. Finally, the Taylor journal allows us to close the circle by
connecting these Makahiki manifestations of Lono with Captain Cook. For,
Taylor learned that Cook also was known as “Orono nuez” (Great Lono) by
the Hawaiians. Cook was so designated by one “Typowooah,” a native of
Hawai'i island—perhaps Kalaikoa, one of the Moana people of Ka'awaloa.
On the 17th of February, Typowooah showed the people of the Prince of
Wales a shirt purportedly worn by Cook the day he was killed. He said
it was the “shirt in which > Orono nuez was killed in at Owhyhee" (ibid.,
18 Feb 1788).

Colnett returned to Hawaii in 1791 in the Argonaut. His account of that
visit not only attests to the persistence of the famous “singular question’—
when will Lono return?>—but shows that Hawaiians attributed powers to the
dead Cook that were specific characteristics of the Makahiki god, Lono-
makua. Colnett had been trading in the Islands in 1788, and now, in 1791,

5. Since Obeyesekere denies the contemporary British reports of the status of Omeah as a
Lono priest (probably the image-bearer), does not take cognizance of the Taylor document
about the O'ahu “Lono Nui," is unaware of the principle identifying the priest and the god, and
does not get the allusion of incarnation in Lieutenant King's description of Omeah as “the
Delai-Lama," he is free to disregard all of this in favor of the “plausible alternative” that Omeah
was a high-ranking personage who happened to be named “Lono"—no {substantial) relation to
the god—which is also all that was implied in the designation of Cook by the same name. This
suggestio falsi is considered in the next chapter.

91



92

Chapter Two

he was again at Kailua, Hawai'i. Embroiled in a dispute with the Spanish
naval commander, Quimper, Colnett used the occasion to advance British
interests at the Spaniard’s expense. For this purpose he found the gunpowder

he had offered to the Hawai'i chiefs,

came very apropos, they being at war with the other Isles. Indeed they
have constantly been at war since Captain Cook was kill'd, and also
have had a deal of Sickness which never before this time afflicted them
which they allege to having killd him. They made strict enquiry of
me, if ever he would come back again, and when | saw him last, I told
them: having constantly been in their part of the world, [ could not
tell, but this | knew, the Spaniards were coming to take their Country
from them and make them Slaves. They enquired if Captain Cook had
sent them, and how long he would be angry with them, and what they
should do to get Captain Cook to entreat his area [ali'i, ‘chiefs'] to
send and assist them against the Spanish. Since | was here in the
Prince of Wales [1788], two Volcanoes have open'd on the Lee Side
[of] the Isle, which burn'd night and day with great fury and Tremen-
dous Explosion which they say Captain Cook has caus'd. (Colnett
11968:220)

Colnett's notice is capital because of the association it makes between
the returning Cook and the Makahiki deity, Lonomakua. Revenge and vol-
canic destruction are not inconsistent with this apotheosis; on the contrary,
they are Hawaiian signs of it. Behind this is a complex logic of the relation-
ship between celestial fires (of Lono, associated with thunder and lightning)
and terrestrial fires (of the volcano goddess Pele), but we can make the case
more directly by way of a text by S. Kamakau included in Thrum's manu-
script on Hawaiian mythology—which will also motivate the feature of re-
venge in Colnett's report. According to this tradition, when a royal corpse
was divided among major chiefs—as Cook's had been—the parts turned
into dangerous fire gods, to whom were devoted certain prophets of Pele:

The fault was that in dividing the body of an alii into several such
gods, lava would come forth and destroy the land, and the fire proph-
ets did not sanction such practice. Those prophets who did so were
called destroyers and became a source of tribulation to the realm.
That was the reason that the chiefs murdered Pele's prophets in older
time. . . . If a great flow occurred and destroyed the land, the people
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imagined that a great chief had been taken into the volcano. (Thrum,
Mythology; for another translation, see Kamakau 1964 :17)

Lonomakua, the Lono form of the Makahiki, is a member of Pele m4,
‘Pele folks. More than that, he is the keeper of the fire sticks of the volcano
goddess, the deity who ignites Pele's eruptions (Beckwith 1970:40-41, 170,
206; Handy and Pukui 1972:337). An ethnographic notice from Kawena
Pukui completes the logical connection between this terrestrial Lono and
the celestial one:

The most important male ‘obana [family member] in the Pele clan was
her uncle Lono-makua. . . . The name means Lono-the-elder. Lono
(resounding) probably refers to thunder. It was he who kept the sacred
fire of the underworld under his armpit. Vulcanism in Ka-'u is associ-
ated with heavy rain, thunder and lightning. Rain clouds were referred
to in chants as “bodies” (kino) of Lono. (Handy and Pukui 1972:31)

Thus, by way of the Hawaiian cosmic scheme, a seemingly bizarre report
such as Colnetts can be understood as a coherent synthesis of history
(Cook’s death), seismology (two volcanic eruptions) and theology (the re-
turn of Lono). That's what | mean by "“mythopraxis” (Sahlins 1989:379-80).

Obeyesekere does not mention the foregoing exegesis of the Colnett
text. He simply says that Colnett was obsessed by the Spanish and probably
not “attuned to Hawaiian modes of thought.” And even if some of his state-
ments were true, they would not lend much support to “the thesis that Cook
was the god Lono,” because by this time “it is obvious that Hawaiians know
that Cook came from ‘Brittanee’ and that he was under another chief (the
King of England)” who would help them get rid of the Spanish. And as the
Hawaiians had deified him after death (as a chief by the name of Lono),
he was “alive” as a deity and “might even be a guardian of British sailors”
(Ob. 141).

Obeyesekere's ideas about Cook's postmortem deification—from which
follows the pidgin anthropology that Cook could be a guardian of British
sailors, presumably reflecting a better resonance with Hawaiian modes of
thought than Colnetts—will be considered later. In several contexts, how-
ever, Obeyesekere makes this argument about “Brittanee”: that Hawaiians
knew the foreigners came from "Brittanee” (Britain) and therefore could not
have come from "Kahiki,” the traditional homeland of Lono and other gods,
of chiefly ancestors, and of many cultural good things. True, the foreigners
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came from “Brittanee.” And where, and what, was that? One has to wonder
what Obeyesekere thinks “Brittanee” meant to Hawaiians. His understand-
ing of "Kahiki" does not give much confidence, as he repeatedly refers to it
as a specific land, as if it could thus be contrasted with and different from
“Brittanee” (Ob. 49, 61, and elsewhere). But Kahiki is a generic term for
islands or lands beyond the horizon, of which there are many in various
directions from Hawaii; also conveyed is a sense of distance in time. Out of
sight, these invisible and godly places are in the sky—which is, incidentally,
true to islanders’ empirical experiences of things that lie beyond or come
from beyond the horizon: they are in the sky (Beckwith 1970; Emerson
1893; Fornander 1916-20, 5:590-95; Makemson 1938 : 378 —80; Kamakau
1976). There was no basis or reason for Hawaiians to suppose otherwise of
“Brittanee.” Already in Cook's time the Hawaiians knew the Haole were from
“Brittanee”; but at that time they also knew that the great gods dwelt in the
foreigners' “country” and that Lono was an invisible being who lived in the
sky (Cook and King 1784, 3:5n, 159). Rickman (1966: 332) cites a Ni‘ihau
chief who lamented he had not accompanied the British the first time they
came, "and pointing to the sun, seemed to suppose that we should visit that
luminary in our course, and that the thunder and lightning of our guns,
and that which came from the heavens were both derived from the same
source.”® In any event, Obeyesekere's second critical dismissal of Colnett's
report about the return of Cook confirms that Hawaiians continued to link
Britain with Kahiki as late as 1809.

