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ABSTRACT 

 

Native Hawaiians have long been underrepresented among Hawaiʻi’s university graduates, yet 

there is a dearth of studies that explore factors that have contributed to these disparities. My 

dissertation investigated how multiple factors: prejudices among education administrators, erasures of 

early advocates from dominant narratives, and failures to evaluate and/or sustain Native-serving 

programs have resulted in wide disparities between the ethnic group with the smallest proportion of 

university graduates in Hawaiʻi (Native Hawaiian) and the one with the largest proportion of graduates 

(White). Consistent with Indigenous research methodologies, methods used herein involved designing 

inquiry that posed questions to problems for which Native Hawaiians seek solutions; privileged Native 

Hawaiian language, culture, and values; and incorporated Native Hawaiian stakeholders as co-

researchers. To ensure access to and relevance for fellow educators, practitioners, and advocates, this 

dissertation generated an overview of my positionality and three articles that can be easily disseminated 

to and adapted by other Native communities. Most data collected came from primary sources: personal 

experiences, university and government archives, eyewitnesses, U.S. Census, institutional records, and 

participant feedback. These unique data enabled a critical review of Native Hawaiian presence at the 

University of Hawaiʻi as depicted in its dominant historiographies and institutional reports. Salient 

themes in these data suggested that endeavors to restore the presence of Native Hawaiians within UH’s 

historiographies, sustain effective strategies at-scale, and incorporate eradicating university degree 

disparities in Hawaiʻi among UH’s strategic priorities offer promising opportunities for increasing 

Hawaiʻi’s Native Hawaiian university graduates. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

By the early 1970s, Katherine Wery, a counselor who started working at the University of 

Hawaiʻi at Mānoa1 (UH) in the 1950s, could no longer sit idle. Wery was concerned that too few Native 

Hawaiians2 were attending Hawaiʻi’s oldest and largest public university. Although Wery and her Native 

Hawaiian husband did not have children of their own, Wery’s work afforded her the opportunity to 

nurture relationships with Native Hawaiian college students (N. Piianaia, personal communication, 

August 25, 2020), including hānai daughter Dr. Naleen Andrade, M.D. who went on to become the first 

Native Hawaiian to serve as Chair of Psychiatry at UH’s John A. Burns School of Medicine and President 

of the American College of Psychiatrists (The Queen’s Health System, 2021). Fueled by a desire to 

increase the number of Native Hawaiian students at UH and coupled with two decades’ experience with 

 
1  Although I am still a beginning level student of Hawaiian language, I have heard words and phrases 
spoken by my elders throughout my life. I cherish ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi and will privilege its use, without 
translations, throughout this dissertation. However, Kumu Laiana Wong, professor of Hawaiian 
Language at UH, cautioned that using the wrong diacritical markings can lead to mistakes in words or 
their meanings. Thus, whenever I use Hawaiian words and phrases within this dissertation, I will consult 
Pukui and Elbert’s Hawaiian Dictionary (1986) for definitions and spellings. When referring to places 
within the Hawaiian Islands, I will follow spellings provided by Pukui, Elbert, and Mookini in Place Names 
of Hawaii (1974). Whenever authors who have Hawaiian names are cited, I will follow the spellings used 
in their published work. Finally, whenever Hawaiian names, words, or phrases are directly quoted from 
published works, I will follow the author’s spellings.  

2 The people—past, present, and future—who have inspired this study are the descendants of 
Polynesians who settled the Hawaiian archipelago. Tengan (2008) explained that terms used to identify 
Hawaiʻi’s aboriginal people such as Kānaka ʻŌiwi (People of the Bone) and Kānaka Maoli (Real People) 
are preferred in “activist and intellectual circles” (p. xii); “native Hawaiian,” adopted by the Hawaiian 
Homes Commission to represent those with a minimum of 50 percent Hawaiian blood quantum (p. xii); 
and “Native Hawaiian” that includes all Hawaiian aboriginals regardless of blood quantum (p. xii). To 
have the widest reach and relevance for my study’s intended audience, I will refer to Hawaiʻi’s aboriginal 
people as “Native Hawaiian,” a definition promulgated by U.S. Public Law 103-150 as: “any individual 
who is a descendent of the aboriginal people who, prior to 1778, occupied and exercised sovereignty in 
the area that now constitutes the State of Hawaiʻi.” 
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UH’s bureaucracy and politics, Wery applied for sabbatical leave and a research grant to study the 

problem that most vexed her. 

By way of Dr. Walter Nunokawa, dean of UH’s College of Continuing Education and Community 

Service (N. Piianaia, personal communication, September 17, 2021), Wery met Norman Piianaia, a 

Native Hawaiian doctoral candidate in UH’s Educational Psychology department whose expertise was 

statistical research and program evaluation. Piianaia shared Wery’s concerns and joined the project as a 

co-researcher and research analyst. Wery and Piianaia’s knowledge, skills, and attributes were 

complementary and synergistic. She brought knowledge of UH’s policies, practices, and politics, 

expertise in student success strategies, and relationships with Hawaiian-serving organizations whose 

scholarships she helped administer, and Piianaia contributed knowledge of Hawaiian history, culture and 

language, and data collection and analysis. 

After inviting Native Hawaiian students and community members to share their insights and 

concerns about the problem they identified, Wery and Piianaia (1973) conducted the first, largest, and 

most rigorous, study on the status of Native Hawaiians at UH: Where are the Hawaiians?: An Inquiry into 

the Effectiveness of Education for Disadvantaged Hawaiian Students on the Nine Campuses3 of the 

University of Hawaii4. Among the important contributions these pioneering researchers delivered via 

their study were 1) baseline assessments on factors that thwarted Native Hawaiians’ enrollment, 

persistence, and degree attainment at UH and 2) recommendations on what UH should do to improve 

outcomes in those areas. 

 
3 UH West-Oʻahu was not established until 1976. 

4 Referred to hereafter as Where are the Hawaiians? (1973). 
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In the half-century that has passed since Wery and Piianaia asked UH administrators for support 

to sustain their program, institutional data indicate that some positive outcomes have been achieved. 

First, at all campuses except UH Mānoa and Kapiʻolani Community College, the proportion of Native 

Hawaiian students has met or exceeded the percentage they comprise within Hawaiʻi’s population. Also 

encouraging were data showing that the percentage of degrees awarded to Native Hawaiians at UH’s 

two largest Native-serving campuses, UH Mānoa (UHM) and Leeward Community College (LCC), has 

reached parity with the proportion of Native Hawaiians enrolled at those campuses. 

Despite closing two important disparities at the campus level, a larger, more consequential 

educational attainment gap remains unresolved. Data collected by the U.S. Census’ American 

Community Survey (ACS) present residents’ responses to questions about their education, housing, 

employment, and veteran status. Because employment credentials for most managerial, professional, 

and living-wage occupations require a minimum of a bachelor’s degree, I consulted ACS data (2017) to 

learn how many Native Hawaiians in Hawaiʻi possess such credentials. After disaggregating these data 

by ethnicity (Table 1), I saw that there is a paucity of Native Hawaiian university graduates among 

Hawaiʻi residents. 
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Table 1  

University Graduates in Hawaiʻi by Ethnicity (2017) 

Variable NH alone or in any 

combination 

White  Asian All Hawaiʻi 

residents 

Individuals 25+ years 171,085 270,276 434,390 997,744 

University graduates     29,084 113,516      147,693       329,253 

Percentage of university graduates 

within the ethnic group 

    17%      42%      34%     33% 

Percentage of the ethnic group 

among Hawaiʻi adults 

    17%     27%     44%      100% 

Number of University graduates at 

42% of ethnic group 

71,856 113,516 182,444 419,052 

Net difference to reach parity + 42,772 0 + 34,751 +89,797 

 

Educators have long had access to data that reveal Native Hawaiians as the least likely university 

graduates in Hawaiʻi (Wong-Wilson, 2016); however, when I review these data, my heart feels heavy. 

My earliest impressions of Native Hawaiians’ experiences with higher education came from my elders 

who expressed sorrow over degrees they longed for but were denied the opportunity to pursue. Later, 

as a college student in Southern California, poverty was the main complicating factor in my ability to 

persist and graduate. Finally, after returning home to build my career as a counselor and program 

coordinator at Kapiʻolani, Windward, and Leeward Community Colleges, I was able to reflect on my 

experiences alongside those of my students and began to formulate ideas around the ways some 

university policies, practices, and programs fail to nurture students’ aspirations. 
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In 2008, I was hired as Leeward Community College’s (LCC) Native Hawaiian Student Support 

Coordinator, a departmental leadership role charged with introducing programs designed to increase 

Native Hawaiians’ enrollment, persistence, graduation, and transfer rates. During the 10 years I served 

in this position, I noticed that Native Hawaiian students 1) thrived in learning environments where they 

saw the subjects relevant to their aspirations and harmonious with their values; 2) sought my help and 

expressed struggles when UH’s institutional practices, programs, or culture conflicted with their 

personal values or familial kuleana; and 3) responded enthusiastically while participating in courses and 

programs that helped them learn their language, history, and cultural practices. 

While my training in student development prepared me to notice what Native Hawaiian 

students were responding to, I realized that I lacked the research and assessment skills needed to 

describe the effects that were generated. In 2013, I began taking courses in UH’s College of Education 

doctoral program to build skills needed to measure the effectiveness of LCC’s Native-serving programs. 

Although courses in research and evaluation methods alleviated my professional shortcomings, they did 

little to relieve my personal concerns about why there were so few Native Hawaiian university graduates 

among Hawaiʻi’s residents. Among my Native Hawaiian relatives, all of whom were curious, creative, 

disciplined, and hard-working problem-solvers, only two cousins had graduated from a university. Later, 

while I was attending elementary school, my mother re-enrolled at UH to finish a degree she started 

after high school. 

Concerned about the scarcity of university graduates in my family, I became preoccupied with 

the disparities I saw in the ACS data. I wondered whether my fellow 29,083 Native Hawaiian university 

graduates in Hawaiʻi also noticed a dearth of university graduates within their families. Moved by the 

unambiguous and unapologetic research questions that Wery and Piianaia raised in 1973, my 

dissertation journey began as I searched for answers to what had caused Native Hawaiian adults to be 
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the least likely to be university graduates in Hawai‘i. This journey led me to my primary research 

question: “What caused these wide and persistent disparities between Hawaiʻi’s Native Hawaiian and 

White university graduates?” and has flowed toward more discernible inquiry: “Which strategies are 

needed to increase the percentage of Native Hawaiian university graduates in Hawaiʻi to a level that 

equals the percentage of its White university graduates?” 

Dissertation Format 

After considering my goals for this research, I realized that it was critically important to generate 

new knowledge that Native educators, practitioners, and advocates could easily access, evaluate, and 

apply for the betterment of their peoples, communities, and Nations. Thus, this dissertation has been 

designed to first describe my positionality to my subject as a Native Hawaiian student development 

professional-turned-researcher, followed by three research articles. The first two studies explored the 

historical sources of factors that impeded Native Hawaiians’ access to higher education and can be 

adapted into manuscripts for publication. My final study was published in a peer-reviewed journal to 

share findings from my evaluation of a Native-serving program I introduced at Leeward Community 

College in 2009.  

Building this dissertation research upon two historically-oriented studies alongside an 

evaluation of a contemporary strategy addressed gaps among extant studies. First, although Native 

Hawaiian scholars identified colonization as a major cause of poor outcomes among Native Hawaiian 

students (Beyer, 2007; Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2013; Thomas et al., 2012; Wright, 2003), I wanted to 

understand how specific school leaders’ motives and worldviews led to their adoption of policies that 

produced such harms. Second, heeding Kaomea’s warning that erasures of Native Hawaiians from 

dominant narratives have prevented an accurate understanding of our history (Kaomea, 2001, 2003, 

2014), I sought to explore the extent to which erasures have been used within UH’s widely published 
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historical narratives and institutional reports. Finally, a widely known adage, often attributed to the late 

business consultant and prolific author Peter Drucker, teaches the importance of assessments and 

evaluations: “You can’t improve something you don’t measure.” When organizations set goals yet fail to 

evaluate the effectiveness of strategies used toward achieving them, there is little confidence that their 

stated goals will be achieved. These vexing, unanswered questions and gaps moved me to design the 

three original studies herein. 

Whether taken individually or as a group, the following studies have examined factors that have 

led to Native Hawaiians having the smallest percentage of university graduates in Hawaiʻi be the least 

likely to be university graduates in Hawaiʻi. My preoccupation with what caused this phenomenon led 

me to develop my overarching research questions: “What caused these wide and persistent disparities 

between Hawaiʻi’s Native Hawaiian and White university graduates?” and “Which strategies are needed 

to increase the percentage of Native Hawaiian university graduates in Hawaiʻi to a level that equals the 

percentage of its White university graduates?” I used these overarching questions to develop a set of 

investigations that helped me explore three different subjects, set within both historic and 

contemporary settings.   

My first article, In Their Own Words: Armstrong Family Views of Native Hawaiians, involved 

analysis of primary source data curated at archives that hold Armstrong family members’ journals, 

letters, photographs, and ephemera in Hawaiʻi, Massachusetts, and Virginia. This study explored how 

the children of these former missionaries carried their parents’ bigoted sentiments of Native Hawaiians 

into arenas where they influenced policies within the educational and political sectors through 

privileged positions they held within the Hawaiian Kingdom and asked the following research questions: 

● How did the Armstrongs’ personal views of the Native Hawaiian people, language, and culture 

influence educational policy and curriculum decisions at Hawaiʻi schools?  



 

8  

● How might the Armstrongs’ views of Native Hawaiians and university degree attainment 

disparities be correlated? 

Samuel Armstrong (S. Armstrong), a Maui-born missionary son, left Hawaiʻi for college, served in 

the Civil War, and established a school to train freed slaves for industrial work. I became curious about 

the relationships S. Armstrong maintained with Hawaiʻi residents after he left in 1860. When I learned 

that the archives at his alma mater, Williams College, held his personal papers, I requested his writings 

to Hawaiʻi between the 1880s and 1890s because the events of those decades were consequential to 

our monarchy.  

 While reviewing letters that S. Armstrong received from Hawaiʻi, I saw that William Richards 

Castle, a notorious annexationist, wrote to S. Armstrong to invite him to deliver the keynote address at 

their alma mater, Punahou School’s 50th anniversary celebration in 1891. I saw that Castle made brazen 

and offensive statements that characterized Native Hawaiians as “naked cannibals” with “with bows, 

arrows, spears, war clubs” (Castle, 1891). 

While learning about S. Armstrong’s relationships with late-Kingdom era school leaders, I saw 

that he had a literal genealogical connection to an educational policy decision maker, Richard 

Armstrong, his father who negatively impacted Native Hawaiians through schooling (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 

2005; Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2014; Kahumoku, 2000; Lucas, 2000; Walk, 2007). Richard Armstrong, the 

Hawaiian Kingdom’s Minister of Public Instruction from 1847 to 1860 under King Kamehameha III and 

King Kamehameha IV, introduced a manual labor curriculum and policies that diminished the value of 

ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi in schools. Because they were submitted into the public record, R. Armstrong’s 

educational policy decisions were published and preserved in the Kingdom era government records at 

the State of Hawaiʻi Archives. However, his motives for enacting such changes were based upon his 
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personal prejudices which became clear after I read through his personal writings curated by the 

Hawaiian Mission Children’s Society Archives. 

My second article, Hidden Histories: Early Native Hawaiian Advocates for the University of 

Hawaiʻi (UH), drew from primary source data curated by the State of Hawaiʻi and University of Hawaiʻi 

Archives to trace the presence of early Native Hawaiian advocates who worked to establish, expand, and 

improve post-secondary opportunities at UH. The purpose of this study was to reconcile noted erasures 

of their presence from dominant narratives.   

This study was prompted by clues I noticed among errors, omissions, and erasures within extant 

historiographies about UH and its recent Native Hawaiian strategic planning reports. This study 

considered how failing to recognize UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates may have contributed to the 

disparities among Hawaiʻi’s university graduates.  

All five published historical narratives about those who envisioned and established UH 

celebrated the contributions of missionaries and immigrants to Hawaiʻi while downplaying, diminishing, 

or erasing the contributions made by Native Hawaiians. In the 1970s, UH’s senior executives and grant-

funded program directors circulated racist comments about Native Hawaiians and ultimately blocked 

bills written in support of State funds that would have sustained Wery and Piianaia’s culturally 

responsive strategies, designed to recruit and retain Native Hawaiians at UH’s then-nine campuses. This 

article was guided by the following research questions: 

● How did UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates contribute to establishing and improving public 

higher education in Hawaiʻi? 

● How did the contributions of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates establish a foundation for 

future Native Hawaiian advocacy at UH? 
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Finally, because racist UH administrators effectively blocked State funding to sustain Wery and 

Piianaia’s strategies back in 1976, UH campuses have relied upon extramural grants to design and pilot 

temporary Native-serving strategies that were neither designed nor delivered with a consistent program 

framework across all UH campuses.  

My third and final study examines the quality and effectiveness of a strategy specifically 

designed to support Native Hawaiians’ needs and aspirations at Leeward Community College (LCC). 

While the other two historically focused studies investigated how racist educational policymakers 

negatively affected Native Hawaiians’ ability to thrive at UH, I end my dissertation with a hope-filled look 

into UH and Hawaiʻi’s future. To explore answers to my second overarching research question, I asked: 

● When considering contemporary Native Hawaiians’ aspirations for learning and well-being, what 

kinds of programs should UH campuses offer so that more Native Hawaiians can pursue and 

achieve their higher education goals? 

The evaluation of LCC’s Ke Ala ʻIke program brought forth findings from both participant survey and 

institutional data which indicated that programs that engage students in barrier-free, culturally 

congruent, and academically relevant enrichment activities may hold the promise of gradually closing 

Hawaiʻi’s university degree attainment disparities.  

My Methodologies 

I selected methodological frameworks for these studies by reflecting on why I found particular 

historical figures, data, and archival documents problematic. Human complexity provides us with 

multiple lenses with which to identify research subjects and select research methods. For example, even 

though my White and Asian ancestors outnumber my Native Hawaiian ones, I have never identified a 

problem or devised methods to investigate factors affecting White or Asian college students and 

graduates. My interest was in uncovering factors that complicated university degree attainment for 
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Native Hawaiians who have suffered the greatest number of adverse impacts due to low education and 

income attainment while trying to live and thrive in their homeland.  

After accounting for my personal understanding of the problem, I began considering my 

intended outcomes for the research findings. With thoughts that maintaining the status quo was a 

possible alternative, I realized that my ultimate goal for these studies is to spur people into action by 

rejecting the practices, policies, and worldviews that have produced Hawaiʻi’s degree attainment 

disparities.  

Next, I saw my dissertation as an opportunity to wrestle with topics that Indigenous researchers 

have been discussing and applying to their work. Some of the most common bedrock questions 

circulating among Indigenous researchers include: Who are the researchers? What are their intentions 

or purposes for the research? Who collects the data? How are they collected? How are they stored? 

Who has access to them? Who benefits from the research? Most importantly, what will be different as a 

result of this research? (Kaomea, 2016; L. T. Smith, 1999, 2012; Smith & Smith, 2018; Wilson, 2008).    

When I could articulate clear, concrete answers to the essential questions about my research 

intentions and understood my kuleana to the people I am researching with and for, I recalled theoretical 

and methodological frameworks I learned about in coursework and on-going studies. From these, I 

selected those that could support my research goals. The three articles I produced herein were 

supported by both Western and Indigenous methodologies. Much like our ancestors did when exposed 

to useful Western tools and technologies, Native researchers worldwide have discussed their processes 

for adapting, blending, and selectively appropriating (Beamer, 2009) Western methodologies, so long as 

they would effectively generate knowledge to benefit their people’s growth and well-being.  

Lumbee academic Bryan Brayboy provided an instructive example of such an adaptation with his 

TribalCrit (2005) framework. Brayboy saw valuable concepts within Critical Race Theory, developed in 
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the 1970s by legal scholars as a tool to critically analyze institutional structures and policies that 

produced race-based inequities, and adapted it to investigate how America Indigenous peoples were 

negatively impacted by White supremacy. Because the Armstrongs were White American Christian 

missionaries who asserted heavy influence on Hawaiʻi schools, Brayboy’s TribalCrit was an apt 

methodology to support my investigation into correlations between their personal prejudices toward 

Native Hawaiians and their educational policy and curriculum decisions.    

For my second article, my goal was to search for names of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates 

who had been erased out of UH’s historical narratives and institutional reports. In one of Kaomea’s 

applied research studies, she described the level of discretion she used to draw from Derrida’s writings 

on sous rature. “Throughout this article I use the term both more loosely and more literally than he 

likely intended” (Kaomea, 2003, p. 16). Admittedly, I am not yet familiar with Derrida’s work, but by 

studying Kaomea’s example of selectively appropriating it in my research on UH history, I learned about 

its value in pursuing answers to questions about the genealogy of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates. 

I blended methodologies for this article by considering myself a genealogist of sorts, using archival 

research methods to generate a more accurate and complete moʻokūʻauhau of UH’s early Native 

Hawaiian advocates. 

 Finally, program evaluation methodologies differ from those in research because evaluation 

studies are intended to generate recommendations for decision-making and improvement. Because the 

program under investigation was designed to increase college success for Native Hawaiians, and the goal 

of the evaluation study was to improve it in ways that the Ke Ala ʻIke Program could be used to increase 

college success for more Native Hawaiians, I blended elements from Stake’s (2004) responsive  
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evaluation framework and LaFrance and Nichols’ (2010) Indigenous evaluation methodologies.  

All of my methodological frameworks will be discussed in greater detail within each article.  

My Positionality with the Research 

 Identifying the Problem 

I began formulating my sense of positionality with my research by reflecting on the experiences 

that shaped my journey I took to be able to design, conduct, and generate these studies. After outlining 

examples that felt most relevant, I looked through photographs to jog my memory about experiences 

from years spent in school and in earlier phases of my career. Next, I drafted responses to self-

generated questions with a goal of providing my dissertation readers with a sense of who I am, who I 

come from, and what I experienced as a student and in my career that moved me to pursue my 

dissertation research.   

The subject of my research emerged after analyzing data that I had extracted from the U.S. 

Census’ American Community Survey (ACS) in my work as Leeward Community College’s Native 

Hawaiian Student Support Coordinator. While previous researchers had described Native Hawaiians’ 

disparities among Hawaiʻi’s university graduates in terms of percentages, I wanted to know the extent of 

the problem in terms of individuals. After extracting and studying the ACS’ demographic data, the wide 

disparity between individual Native Hawaiian and White university graduate totals was shocking and 

painful to me. This personal reaction to the disparity I saw in the data motivated me to increase my 

understanding of the factors that have either helped or hurt Native Hawaiians’ ability to earn university 

degrees. 

 My Pilina with the Problem 

Researchers increase their credibility by explaining their relationship with their subjects 

(Holmes, 2020; Holmes, 2021; Smith & Smith, 2018). Leaders in Indigenous education and research, 
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Graham Hingangaroa Smith and Linda Tuhiwai Smith require their graduate students to introduce their 

research via positionality statements to fulfill both cultural and academic norms. The Smiths argue 

“Deconstructing one’s own positioning all the time is an important element of an Indigenous approach. . 