This second objection turns out to be so damaging to Obeyesekere's
own thesis about the empirical impossibility of Cook being mistaken for a
Hawaiian god that, had he reflected on it, he might not have written his
book—and saved us all a lot of time and trouble. The second objection is
as follows: '

Insofar as Kamehameha himself encouraged and gave a filip to posses-
sion and healing cults [but not as early as 1791; cf. Valeri 1991], one
cannot rule out the possibility that in many contexts, including Col-
nett’s interpretation, the “return of Lono" simply meant the return of
his spirit, either in disembodied form (spirit transfer) or by possesion
of someone else (spirit possession). A case of spirit transfer was re-
ported by Campbell who lived in Oahu and wrote in 1809 about a
Welshman, William Davis whom Hawaiians thought "had been one of

6. This statement of Rickman's, together with Obeyesekere’s understanding of it, are con-
sidered below (pp. 174-75).
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their own countrymen who had gone to Caheite [Kahiki] or England
after his death, and had now come back to his native land.” (Ob. 141;
citing Campbell 1967:120)

Notice, first, the identity or at least equivalence of England and Kahiki
as the place to which departed spirits travel and whence they return. Notice,
second, that Hawaiians find it perfectly rational to suppose that a Welshman
could be the manifest form of a departed Hawaiian spirit. And if Davis, why
not Cook? The main argument of Obeyesekere is that Cook—not speaking
Hawaiian, not looking Hawaiian, etc.—was empirically too different from
Hawaiians or their god to be an incarnation of the latter. The corollary must
be that Welshmen are more like Hawaiians than Yorkshiremen.”

Another account of Cook as a Lono figure from the eighteenth century
is from one Joshua Lee Dimsdell, as set down by Captain James Barber
(Dimsdell Account). Dimsdell is noticed in several voyaging journals, going
back to Puget in 1794 (Puget Log, 27 Jan 1794). When Puget saw him, he
was residing with the important chief Ke'eaumoku; Puget believed him to
be an American. According to Barber's memoir, Dimsdell settled in Hawaii
in July 1792, having visited the Islands several times before and acquired
the language. Dimsdell recounted an interview with a certain “Pihore” who
claimed to have killed Cook, "and added with tears that he hoped the
Oroner [Lono] (so they term Cap'.C) would forgive him as he had built
several Morais [temples] to his Memory & sacrificed a number of Hogs an-
nually at each of them to this & other Devotional acts of his to the Oroner.”
Pihore also recounted the story of the death of “the Oroner.” The manu-
script continues thus:

It appears from further particulars related by Dimsdale that Cap Cook
is now considered as their third God, which the Term Oroner inti-
mates. There are a Variety of Morais built to his Memory in several
parts of the Island & the Natives sacrifice to him in Common with
their other Dieties. It is their firm Hope and Belief that he will come
again & forgive them. He is never mentioned but with the utmost rev-
erence of [?] Respect. After the affray they took the Body back about
a mile amongst the rocks where they dissected it on a large flat Stone.

7. In the vein of so-called spirit transfer, Obeyesekere continues by referring to a chant
(analyzed by John Charlot) in which the spirit of King Liholiho, who died in London in 1824,
is asked to return from there to see his chiefs (Ob. 141). Obeyesekere apparently believes that
this example of pragmatic rationality also substantiates his argument that the notion of Cook
as a god who returns from Kahiki is a Western myth.
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This Stone is still preserved with great Care. The flesh was even taken
by the Priests & the Bones were divided amongst the Chiefs. Those
that fell to Teriaboo and now in Possession of Tamamah [Kameha-
meha] his Successer Dimsdell has seen. They are preserved as Relics
& were shewn him as a great favour. These are perhaps %: of the
Human frame or not quite so much. (Dimsdell Account)

Obeyesekere's critical reading of Dimsdell is a word of caution: it
sounds too Christian. Since we know that Lono does not mean 'third god,
Dimsdell is “unconsciously, recasting the mythology of Cook in Eurocentric
trinitarian terms” (Ob. 145). So much for Dimsdell. And for whatever Pihore
and other Hawaiian people are reported to have believed and said. Once
more the argument that they did not say it is that only Europeans would
say it.8 v

Yet, Dimsdell's testimony is also interesting as testimony to a certain
cult of Cook/Lono. The mounting evidence of the next decades will show
that this was not an annual memorial feast for a deceased chief, of the kind
widely practiced in Polynesia (yet not documented for Hawai'i). The cult at
issue was the centralized or hierarchical Hawaiian version of the chiefly me-
morial, the Makahiki festival of Lono. During the Vancouver visit of 1793,
both Lieutenant Puget and Thomas Manby report that Cook's bones are
being kept at a temple whose location corresponds to Hikiau in Kealake-
kua.® Puget heard this at Ka'awaloa in connection with an account of Cook's
death he got from Kamehameha's brother Keali'imaikai (and apparently oth-
ers): "They told us Capt Cooks Remains were in the Morai [temple] along
with those of Terreobo [Kalani'dopu'u], which faces the place [Ka'awaloa
shore] where the above skirmish happened” (Puget Log, 27 Feb 1793).1° The
day before, Puget had an interview with “the chief priest” at Kealakekua,
using a resident Haole (Isaac Davis) as interpreter:

Their gods he told us were numerous and Good. One he distinguished
as superior to the Rest, that always accompanied the King. It has the
same name as that given to Captain Cook, Orono. This Divinity

8. On indigenous Hawaiian triadic as well as quadratic notions of major gods, see Valeri
(1985:17—18, 1991:103—-4).

9. Manby (1929:1[3]:39), speaking from Ka'awaloa, said that Cook’s bones were under a
heap of stones at a marae one-fourth of a mile away.

10. “In effect, the Hawaiians were indicating that Kamehameha, who had slain Kalan-
iopu'u’s heir in order to seize the rule, thereby acquired the victories and powers (bones) of his
predecessors. Or, as Mauss and Hubert put the principle: ‘when one god vanquishes another,
he perpetuates the memory of his victory by the inauguration of a cult'” (Sahlins 1989:380).



Cook after Death

a mistake , , ..
(always accompanied the King) [correction in the document, may or

may not be Puget’s] on his Excursions. The Memory of Capt. Cook
appears on all occasions to be treated with the Greatest Veneration by
all Ranks of People, & his Name still mentioned with a Sort of enthu-
siastic Respect. (Ibid., 26 Feb 1793) !

Cook as Lono in the Nineteenth Century

From William Mariner's account, based on information initially received at
Hawaii in 1806 from the resident Haole John Harbottle, the “veneration” of
Cook at issue in earlier accounts can be identified as the Makahiki Festival.
Harbottle had been in the Islands since 1793 and was for a long time in
Kamehameha'’s service. Mariner met him when the ill-fated Port au Prince was
on its way to Tonga, and afterwards recounted the interview in the context
of his Tongan memories (compiled by John Martin). But Harbottle was not
Mariner's only informant. He also knew certain Hawaiians living in Tonga.