.. It is important to introduce oneself and to appropriately connect oneself and identify with the topic 

being undertaken” (Smith & Smith, 2018, p. 22). 

As I pondered why the degree attainment disparity between Hawaiʻi’s White and Native 

Hawaiian graduates bothered me, I realized that I saw this phenomenon through my closest and most 

influential Native Hawaiian relatives’ dashed schooling and career goals. When I was in elementary 

school, I asked my great-grandmother what she wanted to be when she grew up. She answered, “I 

wanted to be a nurse, but my father didn’t want to send me to school.” Because the topic was obviously 

painful for great-grandmother to recall, I did not belabor her with more questions. Even today, I still 

don’t know whether my great-great grandfather’s reluctance had to do with the financial expenses 

associated with nursing school or gender roles associated with Native Hawaiian women in the 1920s. It 

was just clear to me that my great-grandmother wanted to continue in school and enter a profession 

she greatly admired. 

Later, while I was finishing high school, my mother constantly urged me to go straight to a 

university, “stick it out,” and graduate. Mom’s tone became even more firm on the topic of graduation: 

“You have to finish your degree because your education is something no one can take away from you!” 

Because of my mother’s personal circumstances, she came to value earning a university degree 

out of necessity. When I started kindergarten, Mom chose to return to UH to finish the degree she 

started after high school. She needed a university degree because she found herself having to support 

my sister and me as a single parent.  
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As Mom approached graduating with her Hawaiian Studies-focused degree, then only a 

concentration under Liberal Studies, her advisor Professor Abraham Piiianaia urged her to apply for one 

of the seats set aside for Native Hawaiians at UH’s William S. Richardson School of Law. Mom 

wholeheartedly wanted to continue her education at UH’s new law school so that she could apply her 

knowledge of Hawaiian language, history, and culture in ways that would advance Native rights through 

law. The only reason she did not pursue UH’s juris doctorate was because she had to start working full-

time to support us as a single parent.  

Despite having life circumstances that prevented the advanced schooling they desired for 

themselves, my great-grandmother and mother worked hard and sacrificed selflessly for the rest of their 

lives, sparing no expense to ensure that their children and moʻopuna received the best schooling 

opportunities possible. My mother diligently filed all the financial aid paperwork available at every 

school I attended from kindergarten through college. Her modest income qualified me for all forms of 

financial assistance, including campus work-study, which began for me in seventh grade. As a teenager, I 

felt ashamed to work in my school’s offices and cafeteria because it showed my classmates that our 

family was poor. However, as an adult, I realized that fulfilling my work-study obligations directly 

contributed to my career choice and educational philosophies. As I matured, I became proud to have 

learned at an early age that my education was valuable and that I did my small part to alleviate my 

mother’s expenses, which were already so high. 

Most importantly, working on campus to earn my family’s financial aid package directly 

influenced my career choice to become a student development professional. By working alongside 

various support staff throughout high school and college, I observed how they contributed to students’ 

success by interacting with students in personalized, positive, and compassionate ways. Over time, I 

noticed that any professional at a school could produce this effect. With personalized support from 
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janitors, chaplains, food servers, teachers, counselors, and deans, students could overcome daunting 

challenges and even exceed expectations when school personnel extend care and encouragement. 

As I proceeded through high school and college, I carried my great-grandmother and mother’s 

aspirations for higher education with me. Concerns that the brilliant Native Hawaiian women whom I 

loved and admired most settled for jobs they could secure with their limited schooling credentials led 

me to build a career in post-secondary student development and counseling. When my great-

grandmother and mother spoke of the careers they longed for in nursing and law, I sensed that they 

were confident that they would have enjoyed those careers and, more importantly, would have 

distinguished themselves in their professions. I wanted to choose a career that would reduce the 

number of Native Hawaiians who carried that sense of abandoned dreams in their naʻau. Becoming the 

first person in my direct lineage to complete graduate school and to build a career that is harmonious 

with my values, goals, and needs instilled a deep desire to see more Native Hawaiians enjoying the 

benefits that university degrees can generate for themselves and their families.  

Studying the Problem 

Between 2008 and 2018, I was able to merge my personal and professional experiences into a 

kuleana I felt privileged and ready to ʻauamo: Leeward Community College’s first State-funded Native 

Hawaiian Student Support Coordinator. The need for a departmental head who would design, 

implement, evaluate, and improve strategies that could increase the number of Native Hawaiians who 

would enroll, persist, graduate, transfer, and enter fulfilling and family-sustaining careers led to LCC 

establishing the new position. After completing my first five years in the position, I realized that the 

counseling skills I acquired with my master’s degree were not sufficient to study the effectiveness of the 

Native center’s programs and strategies. Thus, in 2013, I decided to take courses toward a doctorate in 

education to build new skills in educational research. While learning research methods and 
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methodologies as a doctoral student, I became passionate about using Indigenous research methods 

and critical analysis of institutional structures and data to improve my ability to ʻauamo my kuleana at 

LCC because they gave me the tools to explore what may have affected my beloved Native Hawaiian 

relatives, my own, and my students’ university degree and professional career aspirations. 

In terms of my positionality with my dissertation research subject––Native Hawaiians who 

aspire to, persist toward, and ultimately earn a university degree, I drew from my personal and 

professional experiences. Being able to recognize disparities between Hawaiʻi’s Native Hawaiian and 

White university graduates as a problem came from listening to my mother and great-grandmother who 

were not able earn the degrees they wanted, earning my bachelor’s and master’s degrees and from 

Native Hawaiian students proceed through UH community colleges to earn their undergraduate and 

graduate degrees.  

While considering what might allow Native Hawaiian students to be more successful in earning 

their university degrees, I considered what worked for me while attending the University of Redlands 

and the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa. I remembered that I responded most positively to personnel 

who used student-centered teaching methods or support strategies. Whenever faculty or staff took time 

to get to know me, listen to my perspectives, or accommodate my schedule, learning style, or personal 

limitations, I felt I could persist and accomplish whatever school-related goals that I had set for myself. 

After starting my UH community college career in 1997, I made a commitment to provide my students 

the kind of encouragement and care I had received from my most supportive mentors. By embracing my 

mentors’ methods, the UH community college students I advised responded to me by sharing the ways 

they pursued their dreams while overcoming personal and institutional barriers quite candidly with me.   
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Laura Rendón, an early pioneer in transformative equity-minded educational research, 

explained why student-centered strategies were highly effective among low-income, first-generation, 

and non-traditional college students when she introduced validation theory (1994).   

Validation theory provides a framework that faculty and staff can employ to work with 

students in a way that gives them agency, affirmation, self-worth, and liberation from 

past invalidation. The most vulnerable students will likely benefit from external validation 

that can serve as a means to move students toward gaining internal strength resulting in 

increased confidence and agency in shaping resulting in increasing confidence and agency 

in shaping their own lives. As such, both external affirmations and internal 

acknowledgements of self-competence are important in shaping academic success. 

(Rendón Linares & Muñoz, 2011, p. 17) 

In sum, I designed my dissertation to pursue answers to questions that I formulated by 

reflecting upon my personal and professional experiences. After watching closest Native Hawaiian role 

models live without the degrees and careers they deeply desired, I wanted to understand the historic 

factors that negatively affected Native Hawaiians’ access to and success within higher education. Also, 

after watching college students respond to strategies that helped them learn, grow, and achieve their 

goals over my 28-year career, I wanted to use my dissertation to explore what else our institutions can 

do to eradicate degree attainment disparities between the ethnic group that has the smallest 

percentage of university graduates in Hawaiʻi (Native Hawaiian) and the one with the largest percentage 

of graduates (White).  
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ARTICLE ONE 

IN THEIR OWN WORDS: 

ARMSTRONG FAMILY VIEWS OF NATIVE HAWAIIANS 

 

The Invitation 

Finally, do not fail to come next June or before if you can.  We shall have a double row of 

naked cannibals drawn up on the wharf to receive you, armed with bows, arrows, spears, 

war clubs, to say nothing of the hula drums and, if we can, will induce Her Majesty the 

Queen to stand at the end of the line to make your coming here a real ovation. You must 

practice on “Oahu oa, Oahu oa, Punahou, Punahou, mau a mau.” (Castle, 1891) 

This study was inspired by the anger that, five years ago, welled up in my naʻau as I read William 

Richards Castle’s invitation to Samuel Chapman Armstrong (S. Armstrong) to speak at their alma mater 

Punahou School’s 50th anniversary celebration. On February 24, 1891, Castle typed a one-and-a-half-

page letter of invitation to S. Armstrong on his law office stationery. At first glance, Castle’s invitation 

conveyed the Punahou Jubilee planning committee’s hope that S. Armstrong would travel back to 

Hawaiʻi to “deliver the state oration or address or whatever you call it at the occasion of the Oahu 

College semi-centennial” (Castle, 1891). The planning committee—consisting of A. F. Judd, F. W. Damon, 

and Castle—all missionary sons who participated in coups that led to the usurpation of the Hawaiian 

Kingdom, were ostensibly planning an event to commemorate Punahou’s first 50 years of educating the 

children and descendants of the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Mission (ABCFM) 

missionaries. 

Although Castle’s letter contained the basic elements of an invitation, its racist tropes and anti-

monarchy references kept gnawing at me. I wondered why would Castle feel moved to disparage Native 
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Hawaiians5 and our Queen while crafting a letter of invitation? Upon closer analysis, I noticed that Castle 

was inviting a nationally known education reformer to a celebration for the most exclusive school in the 

Hawaiian Kingdom, yet he did not mention a single education-related topic. Instead, Castle’s letter 

conveyed three sentences describing the Jubilee event, versus eight others that described the political 

events that were unfolding in the independent island nation where both he and S. Armstrong were 

born. 

The state of affairs here is somewhat mixed at present. Just what is going to be the result 

no one can tell. The Queen is pushing with all her might to obtain new prerogatives, or 

rather to regain the old, against the people. (Castle, 1891) 

After noting these discrepancies, I began analyzing Castle’s invitation within the context of 

tensions between Native Hawaiians and American missionaries that had been growing steadily within 

the Hawaiian Kingdom during the late nineteenth century. By considering the historic conflicts between 

royalists and annexationists, I began to suspect Castle, Judd, and Damon of wanting S. Armstrong to 

deliver a political, rather than an educational speech. In terms of governance at the time, after King 

Kalākaua died in San Francisco on January 20, 1891 and his sister, Princess Liliʻuokalani ascended the 

throne thereafter. Given that Castle wrote this invitation to S. Armstrong on February 24, 1891, it felt 

odd that after just one month of the new sovereign’s coronation, Castle, Judd, and Damon decided that 

Armstrong, a busy founding headmaster of a Virginia school for freed slaves who had not lived in Hawaiʻi 

 
5 The people—past, present, and future—who have inspired this study are the descendants of 

Polynesians who settled the Hawaiian archipelago. To have the widest reach and relevance for my 

study’s intended audience, I will refer to Hawaiʻi’s aboriginal people as “Native Hawaiian,” a definition 

promulgated by U.S. Public Law 103-150, as: “any individual who is a descendent of the aboriginal 

people who, prior to 1778, occupied and exercised sovereignty in the area that now constitutes the 

State of Hawaiʻi.” 

 

https://www.hawaii-nation.org/sovereignty.html
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for over 30 years, became their top choice to deliver a large public speech where Punahou graduates, 

families, and prominent community members would be gathered to celebrate the school’s 50th 

anniversary. 

Then, because Castle included demeaning references to “war drums” and “cannibals,” I began to 

wonder why an attorney and Punahou trustee felt comfortable caricaturing Native Hawaiians and 

Queen Liliʻuokalani in a letter of invitation to a nationally known educator. Castle’s colloquialisms 

provided evidence that the two were familiar enough to speak frankly with each other. With the clues 

provided in Castle’s letter, I began to suspect S. Armstrong of sharing Castle’s callous disregard for 

Native Hawaiians and our monarchy. These suspicions prompted me to seek out what S. Armstrong’s 

views of Native Hawaiians were, how he formed those views, and most importantly, whether his views 

about Native Hawaiians had any effect on Native-serving schools in Hawaiʻi. To date, extant literature 

about the history of schooling in Hawaiʻi has not yet explored the correlation between educational 

policy makers’ personal views of Native Hawaiians and their educational policy and curriculum decisions. 

This study aims to fill that gap.  

Background 

Hawaiian missionary children represented a white minority within Hawaiʻi, yet being 

white in the nineteenth century garnered enormous protection from European and 

American states. These international powers carried with their militaries an ideology of 

racial superiority by which all Hawaiian missionary children benefitted. (Schulz, 2011, p. 

301) 

In Hawaiʻi, the Castle family has built reputations in both business (Ing, 2019; Taylor et al., 1976) 

and philanthropy (Castle, 1992; Zimmerman, 1999). Their patriarch, Samuel Northrup Castle, launched 

the family’s business activities, which they enmeshed with their political interests (Ing, 2019; Silva, 2004; 
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Taylor et al., 1976), while their matriarch, Mary Tenney Castle, established the family’s philanthropic 

work that focused on free kindergartens and immigrant assimilation (Castle, 1992). Samuel Castle came 

to Hawaiʻi in 1837, not for pastoral work, but rather, to serve as the business manager for the American 

Board of Commissioners for Foreign Mission (ABCFM) in Hawaiʻi (Taylor et al., 1976). After noticing that 

William Richards Castle, one of the most unrelenting opponents to Hawaiʻi’s last ruling sovereigns (Ing, 

2019; Silva, 2004), drafted the letter of invitation to S. Armstrong, I wanted to understand why he 

wanted S. Armstrong to deliver a speech at such a large and important school celebration. 

Samuel Chapman Armstrong (S. Armstrong), was born on Maui in January, 1839, the sixth of 

ABCFM missionaries Richard (R. Armstrong) and Clarissa (C. Armstrong) Armstrong’s 10 children. At one 

year of age, S. Armstrong moved to Oʻahu when his father was transferred from Maui to pastor the 

Kawaiahaʻo Church congregation. In his personal writings, S. Armstrong recalled his fondest childhood 

memories which included horseback rides around the island, swimming at beaches and waterfalls, and 

running around barefoot (Engs, 1999). After graduating from Punahou School in 1860, S. Armstrong set 

out to fulfill his late father’s wish of completing his education under Reverend Mark Hopkins’ tutelage at 

Williams College in Massachusetts (Engs, 1999). America’s Civil War was underway as S. Armstrong was 

finishing his college studies at Williams in 1862, and he decided to enlist as an officer in the Union Army. 

Although he fought against the South’s quest to preserve slavery, S. Armstrong did not consider Black 

Americans and Native Hawaiians as equals to White Americans. Edith Armstrong Talbot captured her 

father’s views in her biography about him: “There were a few colored servants in the regiment, from 
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whom he received his first impressions of the Negro race. He at first thought them ‘worse than 

Kanakas,’ but began presently6 to respect them in theory. . .” (Talbot, 1904, p. 86). 

When the Civil War ended in 1865, S. Armstrong petitioned General Oliver Otis Howard for a 

position as an agent in Howard’s Freedmen’s Bureau (Engs, 1999; Talbot, 1904). With some persistence, 

S. Armstrong eventually secured an appointment in the Bureau to supervise freedmen who lived within 

nine counties across southeastern Virginia (Engs, 1999). Drawing from what he witnessed as he 

accompanied his father on school inspections (Beyer, 2007; Beyer, 2014; Engs, 1999; Goodyear-

Kaʻōpua, 2014; Lindsey, 1995; Talbot, 1904), coupled with what he experienced while leading regiments 

of Black soldiers in the Civil War, S. Armstrong realized a need to establish a school where freed slaves 

could gain basic skills for employment (Engs, 1999). In 1870, S. Armstrong drew from his memories of 

visits to the Hilo Manual Labor School for Native Hawaiians (Talbot, 1904) to establish the Hampton 

Normal and Agricultural Institute at Hampton, Virginia. S. Armstrong’s daughter described her father’s 

admiration for the Hilo school’s curriculum and its focus on equipping Native Hawaiian boys with 

industrial skills.  

The Hilo Manual Labor School for Native Hawaiians, which he observed in his boyhood, often 

occurred to his mind as an example of successful industrial education for an undeveloped race, 

and he remembered that it turned out men “less brilliant than the advanced schools, but more 

solid.” (Talbot, 1904, p. 155).  

 
6 Because personal and professional writings from 19th century authors were the primary sources of 
evidence for this study, it is important to remain cognizant of the writing conventions of the time. These 
included spelling, idioms, and topics that were germane to White Protestant Americans of the time. 
Thus, rather than note the spellings or grammatical errors with a [sic] given 21st century conventions, I 
am choosing to bring forth the 19th century spellings and structures as were written by their authors.   
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Statement of the Problem and Research Questions 

In the 21st century, Native Hawaiians are still the least likely among Hawaiʻi adults to possess a 

university degree (Wong-Wilson, 2016). Lacking university degrees, Native Hawaiians have been 

underrepresented in Hawaiʻi’s professional, managerial, and well-paying occupations (Allaire, 2019; 

Boyd et al., 2012; Naya, 2007) and overrepresented in public health outcomes associated with low 

socio-economic status and increased morbidity and mortality rates (Kaholokula et al., 2009; Liu & 

Alameda, 2011). Increasing Native Hawaiians’ university degree attainment could provide an effective 

and long-lasting means of increasing quality of life and well-being among Native Hawaiians. “Education 

is the greatest equalizer and crucial in narrowing the income gap” (Naya, 2007, p. 15). 

One limitation among extant studies on factors that show potential for increasing Native 

Hawaiian college success was that none analyzed historic actors and their actions as a means of 

understanding the possible origins for the disparities we see today. Further, the most-cited research on 

Native Hawaiian college success draws data exclusively from contemporary contexts, specifically student 

success outcomes after receiving support from Native-serving programs (Wong-Wilson, 2016; Wright, 

2003), student services (Hokoana, 2010; Kuikahi-Duncan, 2016), and financial aid (Mākuakane-Drechsel, 

1999; Matsumoto, 2010; Oliveira, 2005). Thus, this study aims to fill this gap by exploring how R. 

Armstrong and S. Armstrong’s views of Native Hawaiians––a nineteenth century American missionary-

turned school-leader and his son––were able to acquire and sustain influence over policies and curricula 

at Native-serving schools throughout Hawaiʻi.  The purpose of this study is to explore how the 

Armstrongs’ influence on Hawaiʻi schools may have contributed to possible historical antecedents for 

contemporary higher education attainment disparities between Native Hawaiians and dominant ethnic 

groups.  
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By collecting and analyzing statements made by R. and S. Armstrong about Native Hawaiians, 

this study seeks to answer the following questions: 1) how did the Armstrongs’ personal views of the 

Native Hawaiian people, language, and culture influence educational policy and curriculum decisions at 

Hawaiʻi schools? and 2) how might the Armstrongs’ views of Native Hawaiians and university degree 

attainment disparities be correlated?    

Theoretical Framework 

 Because this study aimed to explore relationships between R. and S. Armstrong’s personal views 

of Native Hawaiians and the school curricula and policies they favored, and the ways that these 

relationships laid a foundation that adversely affected Native Hawaiian university degree attainment, I 

drew from Brayboy’s (2005) Tribal Critical Race Theory for its theoretical framework.  

Inspired by his Lumbee elders’ wisdom and traditions, Brayboy (2005) developed Tribal Critical 

Race Theory (TribalCrit) to analyze, explain, and ultimately improve disparate outcomes that Indigenous 

peoples of the United States have suffered because of the policies, practices, and values that were 

engineered into its schools. Two of TribalCrit’s nine tenets provided explicit guidance on how the 

Armstrongs’ statements about Native Hawaiians could be understood relative to the tactics used to 

subordinate and assimilate them: “2. U. S. policies toward Indigenous peoples are rooted in imperialism, 

White supremacy, and a desire for material gain . . . 6. Governmental policies and educational policies 

toward Indigenous peoples are intimately linked around the problematic goal of assimilation” (Brayboy, 

2005, p. 429). One of Brayboy’s stated hopes for his TribalCrit framework is that it would assist 

researchers to critically examine educational institutions so that their findings might “lead both to a 

better understanding of the needs of Indigenous communities and to changes in the educational system 

and society at large that benefit Indigenous communities” (Brayboy, 2005, p. 441).  
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Combined, the father-son pair of R. and S. Armstrong held educational leadership positions that 

influenced the curricula and policies at Native-serving schools in Hawaiʻi from 1847 to 1892. To 

understand how the Armstrongs’ personal views of Native Hawaiians contributed to the ways that 

Hawaiʻi’s schools left Native Hawaiians culturally traumatized and academically underprepared to 

successfully earn university degrees, I applied a TribalCrit lens to formulating my research questions, 

gathering and analyzing archival data, and generating my findings.  

Methods 

A methods section allows us to decide whether we can trust this history and how much 

we want to trust it. . .. If a researcher never actually looks at primary sources, how should 

we read that history?      (L’Eplattenier, 2009, p. 74). 

Collecting and analyzing primary source data from archives that hold the Armstrongs’ personal 

and professional writings, namely those written by parents R. and C. Armstrong and their son S. 

Armstrong allowed me to build an understanding based on their actual sentiments. The Armstrong 

family patriarch, matriarch, and fifth son’s sentiments about Native Hawaiians were memorialized in 

personal writings such as letters, journals, diaries and ephemera, as well as in professional documents, 

including reports, memoranda, speeches, and newspapers. 

Seeking primary source data for this study led me to six archives located in Hawaiʻi, Illinois, 

Massachusetts, and Virginia over five years. Among these, only the State of Hawaiʻi Archives was a 

public archive, two were attached to museums in Hawaiʻi: Bishop Museum and Hawaiian Mission 

Houses, and three were at universities in the continental United States: University of Chicago, Williams 

College, and Hampton University.  

The archives in Hawaiʻi provided the most liberal access to its collections. None of the other 

archival collections required requests to be submitted in advance; rather, they could be accessed within 
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the hours that were made available to the public. Reports and letters that R. Armstrong wrote as the 

Hawaiian Kingdom’s Minister of Public Instruction have been curated by the State of Hawaiʻi Archives 

among its collection of the Kingdom of Hawaiʻi’s government documents. The Bishop Museum’s archive 

has curated letters written by R. Armstrong to Reverend John Emerson and Charles Reed Bishop while 

he was serving as a missionary. As the main repository for documents written by missionaries to the 

Hawaiian Islands and their children, the Hawaiian Mission Houses Library and Archives has digitized the 

letters and journals that R. and C. Armstrong wrote before they left New England, as they sailed to 

Hawaiʻi, and throughout their lives in Hawaiʻi. Archives at Punahou School and The Kamehameha 

Schools provided access to the transcript from S. Armstrong’s Jubilee Oration and writings exchanged 

between The Kamehameha Schools’ leaders. 

By contrast, the archives at University of Chicago, Williams College, and Hampton University 

were private collections; thus, were not obligated to grant access to researchers. To access these 

archives, I had to submit requests with descriptions of my research and wait for the archivists to grant 

permission to conduct research before I could travel across America to access them. At the archives at 

Williams College, I was able to access the collection for six hours on each of the four days that I was able 

to stay in Williamstown, Massachusetts. Because the Williams College archivists permitted non-flash 

photographs on personal devices, data I collected from this archive were the most complete. 

By traveling to Hampton University in Virginia, I was able to see firsthand how the normal and 

industrial school Samuel established 1870 has grown into a prestigious historically Black university. No 

photographs were allowed at Hampton University’s archives. Thus, I manually transcribed data from this 

collection. I spent six hours on each of four days at the Hampton University archives.     

While conducting research at all the archives I visited was my use of Microsoft Excel to track 

details about each source and use of Microsoft Word to transcribe the texts. After collecting these 
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primary source data, I reviewed my worksheets and quotes for salient themes. Finally, once such themes 

emerged, I organized an outline to analyze the data as a means of answering my research questions.  

Results 

Data collected from the Armstrongs’ personal and professional writings will be presented in 

chronological order, starting with salient quotes from the parents, R. and C. Armstrong’s writings, 

followed by those written by their son, S. Armstrong. The bulk of the data I collected and analyzed came 

from R. and S.’s writings as they were directly responsible for influencing educational policies at 

Hawaiʻi’s Native-serving schools during their long tenures in educational leadership: R. for 12 years 

(1848 - 1860) and S. for 24 years (1868 - 1892). Data and analysis from C. Armstrong’s writings were 

included to provide a supplemental view into the values and prejudices that her 10 children were 

exposed to, and possibly influenced by, over her long life. Finally, the significance of the Armstrong’s 

personal views about Native Hawaiians presented herein will be discussed within the context of the 

larger societal issues (e.g., political, economic, or cultural) that were occurring when the Armstrongs 

made their statements.  

The Missionary Generation  

Richard Armstrong 

The prospect of converting people he viewed as heathens to Christianity inspired Richard to 

leave his home in rural Pennsylvania on a ship bound for Hawaiʻi in 1831 (Talbot, 1904). Born in 1805, 

the youngest child of a Scotch-Irish teacher and his wife, R. Armstrong was educated at Milton Academy, 

Dickinson College, and Princeton Theological Seminary. Close to the end of his seminary training in 1830, 

R. Armstrong felt called to serve God as a missionary and submitted his intentions to the American 

Board of Commissioners for Foreign Mission (ABCFM) in Boston (Talbot, 1904). The ABCFM assigned R. 
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Armstrong to their fifth company of missionaries scheduled to depart for the Hawaiian Islands on the 

condition that he would bring a Christian wife to accompany him in the work (Engs, 1999). 

Two months after R. Armstrong married Clarissa Chapman in September 1831, they boarded the 

American whaling ship Averick and left Massachusetts sailing south to round Cape Horn, then north 

toward Hawaiʻi (Engs, 1999). R. Armstrong documented the journey’s events, along with his personal 

reflections about them, in a journal that he maintained sporadically throughout his mission and 

education work.  

As members of ABCFM’s fifth company, R. and C. Armstrong ventured to Hawaiʻi with eight 

other couples including Reverend William and Mary Ann Alexander, whose son co-founded Alexander 

and Baldwin, one of the “Big Five” corporations recognized by tactics that concentrated wealth and 

influence in Hawaiʻi among a few missionary-descended, business-owning families (MacLennan, 2014; 

Whitehead, 1999); Reverend Lorenzo and Ursula Lyons, the kahu who composed Hawaiʻi Aloha, a 

beloved anthem; and Reverend David and Sarah Lyman, founders of the Hilo Boys’ Boarding School. 

Friends since 1831, the letters exchanged between members of the ABCFM’s fifth company proved that 

they were comfortable expressing their perspectives and prejudices toward Native Hawaiians candidly 

with each other.  

After arriving in Hawaiʻi on May 17, 1832, the ABCFM sent R. and C. Armstrong on a short 

assignment to the Marquesas Islands (Engs, 1999; Talbot, 1904). Due to the islands’ remote villages, the 

Armstrongs’ mission work in the Marquesas was called off in less than one year (Engs, 1999). The 

mission decided that the Armstrongs should return to Maui where they built a church and female 

seminary (Engs, 1999). In 1840, the Hawaiian Mission decided that R. Armstrong should succeed 

Reverend Hiram Bingham as the second pastor of Kawaiahaʻo Church. This assignment brought the 

Armstrongs back to Oʻahu from Maui (Talbot, 1904).  
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Given R. Armstrong’s statements about his pastoral work at Kawaiahaʻo, the largest Protestant 

church in the Hawaiian Kingdom, R. Armstrong likely would have never pursued other work. However, R. 

Armstrong’s vocation changed unexpectedly in 1847, when King Kamehameha III’s education minister, 

William Richards, suffered a stroke in July and died five months later. Richards’ stroke led the King to ask 

three of his trusted advisors to recommend a new leader for one of his most important and visionary 

initiatives: universal public schools. The King’s advisors nominated the Armstrong patriarch to succeed 

Richards as the Kingdom’s new Minister of Public Instruction. 

Clarissa Chapman 

Born in 1805, the youngest of three children born to a Massachusetts farmer and his wife, 

Clarissa Chapman grew up balancing her school and farm work (Engs, 1999). Unlike other missionary 

wives who were generally cosigned into their husband’s vocation, Clarissa Chapman described her own 

faith calling to a friend: “I will say here that one year ago, the first sabbath of last October–I publicly 

dedicated myself to God...” (C. Armstrong, 1831). 

When the Armstrongs arrived on Maui in May 1832, Clarissa recorded her first impressions 

about Native Hawaiians in her journal. 

We were soon at the wharf, where hundreds of natives had assembled to welcome us. I 

had supposed most of them were decently clad, but many of them were nearly naked . . 

. upon land the poor nearly naked creatures gathered around us to shake hands, 

constantly repeating “aloha.” (C. Armstrong, 1832a)  

By characterizing Native Hawaiians as “poor nearly naked creatures,” Clarissa showed that 

despite their sincere and generous welcome, she brought prejudiced views of Native Hawaiians as 

inferior to White Americans with her from New England. 
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Because King Kamehameha II’s mother, Keōpūolani, the highest ranking aliʻi of her time, 

personally accepted the Protestant faith, he had no choice but to welcome the American missionaries 

and to support their work (Kameʻeleihiwa, 1992; Mookini, 1998). Having no choice but to obey their 

Mōʻī, local chiefs directed the common people to assist missionary families with their personal and 

pastoral needs. One of the lavish benefits the aliʻi extended to the Armstrongs was a wet nurse who 

nourished their babies. Rather than appreciate the two Native Hawaiian women who left their own 

families to assist Mrs. Armstrong with hers, C. Armstrong only criticized their character and 

contributions.   

The native who nursed Nevins went with us, to be my nurse, & a girl who has been with 

me for several months took care of N[evins]. They both do well for natives, but at best 

are poor help. . .. One would think I might live easy, but tho they help me, they also require 

much care . . . & instead of natives assisting to take care of her [eldest daughter Caroline], 

I have constantly to keep an eye upon her lest they teach her evil, which she is quick to 

learn. (C. Armstrong, 1836a) 

C. Armstrong’s bigotry was not limited to Native Hawaiian women; her sentiments toward 

Native Hawaiian men were equally critical and severe. Her journals indicated that Native Hawaiian men 

were tasked to help the missionaries with arduous tasks including construction, transportation, and 

farming. When a group of Native Hawaiian men assisted the Armstrongs while moving into their home, 

C. Armstrong complained.  

(We) brought 2 cups & saucers . . . and a teakettle–but the native through carelessness 

have broken the latter all to pieces, so we boil the water for tea in a tin sauce-pan. . .. 

Natives break, tear & destroy a great deal for us, and we have to submit patiently. (C. 

Armstrong, 1836b) 
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Because C. Armstrong expressed these criticisms in her earliest journals and letters, I initially 

thought she might have been unduly harsh toward Native Hawaiians because she had not yet grown 

familiar with their character, intellect, or values. Unfortunately, I was wrong. After reviewing documents 

that spanned her nearly 50 years in the Hawaiian Islands, I noted that C. Armstrong’s comments only 

grew more severe. During the second half of the 19th century, Native Hawaiians forged alliances with 

new immigrants from Europe and Asia with whom they shared interests in bars, gambling, and trade 

(Kameʻeleihiwa, 1992; Osorio, 2002). After observing Native Hawaiians’ interacting with the new 

foreigners, C. Armstrong wrote a letter to her fifth company shipmate, Reverend Lorenzo Lyons.  

The presence of foreigners does not seem acceptable to the new generation of natives. “A little 

learning is a dangerous thing,” is a maxim which applies to natives. They seem so puffed up with 

self conceit, as to ignore white people, & do not seem to discriminate between friends & foes. 

Only a few of the old natives remain, & their influence is weak like their bodies. (C. Armstrong, 

1878) 

Despite living among Native Hawaiians for over a half century and receiving honorific treatment 

from them because of the lofty positions her husband held in the Hawaiian mission and Kingdom 

government, I could not find any documentation where the matriarch of the Armstrong family 

expressed a kind, sympathetic, or complimentary sentiment about them. Although C. Armstrong was 

never given decision-making roles within the Hawaiian mission or education ministry, her views about 

Native Hawaiians were significant to this study because she served as the primary parental figure for her 

10 children during her husband’s long absences while performing his pastoral or governmental duties. 

Also, because a mother’s opinions are inescapable to her children, combined with the fact that she  
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survived her husband by 31 years, C. Armstrong was able to continue to air her critical views about 

Native Hawaiians to her children and grandchildren for nearly 60 years from her arrival in 1832 until her 

death in California in 1891.  

On Cannibals 

 Castle’s invitation to S. Armstrong conveyed a jarring reference to “cannibals.” Because Castle 

spoke of cannibals within a sentence that also mentioned hula and Hawaiʻi’s last queen, Liliʻuokalani, it 

appeared as if he was associating Native Hawaiians with cannibalism. 

We shall have a double row of naked cannibals drawn up on the wharf to receive you, armed 

with bows, arrows, spears, war clubs, to say nothing of the hula drums and, if we can, will 

induce Her Majesty the Queen to stand at the end of the line to make your coming here a real 

ovation. (Castle, 1891) 

Referring to Hawaiians as cannibals was an enduring trope among the missionaries. Brantlinger (2006)) 

notes “From the 1790s through the 1850s, much of the eyewitness evidence about Polynesian 

cannibalism comes from missionaries, so if the sceptics are correct, then missionaries were among the 

main fabricators of the nonexistent cannibals” (p. 24). Christian missionaries circulated this jarring trope 

because it supported their goal of eradicating Polynesians’ religion, worldviews, and lifeways 

(Brantlinger, 2006; Jennings, 2011).  

Mrs. Armstrong’s personal writings corroborated how missionaries circulated and perpetuated 

their fears about the cannibalism trope. Before she left Massachusetts, C. Armstrong wrote a letter to a 

friend that described her fears about being sent to the Marquesas.  

Clarissa expects to go amidst ignorant degraded filthy beings, & more than all they are 

cannibals. . .. We are to go to the Marquesas Islands & who but God knows our future 

prospects? . . . These may be the last letters I shall ever write to my friends--My life may 
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be destroyed by cannibals, but no matter if I am prepared to die. . .. Take my life O ye 

blood thirsty men, but spare, O spare my husband & my child. (C. Armstrong, 1832c) 

 While C. Armstrong’s personal writings and previous research (Brantlinger, 2006; Jennings, 

2011) corroborated the ABCFM’s role in perpetuating the insidious Polynesian cannibal trope; they did 

not explain why Castle, an attorney, would use it in such a crass way with S. Armstrong. One possible 

explanation is that Hawaiian mission children appropriated disparaging tropes about Polynesians to 

humor themselves (Schultz, 2011). “’Exile,’ ‘stranger,’ ‘expatriate’ and ‘Hawaiian’ were terms that the 

missionaries’ children used to describe themselves while attending American colleges and universities. 

After learning that the missionary children’s most common referent to themselves was ‘cannibal’” 

(Shultz, 2011, p. 211), I came to see Castle’s offensive quip about greeting S. Armstrong at Honolulu 

harbor with a “double row of naked cannibals” was his attempt to amuse a fellow missionary son via a 

crass referent that only those within their exclusive circle of missionary sons and Punahou graduates 

would consider familiar and humorous.  

Richard Armstrong: The “Father of American Education in Hawaii7”  

I began my critical analysis of the ways R. Armstrong influenced the Hawaiian Kingdom’s 

educational policies by acknowledging that he was neither trained as an educator nor was he trying to 

secure such work. In his March, 1840, letter to C. Armstrong’s brother Reuben Chapman, R. Armstrong 

conveyed his zeal for his pastoral work at Kawaiahaʻo Church, whose close proximity to the 

headquarters of the Hawaiian Mission and the seat of the Kingdom Government made it a consequential 

institution. 

 
7 Wist (1940) left his sources unnamed but he described R. Armstrong as “the father of American 
education in Hawaii” (p. 54). The next major published work on the history of Hawaiʻi’s schools, Benham 
and Heck’s Culture and Educational Policy in Hawaiʻi: The Silencing of Native Voices cited Wist (1940) 
when they referred to R. Armstrong as “the Father of Hawaiʻi’s Public School System” (p. 93).  
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The congregation here is large & the church contains over 1000 members. To look over 

so many sheep, lead them to wholesome pastures, guard them against the wild beasts, & 

keep them from wandering away from the fold, is work enough for any man. It is a work 

of patience, toil, & solicitude, requires great wisdom, zeal, & prudence; But it is a good 

work. I wd (would) not change it for any other. I love even the toil of it. (R. Armstrong, 

1840) 

Another statement from R. Armstrong’s personal writings showed that nearly a decade after working as 

King Kamehameha III’s Minister of Public Instruction, he never lost his enthusiasm for preaching. “(I) 

Preached twice yesterday . . . it is the work that I love best of all; the work for which I left my native 

land, & may I never cease to esteem it the best, the noblest work any man can engage in” (R. Armstrong, 

1856). 

It was only after William Richards, Hawaiʻi’s first Minister of Public Instruction suffered and then 

succumbed to a stroke that Chief Justice William Lee asked R. Armstrong to consider leaving missionary 

work to fill Richards’ vacant government position. When Richards became incapacitated in the summer 

of 1847, King Kamehameha III and the Privy Council appointed an ad hoc committee consisting of Dr. 

Gerrit Judd, Governor Mataio Kekuanaoa, and Lee to nominate a suitable successor (M. Armstrong & S. 

Armstrong, 1887). Writing on behalf of the committee, Lee sent a letter to R. Armstrong, conveying their 

desire that he would succeed Richards.  

In conveying to you the wishes of His Majesty, and the members of his Privy Council, allow 

me to express my most ardent hope that you will be prevailed upon to accept this 

appointment. It is one which opens a vast field of usefulness to this nation, and believing, 

as I do, that you have the present and future good of this nation at heart, let me say, that 

you are the man of all men to fill that field (M. Armstrong & S. Armstrong, 1887, p. 28-29) 



 

40  

It took R. Armstrong nearly one month before he replied to Lee, in part, because he wanted to secure 

the Hawaiian mission board’s blessing to take a job that their policies strictly forbade. On November 27, 

1847, R. Armstrong sent an equivocal response to Lee, stating that although supervising the Kingdom’s 

public schools was the only government work he would consider worthwhile, he urged Lee to consider 

Judge Lorrin Andrews, the founder of Lahaina Luna Seminary, for the position (M. Armstrong & S. 

Armstrong, 1887).  

In his reply, R. Armstrong admitted that as an experienced teacher, Andrews possessed skills 

and experiences that he, as the pastor of Kawaiahaʻo Church lacked, and continued by expressing 

judgements about Native Hawaiians that, through his American Puritanical worldview, deserved both 

condemnation and correction (M. Armstrong & S. Armstrong, 1887). Within this list of sentiments about 

Native Hawaiians, R. Armstrong provided clues about how he might want to alter their values and 

lifeways through schooling.   

Education, intellectual, moral, and physical is the great lever by which philanthropists of 

every land, are seeking to redeem and elevate the mass of people. . .. If depopulation 

here is to be arrested; if the vices which are consuming the natives are to be eradicated; 

if an indolent and thriftless people are to become industrious and thrifty; if Christian 

institutions are to be perpetuated, the work must be accomplished. . .. The idea therefore 

of devoting the remainder of my days to the promotion of sound, practical and Christian 

education among the children and youth of these islands is to me a pleasing one. (M. 

Armstrong & S. Armstrong, 1887, p. 29-30) 

Still equivocating, R. Armstrong told Lee that ABCFM’s policy against government work, 

combined with the needs of his Kawaiahaʻo congregation, made him reluctant to accept the Minister of 

Public Instruction position. R. Armstrong concluded his reply to Lee by offering to serve in a temporary 
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capacity while he awaited a response to his resignation, which was to be discussed at the Hawaiian 

Mission’s next general meeting.  

I deem it important to add that should his Majesty’s government still think of selecting a 

member of our mission to fill the vacant office, I would earnestly advise that the choice 

be deferred until our general in May next. . .. If it will relieve the embarrassment of the 

government in any way, I will again tender my services to assist for a season in the 

department of public instruction. (M. Armstrong & S. Armstrong, 1887, p. 31-32) 

Although R. Armstrong described his concerns about Native Hawaiians and acceptance of a 

government position to Lee in a collegial tone, he expressed his interest in the position more candidly to 

one of his fellow fifth company missionaries, Reverend John Emerson.  

I concluded to decline the office but as no else could be found out of the mission to take 

it, I consented to render assistance to Mr. Young until General Meeting.  They request me 

to take it then if the brethren consent.  So here I am a part of the forenoon, trying to keep 

schools afloat.  What a shame a missionary must take the office or we can have no schools 

of any consequence. As to a native in this office, let anyone come and see how well a native 

has done for four months. . .. It is a pleasing task to me to be deciding liberal things for the 

poor children of Hawaii Nei; we must be their parents or else they will have none. (R. 

Armstrong, ca. 1847) 

Within R. Armstrong’s undated letter to Emerson, he declared that no Native Hawaiians were capable of 

supervising the schools, disparaged John Kalaipaihala Young II (Keoni Ana) who had been serving as 

Interim Minister while William Richards was incapacitated, and infantilized Native Hawaiians as the 

“poor children” whom the missionaries must “parent.” 
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As I continued to analyze R. Armstrong’s personal and professional writings from various 

archives, I looked for themes within his acceptance letter, journals (1831-1858), letters (1848-1854), and 

educational reports (1848-1860). While analyzing R. Armstrong’s writings I found that held two 

perceptions about Native Hawaiians that he persistently complained about: their lack of Puritan work 

ethic and the sound and substance conveyed by their mother tongue. After analyzing documents where 

R. Armstrong expressed his views about Native Hawaiians and correlating them with his departmental 

reports, I found that R. Armstrong utilized both his leadership position in Hawaiian Kingdom 

government, as well as its resources, to launch a campaign that imposed manual labor curricula and 

English language schooling on Native Hawaiians. A consequence that flowed from R. Armstrong’s policy 

priorities and decisions was that generations of Native Hawaiians were denied sufficient academic 

preparation and cultural well-being that would have enabled them to be successful in university studies. 

Indolence 

As was observed in his wife’s writings, R. Armstrong began criticizing Native Hawaiians’ work 

habits after arriving on Maui. Because the Armstrong’s left New England ladened with Calvinist religious 

teachings that regarded indolence as sinful, ABCFM missionaries judged Native Hawaiians as in need of 

“civilizing,” primarily through strict, punitive, assimilationist schools (Menton, 1992, p. 213). Through 

their worldview, when ABCFM missionaries observed Native Hawaiians caring for their community 

without expecting to be paid or limiting their work to specific times of the day, lunar cycles, or seasons 

of the year, they misperceived Native Hawaiians’ values and lifeways and described them as thriftless, 

lazy, and indolent. Differences between Americans’ value of individualism and money and Native 

Hawaiians’ value of collectivism and kuleana led to some of the most consequential conflicts in Hawaiian 

history (Kameʻeleihiwa, 1992; Osorio, 2002; Silva, 2004). Despite these irreconcilable differences, R.  
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Armstrong and his compatriots tirelessly pursued cultural, social, and institutional re-engineering tactics 

to impose American and Puritanical values on Native Hawaiians (Kameʻeleihiwa, 1992; Silva, 2004; Trask, 

1993). 

To begin their proselytizing work, the missionaries had to teach a people, whose knowledge was 

preserved and transmitted exclusively through oral means, to read the Bible; thus, missionaries to the 

Hawaiian Islands built schools alongside their churches to teach Native Hawaiians literacy. However, 

because the ABCFM did not send the missionaries with teaching materials, they imposed fees for books 

and teaching services on Native Hawaiians. 

Although Native Hawaiians were not inclined to embrace the Americans’ individualistic and 

money-oriented values, they loved learning and fully embraced new literacy schools that offered tools 

they could use to preserve and share knowledge (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2014; Thomas et al., 2012). Before 

exchanges with Westerners, Native Hawaiians had no need for currency because they established a 

system of interdependent care and support with their deities, chiefs, and natural resources (Handy et 

al., 1972; Kamakau et al., 1992; Kameʻeleihiwa, 1992). Thus, when missionaries provided lessons in 

reading and writing, Native Hawaiians paid their school expenses with goods that they made with their 

hands from materials harvested from the land and sea. In a journal entry dated July 1, 1837, R. 

Armstrong expressed his frustration with Native Hawaiians’ lack of money. The visceral details that R. 

Armstrong expressed in his rant are worth reading in full because they exposed his prejudices toward 

Native Hawaiians and penchant for money. 

The demand for books, especially Testaments amounts almost to a clamor; and makes up 

no mean portion of my time to sell them and keep account of them. Would that I were 

rid of this indispensable appendage to our work. The greatest trouble is to get the books 

into the hands of those who will profit by them, and get anything in return for them which 
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may be profitably used, so as to liquidate the book debt. Nine tenths of those who call for 

books have nothing to give in pay for them, but such as vegetables, fowls, mats or work, 

none of which can be turned into a profitable account. We therefore have many things 

on our tables and about our yards and houses which we do not need, and would not have, 

were it not that we are obliged to take such things as we can get for books. We give no 

books away and no one expects us to. (R. Armstrong, 1837) 

A tactic that R. Armstrong used to address his frustrations about Native Hawaiians’ work habits 

was to direct them into work that he considered acceptable. Reports generated by the Ministry of Public 

Instruction showed that R. Armstrong introduced manual and agricultural labor training even before 

commencing his official appointment in May, 1848. When Keoni Ana submitted the ministry’s annual 

report for the 1847 school year, he attributed new educational initiatives made during the past year to 

the Armstrong patriarch. “Rev. R. Armstrong has rendered important assistance to me in the discharge 

of the duties of this department since the 6th of December last, and most of the reforms noticed 

hereafter have been owing to his exertions" (Young, 1848, p. 1). Keoni Ana’s report also indicated that 

there was interest within the Ministry to expand and sustain the new curriculum, even though it had 

neither been proven necessary nor effective. “In some of the schools laudable attempts have been 

made to connect some sort of manual labor with instruction. This we look upon as very important and 

should be encouraged by every proper means” (Young, 1848, p. 1). 

Once officially appointed to the Minister of Public Instruction position on May 7, 1848, R. 

Armstrong routinely checked on the progress of his newly introduced agriculture programs. Just three 

months after his appointment, R. Armstrong wrote to Reverend Dwight Baldwin at Lahaina about his 

fellow fifth company shipmate, Reverend John Emerson’s kalo farm at Waialua, Oʻahu. In this 
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communication, R. Armstrong revealed his motives for using the Kingdom’s limited educational 

resources to augment Hawaiʻi’s emerging agricultural export opportunities.  