When Mr. Mariner afterwards understood the Tonga language, he
conversed upon the subject with natives of Owhyhee [Hawaii], who
were with him at Vavaoo; they corroborated everything that Hare-
bottle [sic] had said and stated, moreover, that the natives had no idea
that Cook could possibly be killed, as they considered him a super-
natural being, and were astonished when they saw him fall. (Martin
1817, 2:66)

These Hawaiians are identified as a chief of middling rank and “the rest” of
the lower order. They were young, and had not been eyewitnesses of Cook's
visit or death, "but they spoke of these things as being universally known at
the Sandwich Islands, and beyond all doubt” (ibid., 68). However, the most
pertinent information that Mariner took the trouble to so confirm entails a
reference to the presence of Cook’s bones in the Makahiki procession of
Lono:

The people of the Tonga islands behaved towards Cook with every
external demonstration of friendship, whilst they secretly meant to
kill him; and the people of the Sandwich islands, although they actu-
ally did kill him, have paid, and still continue to pay him, higher hon-
ours than any other nation of the earth; they esteem him as having

11. Obeyesekere's answer to Puget is that since he said the god bore the same name as that
given to Captain Cook, this implies "a clear separation of these two beings’ (Ob. 145).
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been sent by the gods to civilize them, and one to whom they owe
the greatest blessings they enjoy. His bones (the greater part of which
they have still in their possession!) they devoutly hold sacred; they are
deposited in a house consecrated to a god, and are annually carried in
procession to many other consecrated houses, before each of which
they are laid on the ground, and the priest returns thanks to the gods
for having sent them so great a man. (Ibid., 66)

The implication of Mariner's report is not simply that Cook was in the
Makahiki (of which Mariner knew nothing), but that he has the appropriate
ritual persona of Lono, whose annual visit is a restoration of natural fertility
and human well being. All of this was stated in the JPS article, “Captain
Cook at Hawaii” (Sahlins 1989). Obeyesekere alludes to that discussion but
does not cite it. He ignores the reference to the Makahiki.’? Indeed, he
dismisses Mariner's whole discussion in one sentence as hearsay, and on the
argument that his amanuensis, John Martin, lived in London when the myth
of Cook as a god was popular: “Unfortunately, Mariner’s is a piling up of
hearsay accounts, complicated by the fact that Mariner ‘communicated’ his
experiences in Tonga to his ‘editor’ John Martin in London, in 1811, at a
time when the Cook myth was popular there” (Ob. 144). So once again,
what Hawaiians say is dismissed a priori, even as it is supposed to be a West-
ern myth on the grounds that it is already a Western myth—the reasoning
being that Martin helped make up what Mariner heard from Hawaiians.
Curious, however, that if this really is a compulsive Western myth about
how “natives” misconceive Europeans as gods, neither Mariner nor Martin
took the opportunity to make such an allegation about the Tongans' great
regard for Cook. On the contrary, that Cook was deified is clearly denied
for Tonga.

A notice by an American seaman, George Little, in 1809 is in the line
of references to rituals of Cook dating back to the early 1790s. This was at
Kealakekua:

I made a visit to the burying-place of Captain Cook, a beautiful, se-
questered spot, of a circular form, surrounded with banana and cocoa-
nut trees, the grave occupying the centre of the circle. The natives,

12. In general, Obeyesekere attempts to pass off such references to the ritual use of Cook’s
bones, notably in processions, as Western folklore, allusions to Christian cults of saints—ex-
cept, of course, when he wishes to make the case that Hawaiians deified Cook only after death
and as a chief, which traditionally required enshrinement of his bones.
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on approaching this place, seemed to be awed into a profound rever-
ence; and as two of our men, who had been at these islands several
times, spoke the language of the islanders,—in conversations with
them, they expressed unfeigned sorrow at the unfortunate circum-
stances which caused the death of this great chief, as they termed him;
they also informed us that, once in every year, all the natives assemble
here to perform a religious rite in memory of his lamentable death.
(Little 1843:131-32) "3

Adelbert von Chamisso, the botanist and linguist of the first Kotzebue
voyage, in the Islands in 1816 and 1817, wrote of the Hawaiians and Cook:
“they adored him as a god, and still piously revere his memory” (in Kotzebue
1821, 3:236). The statement occasions one of Obeyesekere's more dazzling
critical readings. Unmindful that Chamisso was the author of virtually the
whole third volume of Kotzebue's Voyage, as is plainly indicated in the text,
Obeyesekere mistakenly attributes Chamisso’s observation that Hawaiians
adored Cook as a god to Kotzebue. However, Chamisso also published a
separate edition of his work in 1836, an English translation of which ap-
peared in 1986. Obeyesekere proceeds to use the corresponding sentence in
the 1986 edition as Chamisso's criticism of “Kotzebue's” assertion of 1821,
which is merely a slightly different translation of the same Chamisso text.
Ah, but the difference is momentous. Kotzebue (that is, Chamisso,) had said
“they adored him as a god”; whereas, Chamisso, merely said “they honored
him like a god"—like a god.

The momentous difference is that between two English glosses of the
same German text: wie einen Gott (Chamisso in Kotzebue 1821, 3:239;
Chamisso n.d., 197). What is most impressive about this mistake, however,
is the fabulous history of Western thought Obeyesekere then proceeds to
concoct as the supposedly true source of the reported Hawaiian beliefs in
Cook’s divinity:

13. I cite a longer passage here than I had previously (Sahlins 1989:381), as, in a rare
reference to that earlier work, Obeyesekere finds great significance in the fact that the clause
referring to “this great chief” was deleted (QOb. 73, 144). This is supposed to be an example of
my uncritical reading of sources, as if Little's understanding of Hawaiian great chiefship, and
still less the Hawaiians' conception, involved a radical contrast to their notion of akua, ‘god,
‘divinity.’ (Great chiefs of the prostration tabu [such as Cook] were akua in relation to the rest
of mankind, even as gods such as Lono took the forms of great alii.) Having made the point
that Cook was just a great chief, Obeyesckere deletes the rest of Little's text: “They also in-
formed us that, once in every year, all the natives assemble here [at Kealakekua] to perform a
religious rite in memory of his lamentable death.” This is another probable reference to the

Makahiki.

929



100

Chapter Two

Kotzebue's statement [i.e., Chamisso, ] can be read as an efflorescence
of the European dialogue that developed after the death of the great
navigator [Cook] and the publication of the official journals. In other
words, a tradition of Cook's apotheosis already existed in Europe, and
later accounts, even the well-intentioned investigations of sea captains
[Kotzbue], were easily contaminated by the tradition. What is there-
fore impressive is the persistence of views that qualified [sic] this tra-
dition or differed [sic] from it. Thus, Adelbert von Chamisso, the natu-
ralist on Kotzebue's ship the Rurik, often critical of Kotzebue, made
an important qualification about his captain’s account: “They honored
him like a god, and they still honor his memory piously.” (Ob. 142;
italics in original)

Leave aside the grammatical non sequitur. Obeyesekere's flying in the
face of evidence is describing ever-decreasing hermeneutic circles. Here is
the myth of a European myth in the light of which all empirical testimonies
to the contrary become mythical.™

After Chamisso, the next relevant notice of Cook’s relation to Lono is
a footnote in Freycinet's book about the voyage of L'Uranie that explicitly
states Cook was received as a manifestation of the Makahiki god, here iden-
tified as a ruling chief of old, Lonoikamakahiki. Freycinet was in Hawaii in
1819, but he did not publish his Voyage until 1839. Hence Obeyesekere is
certain that Freycinet's apparent triangulation of the identities of Cook,
Lono the god, and the legendary king “is simply taken over from the mis-
sionary Ellis,” who elaborated the mythical connection, if he did not invent
it. This could be. But there are indications that something more, if not some-
thing different, is involved. One is that the pertinent myth was already a
popular tradition in 1822, when Ellis arrived in Hawaii, as will be docu-
mented shortly. Secondly, Freycinet's text specifically connects Cook with
the “chief god . . . Rono-ké-maka-ihi [Lonoikamakahiki]” (for which Freyci-
net provides the fanciful translation, ‘Rono erupting suddenly to feed him-
self ' Freycinet 1978:73). But Ellis's account of this tradition does not include
the proper name of the ancient Hawai'i king cum god, Lonoikamakahiki; it
only links Cook with a king and god “Rono or Orono” (1833, 4:104-5). So,