Our schools are becoming a good deal interested in work: at Waialua they are doing nicely 

in planting kalo &c8. Let us try to make this go ahead & then we shall not need to go to 

California for gold; it will come here. (R. Armstrong, 1848a)  

One month later, R. Armstrong wrote to his wife’s brother, Reuben, in a way that typified the personal, 

political, professional, and financial topics he shared with him. Statements that R. Armstrong made in 

this letter foreshadowed what would later become his explicit requests for Chapman to help him find 

trained workers to make his Maui agriculture land profitable.  

My general plan is to aim at the improvement of the heart, the head, & the body at once.  

This is a lazy people & if they are ever to be made industrious, the work must be done 

with the young. To that I am making strenuous efforts to have some manual labour 

connected with every school & the teachers are paid as much to work on the land with 

the boys, as they are for teaching. So far, our success has been greater than we 

anticipated. (R. Armstrong, 1848b)  

Nine months later, having assumed full supervisory responsibility over Hawaiʻi’s public schools, 

R. Armstrong submitted his first report to the King and legislature. In this report, R. Armstrong crafted 

an argument that was brazen on two fronts. First, he condemned Native Hawaiians for embodying what 

he perceived to be indolence. Second, he placed the burden of remedying his erroneous perception on 

the King and his subjects via the public schools.  

 
8 Among the 19th C. writings used in this research, this abbreviation was used in place of et cetera or more 
recently, etc.  
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The subject of manual labor, especially agriculture, in connexion with the schools, has not 

been neglected; on the contrary, it has been considered a matter of prime importance, 

and has engaged the most earnest attention. Under the impression that indolence is one 

of the great master evils which hinders the progress and threatens the ruin of the 

Hawaiian race, and knowing: no means so effectual for removing it as inculcating habits 

of industry upon the young, the subject has been constantly been kept before the minds 

of the people. (R. Armstrong, 1848c, pp. 23-24)   

By using his first annual report to urge the King and Native Hawaiian legislators to embrace his 

newly introduced agricultural curriculum, R. Armstrong effectively established a precedent that would 

enable him to continue petitioning the Government for financial support to sustain it. At the time, three 

circumstances complicated the early stages of building a profitable agricultural economy in Hawaiʻi: 

plantations required huge amounts of labor, Native Hawaiians were dying precipitously due to 

introduced diseases, and foreigners were not yet immigrating to and settling in Hawaiʻi in sufficient 

numbers to meet the workforce demands of the new industry. To mitigate these challenges, R. 

Armstrong tapped into resources over which he exercised authority: teachers to implement the 

agricultural and manual training curricula, school lands on which to teach farming methods, funding for 

supplies, and most significantly, thousands of Native Hawaiian youth who could be molded into future 

plantation workers. Simply stated, R. Armstrong occupied a position that allowed him to direct authority 

over the Hawaiian Kingdom’s resources, and he chose to use them to produce agricultural workers 

instead of doctors, lawyers, bankers, engineers, and teachers. Without access to and influence over 

these resources, plantation owners would have had to invest their own resources toward generating 

them for themselves.  
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R. Armstrong’s letters and journal reflections revealed his personal interests in Hawaiʻi’s nascent 

agricultural economy. In January, 1850, R. Armstrong shared his goal of generating income to support 

his large family with his brother-in-law, which included his intention––one shared by numerous 

missionary families––to remain in Hawaiʻi as a means of safeguarding not so much their churches and 

converts, but rather their profit-making interests and assets.  

Many of the missionaries are securing tracts of land, with a view to their support, which 

will be a good thing for the Islands. Several are about to withdraw from the Board & seek 

their support here which is just what will please the Board & all others who look to the 

permanent welfare of this nation. . .. The missionaries will of necessity in this way will be 

more or less engaged in secular pursuits, & the tongue of malice will not fail to hurl the 

most envenomed darts at their reputations for money getting, world loving, &c. as they 

do even now at all of us.  (R. Armstrong, 1850a)  

On September 5, 1853, R. Armstrong composed a journal entry that illustrated the high value he 

placed on money. The journal described how he used the temporary appointment that he had 

requested of the King as a means of generating long–term financial benefits for himself and his family.  

Letters and journal entries revealed the following chronology for R. Armstrong’s transition from 

missionary to government. On November 27, 1847, R. Armstrong asked the King to postpone his 

permanent appointment to the education ministry while he awaited the Hawaiian Mission Board’s 

approval of his release from his missionary duties in May 1848. King Kamehameha III’s government 

granted R. Armstrong’s request, which allowed him to begin government service effective December 6, 

1847. Beginning work for the government under a temporary appointment allowed R. Armstrong to 

accrue six months of service prior to his official appointment on May 7, 1848.  
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When R. Armstrong learned of an opportunity to purchase a parcel of choice agricultural lands 

at Haʻikū, Maui, he assigned monetary value to his six months of temporary government service. By 

assigning monetary value to his temporary service, which was necessary because the Hawaiian Mission 

Board prohibited their missionaries’ involvement in government or economic affairs, R. Armstrong was 

able to purchase choice and lush Maui lands from King Kamehameha III at a greatly reduced cost.  

As to what my enemies say of me, it affects me but little. . .. As to my getting rich, were I 

called from earth to-day, my family would be in want. The only purchases I ever made of 

the government were three, as follows. First, one third of what remained unsold of the 

land called Haiku, on Maui. This I proposed to purchase for $500 not knowing how much 

land there was. The Privy council unanimously voted, to give me this land as pay for the 

half years services I rendered in the office, before I formally assumed its duties, which 

could be $1500.  On measuring off this third after the division with M. Kekuanaoa, there 

were about 1300 acres, including native claims, which would make the average over $1 

per acre, while Mr. Gower & Miner purchased parts of the same land--choice pieces too-

-for $1 per acre.  Why should I pay more than they? The services rendered during those 

six months were real, important & laborious. The Department was in much confusion, & 

great labor was requisite to get up the first statistical report for the Legislature. (R. 

Armstrong, 1853)  

Two years after joining King Kamehameha III’s cabinet, R. Armstrong had more children to feed 

and agricultural land on Maui to develop. These personal interests prompted R. Armstrong to join other 

plantation owners on various islands to establish the Royal Hawaiian Agricultural Society. At their first 

meeting in August, 1850, the attendees chose Justice William Lee as their leader. When the group 

gathered for a second meeting just nine days later, they drafted organizational documents and 
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formulated planning priorities aligned with the profitable agricultural industry they envisioned for 

Hawaiʻi. At the group’s second meeting, New York-born Charles Reed Bishop (Bishop), who married a 

high-ranking Hawaiian princess, Bernice Pauahi Pākī, formed a committee to study the potential for 

Hawaiʻi agricultural exports. By the organization’s November 20, 1850, meeting, R. Armstrong 

established a committee to award prizes for the best locally produced commodities.  

 Because living on remote islands was expensive, R. Armstrong regularly expressed his financial 

worries in his letters to his brother-in-law Reuben and in self-reflections in his journals. In a letter to 

Reuben, R. Armstrong revealed the money-making motives that resulted in his decision to abandon the 

rigorous, liberal, seminary-oriented curricula introduced at Hawaiʻi’s first public schools in favor of a 

manual labor and agricultural training curriculum. 

Is there any good capitalists about you who would like to invest some $15,000 to $20,000 

in agriculture, that is in sugar making at the Islands?  If so, I can give him a chance.  I have 

1500 acres of splendid land for the growth of cane at Haiku on Maui . . . not having time 

or capital to cultivate it, [I] would like [a] man. (R. Armstrong, 1850b)  

While R. Armstrong’s manual labor curriculum was not the only detrimental educational policy 

initiative he introduced to Hawaiʻi’s public schools, it was his first. R. Armstrong prioritized training 

Native Hawaiians for agricultural and manual labor so highly that he introduced it six months before 

being fully installed into his government post. When he joined fellow capitalists as one of the Royal 

Hawaiian Agricultural Society’s founding members, R. Armstrong was uniquely positioned to direct his 

department’s resources and policies toward supporting one of their most critical and most expensive 

resource needs: trained workers.  

In sum, R. Armstrong’s personal writings revealed how his prejudices about Native Hawaiians’ 

work habits, combined with his money-making motives, led him to introduce a manual education 
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curriculum across Hawaiʻi’s Native-serving schools. Considering that immigration of foreign workers to 

Hawaiʻi did not commence until 1852, analysis of his writings showed that R. Armstrong used his earliest 

opportunity to shift King Kamehameha III’s visionary commitment to his people, universal public 

schools, from their rigorous seminary curricular focus, toward subjects that would serve his and his 

fellow plantation owners’ capitalist interests starting in 1847.  

English Language Instruction 

Like many Indigenous peoples worldwide, Native Hawaiians suffered a near extinction of their 

mother tongue: ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi (Alexie & Domnick, 2010; Simon & Smith, 2001; Wilson, 1991). That the 

number of ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi courses, medium schools, speakers, publication, and media continues to grow 

is a testament to the work of advocates who demanded that the State of Hawaiʻi make investments of 

public funds in language revitalization during the 1970s and 1980s (Johnson & NeSmith, 2018; Lucas, 

2000; Warner, 1999; Wilson, 1991; Wilson & Kamanā, 2009).  

Historically speaking, the diminishment of ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi speakers was caused by hegemonic 

colonizers who waged a multigenerational campaign to degrade, diminish, and ultimately deny Native 

Hawaiians’ use of their mother tongue through institutional policies and cultural subordination 

(Benham, 1998; Kahumoku, 2000; NeSmith, 2003; Schulz, 2017; Silva, 2004; Warner, 1999). In the 19th 

century, colonizers’ reasons for subordinating and prohibiting ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi were attributed to their 

financial interests in the emerging agricultural export economy (Beyer, 2009; Heubner, 1984; 

Kahumoku, 2000; Kawamoto, 1993; Silva, 2004). Between Hawaiʻi’s multiethnic business owners, trade 

partners, and later its immigrant workforce, English became the preferred language for business 

(Kawamoto,1993; Walk, 2007).  

By 1896, the Provisional Government, composed largely of treasonous Hawaiian Kingdom 

subjects who overthrew Queen Liliʻuokalani, enacted Act 57 which completely banned ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi at 
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all public and private schools. Any school that delivered instruction in ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi risked being denied 

funding and recognition by the Department of Education (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2014; Kahumoku, 2000; 

Lucas, 2000; Walk, 2007). The new law caused the number of native speakers of ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi to fall 

from 100% fluency among Native Hawaiians in 1840 to less than 10% by 19409 (NeSmith, 2003). 

While extant research explained colonizers’ practical and pecuniary motivations for turning 

Native Hawaiians into English language speakers broadly and anonymously, it did not discuss how their 

personal prejudices about ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi contributed to their actions. Thus, researching the Armstrongs’ 

writings provided the opportunity to gather evidence of the ways that personal prejudices fueled the 

language degradation policies that were imposed on Native Hawaiians. R. Armstrong’s role in 

diminishing ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi can be accounted for by the discretionary use of his governmental authority 

and departmental resources (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2005; Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2014; Kahumoku, 2000; 

Lucas, 2000; Walk, 2007). Additionally, R. Armstrong’s annual departmental reports accounted for the 

ways he expanded the number of English medium schools and paid higher wages to native English-

speaking teachers. Beyond R. Armstrong’s direct actions, he also made disparaging statements about 

ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi in his letters, journals, and official government reports that revealed how his personal 

views shaped the English-preferred agenda he imposed upon schools across the Hawaiian Kingdom. 

Despite his stated antipathy for ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi, R. Armstrong learned and gained mastery of the 

Hawaiian language for his work-related purposes. As a missionary, R. Armstrong took on a vocation that 

required him to proselytize and preach to Native peoples in their language. R. Armstrong was motivated 

 
9 At the dawn of the 21st century, there were approximately 1,000 native speakers in Hawaiʻi, with most 
of these hailing from the privately owned and therefore isolated island of Niʻihau (NeSmith, 2003). In 
2015, the Research and Economic Analysis Division of the State of Hawaiʻi’s Department of Business, 
Economic Development and Tourism published findings from their U.S. Census research estimated that 
the number of Hawaii residents who spoke ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi within their household had swelled to 18,610. 
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to learn ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi quickly as evidenced by C. Armstrong’s journal entry on October 21, 1832, just 

five months after their arrival: “Mr. A. preached in native (language) today for the first time” (C. 

Armstrong, 1832b). 

Besides learning ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi quickly to carry out pastoral work, R. Armstrong served as the 

editor of three Hawaiian language newspapers and as the translator to the King (Silva & Badis, 2008). 

Given the array of culturally and politically important venues where R. Armstrong used ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi: 

nūpepa, Kawaiahaʻo Church, and within the royal palace, it would be reasonable to think that he 

enjoyed knowing and speaking ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi. However, his journals, letters, and reports revealed his 

true regard for Native Hawaiians’ mother tongue.  

Because the Hawaiian and Marquesan languages belong to the Polynesian language family, they 

share vocabulary, grammar, and rhythms (Finney, 2003; NeSmith, 2008; Walk, 2007). Considering the 

two Polynesian languages’ similarities, coupled with R. Armstrong’s immersive experiences in both 

languages during his first two years of missionary work, I expanded my research to include statements 

that he made about both the Marquesan and Hawaiian languages. 

Although R. Armstrong learned the Marquesan language quickly and was able to preach in the 

language after only three months, he disparaged its native speakers. 

The actions of some of them were truly ludicrous when they first saw the ladies & 

children; they jumped on the deck, clapped their hands. . .. While others showed their 

perfect destitution of delicacy by lascivious gestures & the most filthy language. In this 

respect too the females are no better than the males––They all seem to be indelicate as 

even the brutes, and more so. (R. Armstrong, (1833a) 

While C. Armstrong obsessed about cannibalism during their mission work in the Marquesas, 

her husband raged against the Native people’s language and lifeways, characterizing both as immodest, 
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intemperate, adulterous, and superstitious. Building upon those sentiments, he went on to condemn 

their language because he felt it embodied lasciviousness. “The people do seem really be filled with all 

unrighteousness, fornication, wickedness, covetousness, maliciousness, envy, murder, debate, deceit, 

malignity. They are back-biters, haters of God. . .. Their mouths are full of cursing and bitterness” (R. 

Armstrong, 1833b). As he continued with this rant, R. Armstrong described specific elements about the 

Marquesan people, culture, and language that bothered him. 

I scarcely set down a moment any where among a crowd of natives without either hearing 

something from their lips, or seeing something in their actions to distress & disgust me: 

And often I have returned home after being at work among them and threwn myself down 

to seek forgetfulness of what I had seen & heard. . . (R. Armstrong, 1833a) 

After concluding that the islands’ rugged terrain and remote villages made the Marquesan 

mission impractical, the Armstrongs departed the Marquesas to return to Hawaiʻi in April, 1834, arriving 

in Honolulu in May, 1834. Once back in Hawaiʻi, the Hawaiian Mission determined that the Armstrongs 

were needed on Maui at its church at Haʻikū. Although the Armstrongs were happy to leave the 

Marquesas, it was not long before R. Armstrong turned his critical view from the Marquesan people’s 

language toward Native Hawaiians and their mother tongue. 

Once re-settled in Hawaiʻi, the Armstrongs joined their fellow missionaries by having many 

children in rapid succession. As parents, the missionaries wrote letters to the ABCFM to register urgent 

concerns about how they would provide an appropriate education for their children. The missionaries 

considered educating their children themselves impossible because the husbands were consumed by 

pastoral work, and the wives were taxed by homemaking and teaching Native Hawaiians to read (Engs, 

1999). 
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Educating their children while converting Native Hawaiians to Protestant Christianity was 

further complicated by a prospect that horrified them: having their children intermingle with Native 

Hawaiian children at schools and churches would expose their children to the Natives’ language and 

habits. In a letter to a fellow missionary, R. Armstrong candidly described why he and his wife sent their 

eldest child, Caroline, to New England to be raised with adults she never met rather than risk her 

growing up with Native Hawaiian children and learning their language, habits, and values. R. 

Armstrong’s lengthy and explicit rant to Reverend George Junkin provided irrefutable evidence about 

his bigotry toward ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi. 

The state & prospect of the (Native) people about us furnishes the strongest reason for 

removing our children to another land. This little girl has only to go to the door to see and 

hear things which cannot but have a bad influence on her. . .. She can hear such 

expressions as would almost make this paper blush were they written down upon it. As 

to preventing our children from understanding the language, it is impossible. It is just such 

a language as suits children, simple & easy & they drink it in like water. Besides there is a 

great lack here of influences calculated to form good character.  The community is small, 

there is little learning, no science, no enterprise, and only a sprinkle of civilization. From 

some such considerations as these we have concluded to part with a dear child. . .. (R. 

Armstrong, 1840)  

After ending his missionary work in 1847, R. Armstrong maintained his disdain for ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi 

evidenced by his personal and professional writings. The only difference was that his school leadership 

position afforded him authority to use the Hawaiian Kingdom’s resources to introduce policies that 

shaped what Native Hawaiians learned and how they learned it. R. Armstrong used the process of 

formally submitting his department’s annual reports to the Kingdom’s legislature as a platform not only 
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to publicly degrade ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi and the learning capabilities of its native speakers, but to justify his 

petitions for increased government funds for English instruction. 

To supply the 11,781 children now in these schools with proper instruction in the English 

language would require almost if not the entire revenue of the King’s government. The 

thing is out of the question. The nation is not prepared for it. To change the language of 

any people, especially to introduce a language so difficult for the Hawaiian as the English, 

must necessarily be a work of time, labor and expense. But while this tedious up hill 

process is going on, let every Hawaiian youth be taught at least to read and write in his 

own language, which however barbarous to civilized ears, is full of sweetness and melody 

to his. (R. Armstrong, 1855, p. 4)  

In addition to presenting his department’s report to an assembly of the King, his cabinet 

members, and the Hawaiian Kingdom’s elected law-makers—nearly all of whom were Native Hawaiian 

men—after publishing three newspapers, R. Armstrong knew that he could gain a wider audience and 

possibly greater support for his criticisms of ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi by letting the local newspapers print the full-

text transcripts of his government reports. For example, his 1853 report justified using his 

department’s resources to expand English language schools by revisiting a fatalistic vision he 

embraced: the eventual extinction of Native Hawaiians and their language.  

On my tours around the islands, I have found parents everywhere, even on the remote 

island of Niihau, most anxious to have their children taught the English language; and the 

reason they generally gave was a most sound and intelligent one, that is without it—they 

will, by-and-by be nothing, and the white man everything. . .. (R. Armstrong, 1853, p. 66) 

By the time R. Armstrong spoke these grim words he had lived among Native Hawaiians—

baptizing their babies, marrying their children, caring for their sick, witnessing their school graduations, 
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preaching at their funerals, and speaking their language—for more than 20 years. Despite all he had 

experienced with or learned from Native Hawaiians, R. Armstrong’s statements about the Native 

Hawaiian people and their mother tongue revealed that he hoped eventually both would be diminished 

to the point of extinction. In fact, R. Armstrong described in detail the type of people who he most 

wanted to see living in Hawaiʻi: White American Protestants like himself.  

The missionaries are one by one withdrawing from the Board & seeking their support 

here. Eight or nine have taken the oath of allegiance & will settle their families here. This 

will form a nucleus for a good, pious, & intelligent Anglo Saxon population, to take the 

place of the wasting natives. . .. How wonderfully Providence watches over this poor weak 

nation. (R. Armstrong, 1849) 

Six years later, R. Armstrong used his annual report to the King and legislature to report his 

department’s progress toward diminishing ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi by increasing English speakers. 

The native language has been reduced to form, is now a printed language, and contains a 

small but valuable literature; and the strong clear rays of the English tongue, begin to 

break in upon the native mind all over the group. (R. Armstrong, 1855, p. 21) 

A comparison of the statements R. Armstrong made about ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi within his personal and 

professional writings reveal motives that prompted decisions he made while serving as Hawaiian 

Kingdom’s top-ranking government official entrusted to educate Native Hawaiians. In a letter to his 

college-going son, William Nevins, R. Armstrong expressed the premeditated nature of his policy 

decisions.  

Political agitation has become one of the signs of the times here & does not cease. 

Annexation is favored by most foreigners, & opposed by most natives & a good deal of 

jealousy has arisen in consequence. There has been another attempt to get me out of 
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office secretly & now there is a move to get all foreigners out of office. . .. But here I am 

yet, & I only try to do my duty & commit my way unto the Lord for whose sake I came to 

this land. You will see my report in The Polynesian & also those of the other Ministers. 

Read them carefully, for they will give you our true position. I am trying to introduce the 

English language among the natives. (R. Armstrong, 1854) 

R. Armstrong’s bigotry toward and demeaning characterizations of ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi explained his 

motives for introducing educational policies during the 1850s that diminished its use in public schools. 

Policies that R. Armstrong introduced to diminish ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi created a path for future initiatives such 

as funding for English-medium schools, higher pay for native English-speaking teachers, and empowered 

future public-school supervisors, including Charles Bishop, W. R. Castle, and Alatau Atkinson, to expand 

policies that would diminish the use of ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi over time until both Native Hawaiian teachers and 

ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi were rarely seen or heard at Hawaiʻi’s schools (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2014; Kahumoku, 

2000).  

Although policies that made English the only acceptable language in Hawaiʻi’s schools required 

many actors over two generations, this analysis of R. Armstrong’s bigoted views toward the Marquesan 

and Hawaiian languages revealed that his personal prejudices drove his policy and funding decisions. 

Not only did R. Armstrong initiate the institutional policies that started the systematic debasement of 

ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2005; Lucas, 2000), but his personal disdain for ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi led to 

schools becoming the site of multi-generational trauma where Native Hawaiian students in the late 19th 

and early 20th centuries were punished, beaten, and humiliated for speaking their mother tongue 

(Thomas et al., 2012). The long-term damage of Armstrong’s influence on Hawaiʻi’s schools was that his 

personal bigotry toward ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi forced Native Hawaiians to deny the most intimate parts of their  
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identity, values, and worldview. Had Native Hawaiian students been able to attend schools taught in 

their mother tongue, they would have been able to participate in and benefit more fully from formal 

schooling. (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2005; Kahumoku, 2003; Schulz, 2017). 

Fulfilling His Kuleana: Armstrong’s Trips to Hawaiʻi 

Samuel Armstrong’s (S. Armstrong) biographers (Beyer, 2007; Beyer, 2014; Lindsey, 1995; 

Talbot, 1904) traced his decision to use a manual labor curriculum at Hampton to the Hilo Boys’ 

Boarding School, a school he visited while accompanying his father on school inspections throughout the 

Kingdom. S. Armstrong and his colleagues chose manual education so that non-Whites would be limited 

to “secondary roles in their society’s respective economies . . . relegated to an inferior status” (Beyer, 

2014, p. 70). By analyzing the statements that the Armstrong father and son made about the students 

that their schools were designed to educate, I argue that S. Armstrong’s choice to offer a manual labor 

curriculum at Hampton came from the prejudiced views that he inherited from his parents: that Native 

Hawaiians were indolent, immoral, incapable of self-governance, and fated for extinction. 

When the ABCFM’s financial support to the Hawaiian mission ended in 1860, the missionary 

children needed to infiltrate another institution to dominate Hawaiʻi’s Native Hawaiian majority. 