14. Obeyesekere’s argument about Chamisso's criticism of Kotzebue (= Chamisso) is
doubled by the assertion that Kotzebue did not necessarily have Hawaiian sources for his
identification of Cook with Lono “as Sahlins thinks.” However, the issue of Kotzebue's sources
in which Obeyesekere further entangles Chamisso's statement, “wie einen Gott,” is not relevant
to this voyage or time. It concerns Kotzebue's second voyage to the Pacific, touching at Hawa'i
in 1824 and 1825.
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the popular tradition of the 1820s, which was inscribed (we shall see) in the
form of a mele or chant, was probably already in the air in August 1819:

Rono was an ancient king of Owhyhi who, when on the point of leav-
ing the island in a canoe, promised to return. Not seeing him reappear,
the inhabitants began to worship him as a god. Later, when Captain
Cook arrived on their shores, believing that it was their god Rono
who had returned, the natives prostrated themselves at his feet.” (Frey-
cinet 1978:73n)

We come, then, to the time of the missionaries, the first contingent of
which anchored at Kailua, Hawaii on the fourth of April, 1820. As we know,
Obeyesekere believes that the American clergymen, following in a long-
standing Christian tradition, were devoted to condemning Cook for playing
god in the Sandwich Islands ("God is a jealous God,” said the poet William
Cowper, who is commonly cited as the source of the Christian contempt for
Cook, having concluded that Cook was “content to be worshipped” upon
reading the official Voyage in 1784. And how did Cowper do that?) Conse-
quently any document implying Cook = Lono and bearing a missionary’s
hand can be rubbished on the historiographic principle that since the author
belongs to a class of people with an evangelical interest in condemning it,
the proposition must be untrue. Said otherwise, anyone who may be sus-
pected of having an interest in lying must be lying. If the document cites
local speech or tradition to the effect of Cook = Lono, it must mean the
missionaries have succeeded in manipulating Hawaiian minds, myths, or
memories. Or else, again, the attribution to Hawaiians is untrue; it is the
missionary who is really speaking. This ventriloquism is all the more poi-
gnant because, according to Obeyesekere, there are no native Hawaiian
testimonies of Cook's apotheosis before the missionaries: “The Hawaiian
versions of Cook’s apotheosis come from accounts of native scholars and
missionaries after the Hawaiians had abandoned their tabu system in 1819,
and the first American evangelical missions had begun to arrive (the follow-
ing year)" (Ob. 49-50). Of course this is true of written “versions,” since
literacy came with Christianity; but are we thus entitled to forget that Ha-
waiian statements of Cook's career as Lono had been appearing repeatedly
in European annals from 1779 on?

Nor can missionary texts that cite Hawaiian reminiscences of Cook be
dismissed a priori because of what one may presume about the American
clergy. Most especially the documents before the latter part of 1825, when
Christianity was enjoying very indifferent success, as it had yet to be pro-
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moted by the Hawaiian powers-that-be (Sahlins 1992). In fact, the first such
testimony of Cook’s divinity came within two weeks of the missionaries’
arrival. Samuel Whitney's journal for 13 April 1820:

Kirooah [Kailua] is on the southwest side of Owhyhee. . . . A few
miles south of this is Kanahkakooah [Kealakekua] the spot where the
celebrated navigator Cook was killed. This person is still held in re-
memberance by some of the old men present. They say he was a god,
and for a long time worshipped him as such. A man at Kirooah told
one of our number that he had eaten part of Cook'’s entrails.'*

The old-timers in Kailua and Kealakekua recounted such memories to
many visitors throughout the decade. The LMS missionaries Tyerman and
Bennet heard them in April 1822:

In the course of our rambles, our guide pointed out the hollow, in the
volcanic mass, where the body of Captain Cook was roasted, and, a
little further on, the place where his arms and legs were submitted to
the same process. This was, in fact, the highest honour that his mur-
derers (with the inconsistency of savages) could show to his remains;
the corpses of their kings and chiefs being prepared in a similar man-
ner, that the flesh might be more easily separated from the bones, and
the skeleton afterwards be put together and preserved, as an object
not only of reverence, but even of religious homage. The relics of
Cook were thus worshipped in a temple of Rono, one of the gods of
Hawaii, of whom the people had a notion that the British navigator
was the representative, if not the incarnation of him. (Tyerman and
Bennet 1831, 1:376)'¢

Elisha Loomis, visiting Kealakekua in June 1824, reported: “All the na-
tives agree in stating that Cook was considered as a God and, as such, was
worshipped” (Loomis Journal, 12 June 1824). The Ka'awaloa chief, Naihe,
gave Loomis an account of Cook's death. After profiting from the occasion

15. Since Whitney (as Ellis and others after him) was evidently talking to ordinary or
middling people, the "worship” and “god" would not refer to a royal ancestor, the subject of a
royal cult. Hence, this was not just the worship of the manes of a deceased tabu chief named
Lono, as Obeyesekere argues.

16. Tyerman and Bennet were wrong about the disposition of Cook's bones at his death.
By contemporary accounts, the bones were distributed to ruling chiefs as trophies; indeed the
skull was separated from the long bones, so that bundled remains comprising these parts (ka'ai)
could not have been constructed. However, at least from Dimsdell's time on (1792), we do have
reports of an articulated set of Cook’s bones involved in a Lono cult.
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to reproach Cook for allowing himself to be worshipped, Loomis recounts
the current tradition of the returning god:

The natives had a tradition that one of their Gods named Rono or
Lono had gone to a foreign country. When Capt. Cook arrived, it was
supposed he was the identical Rono. This was the name they gave to
him and the name by which he has ever since been known among
them. (Ibid., 12 June 1824) |

Obeyesekere does not consider any of these reports, perhaps because
they are so many examples of missionary say-so. However, he does have
something in general to say about the allegedly Hawaiian "notion” or “tra-
dition" of Cook as an incarnation of Lono, namely that it is really missionary
say-so. T he missionaries, in the first place Hiram Bingham, were responsible
for the idea that Cook’s arrival was the reenactment of a certain myth of
Lono's “returning to Hawaii in a triangular canoe” (Ob. 154). But, says
Obeyesekere:

This myth itself is suspect: First, it confounds the myth of Lono with
that of a famous chief of Hawaiian legend, Lono-i-ka-makahiki and
his wife Kaikilani; second the myth is quoted by a missionary, Bing-
ham, who in turn obtained it from a compilation from the students of

the Lahainaluna seminary in Maui and published it in 1838 as Mooolelo
Hawaii. (Ob. 154)

First, to clear the decks, the myth in question—cited in two versions
by Obeyesekere (Ob. 51, 158)—does not appear in the infamous Mooolelo
Hawaii of 1838, a book which was not published by Hiram Bingham, but
by Sheldon Dibble. Nor was the Mooolelo compiled “from” the students of
Lahainaluna, but from interviews conducted by them with knowledgeable
Hawaiian chiefs and elders (see above, 38n.23). Second, missionary idea or
no, the existence of this myth in 177879 was not a necessary condition of
the reception of Cook as Lonomakua, the Makahiki form of Lono—an ar-
gument about the myth [ have never made. The Makahiki itself was a suffi-
cient condition of Hawaiian knowledge of Lono's annual appearance. The
interest of the myth is in whether it throws light on the understanding of
Lonoikamakahiki and Cook as instantiations of Lono, corollary to historical
reports of the bones of both in the Makahiki procession of the god. Third,
in this connection, the myth is not in fact a missionary invention or elabo-
ration, whether by Bingham or Ellis (as Obeyesekere also claims a few pages
later). The myth was a Hawaiian “popular tradition” first recorded about the
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god Lono in 1822, in the “Sandwich Islands Mission Journal” (ABCFM/MJ).

The sources were important Hawaiian people, although the story was put
into English. There is a Hawaiian-language version datable shortly thereaf-
ter, transcribed apparently by Bingham. The same myth and certain variants
were set down by Kotzebue in 1824~25 and by members of the Byron voy-
age of 1825—all likewise as charters of Cook’s identification with Lono. The
alternative versions also transpose incidents and relations of the Lonoika-
makahiki story to the original god Lono—such as the name of the former
king's wife, Kaikilani-wahine-o-Puna, who appears here as the god's wife—
thus representing on the mythical plane the interchangeable instantiations
that (I argue) occurred in ritual and history.

The general journal of the American mission was kept by Bingham and
one or more of his colleagues. On 19 September 1822, at O'ahu, it records
that the missionaries were visited by the Ka'awaloa ruling chief Naihe and
his wife Kapiolani, who came in the morning and stayed most of the day.
They brought with them “Kepokulo, a priest of Tamehameha [Kameha-
meha], who formerly resided at Karakakua [Kealakekual.”'” The priest gave
the missionaries a list of Hawaiian gods, naming Maui as the greatest, Kairi
[Kika'ilimoku] as Kamehameha's principal god, and “Rono” as the Makahiki
god. The text continues:

The following is a translation of a popular tradition of Rono. “In an-
cient time, Rono dwelt at the foot of a huge precipice near Kearakekua
in Hawaii & hearing the voice of solicitation from the top of the preci-
pice, in a sudden fit of anger & jealousy by a single blow he killed his
wife Kaikiraniariiopuna [Kaikilani-ali'i-o-Puna]. He then carried her &
placed her in a morai or house of worship, & wept over her in bitter
regret and anguish. Then traversed all the Islands, boxing & fighting
with every man he met. When the people demanded ‘O Rono hehena

nui e 2" Is Rono really crazy? he replied, 'l hehena hoi au ia ia.—

| ulala hoi au i kona arohei.'—I am indeed crazy on her account. | am

17. Kepokulou or Kepookulou was in the suite of Naihe and Kapiolani (Kamakau 1961 :
381). He is again identified as “former high priest of Kamehameha" by the missionary James
Ely in 1824 (ABCFM Ely to Evarts, 11 Oct 1824). He held and distributed land in Kealakekua
in 1819 and in Ka'awaloa in 1834. These land relationships are extremely interesting in light
of the argument, to be made presently, that the Lono priests of Kealakekua were replaced by
Kamehameha with his own henchmen. Indeed Kepookulou was a son of the famous Ka'awaloa
warrior of Cook’s time, Kekuhaupi'o—one of whose wives was a daughter of the Kii priest,
Holoa'e (AH/GB 14:37,38).
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wailing also for her love.’ When he had gone through the islands he
left them & fled to a foreign country in his Paimalau a triangular canoe
of the God. His wife coming to life, searched the islands through in
pursuit of him, & then went to a foreign country to seek her lost
husband.”

When Capt. Cook arrived the people took him to be their an-
cient God Rono, and worshipped him as such, while he not like Paul,
encouraged the delusion & received the homage of this idolatrous
people. But when they supposed themselves crowded upon by him,
some doubted his divinity & tried the force of their weapons on his

dis

ed person.

The story above may account for the institution of their annual
games of boxing in honor of Rono, and also for the name of that an-
nual celebration, called Muakeheiti as it is sometimes spoken by for-
eigners, derived from the words Ma, ka, hiti which signify, to a foreign
country [sic]. (ABCFM/MJ, 19 Sept 1822)

The Hawaiian version of this is in the J. S. Emerson Collection of the
Bishop Museum (HEN 1:648—52). A note indicates that it came to Emerson
from Bingham's daughter (Mrs. Lydia B. Coan) and was written out by Bing-
ham, apparently in 1824. The collection in fact includes two Hawaiian ver-
sions, one in the standard orthography and the other with archaic spellings,
the first presumably Emerson’s and the latter Bingham's. Although told of
the god Lono, the legend again is better known as the story of Lonoikamak-
ahiki, as confirmed by details appearing in this text but missed out of the
1822 journal entry, such as the name of Kaikilani's lover, "Hoakekoa.” Apart
from the details, the Hawaiian text differs in two interesting ways from the
English. First, “Paimalau” (lit., the Portuguese man-of-war jellyfish) is the
name of Lono's canoe— Ua holo aku la i Kahiki maluna o ka waa. O Paimalu ka
inoa o ka waa ana—not, as in the missionary and subsequent English versions,
a peculiarly shaped triangular canoe. (Obeyesekere makes a lot of this ca-
noe, thinking he is scoring points by the realist assurance that Hawaiians
could not mistake Cook’s ship for a triangular canoe.) Second, the connec-
tion between the god's story and Cook's arrival is in the original Hawaiian,
rather than appended to it as in the 1822 text. So the Hawaiian version ends:

Ua holo aku la hoi o Kaikilani-alii-o-Puna i Kahiki ma ka waa. A i hiki
nei o Capt. Cook, manao na kanaka o Lono i hoihoi mai ai Olelo
lakou, “Eia Lono €”

105



106

Chapter Two

Kaikilani-alii-o-Puna went to Kahiki [after Lono] on a canoe.
When Captain Cook arrived, the people thought that Lono had re-
turned. They said, “Here is Lono.”

This story of Lono the god is, as | say, a transposed form of the tradition
of the king Lonoikamakahiki ('Lono of the Makahiki'), the ruler of Hawai'i
who appears in well-known genealogies some generations before Kameha-
meha. According to the tradition, his wife Kaikilani for a time ruled the
island, the first woman ever to do so. However, Lonoikamakahiki's children
did not succeed him, a loss of the rule which is one of many analogies be-
tween the lengthy royal legend and myths of the original god Lono. Others
include Lono's circuit of the island engaging in fights to test his prowess (and
his ability to rule), the liaison of his wife Kaikilani with an upstart Heakekoa
('‘Blood Sacrifice of the Warrior') and Lono's smiting of Kaikilani with a game
(konane) board, (Fornander 1916-20, 4:256—-363). S. M. Kamakau's version
of the royal legend makes further and explicit connections to the Makahiki.
(This famous Hawaiian historian was a student collector of traditions in the
1830s for the Mooolelo Hawaii of the Lahainaluna school; his Lonoikamaka-
hiki legend was first published in 1871.) As has been noted, in Kamakau's
text, Lonoikamakahiki's feathered ensign (kahili) is of the same form as the
Makahiki image of Lono:

When Lonol -i-ka-makahiki] travelled, the large kahili was wrapped up.
When it was set up the men in Lono's canoe prostrated themselves. In
this way was the Makahiki god also honored. When Lono sailed from
Hawaii, his emblem was erected, and on the tops of the masts hung
ka'upu bird [skins] like banners. . . . When Lono-i-ka-makahiki, ruler
of Hawaii, died, his children and his descendants did not become rul-
ers of the government. His name was made famous through the Ma-
kahiki god, Lono-i-ka-'ou-ali'i, and [he] was thus thought of as a god
of the Makahiki celebration. The name Lono was combined with the
word Makabhiki, thus making it Lono-i-ka-makahiki. (Kamakau 1961 :
52 61)

Kamakau (1964:20) also says that Lonoikamakahiki—meaning the
ka'ai or bundled remains thereof>—was newly inserted into the Makahiki
procession by Kamehameha as one of the latter's ‘created gods’ (ho'oakua).
Kamakau's versions of tradition thus continue the interchange between the
god Lono and his royal namesake. Of course, the “authenticity,” in the sense
of the antiquity, of Kamakau's particular renditions cannot be determined.
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Nor would | give them any privileged status. What we do know is that they
reproduce a set of transformations between Lono the god, Lono the ancient
king, and Captain Cook that go back at least to 1822. More specifically, the

forms of the 1820s are popular and abbreviated versions, adapted to the

explication of the Makahiki, of what may be presumed to be esoteric royal
traditions like that of Lonoikamakahiki, collected by Fornander. As myths,
they are parallel to the reported presence in the Makahiki procession of
Cook’s bones as well as some representation of Lonoikamakahiki—if these
were different! Rev. William Ellis's researches on Cook at Hawai'i island in
1823 develop these associations.