Missionary children respected S. Armstrong because of his status as an educator and Civil War veteran. 

In their letters to him, many missionary “cousins” complimented his work at Hampton and kept him 

apprised of their political and economic concerns.  

 By reviewing transcriptions of S. Armstrong’s speeches, I saw that he not only embraced, but 

also chose to disseminate sentiments that were important to his parents, specifically that Native 

Hawaiians would eventually die out and that American Protestant people and American institutions 

were needed to maintain the so-called civilizing influences that the ABCFM missionaries brought to the 

Islands. Sentiments that S. Armstrong and his fellow missionary children shared with each other 
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revealed that they saw themselves as superior to Native Hawaiians, and thus, were entitled to benefit 

from whatever could be gained from the land of their birth. Not long after leaving Hawaiʻi to attend 

Williams College in 1860, S. Armstrong sent a letter to the Cousin’s Society, a network of Hawaiian 

mission children based in Honolulu, urging them to systematically occupy and increase their presence in 

the Islands. 

I think, seeing our Fathers have done more for poor Hawaii than all others besides, and 

that we are natives of the soil, the Islands are our lawful inheritance. I hail with joy the 

time when the Cousins and their descendants shall have made Hawaii to “bud and 

blossom as the rose;”10. . . and when the standard of Christianity, through the 

instrumentality of the “Hawaiian Mission Children’s Society”, shall be planted on every 

Isle of the Pacific. (Schreiber, 2007, p. 99) 

The sentiments that S. Armstrong conveyed in two public speeches that he traveled back to 

Hawaiʻi to deliver in 1880 and 1891 indicated that he inherited his parents’ bigotry and sense of 

superiority to Native Hawaiians. Further, although S. Armstrong did not identify promoting annexation 

as the cause for the two trips he took to Hawaiʻi after leaving for Williams College, transcripts of the two 

public speeches he gave revealed that he ardently wanted to replace traditional Native Hawaiian 

institutions with American and Protestant ones, including and likely especially, its monarchy. On both 

trips, S. Armstrong used his reputation as a missionary son and nationally recognized school leader to 

publicly criticize Native Hawaiians as incapable of advanced learning, responsible voting, and moral 

governing.  

 
10 Armstrong used a scripture passage to liken Hawaiʻi to Christians’ belief in a land promised to them: 

Zion.  Armstrong excerpted the “bud and blossom as the rose” passage as this reference to Zion from 

Matthew 9:32-24 in the King James Version of the Christian Bible. 
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First Homecoming: “The Hawaiian Problem”  

There is no middle class on these islands. The low class is unfit to, but votes and has a 

majority...and don’t care, as they say, ‘the haole (white man) pays the taxes’ (S.C. 

Armstrong, 1880, p. 97).  

S. Armstrong’s first trip back to Hawaiʻi in 1880––20 years after graduating from Punahou, 15 

years after serving in the Civil War, and 12 years after founding the Hampton Institute––differed from 

his second trip in that there was no documentary evidence that explained its specific purpose. While 

Castle’s offensive invitation to speak at Punahou School’s 50th anniversary celebration stated a specific 

purpose for his second and final trip in 1891, there was no comparable letter or invitation to explain the 

reason for S. Armstrong’s first trip back to Hawaiʻi in 1880. Therefore, I consulted newspapers that 

advertised the public speech he delivered, the transcript of the speech, and his writings about the trip 

which led me to infer that, S. Armstrong’s 1880 trip served to aid his fellow missionary childrens’ goal of 

strengthening institutions that would enable them to assert minority influence over the majority: Native 

Hawaiians.    

S. Armstrong’s speech, “The Hawaiian Problem,” was advertised in local newspapers as a 

fundraiser for Honolulu’s nascent Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA). Seeking out the history of 

the YMCA and its Honolulu chapter helped me understand why S. Armstrong was welcomed to give such 

a lecture. In 1844, London’s evangelical Christians established the YMCA to spread Christian teachings in 

urban areas (YMCA, 2022). By 1851, New England’s Protestant Christians established a branch of the 

YMCA in Boston where Sanford Dole, the future president of the so-called Hawaiian Republic, joined 

while attending college (Allen, 1969). After Dole returned to Hawaiʻi in 1869 to practice law, he gathered 

other Protestant business leaders to establish the YMCA of Honolulu as a venue for Christian men to 
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promote their religious, moral, and social interests (Allen, 1969). Honolulu’s YMCA introduced lectures 

in 1870 to address the nascent organization’s need for funds and fellowship (Allen, 1969).  

S. Armstrong began “The Hawaiian Problem” by simultaneously disparaging Native Hawaiians 

and praising his parents’ generation for introducing American Protestant values and institutions to 

Hawaiʻi. “The condition of the Hawaiian people is the product of centuries of barbarism followed by fifty 

years of civilizing influences. . .. Ten rather than two generations are required to overcome the inertia of 

the past” (S.C. Armstrong, 1880a). Recalling his parents’ criticisms about Native Hawaiians’ work ethic 

and morals, the Maui-born school leader went on to argue that Native Hawaiians were neither 

intellectually capable of participating in nor morally equipped to sustain their nation’s sovereignty.  

The spirit of the people is not expressed in their political system. They have done nothing 

for it, and are without the discipline in getting it, that is the best part of it. . .. What do the 

right to vote and their flag mean to them?  They cannot mean much, as they have not 

cost much. . .. They love their native land but not its ideas, and have not true patriotism. 

For this they are not to blame. They are yet in the first lessons of civilization while 

occupying its greatest responsibilities; children with men’s duties. (S.C. Armstrong, 1880a)  

Because S. Armstrong knew that many in his audience had spent their entire lives as subjects of 

Hawaiian monarchs, he strategically chose to describe what White Americans had experienced within 

their fledgling democracy after suffrage was granted to millions of freed slaves. 

The closest historical analogy to the Hawaiian experiment was the creation of a negro 

empire in the Southern States of America, by giving the right to vote to four millions of 

ex-slaves. They received as a gift what others had attained by a struggle. With the best 

dispositions these voters are dangerous, not because they are bad, but because they are 

weak, easily misled, and mischief-makers are everywhere.   (S.C. Armstrong, 1880a) 
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By choosing to call his Honolulu audience’s attention to the consequences of enfranchising Black 

Americans, S. Armstrong appeared to use his YMCA speech to urge Hawaiʻi’s oligarchic minority—White 

Protestant capitalists—to ensure that the Hawaiian Kingdom’s suffrage laws would advantage 

themselves and their interests. To further incite his audience’s sense of minority entitlement and 

motivation to disenfranchise Hawaiʻi’s majority ethnic group: the Native Hawaiians, S. Armstrong 

likened them to non-Anglo-Saxon Europeans.   

The Hawaiian problem, though on a small scale, is more complex and difficult. The natives, 

as a class, cannot comprehend it. The Kanaka is the sick man of the Pacific, as the Turk is 

of Europe. He cannot cure himself, and is very much in his own way, though there are 

among them wise and good ones who can help. The foreign element on these islands, 

small in proportion, is relatively strong from its wealth, intelligence, and moral force. It 

can be out-voted, but not overpowered. (S.C. Armstrong, 1880a)       

Clearly, S. Armstrong considered such demographic shifts important enough that he 

made time to request and analyze census data from the island nation he left back in 1860, while 

building a school for freed slaves in Virginia. He continued to incite his audience’s interest in 

controlling the Hawaiian Kingdom’s suffrage laws by sharing his views of Hawaiʻi’s Chinese 

residents, who had started to immigrate into the islands as plantation laborers beginning 28 

years prior, in 1852. “Half of the adult population of these islands is already Chinese, of whom 

all but 300 of them males. Unscrupulous as the majority of them are, they are not so bad as a 

certain foreign element from California” (S.C. Armstrong, 1880a)   

Besides warning his audience of the harms that they would suffer under the Hawaiian 

Kingdom’s suffrage laws, the transcript of Samuel’s lecture showed that he fully embraced his father’s 

hope that someday, Native Hawaiians would die off. “As I understand the Hawaiian problem, it is this: 



 

63  

To save your institutions if you cannot the people. The kanaka is doomed; the land will be occupied for 

better or worse. . .. Develop educational, charitable, reformatory and penal institutions” (S.C. 

Armstrong, 1880a).  

Finally, passages from S. Armstrong’s professional writings led me to believe that meddling in 

Hawaiʻi’s politics and institutions was the most likely reason for returning to his birthplace after leaving 

20 years prior. Carrying on his father’s practice of disseminating ideas about schooling and politics 

through self-published newspapers, S. Armstrong built a workshop at Hampton to print the Southern 

Workman: Devoted to the Industrial Classes of the South. In the Southern Workman’s September 1880 

issue, S. Armstrong included a supplement that detailed his experiences, observations, and thoughts as 

he traveled across Oʻahu, Kauaʻi, Maui, and Hawaiʻi between June 21 and July 28, 1880. 

Considering the newspaper’s audience, which were mostly influential White Americans with 

little knowledge about Native Hawaiian people, culture, and politics, S. Armstrong took an educative 

approach to his comments and offered comparisons to a referent that his readers would understand: 

“Negroes”. While visiting a childhood friend on Maui, S. Armstrong listened to the friend describe a plan 

to offer work contracts to Black Americans from Kansas City who would move to Hawaiʻi as laborers on 

his 900-acre plantation. S. Armstrong’s friend concocted this recruitment plan after learning that the 

majority of his existing 250 indentured servants were not going to renew their contracts. Apparently, S. 

Armstrong thought Black Americans would welcome the prospect of becoming indentured servants in 

Hawaiʻi. 

Intelligent Negroes accepting an interest in the crop would probably accumulate 

hundreds of dollars at the end of say ten years, or a little more. The Hawaiian is too short  



 

64  

sighted and childish to do this, as most Negroes are. There could not be a better climate 

for the freedman. But this move should be a very cautious and gradual one. (S. C. 

Armstrong, 1880b, p. 97) 

During his visit to Hawaiʻi Island, S. Armstrong made time to visit his father’s close friend, 

Reverend Elias Bond at the Kohala Mission. Perhaps hoping to confer his understanding of emerging 

tensions in Hawaiʻi with a trusted elder, S. Armstrong sought Bond’s counsel before he delivered his 

YMCA lecture. 

Very intimate with my father, it has been a deep pleasure to talk over with him old 

times and the Hawaiian problem in which he is one of the ablest observers and actors. 

Like others, he feels that the Hawaiian is doomed to extinction, but, unlike most others, 

is using every energy in their behalf.   (S. C. Armstrong, 1880b, p. 97) 

While on Maui, S. Armstrong rode to Lahaina to attend the graduation ceremony at the Lahaina Luna 

Seminary. It was about this event that S. Armstrong, a prominent school headmaster, finally offered 

some school-related observations. However, among these comments, S. Armstrong echoed his parents’ 

hope that Native Hawaiians would die off and leave Hawaiʻi free to become a wholly White settlement. 

“The old church was scantily filled for natives are scarce” (S. C. Armstrong, 1880b, p. 97). 

 Finally, S. Armstrong concluded his YMCA lecture by issuing his audience an ultimatum: “You 

must shape these peoples’ future or they will shape yours, and lose no time about it. Remember that in 

all their folly, ‘they know not what they do.’ Never forget that a Hawaiian is a Hawaiian” (S. C. 

Armstrong, 1880a). Suspicions that S. Armstrong returned to Hawaiʻi in 1880 to motivate its minority 

settlers of White missionary-descendants to introduce laws that would disenfranchise Native Hawaiians 

were confirmed by his portrayals of Native Hawaiians to his Southern Workman readers.  
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There is no middle class on these islands. The low class is unfit to, but votes and has a 

majority, and through its representatives is getting rapidly away from the influence of 

good advisers; has already voted $300,000 in excess of prospective revenues, and don’t 

care, for, as they say, ‘the haole (white man) pays the taxes.’ (S. C. Armstrong, 1880b, p. 

97-8) 

Final Trip: Punahou Jubilee  

The Trustees of Oahu College and the former pupils of Punahou have begun preparations 

of a grand celebration of the Semi-Centennial Anniversary which occurs this year . . . 

(Judd, 1891). 

S. Armstrong made his second and final trip to Hawaiʻi at the invitation of Punahou’s Jubilee planning 

committee. Because Castle invited S. Armstrong to give the Jubilee oration on February 24, 1891, two 

months after the planning committee had submitted its final event report on December 20, 1890, it is 

plausible that he would not have attended Punahou’s 50th anniversary had their originally scheduled 

speaker, W. F. Frear, delivered the oration as planned. By agreeing to deliver the oration, not only was S. 

Armstrong able to make one more trip to Hawaiʻi before he died in 1893, but he was also able to attend 

the Kamehameha Schools for Boys’ first graduation ceremony; visit his mother in California before her 

passing in July, 1891; and urge a large audience of missionary children and descendants to upend the 

Hawaiian monarchy. 

During the two days set aside for celebratory events, the Punahou Jubilee committee scheduled 

the formal oration for the evening of Thursday, June 25, 1891, at Kawaiahaʻo Church. Newspapers 

described the event as having drawn the school’s alumni, teachers, and missionary descendants, as well 

as two groups of esteemed community members: aliʻi and annexationists. Sitting in the pew designated 

for the Hawaiian Kingdom’s ruling monarch, Queen Liliʻuokalani sat with her nephew Prince Kūhiō 
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Kalanianaʻole, her brother-in-law Archibald Cleghorn, and her ladies-in-waiting. Sitting across the Queen 

and her entourage was a group of American officials and Hawaiian Kingdom subjects born to American 

missionaries: John L. Stevens, H. W. Severance, S. M. Damon, and J. O. Carter. While those sitting with 

the Queen were staunchly committed to strengthening Hawaiʻi's sovereignty, traditional institutions, 

and well-being of the Queen’s subjects, the group sitting with the Jubilee planning committee were 

actively working to ensure that American Protestant capitalists would occupy the most powerful 

economic, political, and cultural positions across the Islands.  

Typical of alumni speakers at school homecoming events, S. Armstrong opened his remarks by 

recalling nostalgic memories of Punahou School from his childhood. After sharing his memories of the 

school’s cool springs for which it was named: Ka Punahou, its delicious squid and poi lunches, and the 

verdant Mānoa valley where it was built, S. Armstrong made a sudden pivot toward topics that linked 

Punahou graduates with politics and governance, and in doing so, he implied that his fellow alumni were 

the most fit among all citizens to direct Hawaiʻi’s present and future agenda. 

It is for you, President Hosmer, and your associates to train the thinkers and workers who 

shall help to save Hawaii. Let here be springs of power and influence that shall flow out 

over the land for its redemption.  I speak as if there were danger.  Is there not? Wherever 

there is human nature there is danger, there is much and peculiar human nature in 

Hawaii; the conditions of to-day are extraordinary. You have, I think, as delicate and 

difficult a problem as was ever given to thinking men and Christian rulers. Let us look at 

the facts from the census returns of 1890, just received and not yet officially published, 

given approximately here. I make some comparisons with the census of 1884. (Oahu 

College Jubilee, 1891, p. 16) 
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S. Armstrong’s mention of being privy to the Hawaiian Kingdom’s unpublished census data 

moved me to critically analyze S. Armstrong’s oration transcript for two reasons. First, I wanted to 

understand why the visiting headmaster of a school for freed slaves and 30-year Virginia resident would 

care about Hawaiʻi’s voters. Second, I wanted to learn how he was able to gain access to the Kingdom’s 

1890 census data before it was published in Hawaiʻi. 

One of the first data points S. Armstrong called attention to were shifts among Native Hawaiians 

within the Kingdom’s population. “Natives, 34,500; half-castes, 6,000; total, 40,500. In six years native 

Hawaiians have decreased 14 per cent., and half-castes have increased over 50 per cent.” (Oahu College 

Jubilee, 1891, p. 17). Shortly thereafter, S. Armstrong highlighted where his relatives and peers stood 

among the Kingdom’s citizens, “Americans (American born), 2,000: no increase in 6 years” (Oahu College 

Jubilee, 1891, p. 17).   

After illustrating variables where there have been changes or stagnation within the various 

ethnic groups, S. Armstrong directed his audience’s attention toward shifts among its voters11.  

Whole number of voters, 15,000, of whom 60 per cent. are native Hawaiians or of mixed 

blood. Chinese and Japanese do not vote. Portuguese are allowed to vote. A simple 

education test is required for all. A property qualification is required for all who vote for 

nobles. . .. This is much objected to by the natives. (Oahu College Jubilee, 1891, p. 17) 

While S. Armstrong’s statements about the Hawaiian Kingdom’s citizens and voters helped me 

understand his views on demographics and suffrage in the land of his birth; the Jubilee oration’s 

transcript did not answer my questions about how S. Armstrong obtained the Hawaiian Kingdom’s 1890 

not-yet-published census data within months of Castle’s invitation and the Punahou Jubilee event. 

 
11 In 1891, voter eligibility in Hawaiʻi was restricted to males, who owned property, passed a literacy 
test, paid taxes, and could claim citizenship in the Hawaiian Kingdom. 
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Answers to this question began to emerge after I analyzed a copy of the Hawaiian Kingdom’s 1890 

census report that I retrieved from the U.S. Library of Congress. The census report’s front matter 

showed that the general superintendent of the census, Charles Rodgers, submitted his report to Charles 

Reed Bishop (Bishop), a staunch ally of Hawaiʻi’s missionary families. In 1890, Bishop was serving as the 

Hawaiian Kingdom’s President of the Board of Education––the department charged with conducting the 

Kingdom’s census since the 1840s. While the information in the census report’s front matter showed a 

link between Bishop, the data, and the speech-giver, I began to question the possible reasons why 

Bishop would share them with S. Armstrong. Such questions led me to investigate Bishop and S. 

Armstrong’s relationship. 

In the 1840s, Bishop met S. Armstrong at Bethel Union Church––a church established near 

Honolulu Harbor by Reverend Samuel Chenery Damon, father of Bishop’s intimate friend Samuel Damon 

(Kent, 1965). At the time, Bishop was a new arrival to Hawaiʻi; he began teaching Sunday school classes 

at Bethel Union Church, and S. Armstrong became one of his students (Kent, 1965). In fact, the Bishop-

Armstrong relationship grew and spanned two generations. In 1851, S. Armstrong’s father officiated a 

Christian wedding between Princess Bernice Pauahi Pākī and Charles Reed Bishop at the Chief’s 

Children’s School, the site of their courtship (Kent, 1965).  

By the 1870s, the missionaries’ children and their friends, including Bishop, came to admire S. 

Armstrong professionally, for establishing and leading a school to train freed slaves for manual 

occupations. Given their mutual interests in education, generally, and manual labor curricula, 

specifically, S. Armstrong’s relationship with Bishop became collegial (Kent, 1965). When Princess 

Pauahi, became sick with cancer in the 1880s she signed a will that directed five trustees, led by her 

husband, to establish The Kamehameha Schools (Kamehameha Schools): two single sex schools that 

would give admissions preference to Native Hawaiian youth, that would provide them with:  
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A good education in the common English branches, and also instruction in morals and in such 

useful knowledge as may tend to make good and industrious men and women; and I desire 

instruction in the higher branches to be subsidiary to the foregoing branches (King & Roth, 2006, 

p. 301)  

Without identifying the source of her inspiration, Princess Pauahi’s will explicitly stated that the 

Kamehameha Schools would provide Native Hawaiians with a curriculum that subordinates the “higher 

branches” to those that would sustain R. Armstrong’s use of the Kingdom’s treasury toward manual 

labor and agricultural training curricula. Later, two letters from the Williams College Archives shed light 

on motives behind S. Armstrong, Bishop, Castle, Judd, and Damon’s shared interest in overthrowing the 

monarchy and disenfranchising Native Hawaiians. On May 2, 1889, nearly two years before the Punahou 

Jubilee, Bishop wrote to S. Armstrong from New York to apprise him of the political tensions in the 

Hawaiian Kingdom. Apparently, Bishop concurred with the Armstrongs’ view that the majority ethnic 

group: the Native Hawaiians, were not fit to participate in law-making or voting. 

I do not feel sufficient confidence in the present political status there [Hawaiian Islands] 

to avoid the impression that trouble may possibly be in store. The result of the next 

election, for instance, is very uncertain. The election held immediately after the 

Revolution in September 1887 cannot be regarded as a fair test. At that time there was a 

feeling of relief at the successful termination of the Revolution and a belief in the stability 

of the Government created thereby; but of course the two sessions of the Legislature 

which have intervened, have developed every strong faction. I am inclined that there may 

be a combination between the lower class of white holders [who were enfranchised by 

the new constitution] and the native voters who under the old constitution with the King’s 

direct political corruption, controlled the country. . .. Therefore, in case of the political 
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combination referred to and the election of a legislature which might join with the King 

in corrupt measures subversive to the best interests of the country, I believe that trouble 

will ensue. (Bishop, 1889) 

In another letter to S. Armstrong, I found evidence that Bishop endorsed the Jubilee planning 

committee’s objectives for the event. Five days before Castle sent his letter of invitation to S. 

Armstrong, Alfred Judd, the Hawaiian Kingdom’s chief justice and son of missionary physician Gerrit 

Judd, composed a handwritten invitation on his Department of the Judiciary stationary. After confirming 

that Punahou School would cover the travel expenses for S. Armstrong and his wife and two daughters, 

Judd conveyed Bishop’s hope that S. Armstrong would deliver the Jubilee address. “Mr. C.R. Bishop 

wrote from San Francisco that he wished you and other alumni would be present. . .. We want you to 

deliver the Oration!” (Judd, 1891). In addition to making generous donations to Punahou, Bishop 

contributed to the school’s decision-making at the highest levels, serving as one of its Trustees between 

1867 and 1897 (Kent, 1965). At the time of the Jubilee, Bishop was holding two leadership positions 

simultaneously: Vice-President of the Board of Trustees and Chairman of the Finance Committee (Kent, 

1965).  

After collecting and analyzing primary source data from Castle, Bishop, Judd’s letters to S. 

Armstrong, the transcript of his oration, and the front matter of the Hawaiian Kingdom’s 1890 census, I 

began to understand why this influential group of Hawaiian citizens wanted S. Armstrong to deliver the 

Punahou Jubilee’s oration. Given the statements about Native Hawaiians that Castle, Judd, and Bishop 

expressed to S. Armstrong, I realized that they considered the respected missionary son and educator of 

freed slaves as uniquely qualified to warn the Jubilee audience about America’s experiences after Black 

Americans were granted suffrage. As he neared his conclusion, S. Armstrong must have made his travel 

hosts and sponsors proud of their Jubilee oration speaker, “But once more, what of the voter? There are 
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about 3,000 voters of the stronger races and 12,000 of the weaker races––weak chiefly on the moral 

side; well disposed but easily misled” (Oahu College Jubilee, 1891, p. 32). Clearly, S. Armstrong and his 

ilk sought to motivate those gathered to celebrate Punahou’s 50th anniversary to mobilize and to create 

the conditions that would allow the minority of “stronger races” to advantage themselves amidst a 

plurality of “weaker races.” 

The Kamehameha Schools: Achieving the Armstrongs’ Vision through Princess Pauahi’s Assets 

The Kamehameha Schools, which I represent, are much younger schools . . . they are 

working along very similar lines to which is done at Hampton. . .. Our schools are small 

compared with this wonderful Hampton plant. . .. The two institutions are very similar, 

and perhaps Kamehameha, way out there in the Pacific, may be called the little brother 

or sister of Hampton. Kamehameha would be proud to be so considered. (Webster, 1921) 

Although Kamehameha Schools is now respected for its rigorous, college-preparatory 

curriculum, from its founding in 1887 through the 1960s, it replicated Hampton’s industrial and 

domestic training curricula. Bishop’s biographer even referenced the schools to honor S. Armstrong, 

rather than King Kamehameha I, Princess Pauahi’s great-grandfather for whom the schools were named. 

“The Kamehameha Schools constitutes the greatest monument to Samuel Chapman Armstrong in 

Hawaii” (Kent, 1965, p. 253). 

Native Hawaiian researchers, who also happen to be Kamehameha Schools graduates, have 

argued that because Bishop and the schools’ founding trustees shared affinity for the Armstrongs’ 

manual labor and English language agenda, the Kamehameha Schools has been instrumental in causing 

generational trauma to Native Hawaiians through its efforts to assimilate, domesticate, and subordinate 

them through formal and formative schooling (Beyer, 2014; Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2005; Goodyear-

Kaʻōpua, 2014; Kahumoku, 2000; Tengan, 2008; Watson, 2020). This study builds upon these 



 

72  

Kamehameha graduates’ scholarship by bringing forth documentary evidence that corroborates how the 

Armstrongs’ personal views about Native Hawaiians, combined with the relationships they were able to 

maintain with Mr. and Mrs. Bishop over two generations, created the conditions that allowed Princess 

Pauahi’s assets to be used to impose language, skills, and values on Native Hawaiians that the 

Armstrong family members examined within this study all favored. That the Kamehameha Schools were 

established deliver a manual labor curriculum via an exclusively English-only school suggested that 

Bishop, the Armstrong’s family friend, the princess’ widower, and co-executor of her land-rich estate, 

directed his wife’s assets toward altering Native Hawaiians’ skills, abilities, and values his wife’s assets 

toward altering Native Hawaiians’ skills, abilities, and values based on the Armstrongs’ prejudiced 

perceptions of their work habits and mother tongue.  

Manual Labor Curriculum 

On the occasion of Kamehameha Schools’ first Founder’s Day in December, 1888, Bishop 

welcomed the schools’ first students, teachers, and distinguished guests with a speech aptly titled “The 

Purpose of the School,” in which he attributed the schools’ focus on instilling work habits to his late 

wife. William Brewster Oleson, Kamehameha Schools’s first principal, chose to memorialize Bishop’s 

statement made on behalf of his deceased wife in the school newspaper, The Handicraft. 

The founder of these schools was a true Hawaiian. She knew the advantages of education 

and directed industry. Industrious and skillful herself, she respected those qualities in 

others. Her heart was heavy, when she saw the rapid diminution of the Hawaiian people 

and felt it was largely the result of their ignorance and carelessness. (Oleson, 1889, p. 1)  

Whether the sentiments Bishop conveyed were actually Princess Pauahi’s cannot be verified 

through documentary evidence because the personal writings that Bishop took with him to San 

Francisco, where he moved after his friends and colleagues overthrew Queen Liliʻuokalani and where he 
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lived until his death in 1915, were said to be lost in San Francisco’s Great Fires (Krout, 1908). Of the 

remaining copies of Princess Pauahi’s letters and diary entries that I was able to review at the 

Kamehameha Schools and Bishop Museum Archives, none described her opinions about Hawaiian 

education or politics. In the writings I was able to review at the Bishop Museum and Kamehameha 

Schools archives, the princess mused about her daily activities which centered upon receiving visitors, 

gardening, practicing music, and attending church. 

It was Kamehameha Schools’ earliest leaders, namely its trustees and principals, who were 

enthusiastically committed to its manual labor curriculum (Mitchell, 1993). “From its earliest days the 

School for Boys was called the Manual School because of its emphasis on vocational training” (Mitchell, 

1993, p. 15). S. Armstrong’s adherence to manual labor curricula and pedagogies was the result of 

prejudices that he inherited from his American missionary parents (Beyer, 2007, 2014, & 2017) who saw 

non-Whites and non-Christians as needing a “school system to inculcate the social and moral virtues 

necessary to lead them to a Christian life” (Beyer, 2014, p. 69).  

From the beginning of Kamehameha Schools’s School for Girls, its female students were put 

through a curriculum designed to build skills and values to become proper Christian wives and mothers. 

By 1931, President Midkiff introduced the Senior Cottage where all female students were required to 

practice mothering skills with live babies until it became an elective in 1965. 

They took classes in academic subjects in the morning and in practical subjects in the 

afternoon, and five days a week they did three hours of manual work, with additional 

hours to do laundry on Monday, ironing on Thursday, and housecleaning on Saturday. 

(King & Roth, 2006, p. 37)   

The congruence between R. Armstrong and Bishop’s personal views about Native 

Hawaiians’ work ethic was evident in a letter Bishop sent to Reverend Charles Hyde, one of the 
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original trustees chosen to direct use of Princess Pauahi’s assets toward fulfilling her will. Bishop 

had entrusted Hyde to take the lead on developing Kamehameha Schools’ educational prospectus 

(Kent, 1965).  

I notice your remark about the disinclination of the Hawaiians to work.  For the good of 

the pupils and in justice to the School, the full amount of work heretofore required should 

be insisted upon at least, and any that do not cheerfully conform to the rules should be 

cut off from the privileges which they enjoy at so little cost to themselves. (Bishop, 1895) 

It was not until 1944, 57 years after its founding, that a college-preparatory curriculum, one of 

three curricular offerings, was introduced to serve a small minority of its Senior Division boys during 

grades 10, 11, and 12 (Kamehameha Schools, 2022). The introduction of this small college preparatory 

track left the vast majority of Kamehameha Schools boys to train in either vocational (e. g., trades) or 

general (e. g., basic business) subjects. Although this new curricular innovation represented 

Kamehameha Schools’ first departure from its manual labor curriculum, it did little to increase Native 

Hawaiians’ readiness for university studies because it only benefited a small percentage of Kamehameha 

Schools boys, and it excluded all its girls.  

It was not until the mid-1960s that Kamehameha Schools trustees finally departed from its 

manual and vocational curriculum priorities. After collecting and analyzing concerns from Kamehameha 

Schools students, graduates, and teachers, the well-respected Booz, Allen, and Hamilton consulting firm 

recommended that the Bishop Estate’s assets be used to increase Native Hawaiians’ educational 

achievement through a combination of selective admissions standards that would improve students’ 

academic performance and enrichment programs that would strengthen academic skills of those not 

admitted to Kamehameha Schools (King & Roth, 2006). Although Booz, Allen, and Hamilton’s 

consultants submitted recommendations aimed toward transforming Kamehameha Schools from a 
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manual education school toward a college preparatory one, its trustees and principals spent the school’s 

first 75 years committed to curricula that left generations of Princess Pauahi’s beneficiaries ill-equipped 

to pursue university degrees. 

English-only School 

In choosing to perpetuate R. Armstrong’s English-language preferences through its policies, 

Kamehameha Schools became a large, private, Native-serving school that inflicted cultural trauma upon 

the very people whom it was established to serve (Eyre, 2004; Kahumoku, 2000; Watson, 2020). Given 

their close personal relationships with the Armstrongs, Kamehameha Schools’s early leaders likely 

shared R. Armstrong’s prejudices toward ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi. Evidence of this can be traced to Kamehameha 

Schools’s English-only policy that was introduced upon their founding. When Kamehameha Schools 

began admitting students in 1887, it had adopted the strictest English-only policy in the Kingdom, 

imposing it upon all students, teachers, and staff. With authority given to him by Bishop Estate’s 

trustees, Kamehameha Schools’s first principal, William Brewster Oleson, strictly enforced an English-

only school environment in all settings. Any students who used their mother tongue at Kamehameha 

Schools suffered harsh punishment (Eyre, 2004; Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2014; Kahumoku, 2000). As a 

private school, Kamehameha Schools’s leaders were free to adopt an English-only policy nine years 

before the Provisional Government was able to pass Act 57, an infamous statute that prohibited 

Hawaiian-language instruction across all Hawaiʻi schools starting in 1896. 

Goodyear-Kaʻōpua (2014) noted that when Princess Pauahi died in 1885, the majority (57%) of 

Hawaiʻi’s schools were taught in ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi and that based on her will, it was never her intent for the 

schools to diminish her mother tongue. Instead, it was the princess’ New York-born husband and his 

friends, who exercised authority over the school, who introduced “the white supremacist idea that 

English was best and that the indigenous language was not only irrelevant, but dangerous” (Goodyear-
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Kaʻōpua, 2014, p. 30). Tragically, the diminishment of Hawaiian language fluency through Kamehameha 

Schools’ English-only policies occurred swiftly. Fifty years after Kamehameha Schools was founded, 

Frank Midkiff, its Hawaiian-speaking president, tried to offer Hawaiian language at the schools but 

struggled to find a sufficient number of textbooks and fluent language speakers to make these early 

offerings successful (Mitchell, 1975). 

Concluding Comments  

As he neared the end of his letter of invitation that inspired this research, Castle told S. 

Armstrong that Native Hawaiians stood steadfastly loyal to their Queen because the United States 

offered a mere pretense of a nation that would endow all its citizens with equal and unalienable rights.  

The difficulty is that the majority of the people, that is to say the native Hawaiians, on the 

whole are rather in favor of her [Queen Liliʻuokalani’s] pretentions, arising no doubt from 

an inability on their part to appreciate and to judge popular liberty. Perhaps because they 

are only too well aware of the fact that “Government of the people, by the people, for 

the people” is a fraud and a delusion and a snare, as exemplified largely by the Unid [sic] 

States, particularly in those sections governed by the element imported from Europe 

which stand on an intellectual plane slightly above the Hawaiians. (Castle, 1891) 

After gathering and analyzing hundreds of pages of the personal and professional writings of 

three members of the Armstrong family: parents R. and C. Armstrong and their son S. Armstrong, I saw 

that their bigotry toward Native Hawaiians was consistent, persistent, and unambiguous. The 

Armstrongs’ prejudiced views of Native Hawaiians spanned at least two generations and was circulated 

widely among the children of their fellow missionaries. While serving in their respective educational 

leadership roles, both father and son R. and S. Armstrong successfully influenced curricula and policies 
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at Native-serving schools that created the conditions that subjected generations of Native Hawaiians to 

schooling where their mother tongue was  

completely banned and whose curricula was specifically designed to relegate them to domestic and 

manual labor occupations.  

Near the end of his Punahou Jubilee oration, S. Armstrong described the ease with which his 

fellow Punahou graduates could send their children to college. “How much better than you, you once 

barefoot Punahou boys, now, after years of struggle rich from your sugar plantations or other business, 

will be your sons who can without an effort go to any University in the world?” (Oahu College Jubilee, 

1891, p. 23). While S. Armstrong did not elaborate on why he chose to share this message with his 

fellow Punahou graduates, as a Native Hawaiian Punahou alumna who is keenly aware of the school’s 

culture and traditions, I highly doubt that he would have conveyed it to Hampton or Kamehameha 

parents. Statements made by the Armstrongs and their fellow missionary children to each other about 

Native Hawaiians revealed that their political and economic self-interests motivated them to introduce 

and sustain school policies and curricula that would keep Native Hawaiians from accessing the kind of 

academic preparation needed to qualify for the kinds of influential and well-paying positions that their 

children and descendants have been able to occupy in Hawaiʻi for generations. 

In the end, documents that date back to 1831 demonstrated that the Armstrongs’ views of 

Native Hawaiians and the policies and curricula they introduced to Native-serving schools throughout 

the Hawaiian Kingdom were indeed connected. The adverse educational effects on Native Hawaiians 

that were introduced by the Armstrongs through curricula and policies at Hawaiʻi schools now span 

generations. The primary sources referenced in this research are not readily accessible and reside within 

archives across Hawaiʻi and America. Shining a spotlight on the history of American colonization in  
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Hawaiʻi, combined with evidence of the Armstrongs’ lack of respect for Native Hawaiian people and 

appreciation for their culture and language, may not lead to the justice that Native Hawaiians deserve, 

but it is an essential step in that direction.  

My research into the Armstrong family’s impact on Hawaiʻi schools revealed that two men on 

opposite sides of history––Castle, a treasonous Hawaiian Kingdom subject, and Tengan, a Native 

Hawaiian activist scholar––were both correct. Whether it was through access to equitable schooling, 

citizenship, suffrage, or law-making, the United States has, thus far, only delivered what Castle described 

as Native Hawaiians’ perception of the United States, with its fraudulent, delusional, snare-filled 

promise of equal rights for its citizens. As for the future, if the United States is ever to fulfill its stated 

ideals and constitutional provisions, efforts to expose its injustices are necessary to achieve pono 

(Tengan, 2004).  

Part of the process of making things pono is to expose the injustice the U.S. committed 

against Native Hawaiians and the other peoples of these islands. At the same time, we 

must acknowledge the agency of our forebears who not only survived their own politically 

and culturally tumultuous times, but also made claims to territories of pride and honor in 

the ambivalent domain of American empire. These are histories, both told and untold, 

that serve as the basis to ku i ka pono. (Tengan, 2004, p. 167). 
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ARTICLE TWO 

HIDDEN HISTORIES:  

EARLY NATIVE HAWAIIAN ADVOCATES FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF HAWAIʻI  

 

In my earlier work, I have challenged educational researchers, who are committed to exposing 

oppression and recovering the histories and perspectives of indigenous and historically 

marginalized people, to move beyond the surface study of dominant texts and attend to 

perspectives and circumstances that have been buried, written over, or erased. This challenge is 

particularly applicable to the study of Pacific historiography where the absence of indigenous 

voices is a common problem. (Kaomea, 2014, p. 127-128) 

Moments after defending my dissertation proposal, Dr. Julie Kaomea, one of my committee 

members, an Indigenous academic, and critic of hegemonic curricula and pedagogies issued me a 

challenge that she has been known to place upon many of her graduate students: “Watch out for 

erasures!” Kaomea attributed her understanding of erasures to Derrida’s (1976) sous rature12, which 

speaks to that which can still be seen after a word or figure is erased (Kaomea, 2001, 2003, 2014).   

 
12 Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, translator for Jacques Derridaʻs book, Of Grammatology (1976) explained 
the challenges he faced as she explained Derrida’s term sous rature.  While Spivak translated Derrida’s 
term sous rature as “‘under erasure.’ This is to write a word, cross it out, and then print both word and 
deletion” (p. xiv), she went on to acknowledge that finding the words to convey Derrida’s true meaning 
for sous rature presented her with vexing linguistic and philosophical considerations. Before arriving at 
“under erasure,” Spivak consulted Martin Heidegger’s writings, who was Derrida’s source for the 
concept. Spivak noted that, “So Heidegger, establishing a definition, philosophically confronts the 
problem of definitions. . .the question of Being is general (and) must always be broached and answered 
in the affirmative. That something is, presupposes that anything can be” (Derrida, 1976, p. xiv). Thus, 
Spivak’s translation of sous rature as “under erasure,” combined with her contextual explanation from 
Derrida’s source, Heidegger, implies that an entity’s existence was, for whatever reason, negated 
through others actions.       
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Acknowledging that the quality of inquiry can be inadvertently compromised by inadequate 

methods or incomplete records, erasures indicate that particular individuals, groups, or events were 

denied acknowledgement or presence within extant texts with some level of intention or purpose. Given 

that erasures deprive us of a complete or accurate understanding of the past (Kaomea, 2001; 2003; 

2014), Native scholars have endorsed decolonizing methodologies (Smith, 1999 & 2012) as strategic 

remedies for erasures. Literature on native resistance and survivance (Vizenor, 2008) have argued that 

producing historiographies that restore the Indigenous presence from dominant narratives enhance 

Native peoples’ pursuit of social justice, reconciliation, and self-determination (Grande & Anderson, 

2017; Powell, 2020; Vizenor, 2008). Recalling Kaomea’s charge to her graduate students, inquiry 

designed to critically analyze Indigenous erasures provides avenues to pursue its counterpoint: 

Indigenous presence, “Erasure is an ideological construction, which exists alongside and is necessitated 

by persistent Indigenous presence––a presence that challenges the legitimacy of settler occupation and 

sovereignty” (Allard-Tremblay & Coburn, 2021, p. 8).  

Among the dominant historiographies written to describe the origins of University of Hawaiʻi 

(UH), Frederick William Beckley, Jr. was one of its early Native Hawaiian advocates, whose contributions 

toward establishing Hawaiʻi’s first public university, was erased. Born in 1874 to parents of Oʻahu and 

Kauaʻi chiefly lineages, Beckley grew to become a graduate of Kamehameha School for Boys’ first class in 

1891, Vice-Speaker of Hawaiʻi’s first Territorial House of Representatives in 1901, Speaker of the House 

in 1903, and first instructor and professor of Hawaiian language in 1921. 

Despite leaving his professorship at UH in 1926, Beckley gave an interview to his former 

colleagues in UH’s social sciences department in 1931. Within a transcript of this interview, Beckley 

described his goal of accounting for those erased from Hawaiian history.  
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The history of Hawaii has not be [sic] written yet. There are many things that no one has written 

and no one knows. I have been gathering data for almost thirty-three years now—even while I 

was teaching at the University—I am still hunting up many things. I expect some of these things 

to be published after I die, but not now. (Beckley, 1931, p. 1) 

Taken together, Kaomea and Beckley’s insights about erasures and hidden histories inspired this 

study. While the goal of restoring the presence of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates provided this 

study with its purpose, I also wanted to address some related practical concerns. As a Native Hawaiian 

educator and researcher, the fact that UH’s contemporary Native Hawaiian advocates depend upon 

extant literature for guidance and precedents as they draft plans for future priorities and goals, I have 

been concerned about the ways that erasures of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates may have 

affected their understanding of how UH and its Native-serving programs came to exist. Stated more 

simply, without a complete and accurate account of the early Native Hawaiian advocates’ contributions 

to UH, what might present and future Native Hawaiian advocates overlook, assume, or misunderstand 

about the precedents upon which they build? 

Background 

 Two groups of the early Native Hawaiian advocates for UH were either erased or represented 

erroneously within extant texts about UH’s origins and institutional reports that articulated UH’s Native-

serving priorities. Authors of UH’s most-cited historiographies (Brennan & Hollyer, 2008; Kamins & 

Potter, 1998; Kittelson, 1966; Wist, 1940; Yap, 1933) credited White and Asian settlers for envisioning 

and establishing UH. Among recent institutional reports that explicitly stated UH Mānoa’s goal of 

becoming a Hawaiian place of learning (Ke Au Hou, 2012) and the UH System’s vision of becoming a 

model Indigenous-serving institution (Hawaiʻi Papa o Ke Ao, 2012), the Kaʻū Task Force Report (1986) 

was recognized as the earliest source of Native Hawaiian advocacy within UH.   
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By consulting archival records, two groups of early Native Hawaiian advocates were recovered. 

The first consisted of Native Hawaiian legislators and citizens who worked together to petition their 

government for a public university in Hawaiʻi between 1892 and 1921. Little is known about these early 

Native Hawaiian advocates for UH because authors of the extant historiographies (Brennan & Hollyer, 

2008; Kamins & Potter, 1998; Kittelson, 1966; Wist, 1940; Yap, 1933) either diminished, misrepresented, 

or erased their work that led to the establishment of the College of Hawaiʻi in 1907 and the University of 

Hawaiʻi in 1920.  

A second group of early Native Hawaiian advocates for UH emerged between 1959 and 1977. 

This group was distinguished by their use of broad and inclusive coalitions of stakeholders––Natives and 

non-Natives, university and community leaders, academic and cultural experts––who worked tirelessly 

to improve UH via programs designed to: preserve Hawaiian language, history, and culture and increase 

enrollment and graduation outcomes.  

Taken together, erasures of these two groups of early Native Hawaiian advocates for UH from 

the extant literature and institutional reports provided a gap worth reconciling. To avoid confusion, all 

references to early Native Hawaiian advocates herein will include those key individuals who worked to 

establish public higher education in Hawaiʻi between 1892 and 1921, as well as those who demanded 

that UH introduce Native-serving programs between 1959 and 1977. Records I found in the UH Archives 

indicated that these early Native Hawaiian advocates did the work needed to establish Native-serving 

programs at UH and drew inspiration from their expertise and sense of kuleana, irrespective of their 

ethnicity, occupation, and university affiliation. The decision to describe these early advocates by using 

an inclusive referent arose after realizing that all espoused a commitment to Native Hawaiians and their  
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language, culture, and history that transcended their differences. In short, this study’s goal of 

recovering, documenting, and celebrating contributions made by early Native Hawaiian advocates for 

UH arose out realizing that some of the problems they identified generations ago, still persist today. 

Statement of the Problem and Research Questions  

By the early 1970’s, Mrs. Katherine Wery—a financial aid counselor who had been supporting 

UH students since the 1950s—confronted her concerns about the paucity of Native Hawaiian students 

at UH head-on. In 1972, Wery applied for sabbatical and a grant to research factors behind Native 

Hawaiian underrepresentation at UH. One of the goals she set for her sabbatical project was to develop 

strategies that UH could use to increase its Native Hawaiian students and graduates.  

After meeting a young Native Hawaiian doctoral candidate, Norman Piianaia, who shared her 

concerns, Wery and Piianaia began outreaching to Native Hawaiian students and community members 

to solicit their concerns about the problem and suggestions for potential solutions. After gathering and 

analyzing data from these Native Hawaiian stakeholders, Wery and Piianaia published Where Are the 

Hawaiians: An Inquiry Into the Effectiveness of Education for Disadvantaged Hawaiian Students on the 

Nine Campuses of the University of Hawaii13 (1973), the largest and most rigorous project conducted on 

Native Hawaiian college students to date.  

Nearly 50 years after Wery and Piianaia published their findings and recommendations, 

institutional data reveal that the percentage of Native Hawaiian students at UH has still not reached 

parity with the percentage of Native Hawaiians in the larger community. Previous researchers (Hokoana, 

2010; Kuikahi-Duncan, 2016; Makuakane-Drechsel, 1999; Matsumoto, 2010; Oliveira, 2005) have 

examined factors affecting Native Hawaiian college students’ persistence and completion outcomes 

 
13 Referred to hereafter as Where Are the Hawaiians? 
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broadly, yet, Native Hawaiians remain the least likely among Hawaiʻi adults to hold university degrees 

(Wong-Wilson, 2016). The levels of disparities for this study were confirmed via baseline data that I had 

extracted from the U.S. Census’ American Community Survey (Silva, 2017). These data showed that 

while 42% and 34% of Hawaiʻi’s White and Asian residents, respectively, were university graduates, only 

17% of its aboriginal people had attained an equivalent level of educational success.  

Because disparities among Hawaiʻi’s university graduates have remained wide and persistent, 

this study was designed with hope that a new historiography––one that restores the presence of UH’s 

early Native Hawaiian advocates and explains the significance of their contributions––might inspire 

greater numbers of Native Hawaiians to enroll at and graduate from UH. To guide this inquiry, the 

following questions were developed: 1) How did UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates contribute to 

establishing and improving public higher education in Hawaiʻi? and 2) How did the contributions of UH’s 

early Native Hawaiian advocates establish a foundation for future Native Hawaiian advocacy at UH?   