Ellis identifies his Hawaiian interlocutors on Cook's death as “a number
of persons at [Ka'awaloa] and other places in the islands,” with many of
whom “we have frequently conversed” (1833, 4:101-2). Among these, was
Kelou Kamakau, author of the excellent text on the Makahiki rites. Born
about 1773, Kelou Kamakau lived at Ka'awaloa and was highly esteemed
by Ellis for his knowledge and attainments. In his private journal, Ellis also
mentions an interview on O'ahu with the ruling chiefs Kalaimoku, Ka'ahu-
manu, and “several others"—from which he concluded that Cook’s bones
were still in some temple in Hawai'i island “preserved as sacred relics” (Ellis
Journal, 27 Feb 1823). Moreover, there are other Hawaiian voices behind
this supposition:

The missionaries in the Society Islands had, by means of some Sand-
wich Islanders, been long acquainted with the circumstance of some
of Capt. Cook's bones being preserved in one of their temples, and
receiving religious worship; and . . . every endeavour has been made
to learn, though without success, whether they were still in existence,
and where they were kept. All those of whom inquiry has been made
have uniformly asserted that they were formerly kept by the priests of
Rono, and worshipped, but have never given any satisfactory infor-
mation as to where they are now. (Ellis 1833, 4:105)

As Hawaiians and LMS missionaries had both been in Tahiti since the late
eighteenth century, this notice of Cook goes back to the time the Makahiki
was celebrated.!®

However, as the defender of “nonliterate peoples who cannot speak for

18. Turnbull noted in 1802—3: “A number of Sandwich Islanders have in different periods
passed to Otaheite [Tahiti], where they find encouragement to settle from the young king
Otoo, who, from their superior skill and warlike disposition, prefers them as attendants on his
person” (Turnbull 1805, 2:67).
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themselves,” Obeyesekere is moved to attribute everything Hawaiians told
Ellis about Cook as Lono to the Reverend William Ellis. For, he says, Ellis's
“native informants, as in all works of this sort, are mostly nameless and fea-
tureless” (Ob. 157). And whereas Ellis says that Hawaiian accounts agree
with Lieutenant King’s, the latter (according to Obeyesekere) does not say
that Cook was a god. Since Ellis does, “though briefly [sic],” he must have
got his ideas from “an interpretation of Cook's death that is reflected in
Cowper's work” (ibid.)—that is, the poet who got the idea that Cook was a
god from reading Lieutenant King! Hence Obeyesekere concludes: “It seems
very likely, therefore, that any informant statements regarding the compli-
cated events that led to Cook’s installation and deification would simply be
fitted into the preconceived English view of his apotheosis” (Ob. 157).1°

Having laid on Ellis the authorship of the statements he supposedly
heard from Hawaiians, Obeyesekere does not go further into the English
missionary’s text except to dismiss the myth of Cook’s advent as Lono’s re-
turn. This part of the Ellis text concludes as follows:

As soon as Captain Cook arrived, it was supposed and reported that
the god Rono was returned; the priests clothed him with the sacred
cloth worn only by the god, conducted him to their temples, sacri-
ficed animals to propitiate his favor, and hence the people prostrated
themselves before him as he walked through the villages. But when,
in the attack made upon him, they saw his blood running, and heard
his groans, they said, “No, this is not Rono.” (Ellis 1833, 4:104)

At this point, Obeyesekere breaks off his consideration of Ellis: “We no
longer can take this account seriously” (Ob. 158).2 :

19. By "installation and deification” Obeyesekere is referring to his makeshift transforma-
tion of the hanaipii ceremony of welcoming Lono into the installation rite of a high chief named

~ Lono, in which capacity (as distinct from the god Lono) Cook was supposedly deified by the

Hawaiians after death. Note that even if this pidgin ethnography were true, it would still leave
significant aspects of Ellis's reports of the historic association between Cook and the god Lono
unexplained: such as the care of Cook’s remains by Lono priests, and their use in the annual
procession to collect tributes (i.e., the Makahiki circuit). These things, Ellis said, were told to
him by Hawaiian people. :

20. Obeyesekere gives several reasons why we can stop right here. First, the identification
of Lono the god with the chief Lonoikamakahiki is problematic for Cook's time. Perhaps so,
but the Lonoikamakahiki legend was a popular charter of Cook’s apotheosis in the early 1820s;
and its existence any earlier, during the functioning of the old religion, would fray the thread
on which Obeyesekere's thesis is dangling, that a tabu chief named Lono is not the god, to a
single insubstantial filament: well, maybe in the case of the tabu chief Lonoikamakahiki yes,
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In the event, among the aspects of the account we are not to take seri-
ously, hence that need not be mentioned, are local people’s reports of the
ritual respects paid to Cook's bones because of his identification with the
god Lono, and the definite allusion to the Makahiki in their statements that
these bones were annually carried around the island collecting tributes by
priests of Lono. Ellis used quotation marks in parts of this discussion to in-
dicate reported speech:

"After he was dead, we all wailed. His bones were separated—the flesh
was scraped off and burnt, as was the practice in regard to our own
chiefs when they died. We thought he was the god Rono, worshipped
him as such, and after his death reverenced his bones.” (Ellis 1833,
4:103)

A little further on, Ellis specifies the worship:

Some [people] . . . after [Cook's] death still supposed him to be Rono,
and expected he would appear again. Some of his bones, his ribs, and
breastbone, were considered sacred, as part of Rono, and deposited in
a heiau (temple) dedicated to Rono, on the opposite side of the island.
There religious homage was paid to them, and from thence they were
annually carried in procession to several other heiaus, or borne by the
priests round the island, to collect the offerings of the people for the
support of the worship of the god Rono. The bones were preserved in
a small basket of wickerwork, completely covered over with red feath-
ers, which in those days were considered to be the most valuable ar-
ticles the natives possessed. (Ibid., 104-5)

but not the tabu chief Lono-Cook. (We have already discussed the motivated transformations
between the traditions of the several Lono god cum king figures.)

Obeyesekere's second objection to the myth is that, according to D. Barrere, the “peculiarly
shaped canoe” was an invention of Kamehameha's reign. We have seen that this was a mission-
ary mistranslation; it has no bearing on the antiquity of a canoe of Lono (or two such cances)
in the post-circuit phase of the Makahiki (Malo 1951:151-56).

Third objection: the (tapa) cloth in which Cook was wrapped was not a sacred garment,
except by tautological deduction from the fact Cook was wrapped in it, and the notion that
animals were offered Cook to propitiate him is at best a wild interpretation. The demur is based
on a failure to investigate the practice and significance of wrapping images and other objects
in which the god is realized—including priests and chiefs in certain ritual contexts (see
appendix 6). Collected much earlier than the parallel observation in Mooolelo Hawaii, and out-
side of Maui, this information in Ellis provides independent support for Lieutenant King's con-
temporaneous notice to the same effect.
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Lono collects the tributes of the districts during the Makahiki proces-
sion. The wickerwork basket described by Ellis is a ka'ai, which holds the
deified remains of former kings and royals. Taken together with the refer-
ences of Mariner, Dimsdell, the Vancouver people, Little, and others, Ellis's
notices give us a consistent record of an annual ritual celebration involving
Cook's (supposed) bones, identifiable as the classic Makahiki festival and
going back into the 1790s, at least. This is what we should not take seriously.