Methods 

Indigenous researchers have used archival methods as a means of to clarify their current view of 

history (Lomawaima, 2017; O’Brien, 2017; Silva, 2004), genealogies (Harris, 2017; Te Punga Somerville, 

2017), governance (Osorio, 2002; Beamer, 2014), traditional practices (Ohman, 2017), and culture 

(Tayac, 2017). Māori literary scholar Te Punga Somerville’s reasons for choosing archival methods were 

strikingly similar to this study’s research purpose and questions, “all of us benefit from deliberately 

seeking and cultivating ways of recognizing and reaching for names. How differently might histories - 

might academia - look if we always assumed Indigenous presence?” (Te Punga Somerville, 2017, p. 124). 

Primary source data from archives and eyewitnesses were consulted to increase my understanding of 

the ways that UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates contributed to establishing and improving UH. 

These primary source data were sought because numerous early Native Hawaiian advocates for UH 
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between 1892 and 1977 were either omitted from or presented erroneously within UH’s dominant 

historiographies and institutional reports. Archival data to answer this study’s research questions were 

collected from the State of Hawaiʻi Archives and the University of Hawaiʻi Archives over numerous 

sessions and months in order to answer this study’s research questions.  

 The onset of the COVID-19 pandemic presented unique and unexpected challenges for the 

personnel managing these two local archives, and for me as well. Thus, discussion of this study’s 

research methods will first describe access restrictions, followed by a summary of its data collection and 

analytical methods.  

The State of Hawaiʻi Archives serves as the official repository of legislative and executive records 

from the Hawaiian Kingdom (1840-1892), the Territory (1901-1950), and the State of Hawaiʻi (1960 to 

present). At this archive, I reviewed legislative records consisting of bills, petitions, and committee 

reports that documented the contributions of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates toward establishing 

a public university between 1892 - 1921 and toward introducing Hawaiian-serving programs between 

1959 - 1977. During the first COVID-19 surge in Fall 2020, both the State of Hawaiʻi and UH Archives 

were completely closed to researchers, however, it was the first to reopen to the public in early Spring 

2021. Once reopened, appointments were not required, but access available to the public was limited to 

two days per week. By May 2021, access to the State Archives was expanded to four days per week and 

seven hours per day. Between October 2020 and July 2021, I conducted research at the State of Hawaiʻi 

Archives on 14 separate occasions.   

At the State of Hawaiʻi Archives, the archivists and document specialists provided user-friendly 

access to their databases, finding guides, and indexes. After completing their “Photography/Video 

Agreement,” taking flash-free digital photographs of their records was permitted. Primary source data 

that were especially significant for this study included: Luther Kanealii’s bill for a university in 1892, full-
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text copies of the citizen petitions for a university from voters in Hālawa, Molokaʻi and North Kona, 

Hawaiʻi in 1901, bills for both a land-grant college and a university brought by Native Hawaiian 

legislators, and bills that sought to establish Hawaiian education and support programs at UH.  

After proving my faculty and graduate student status, I was able to access the UH Archives. To 

access their records during the COVID-19 pandemic campus closure, I had to submit email requests for 

research appointments with a list of the documents I wanted to review. Once my requests were 

approved, each research session was limited to three hours. While I was not permitted to enter the 

actual UH Archives, the items I requested were brought to a classroom within UH’s Hamilton Library. 

Flash-free digital photography for off-site transcription and analysis was also permitted.  

The UH Archives serves as the university system’s official repository of documents and reports 

generated by its regents, presidents, administrators, and governance bodies. The UH Archives supported 

this study with evidence about the of Regents decision-making, curriculum proposals for Hawaiian 

Studies and Language, administrators’ memoranda, and task force reports submitted to the UH 

president by the Committee for the Preservation and Study of Hawaiian Language, Art, and Culture (The 

Committee) (1959 - 1977), Wery and Piianaia (1973), and Joesting and DuPont (1975).  

The most revelatory primary source data collected from the UH Archives were produced by The 

Committee: an entity established in 1959 by statute during the last Territorial Legislature to advise UH 

presidents on preserving authentic sources of Hawaiian language and knowledge. To date, none of the 

dominant texts and institutional reports credited The Committee, let alone its members, as early Native 

Hawaiian advocates for UH. I conducted four research visits at the UH Archives between December 2020 

and June 2021.  

After collecting these documentary data from the State of Hawaiʻi and UH Archives, analysis 

began by organizing the digital photographs by archive, subject, date, and finally, effect of advocacy at 
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UH. Once organized, I began transcribing the documents, while looking for key events and salient 

themes that provided evidence to answer my research questions.  

While preparing to conduct research at the UH Archives, one of the UH archivists asked if I knew 

Norman Piianaia, co-author of Where Are the Hawaiians (1973). I replied, with regret, that I did not 

know him. Because the archivist knew Norman Piianaia well, she graciously introduced us by email. 

After sharing my research goals and building rapport with Norman Piianaia via email correspondence, he 

introduced me to his elder brother Gordon Piiaiana, who was working as a graduate assistant at UH 

during the early 1970s. While corresponding with Gordon Piianaia via email and telephone, he referred 

me to two UH professors who were involved in the events and advocacy that led to the establishment of 

the Hawaiian Studies Program: Drs. Jack Ward and Davianna McGregor. On one occasion each, I was 

able to meet Dr. Ward in person at his home and Dr. McGregor virtually via an on-line discussion 

platform.  

Thus, through the UH archivist’s introduction to Norman Piianaia, I was able to gather 

eyewitness accounts from those who were involved in events and advocacy that led to the Hawaiian 

Studies Program at UH. Because all four eyewitnesses hold esteemed status for their academic, 

community, and cultural contributions, in addition to being cherished kūpuna, I was mindful to show 

respect and courtesy throughout our interactions. I also took care to ask if my analysis of the primary 

source data was accurate and to request their permission to discuss their contributions in my study. 

After expressing some surprise that a graduate student was looking at the 50-year-old documents, all 

the eyewitnesses extended their support for and validation of my research.    

By noting salient themes in both the archival documents and eyewitness communications, I 

compared what these data revealed about the UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates’ efforts, against 

accounts within the dominant texts. Throughout my analysis, I privileged primary source accounts over 
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secondary source depictions of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates. Finally, I developed an Excel 

worksheet to track each early advocate’s contributions, noting dates when their advocacy was 

performed, sources of the evidence, and the effects that they produced.  

Methodological Frameworks 

I built this study on two methodological frameworks in order to achieve two distinct objectives. 

First, Hawaiian teachings about moʻokūʻauhau to align this study’s problem, questions, and methods 

with Hawaiian culture and values. Second, the functional purpose of academic literature reviews offered 

a framework upon which to explore erasures, errors, and inconsistencies among extant texts.  

Native Hawaiians strive to know the most accurate and complete versions of our moʻokūʻauhau 

because they help us understand our relationships with our islands, deities, aliʻi, and fellow kānaka 

maoli, “Hawaiian genealogies are the histories of our people. Through them we learn of the exploits and 

identity of our ancestors––their great deeds and their follies, their loves and their accomplishments, and 

their errors and defeats” (Kameʻeleihiwa, 1992, p. 19). When Native Hawaiians’ moʻokūʻauhau are 

incomplete or erroneous, our knowledge about our families, communities, and histories is 

compromised. 

Because reconciling erasures of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates found within extant 

historiographies was my goal for this research, I designed it using a framework that would allow me to 

evaluate gaps and discrepancies within extant literature. By comparing and contrasting secondary 

source data (e.g., extant historiographies, newspapers, and institutional reports) against those from 

primary sources (e.g., legislative journals, institutional records, and eyewitnesses), this critical literature 

review aims to present new moʻolelo about yet uncelebrated early Native Hawaiian advocates for UH 

who contributed to establishing Hawaiʻi’s largest and oldest university and its Native-serving programs. 
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Results 

 Data collected were organized into chronological order and were separated into two parts: UH’s 

founding (1892 - 1921), then UH’s Hawaiian Studies and Native-serving programs (1959 - 1977). Data 

from secondary sources were analyzed first to account for the dominant texts’ depictions of UH history, 

followed by those from primary sources to account for the presence of UH’s early Native Hawaiian 

advocates and their contributions.  

On Becoming the “Father of the University of Hawaii”  

The author of UH’s oldest historiography was distinguished by being the only one produced by 

an Asian-American and a non-educator. William Kwai Fong Yap was born in Honolulu to Chinese 

immigrants and grew up attending church at Reverend Samuel Damon’s Fort Street Chinese Church 

Mission. When he began advocating for a university in Hawaiʻi, Yap was working as a clerk at the Bank of 

Hawaiʻi.  

The Birth and History of the University of Hawaii (1933), Yap’s self-published memoir, consisted 

of essays he wrote to document his three-month petition drive and letters that he solicited from former 

territorial governors and UH presidents. Yap began his essay with an attention-grabbing opening 

sentence.  

Several of my intimate friends here have urged me to write a true account of the history and 

founding of the University of Hawaii, established April 30, 1919, and to tell what prompted me to 

become the initiator and original leader in the movement to bring the above institution into 

being. (Yap, 1933, p. 1) 

Yap explained his interest in establishing a university in Hawaiʻi following a 1906 trip to China–

his first visit to his parents’ homeland. China’s efforts to modernize its society through government-
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sponsored universities impressed Yap. After describing China’s modernization efforts, Yap hinted at 

having personal motives for desiring a publicly-funded university in Hawaiʻi.  

Yap and his wife had eleven children. When Yap’s older children were in high school, the only 

post-secondary schooling available in Hawaiʻi was the College of Hawaiʻi, a land-grant institution focused 

on training workers for the dominant industry of the time: sugar and pineapple plantations.  

This newly formed institution of higher learning had a very limited curriculum, and many young 

men and women whose ambitions were to become medical doctors, lawyers, and teachers, or to 

follow other professions, could not secure here the training they wished, and…were sent annually 

for higher education to mainland colleges and university….so in the latter part of 1918…I alone 

proposed the plan of raising the College of Hawaii to the rank of a full fledged university, with 

complete courses of training for all professions. (Yap, 1933, p. 2)   

Thus, without speaking directly about his children, the professions Yap listed offered sufficient 

clues to deduce that his support for a comprehensive university emerged out of wanting his eight sons 

and three daughters to be able to train for desirable, high-wage professions without having to leave the 

Islands. 

As Yap asked his well-to-do acquaintances in the banking arena to support his university 

petition, he was surprised by those who did not want to endorse such an institution.  

Seven of my best American friends and the most influential citizens in Hawaii, were not in accord 

with my plan and my view of the matter, therefore they refused to sign the petition which I had 

prepared. They agreed that my plan had merit but contended the time had not yet come for 

Hawaii to have a University. (Yap, 1933, p. 3)  

After gathering 435 signatures, 65 less than the 500 he had hoped, Yap submitted his petition to the 

College’s regents for use in the upcoming 1919 legislative session (Yap, 1933).  
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By consulting Yap’s self-published book, where he identified the dates and tasks related to his 

advocacy for UH, I noted that his petition drive spanned three months (November 1918 - January 1919). 

Because Yap was personally unable to transact the law-making needed to expand the agricultural 

college, he was forced to acknowledge the legislators who introduced and voted on bills to fund the 

university expansion. However, rather than fully account for those who enacted legislation for the 

university expansion, Yap made only cursory references to an incomplete set of Native Hawaiian 

lawmakers and characterized their contributions as merely passing bills between the chambers.  

Maui’s senator, W. J. Coelho was the first of three Native Hawaiian legislators whom Yap 

identified, “Happily in 1907, a bill was introduced into the legislature by Representative W. J. Coelho 

provided for the establishment of a College of Agriculture and Mechanic Arts” (1933, p. 1). In 1907, W. J. 

Coelho was not a representative, but rather a senator, serving his second term in the territorial 

legislature. Besides Coelho, Yap used a single sentence to describe two additional Native Hawaiian 

lawmakers who contributed to the university expansion, “Senators John H. Wise and Charles E. King 

both did much to bring about the consummation of our plan in the upper house of the Legislature” (Yap, 

1933, p. 5). 

Even before Yap’s autobiographical booklet about UH was published, newspaper stories about 

him appeared with the moniker “Father of the University of Hawaii.” Although Yap did not explain the 

source of this attribution, I located it in an editorial published in UH’s newspaper, Ka Leo o Hawaii on 

March 30, 1927. After describing the Regents’ decision to award Yap an honorary degree, the Ka Leo 

author stated, “William Kwai Fong Yap has been fittingly called by Lorrin L. Thurston the ‘Father of the 

University of Hawaii’” (“An honorary degree for the university’s ‘father,’” 1927, p. 2). Learning that 

Thurston, whose parents were early American Protestant missionaries to Hawaiʻi, bestowed the 

aggrandized title to one of Reverend Damon’s parishioners indicated that the missionary oligarchy 
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thought well of Yap. So enduring has Thurston’s moniker been that it has been used in newspaper 

articles and UH-generated media about Yap from the 1920s to the present and has been memorialized 

on a large bronze plaque hanging at the entrance of UH’s largest and research-focused library: Hamilton. 

The Dissertation That Commemorated King Kamehameha III’s Gift of Universal Public Schooling 

In the late 1930s, members of the Hawaii Educational Review Board met to determine a fitting 

way to commemorate the first 100 years since King Kamehameha III introduced universal public 

schooling to his kingdom. The group of veteran educators on the Board decided that American 

Foundation of Public Education in Hawaii (1937), the recently completed dissertation by Benjamin Wist, 

dean of UH’s Teachers College, would meet the goal they set for the centennial celebration (Wist, 1940). 

By 1940, Wist’s dissertation was published as a book: A Century of Public Education in Hawaii: 1840 - 

1940.  

After providing a detailed chronology of the development of Hawaiʻi’s public elementary and 

high schools, Wist made short shrift of UH’s origins. Wist began his chapter entitled, “Higher Education” 

by blaming Hawaiʻi residents’ low socio-economic status for causing a slow start to post-secondary 

offerings in Hawaiʻi.   

There are several causes to which may be attributed the delay in the initiation of higher 

educational provisions in the Islands. One such cause may be found in the character of its 

population. The so-called “middle class” from which state universities tend to draw the majority 

of students was, until very recently, comparatively small in the Hawaiian social organization. 

(Wist, 1940, p. 193) 

Immediately after disparaging Hawaiʻi families’ socio-economic status, Wist lauded American 

missionaries for creating the preconditions for post-secondary education in Hawaiʻi; thereby, erasing 
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King Kamehameha III as the visionary and progressive sovereign who established universal public 

education in Hawaiʻi and who made such learning available to all his subjects (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2013). 

The Protestant missionaries came to Hawaii . . . to aim at “raising up a whole people to an elevated 

state of Christian civilization.” Included in their instructions . . . was a provision for the 

establishment of schools . . . within a decade a beginning was made in secondary schooling. But 

these missionaries would not have been true to their New England traditions had they not also 

envisioned college training as a crowning achievement of their labors. (Wist, 1940, p. 193) 

When Wist accounted for those involved in establishing UH, he focused on Wallace Farrington, 

who served as Hawaiʻi’s governor from 1921 to 1929. Throughout his chapter about UH, Wist credited 

only one Native Hawaiian for efforts that led to its founding. Like Yap (1933), Wist misrepresented the 

Maui senator’s position.  

The first official step toward the founding of the present University of Hawaii was taken by the 

Special Session of the Territorial legislature in 1905 with the adoption of the following resolution, 

prepared by Mr. Wallace R. Farrington and introduced by Representative William Coelho. . .. 

(Wist, 1940, p. 194) 

 Yap was the only other non-White advocate for UH that Wist named in his book and he 

attributed Yap’s motives to his parental needs.  

The steps taken toward establishment of a university in Hawaii seem to have been results of 

community rather than official college initiative. There were parents who desired for their 

children the opportunity of higher education at home, education of liberal arts character. . .. 

Among the former group was Mr. Kwai Fong Yap...who circulated a petition securing general 

support from persons of prominence. (1940, p. 197).  
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Analysis of Wist’s (1940) historiography about UH’s origins revealed three noteworthy 

deficiencies. First, despite having the academic training, professional experience, and physical and 

temporal proximity to primary source documents and eyewitnesses, Wist erased all but one early Native 

Hawaiian advocate for UH. Next, given his book’s title and the Board of Education’s desire to use it to 

commemorate its centennial, Wist’s (1940) historiography has long been regarded as the oldest and 

most comprehensive historiography of Hawaiʻi’s schools. Finally, given his long tenure leading Hawaiʻi’s 

Territorial Normal School and Teachers College, Wist has been regarded as the most authoritative 

historian of schooling in Hawaiʻi, as evidenced by the numerous scholars who have cited it.      

The Graduate Student Who Became a Prolific Hawaiʻi Historian  

David Kittelson earned a master’s degree in history from UH with his thesis, The History of the 

College of Hawaii (1966), a study he designed “to place the College in proper perspective and provide a 

basis for future studies by filling in gaps and correcting errors found in the present state of University 

chronology” (p. iii). After earning his master’s degree, Kittelson built a career at UH, serving as UH Hilo’s 

head librarian, UH Mānoa’s Hawaiian Collection curator, and its archivist until his death in 1988.14  

Kittelson (1966) traced the earliest known example of post-secondary education in Hawaiʻi to 

1854, when Oʻahu College (Punahou School) piloted a post-secondary curriculum. Punahou’s 

experiment with teaching college-level subjects lasted two years. By crediting Punahou with the 

introduction of higher education in Hawaiʻi, Kittelson (1966) not only exaggerated its significance, but he 

blamed Native Hawaiians for the demise of Punahou’s college offerings.  

Oahu College failed because the Islands lacked a sizable body of students who were qualified by 

previous training to benefit from college study. There were too few of the better educated 

 
14 Source: Kittelson Obituary. The Hilo Tribune, March 6, 1988, p. 8: http://go.hawaii.edu/PaF  
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missionary children and the numerous Hawaiians were ill-prepared. With little need in the Islands 

for more nonfunctional reading and writing than already existed, the demoralized Hawaiians saw 

little need for anything more than a token education. Since missionary children could...prepare 

for the ministry, law, or medicine elsewhere, there was no need for a similar (college) curriculum 

in Hawaii. (p. 3) 

As Kittelson (1966) continued tracing the origins of higher education in Hawaiʻi, he continued to 

question whether Native Hawaiians could benefit from post-secondary education. For example, 

Kittelson (1966) ridiculed Hawaiian monarchs who sent Native Hawaiians abroad to train for occupations 

of vital importance to the Kingdom. 

The inadequacy of public school college preparatory work was demonstrated in 1868 when the 

Hawaiian Legislature established a medical school in Honolulu for Hawaiian youths.  However, the 

appropriation was transferred to another department when no applicants were found qualified 

to take the courses. Nonetheless, the Hawaiian Monarchy still entertained illusions about the 

prospects for higher education. (p. 4) 

 By using the introductory chapter of his thesis to first criticize Native Hawaiian families, 

students, and then their sovereigns, Kittelson prepared his readers for the prejudiced views that would 

follow throughout his historiography. For example, after giving primary credit for interest in higher 

education to the American missionaries and their children, Kittelson lauded immigrants, specifically 

foreign-born plantation workers, as the impetus for a public university in Hawaiʻi, “These immigrants 

formed the nucleus of a middle class which began seeking educational opportunities for their children” 

(p. 5).  

Although Kittelson’s historiography made many demeaning references to Native Hawaiians, 

Kittelson’s (1966) thesis stands unmatched among the dominant texts in terms of identifying the largest 
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number of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates. Of note, Kittelson (1966) was the first secondary 

source author to identify Representative Luther Kanealii, sent to the House by Maui and Molokaʻi voters, 

as the earliest Native Hawaiian advocate for UH.  

The Hawaiian Kingdom made a last formal attempt to establish a college in 1892. On June 27 

Representative Kanealii of Maui introduced House Bill No. 85 to establish a college in the 

Kingdom. Although the House Committee on Education favored this bill, it was eventually tabled 

on the grounds that a college would be too expensive and that the time was not ripe for 

establishing this institution. (p. 8) 

Kittelson (1966) also was the first author to note the presence of Native Hawaiian men who 

petitioned their government for a university in Hawaiʻi, “After residents of Molokai and North Kona 

petitioned the Legislature for a Territorial university” (p. 10). 

Kittelson (1966) continued his chronology by naming, albeit with errors, four Native Hawaiian 

legislators who fought to establish public higher education in Hawai‘i: Daniel Kanuha [sic], David 

Kupihea, W. J. Coelho, and Charles E. King. Kittelson credited Senator Kanuha with introducing S. B. 62 a 

bill to create an agricultural college in 1901, Representative Kupihea for reintroducing Kanuha’s bill in 

1903, and Representative Coelho for introducing Farrington’s resolution in 1907. Like Yap (1933) before 

him, Kittelson (1966) misstated Senator Coelho’s position as a representative during the 1907 Territorial 

Legislature.  

Toward the end of his thesis, Kittelson (1966) credited a final Native Hawaiian: Senator Charles 

E. King, for his law-making efforts to establish UH; however, he described King’s contributions as merely 

a response to Yap’s petition drive, “On February 26, 1919, after the petition had been introduced, C. E. 

King introduced Senate Bill No. 76, ‘An Act to Establish a University of Hawaii’” (p. 129). Because the 

focus of Kittelson’s (1966) research was on the origins of the College of Hawaii, his depiction of its 
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expansion into a university was minimal. Like Yap (1933) and Wist (1940), Kittelson (1966) credited only 

one Native Hawaiian: Senator Charles E. King, for his contributions toward expanding Hawaiʻi’s 

agricultural and mechanical college into a comprehensive university.  

Evaluating erasures and errors in Kittelson’s depictions of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates 

was relevant to this study because his graduate thesis launched his future research into UH histories and 

Hawaiʻi’s historical sources. Between 1970 and 1988, Kittelson continued writing and publishing 

historiographies and annotated bibliographies about UH, UH Hilo, UH libraries, and private colleges in 

Hawai‘i. The Hawaiians: An Annotated Bibliography (1985) was one of the last major works he 

completed before he passed in 1988. While evaluating Kittelson’s other writings fell outside the scope of 

this study, the ways he characterized Native Hawaiians in his graduate thesis, raised questions about 

how he portrayed them in his subsequent publications.    

Academic Deans Commemorate UH’s Centennial 

Plans for UH’s centennial anniversary prompted two former UH academic deans, Robert Kamins 

and Robert Potter, to invite their colleagues to submit essays commemorating UH’s first 100 years. As 

editors of UH’s most comprehensive historiography: Mālamalama: A history of the University of Hawaiʻi 

(1998), Kamins and Potter admitted to its haphazard origins.  

The committee15, on which we both served, readily agreed that with the near approach of UH’s 

centennial it was time for a history to be written. There was no agreement, however, on how to 

go about it––namely, on whether a University historian should be appointed and whether the  

 
15 Committee assembled by UH President Albert J. Simone in 1989, named the “History of the University 
of Hawaiʻi Committee” (Kamins & Potter, p. xiii). 
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history should be “authorized,” that is, officially sponsored and therefore subject to skeptical 

reading as being self-serving. We decided to prepare an unauthorized history. (Kamins & Potter, 

1998, p. xiii)  

Kamins and Potter (1998) credited American missionaries with establishing the conditions for 

higher education in Hawaiʻi, “A college would crown an Island educational establishment that already 

was remarkable for its time and place. Thanks in large part to the zeal for universal literacy instilled by 

the Calvinist missionaries from New England…” (p. 3). With this attribution, Kamins and Potter erased 

Native Hawaiians who loved learning and their visionary monarchs who spread universal public schools 

across their Kingdom, for their unique contributions toward preparing Native Hawaiians for higher 

education. 