What, then, to make of the interesting statement in the Ellis text to the
effect that when the stricken Cook was heard to groan and even to bleed,
the people said, “No this is not Lono?" The report is not unique to Ellis. It
occurs in a number of sources dating from the 1820s onward (Judd 1966:
55; Kotzebue 1830, 2:180; Bachelot 1830:283; and Kamakau 1961:103,
among others). Of two things, one is true: either it is an invention of the
nineteenth century, contingent on the local success of the radical Western
distinction between man and god (which I believe to be the case); or else, it
was actually said, in which case the Hawaiians must have believed up to that
moment—as they did again later—that Cook was Lono.

Obeyesekere's interpretations of this well-known statement are also
two, and they likewise contradict each other. They confirm the impression
(which the reader must by now share) that his book is a palimpsest of ad
hoc arguments—here grasping at a straw(man), there inventing Hawaiian
reasoning out of Western common sense or a pidgin “native” ethnography—
put together willy-nilly at different times without much concern for coher-
ence or reconciliation but on the scattershot principle of the more the bet-
ter, as then maybe some will hit the mark. Just so for “No, this is not Rono.”
On the one hand, this should not be believed. It is a Western construction.
(The same "Western mythologization,” Obeyesekere writes, was already ap-
parent before Cook's death when certain crew members speculated that Wil-
lie Watman's death destroyed Hawaiian beliefs in their visitors' immortality.)
The idea that Cook’s fall disproved his divinity “was probably attributed to
Hawaiians by Europeans who had their own notions of body and spirit”
(Ob. 158). Obeyesekere here would discard the episode because he realizes
its implication: that until Hawaiians saw Cook bleed, while he was living
among them, they must have thought he was Lono.?" On the other hand,

21. This point about the purported remark of Cook’s assailant—"it presupposes that, be-
fore the event, the people generally believed Cook to be Lono"—had already been made in a
discussion to which Obeyesekere occasionally refers, although in this matter does not cite
(Sahlins 1989:383). Here is another example: “Les naturels prirent Cook lui-méme pour leur
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not many pages earlier, the same exclamation about the dying Cook is cred-
ited by Obeyesekere. He accepts it as somehow supporting his argument
that the deification of Cook was only postmortem. Indeed the paralogism
can do double duty as historiographic criticism:

What is striking about Sahlins’s insistence is that the very “native”
sources he approves unanimously [sic] state that at least when Cook
died, they knew he was human and mortal. Thus, contrary to Sahlins,
it is virtually certain that any elevation of Cook’s ritual status must
have occurred as a postmortem deification. (Ob. 147)2?

But of course the only logical conclusion from the episode of “No, this is not
Rono” that is certain is that Cook had already enjoyed that condition in his
lifetime.

After Ellis, European accounts of the Islands continue to record Hawai-
ian memories of Cook’s divine career, including many versions of the popu-
lar tradition linking him with the Lonos of ancient memory who promised
to return. The millennial dimensions of this cosmic Cook were already ap-
parent in the beginning of the century, judging from Mariner's report, or
indeed they were already there in the annual renewal of life by the god (the
Makabhiki). But one senses some decades of depopulation and cultural loss in
notices of Cook's coming such as this one from Byron:

as they had confidently expected that the return of Orono was to con-
fer some immediate and important benefit, they eagerly embraced the
idea, that the blessed era was come, and that all the knowledge which

dieu Lono, dont je ne sais rien d'ailleurs. Il est toujours connu sous ce nom. Nous avons ici des
vieillards qui furent témoins de sa mort. . . . Quoiqu'il en suit, Cook cessa d'étre un Dieu dés
qu'on le vit blessé et qu'on I'entendit se plaindre” (Bachelot 1830:283).

22. Of course, it is not a sequitur that Cook's deification must have been post mortem, any
more than it follows (in a Hawaiian sense) that his being human and mortal means he was not
a manifestation of Lono; or again, that Hawaiians saying so “at least” when he died means they
did not believe it before he died.

The same sort of clarity attends Obeyesekere’s discussion of the return-of-Lono tradition
reported by Ellis. On the one hand, he says the myth is suspect because it confounds the god
and the chief (Lonoikamakahiki), and it comes from the Lahainaluna students via Bingham
(Ob. 153). A few pages later, noting that Ellis's earlier account of Lonoikamakahiki entails the
same confusion with the god, he writes: “This may not have been Ellis's own contribution to
the myth; it is more like a product of the Kamehameha reform. However, Ellis, more than
anyone else, fully incorporated the former into the latter and systematically rationalized it"
(Ob. 157). Yet Ellis was not responsible for this “popular tradition.” Hawaiian people were. And
if a chief named Lono can be an instance of the god Lono at least since the 1790s. . . .
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they believed, on the faith of tradition, they had lost shduld be re-
stored, and new arts and new comforts taught them by the inhabitants
of the floating islands [i.e. Cook’s ships]. (Byron 1826:27)

Kotzebue, whose visits of 1824 and 1825 bracketed Byron's, recorded a
myth of Lono’s return in which the protagonist was the original deity. Ka-
laimoku, so-called Prime Minister of the time, was the source of the account,
and also of the observation that when Cook arrived he was supposed the
“Ekua Rono" (Akua Rono, ‘God Lono') (Kotzebue 1830, 2:161-68, 179—
84). Byron's people of the Blonde, especially Richard Bloxam, set down a
considerable series of similar traditions and recollections.

Lord Byron (cousin to the poet) brought the body of the deceased king
Liholiho from London in 1825. The manuscript narrative of the voyage by
the Rev. Richard Bloxam contributed much to Byron's published account
(Bloxam Narrative). Like Kotzebue, Bloxam recorded versions of the Lono
myth—two different ones and a fragment of a third—that had to do with
the god (rather than the chief Lonoikamakahiki as in Ellis). These were
apparently given to Bloxam by “the missionary at Lahaina,” probably the
knowledgeable William Richards. One is quite the same as that appearing
in the missionaries' general journal of 1822, except that Bloxam describes it
as “popular poetry” and records it in “poetical stanzas.” When Byron pub-
lished it (in English) he called it a “song" and set it as poetry or lyrics (1826:
20-21). One may conclude that this was not merely a “popular tradition” as
the missionaries said—in contrast to its epic version as the legend of Lonoi-
kamakahiki—but also a popular chant (mele).?* The interest of the second
version of the myth found in Richard Bloxam's narrative is that it is set in
Maui, or at least the god Lono, having descended from the heavens, lives
for a long time in a ravine on Maui subsisting on wild foods. The latter part
of the text, apparently translated by Richards, again makes the coming of
Captain Cook sequitur to the myth of the god's marital tragedy.

Lord Byron, Richard Bloxam, Bloxam's brother Andrew, and the artist
of the voyage, Robert Dampier, all report recollections of Cook by people
from Kealakekua and Ka'awaloa. The old-timers remembered Cook as the
god Lono. Richard Bloxam seemed surprised that although forty-seven years
had passed since Cook'’s death, "his memory is still revered by the
Natives. . . . Neither do they speak of him or know him by any other name

23. Ellis (1833, 4:65) tells of the dissemination of these popular chants relating the doings
of the Hawaiian great.
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than Olono ‘the God.'” Only a part of Cook's bones, Bloxam was told, had
been returned to the British, “while a part still remain deposited in a Heiau
near Toeaigh [Kawaihae] Bay" (Narrative, 14 July 1825). Andrew Bloxam, at
Kealakekua, echoes the part about Cook being known “by the name of
Orono the chief god.” Several of the people they talked to, said Andrew,
were old and remembered Cook (Bloxam Diary, 36; see also Byron 1826:
196). Naihe, the ruling chief at Ka'awaloa, was interviewed at that place.
He claimed that the man who first struck Cook was from upcountry and
was, as Dampier (1971:65) put it, “ignorant of Cook’s attributed divinity."
On another occasion, the aforementioned Kalaimoku was Byron's informant
on these matters. "Of the respect, according to their notions, paid to his
[Cook’s] remains and of their belief, though once dead, he might, as their
deity Orono, come again among them, Karaimoku's testimony is now hardly
necessary” (Byron 1826:123). ,

Obeyesekere says Dampier was attributing the words of Mariner and
Lieutenant King to Naihe (Ob. 151). Kalaimoku's testimony he discounts
because the man was quite Europeanized and apparently too willing to say
anything pour faire plaisir aux Blancs (Ob. 143—-44). Obeyesekere does not
mention Richard Bloxam's narrative. Nor Andrew Bloxam’s diary. As for the
old-timers at Kealakekua Bay, he does not specify whether they were mis-
quoted or deluded. It is enough that Byron's outfit was “influenced by mis-
sionary views, especially of Bingham and Ellis,” to account for what they
reported of Hawaiian views. Obeyesekere also ignores several other similar
testimonies from the 1820s—Gilbert Mathison’s, for example, who also
learned of the association between Cook and the Makahiki procession:

It is generally well known, that after the death of Captain Cook the
inhabitants repented them of the deed, and sincerely lamented a man
whose previous conduct had been such as to secure their admiration
and respect. To perpetuate his memory, therefore, they resolved to
deify him; and accordingly made an appropriate image, which for
many years was actually carried in procession round the island of
Owhyhee [Hawai'i], under the appellation of the Wandering God.
(Mathison 1825:431-32)%*

Still another notice from the period quotes a Hawaiian worthy of some at-
tention. The reporter is Laura Fish Judd, at Kealakekua in 1829:

24. Mathison evidently assimilated the presence of Kamehameha’s human god Kahoali'i in
the Makahiki with Cook’s participation therein (see appendix 4).
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Here | have made the acquaintance of the old queen, Kekupuohi, wife
of Kalaniopua. She was close to Captain Cook when he fell, following
her royal husband, whom the English were enticing on board the ship,
to be detained as a hostage until a stolen boat should be restored. She
says the natives had supposed that Captain Cook was their old god
Lono, returned to visit them. They paid him divine honors, which he
must well have understood. (Judd 1966:64—65)

So into the 1830s, similar reports continue, and not only in the Mooolelo
Hawaii, with its detailed recollections of “the oldest and most knowing of the
chiefs and people” (Kahananui 1984). Likewise, Varigny learned of the iden-
tification of Cook and Lono from an old-timer of Honaunau and Farnham
from the "very aged” chiefly woman, Hoapili Wahine (Varigny 1874:18—
23; Farnham 1846:37—38). But way up in the country, similar memories
lingered, notably in the rituals of the New Year. The missionary Lorenzo Lyons
recorded them in Waimea, Hawai'i:

January 1833. Last week the people having heard it was some where
near the beginning of a new year thought that they must pay some
regard to a feast held formerly on this occasion which was to eat abun-
dantly of all such things as they chanced to have & pray to Lono (Cap-
tain Cook). They did not observe it exactly in the same way now—
some of them collected together & read & prayed [i.e., to the Christian

god]—when told we had no such thing they were quite astonished.
(Lyons to Anderson, ABCFM/L, 6 Sept 1833)

This celebration in a remote Hawai'i island community in a double way
disconfirms the thesis that Cook was merely apotheosized post mortem as
a "guardian spirit” of Hawaiian chiefs. For, not only was this a New Year
féete—or the ‘New Makahiki' as Kawena Pukui called it (HEN 1:1294)—
but, again, it was celebrated by the people in general, not the chiefs alone
as an ancestral cult.

Who Is Speaking Here?

“O-runa no te tuti,” Cook is Lono (Zimmermann). “The Indians have a No-
tion that Capt' Cook as being Orono will come amongst them again in a
short time" (Samwell). From 1779 into the 1830s, Hawaiian people testi-
fied in direct speech, by their ritual practices, and in their myths that,
for them, Captain Cook was an embodied form of their god Lono—of
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whom tradition has known other forms, human and not. Trouble is, even
when quoted more or less verbatim from named people these testimonies
have mainly been set down and reported by Haole. Now, Obeyesekere con-
tends that Cook was not Lono “in person,” but at best a tabu chief of that
name who after death functioned as a royal ancestral god. He claims that
the idea Cook was Lono (or more precisely, a form of Lono) is a long-
standing myth of Europeans, a characteristic Western conceit that “natives”
take them for gods. So someone is lying. Or at least some group, Hawaiian
or Haole, is obsessively repeating certain prescribed scenarios of belief in
the face of empirical realities to the contrary.

Happily, it is not the Hawaiians who are irrational. The concept of
Cook as Lono was basically “created” by Europeans and essentially “perpetu-
ated” by Europeans (Ob. 3, 50, 177). Discussing Maori versions of such
“myths,” Obeyesekere puts it as a general rule that “in an unequal power
structure the white version triumphs and is eventually accepted by the sub-
altern culture” (Ob. 136). Still, even assuming with Obeyesekere that the
idea of Cook's apotheosis is of European provenance, Hawaiians, who could
not have traditionally believed it themselves, would have to have some
strong inducements to rehearse it compulsively for the benefit of Western
chroniclers. Perhaps here and there one might find an Uncle Komo, espe-
cially as time and acculturation march on—one ruling chief or another in
the 1820s who for reasons of his or her own was willing to indulge the Haole
fantasies about Cook. Yet it would be hard to sustain the claim that before
the latter part of 1825, when American missionary doctrines began to be
enthusiastically spread by ruling chiefs, Hawaiians were habitually repeating
someone else's understandings of Captain Cook. How could they be so
easily convinced of an identity of Cook and Lono that they were too prag-
matic to believe on their own? Obeyesekere says that already by the time of
Kalani'épu'u's death (ca. 1783) and Kamehameha's rise to power (at the lat-
est, 1795), Hawaiians knew too much about the Western world to believe
Cook was anything but an English sea captain (Ob. 146—47). True, their
own religion was crumbling toward 1819, but that liberation might have
made them more rational than ever. On the whole, then, this argument
regarding the Hawaiian testimonies of Cook = Lono has more problems
than the alternative that the Haole writers made them up. In general for
Obeyesekere, with a few minor exceptions, it is not the Hawaiians being cited
who are held responsible for what they are thus reputed to say. The Europeans
doing the citing must be the ones at fault: Bingham, Ellis, Loomis, Whitney,
Dibble, Kotzebue, King, Zimmermann, Rickman, Byron, Chamisso, Freyci-
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net, Martin, Puget, Bell, Manby, Dimsdell, Byron, A. Bloxam, R. Bloxam,
Dampier, Taylor, Colnett, and all the others of their ilk. They are doing the
talking here.

The European chroniclers are prisoners of their own myths, and how-
ever they may refer these myths to Hawaiians, the words are theirs. The
words are only ostensibly the “native's”; the Haole is the real source. This is
the historiographic principle in Obeyesekere's critical readings of the texts.
Again, there are two possibilities of ventriloquism. The European writer may
lie outright. He may simply ascribe to the Hawaiians what he believed of
them, something they never remotely said or intended. More charitable and
more likely, however, the Haole misconstrues the Hawaiians because of his
own conceptual predispositions. How could a European anyhow appreciate
the finesse of a Hawaiian distinction between the chiefly Cook as a deified
ancestor “Lono” and the deity Cook as a chiefly ancestor “Lono?” Especially
when this Haole is convinced in advance that credulous “nati