When Kamins and Potter (1998) began to name individuals who worked to establish UH, they 

identified two Native Hawaiians who brought bills for a college in 1901, the first law-making session of 

the Territorial era.  

Representative J. W. Kaliikoa of Keauhou, Hawaii, presented a petition from North Kona asking 

for a “territorial university” in their district. At the same legislative session, Senator Daniel Kanuha 

of Oahu introduced Senate Bill No. 62 to create an “Agricultural College and Model Farm.” (p. 4)  

Because the 1901 legislature ended without an appropriation for a university, Kamins and Potter 

(1998) continued their chronology by naming Native Hawaiian lawmakers who championed bills for a 

university in 1903, 1905, and 1907. First, Kamins and Potter credited Representative David Kupihea who, 

in 1903, introduced a bill “identical” (p. 4) to Kanuha’s S. B. 62, except that it called for the new 

university to be located at Lahaina Luna Seminary on Maui. After Kupihea’s bill failed in 1903, Kamins 

and Potter summarized W. J. Coelho’s advocacy in 1905.  
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With the governor’s approval, Farrington drafted a resolution to that effect, which Representative 

William Joseph Huelani Coelho of Maui (his mother Hawaiian, his father Portuguese) introduced 

at the 1905 special session of the Legislature. . ..The 1905 resolution directed the territorial 

commissioners of public instruction to determine the probable expense of a College of Agriculture 

and Mechanic Arts and a “possible practicable site,” including Lahainaluna. (p. 5). 

Before concluding their depiction of the College of Hawaiʻi’s origins, Kamins and Potter (1998) 

made their final reference to Coelho. 

At the opening of the 1907 legislature, Governor Carter strongly supported the recommendations. 

He asked three friends, Henry E. Cooper, Charles E. Hemenway, and Ralph Hosmer––all members 

of the University Club of Honolulu and subsequent regents––to prepare implementing legislation 

. . . which were introduced by William J. Huelani Coelho, now serving as a Maui senator. (p. 6) 

Later in their introductory chapter, Kamins and Potter (1998) highlighted Yap for his work on 

expanding the land-grant college into a comprehensive university. When the former deans assigned 

exclusive credit Yap, they erased all Native Hawaiians who contributed to the work prior to 1918, 

“Appropriately, the protagonist for change was a member of the first non-haole ethnic group that had 

come to the Islands in numbers . . .. He was William Kwai Fong Yap, an assistant clerk with the Bank of 

Hawaii” (p. 17).  

While Kamins and Potter (1998) explained Yap’s advocacy for UH, they confirmed that his 

motives came from his parental and financial interests.  

Yap was the father of eight sons and three daughters, and higher education was on his mind. In 

his autobiographical account of the origin of the University of Hawaii, he wrote of his desire to 

have his children benefit from an affordable education broader than that offered within the 

curriculum of the College of Hawaii. (p. 17)  
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While describing Yap’s petition drive, Kamins and Potter (1998) peppered their historiography 

with the names of Native Hawaiian legislators, yet they did not cite the Territorial Legislature’s journals 

as their source of data.  

Senate Bill 76, a measure to create the University of Hawaiʻi, was introduced by Senator Charles 

E. King, a Kamehameha School alumnus and noted composer of Hawaiian songs, and seconded by 

G. P. Kamauoha. With strong backing by Senator John H. Wise…and Education Committee 

chairman Stephen L. Desha, Sr. . . .. .S. B. 76 passed unanimously. In the House, the bill was guided 

to unanimous passage by other Hawaiian or part-Hawaiian legislators, including Henry L. 

Kawewehi and Henry J. Lyman . . .. (p. 18). 

Before ending their introductory chapter, Kamins and Potter (1998) identified two final early 

Native Hawaiians advocates for UH. When Territorial legislators asked the newly expanded university for 

its plans to offer Hawaiian language, Kamins and Potter characterized its Regents as committed to the 

endeavor, “The teaching of Hawaiian was early accepted as a special responsibility . . .. The regents 

budgeted $1,000 for a part-time instructor in Hawaiian. Frederick W. Beckley was appointed, and in 

1921 he began teaching an introductory course” (p. 23). Kamins and Potter’s (1998) last mention of an 

early Native Hawaiian advocate for UH occurred when they identified John Wise as one of the Territorial 

Senators who voted in support of the university expansion and appointed him as UH’s second professor 

of Hawaiian language following Beckley. 

Agricultural Scientists Celebrate Hawaiʻi’s Land-Grant College 

As the centennial anniversary of UH’s original land-grant, the College of Tropical Agriculture and 

Human Resources (CTAHR) approached, researchers from CTAHR’s pest control and food safety 

departments: Barry Brennan and James Hollyer (2008), volunteered to gather essays about their 

college’s history. In their preface, the pair admitted, “neither the authors nor the editors are historians. 
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In general, the editors relied on the authors to identify the people and events that contributed to the 

growth of an industry, organization, or program” (Brennan & Hollyer, 2008, p. x). The voluminous 

collection of essays and photos, submitted to Brennan and Hollyer by CTAHR’s former professors and 

alumni, became: Hawaii's College of Tropical Agriculture and Human Resources: Celebrating the First 100 

Years. 

In terms of a historiography about UH’s origins, Brennan and Hollyer’s text presented some 

deficiencies worthy of evaluation. First, they credited CTAHR’s first faculty as early pioneers for higher 

education in Hawaiʻi, “Our college was built by dedicated visionaries, and it is only fitting that they had 

buildings named for them” (Brennan & Hollyer, 2008, p. 3). Next, by crediting agriculture, the Territory’s 

dominant industry, for catalyzing the need for a university in Hawaiʻi, Brennan and Hollyer (2008) erased 

Native Hawaiian monarchs who promulgated visions for and committed their Nation’s resources to 

provide rigorous, liberal schooling opportunities for their people since 1840. Finally, Brennan and 

Hollyer (2008) characterized the then-dominant ethnic group, the Native Hawaiians, as having little 

interest in pursuing higher education, “In 1907, there was no strong groundswell of support for a 

college, even though the need for one in the Hawaiian Islands had been discussed for over 50 years” (p. 

4).  

Within their historiography, Brennan and Hollyer (2008) credited only four Native Hawaiian 

legislators as advocates for introducing public higher education to Hawaiʻi. Although Brennan and 

Hollyer (2008) were the only authors since Kittelson (1966) to account for Representative Luther 

Kanealii, they did not cite their source, “Representative Luther Kanealii’s bill to establish a college in the 

Hawaiian Kingdom was tabled on the grounds that the time was not yet ripe for such an institution” 

(Brennan & Hollyer, 2008, p. 4).  
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As Brennan and Hollyer continued, they credited Wallace Farrington as “the champion of efforts 

to create a college” (Brennan & Hollyer, 2008, p. 4) and made passing and inaccurate references to 

three Native Hawaiian legislators: Representative [sic] William Coelho, J. W. Kaliʻikoa [sic], and Daniel 

[sic] Kanuha. First, Brennan and Hollyer (2008) misrepresented Senator Coelho’s position and 

characterized his advocacy as merely bringing Farrington’s bill to the floor in 1907. Next, regarding 

Kaliʻikoa, Brennan and Hollyer committed the same spelling error as Kamins and Potter (1998) and 

characterized Kaliʻikoa’s advocacy by way of a phrase that was identical to Kamins and Potter’s (1998) 

without attribution, “Representative J. W. Kaliʻikoa of Keauhou presented a petition from North Kona 

residents asking for a ʻterritorial university’ in their district” (Brennan & Hollyer, 2008, p. 6; Kamins & 

Potter, p. 4). The last Native Hawaiian that Brennan and Hollyer (2008) named in their text was Senator 

Kanuha, whose name was actually David rather than Daniel. “Senator Daniel Kanuha’s bill was amended 

to establish an ‘Agricultural College and Model Farm’ on Oʻahu was amended to locate the college in 

Hawaiʻi island’s Mountain View, home district of the senate president.” (p. 6).  

Consistent with CTAHR’s goal of commemorating its centennial anniversary, Brennan and 

Hollyer’s publisher, The University of Hawaiʻi Press, decided to promote the book as a collectible rather 

than as authoritative source of UH’s history, “This centennial book captures and celebrates some of the 

energy and accomplishments of the people involved in CTAHR’s first century. We encourage you to buy 

this limited-edition book for yourself and as a gift for family members or friends.” 

The Earliest Native Hawaiian Advocate for UH  

While Kittelson’s (1966) graduate thesis was the first to identify Luther Kanealii as the first 

Native Hawaiian who advocated for a college, it was the Kingdom of Hawaiʻi’s legislative journals that 

revealed the significance of his advocacy. “Rep. Kanealii gave notice of an act relating to Representatives 
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of the Kingdom16
  and read it for the first time. He also read for the first time Bill 85 ‘To provide for a 

college for Hawaiians’” (Journal of the House of Representatives, 1892, p. 92). While researching the 

bill’s progress in this legislative journal, I saw that it received sufficient support from Kanealii’s 

colleagues to be referred to the House Education Committee on July 19, 1892. Despite looking through 

both volumes of the 1892 House Journal, I could not find any further actions related to Kanealii’s H.B. 85 

after it was referred to committee. 

Within this same legislative journal, it was noted that Kanealii’s bill received sufficient support 

from his colleagues to be referred to the House Education Committee on July 19, 1892. Unfortunately, 

tracking progress of Kanealii’s bill ended after both volumes of the 1892 House Journal revealed no 

further actions. Despite Kanealii’s bill failing to pass committee review, locating the original record of 

Kanealii’s bill revealed that during the last law-making session of the Hawaiian Kingdom’s history, a 

Native Hawaiian representing the citizens of Maui and Molokaʻi, urged his colleagues to make public 

higher education available to Hawaiians.   

Aliʻi and Kuaʻāina17 Call for a University 

After Hawaiʻi was illegally annexed to the United States in 1898, the first legislative session 

conducted under the American Constitution commenced on February 20, 1901. Attentive to the chiefly 

kuleana that flowed into him from both of his parents: Emma Kailikapuolono Metcalf and Frederick 

William Beckley, the 26-year-old representative for Maui, Molokaʻi, Lānaʻi, and Kahoʻolawe took charge 

 
16  H. B. 84 
17 McGregor (2007) explained the importance that kuaʻāina have played in preserving and perpetuating 
Hawaiian culture and knowledge. Literally, meaning “back lands” kuaʻāina “are the Native Hawaiians 
who remained in the rural communities of our islands, took care of the kūpuna or elders, continued to 
speak Hawaiian, bent their backs and sweated in the taro patches…and held that which is precious and 
sacred in their care” (p. 4). 
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of organizing his fellow law-makers for the work ahead. With respect for his rank and abilities, Hawaiʻi’s 

first Territorial Representatives chose Beckley as their Vice-Speaker.  

When the House convened its first day of law-making on February 21, 1901, Beckley introduced 

a resolution to have America’s Declaration of Independence read in full, out loud, and entered into their 

House Journal.  

I think it time and useful to solemnly remind those present and the people throughout the 

Territory of the great principles lying at the foundation of the Constitution of the United States, 

the supreme law of the land . . .. There is a tendency in these days in certain circles to believe that 

individual and class interests should guide advancing humanity, and that the power of the State 

should be invoked to further purely mercenary motives . . .. As a protest against such ideas 

unearthed from the time of the decline of the Roman Empire . . . I move that the Declaration of 

Independence be read aloud in both the English and Hawaiian languages and be spread upon the 

Journal.  (Journal of the House of Representatives, 1901, p. 4) 

When I first found Beckley’s “Declaration of Independence” resolution, I felt uneasy about a 

high ranking aliʻi appearing to publicly endorse America’s founding documents. However, after 

reviewing the full transcript of Beckley’s resolution, in which he explained his intentions to his 

colleagues, I realized it was a masterful example of political strategy, befitting Beckley’s chiefly lineage. 

Beamer (2014) explained how aliʻi skillfully exercised personal and political agency in the face of 

colonizing forces.  

Hawaiian aliʻi of the late nineteenth century were able to exercise agency to choose which foreign 

technologies they wanted to use and to what degree.  As skilled statesmen, the aliʻi were 

intentional in fronting certain abilities and putting others aside for later use. (p. 13) 
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Within his resolution, Beckley instructed his fellow lawmakers–the majority of whom were 

Native Hawaiians–to exercise their newly acquired rights as U. S. citizens as a means of resisting the 

oppressive cultural, political, and economic forces generated by an oligarchy comprised of American 

missionaries and their children.  

With Kittelson’s (1966) clue about Molokaʻi citizens who petitioned the new territorial 

government for a university, I went to the State of Hawaiʻi Archives to find the full-text of their petition. 

After securing the archivist’s help with the finding guide and microfilm, I found Petition No. 30 

(Appendix A) signed by 3418 Native Hawaiian citizens and taxpayers from Hālawa Molokaʻi, that their 

representative, Beckley, introduced on the House floor on March 20, 1901. While their description of a 

university was not specific in terms of either academic offerings or location, Beckley’s kuaʻāina 

constituents were unequivocal about who should pay for it. “A University must be established in the 

Territory of Hawaii, under the expenses of the Government” (Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii, 

1901b, p. 1).      

 With Kittleson’s (1966) clue about a second petition from North Kona, I continued researching 

at the State of Hawaiʻi Archives for their full-text petition.  When I found Petition #32 (Legislature of the 

Territory of Hawaii, 1901a) on microfilm, I saw two beautifully handwritten petitions whereby 5719 

 
18 Signatories to Petition # 30 (1901):  Sol. K. Kaahihikaua, James Kaahaneli, Saml. K. Kekahuna, D. W. 
Kahawai, J. Kaalouhi, Kaaimanoo, Kamanao Kiona, Kolomaio, D. Kalaau, Kaopuiki, S. Kanikau, S. P. 
Kaikala, S. Nakaumano, S. Hopaka, Kaiho, Keawe Paiaina, Timokeo, Puna Kailiuli, Kalani (?), A Pauole, Kila 
Kaukola, Liwai, Moku, J. W. Kawaa, Kanuimanu, Kia Kaalouahi, Oopa, John Kawaa, John Pihe, Peter 
Pascal, D. Kapawai, Jno. Kanikau, Wm. Kailiuli, Sam. P. Kaai 
 
19 Signatories on Petition #32, 1901: D. Keanini, Makuaole, H. K. Wahinekapu, J. H. Mahiko, D. K. 
Kamakee, Una, S. Kaai(moa?), G. Lupea, J. E. A. Kaiewe (?), S. K. Kupihe, J. K. Laioha, G. Haleamau, J. H. 
M. Kukahuna, J. K. Aipia, G. N. Alapai, Joseph Kauinui, D. Makainai, Hoolapa Kaakau, D. S. Lima, Ehu 
Kumukahi, J. L. Nihoa, Napahu Elua, J. Maiola, J. Keau, D. P. Waahila, Ehu Pule, David K. Alawa (?), J. W. 
Haau, P. M. Pahukula, Wai Hao, Jonah Pihea, S. Kaimuloa, J. G. Makahi, Kanohoanuu (?), S. Kipi, 
Keawehawaii, S. Kapuoe (?), G. Hoopai, P. Kama, Joe Kiaha, G. W. Kamaka, Pika Kaninau, G. D. Hueu, 
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kuaʻāina from North Kona articulated their demands that their government provide access to rigorous 

university subjects in their district and that it be provided at no cost to Hawaiʻi youth or their families. By 

choosing to draft and submit two versions of their petition, one in English (Appendix B), the other in 

Hawaiian (Appendix C), these kuaʻāina petitioners signaled to the new government that despite 

acquiring fluency in English, they remained loyal and steadfast speakers of their mother tongue. 

The sum of $1,000,000 be inserted in the appropriation Bill for the Building of a Government 

University for the education of all Hawaiian American youths in all high branches of learning such 

as Science, Political Economy, Physician and Surgery (Training), Civil Engineering, Astronomy, 

Navigation, and other great Branches of learning free to all youths of this country and this 

University to be built in North Kona Island of Hawaii (Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii, 1901a, 

p. 4) 

Details that Representative J. W. Keliikoa’s North Kona petitioners included in their vision of the 

university that they desired indicated a depth of understanding and appreciation for its present and 

future value. By listing the specific subjects they wanted the new university to offer, I inferred that they 

not only hoped to train in those fields themselves but also wanted to ensure that their children and 

countrymen could become qualified for well-paying, well-regarded professions for many generations to 

come.  

 
Samuel Kahananui, W. N. Kailiino, Loi Kahananui, Mahuluae, S. W. Kaumuloa, P. Akana, Kaiuaa (?), J. P. 
Kamaka, P. K. Kahale, M. Lilinoe, S. W. Kaulainawakea, Jack Kapahu, Simona Kuakahele (?), A. K. Kapa. 
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Native Hawaiian Legislators Fight to Establish Public Higher Education in Hawaiʻi 

From the start of the territorial era, lawmakers continued Kanealii’s efforts to establish higher 

education in Hawaiʻi with bills for an agricultural college. Senator John T. Brown, a Native Hawaiian 

elected from Hilo, introduced S.B. 62 An Act to Create, Establish and Locate an Agricultural College and 

Model Farm, Providing for the Management Thereof, and Appropriating Money for its Maintenance and 

Development on March 28, 1901. By April 22, the Senate’s Public Health and Education Committee, 

comprised of Senators David Kanuha, David Kalauokalani, and Henry Baldwin, amended Brown’s bill to 

include locating the new agricultural college in the new ʻŌlaʻa subdivision on Hawaiʻi Island because they 

considered the area well-suited for farming and animal husbandry. 

One week later, S.B. 62 was brought to the floor for a second reading in the Senate where 

Maui’s senator, Henry Baldwin, moved that the bill proceed with an amendment that would strike the 

proposed ʻŌlaa location in favor of one determined by the Governor, on the condition that it received 

the Board of Education’s approval. Within two days, the Senate passed its third reading of S.B. 62, and 

by May 1, the Senate’s clerk, Mr. Solomon Meheula confirmed that the bill for a college originally 

introduced by Hilo’s Native Hawaiian senator, John Brown, had completed the law-making process and 

was sent to Governor Sanford Dole to determine whether his government would appropriate funds to 

build the college. 

Despite legislative records that documented the advocacy of numerous legislators and 91 men 

from North Kona and Hālawa Molokaʻi, most of whom were Native Hawaiian, seized their earliest 

opportunity to demand public higher education from the new territorial government, Dole refused to 

sign S.B. 62 into law. Although I found no documents that expressed Dole’s reasons for not signing the 

widely supported and swiftly passed bill into law, I did find newspaper articles that reported on incidents 

swirling around Dole during the final weeks of the 1901 legislative session.  
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First, American news media reported on Dole’s antagonism toward Federal officials. By April 14, 

1901, newspapers in Washington, D. C. reported that Dole denied the Federal government temporary 

use of a Honolulu building to establish the Federal courts in Hawaiʻi, provoking the ire of both the U. S. 

Department of Justice and President McKinley. “The authorities are somewhat incensed over the 

absence of courtesy to the Federal officials in the Islands” (“Governor Dole must come to time”, 1901, p. 

3).  

Next, it is possible that Dole was perturbed by Vice-Speaker Beckley calling a joint session of the 

legislature on May 1, 1901. Before all the Senators and Representatives in who attended the joint 

session, Beckley asked to serve as their delegate in an effort to personally appeal to President McKinley 

for relief from Dole’s anti-democratic use of his office. Beckley offered to travel to San Francisco where 

he would petition McKinley for an immediate remedy to Dole’s unwillingness to honor U.S. 

constitutional privileges owed to the new territorial citizens and legislators. “The Governor either utterly 

failed to comprehend the changes in government contemplated by the terms of the Organic Act or 

ignored them in his message to the legislature, proposing in their stead dual conditions, not only 

thoroughly un-American in principle, but entirely misleading as well” (Journal of the House of 

Representatives Regular and Extra Sessions of 1901, 1901, p. 192). Beckley continued his appeal to 

President McKinley by explaining how he and his fellow legislators would have preferred that Hawaiʻi 

would have remained an independent nation ruled by a constitutional monarch but considered the 

assurance of equal rights under America’s founding documents as a means of relief for Hawaiʻi’s non-

White majority—comprised of Native people and immigrants––of the influences brought on by the 

missionary oligarchy. 

As the full meaning of the change dawned on us, and we saw the consummation of that Justice 

and Equality for which we had striven . . . was to be finally given to us by the Organic Act, we 
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relented, became Americans and turned our eyes to the fulfillment of the promises held out in the 

Constitution of the United States . . .. (Journal of the House of Representatives Regular and Extra 

Sessions of 1901, 1901, p. 192)  

Beckley concluded his concurrent resolution by urging President McKinley to remove Dole from 

office for denying citizenship and suffrage to the majority ethnic groups. “He has not their best interests 

at heart; he has subverted the principles of American government to the service of a class instead of for 

the good of the whole people . . ..” (Journal of the House of Representatives Regular and Extra Sessions 

of 1901, 1901, p. 193).  

In his first year as the new territory’s governor, Dole was unabashed in obstructing liberal 

democracy and governance. On May 1, 1901, the Evening Bulletin newspaper printed an editorial 

entitled “Prove the Charge” in which the author chastised Dole’s behavior 

Governor Dole’s reply to the Senate regarding his oft repeated charge that bribery attends the 

walks of legislative members is, in view of bribery being given as a reason for refusal to extend 

the session, the weakest, most incompetent and in fact childish document ever receiving a 

governor’s signature. (“Prove the charge”, 1901, p. 4)    

Although the first territorial legislature ended with a fully vetted and widely supported bill to 

establish a college in Hawaiʻi, Dole did not sign it into law. Fortunately, many of these legislators, 

including Beckley, were re-elected to serve in the second territorial legislature in 1903. Having earned 

their trust and confidence, Beckley was elected by his colleagues to serve as Speaker of the House in 

1903. 

On March 12, just 16 days into the new session, Representative David Kupihea of Oʻahu 

introduced H.B. 11: “An Act to Create, Establish and Locate an Agricultural College and Model Farm, 

Providing for the Management Thereof, and Appropriating Money for its Maintenance and 
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Development.” Kupihea also championed an effort to support the mother tongue of the Native 

Hawaiian people, as evidenced by his bill H.B. 110: “Teaching Hawaiian Language in Public Schools.” 

Kupihea’s bill for the establishment of an agricultural college progressed through the House with 

support of S. F. Chillingworth, a Native Hawaiian elected to represent Honolulu. During the 1903 session, 

Chillingworth was the chair of the House Public Health & Education committee whose members were all 

Native Hawaiians: H. M. Kaniho of North Kohala, Hawaiʻi; J. K. Paele of Koʻolaupoko, Oʻahu; Samuel 

Keliinoi of Wailuku, Maui; and Joel Nakaleka of Hālawa, Molokaʻi. During Chillingworth’s committee 

meeting on April 7, members amended the bill to build the new college at the Lahaina Luna Seminary, 

likely because the school was already equipped with facilities and curricula to teach agricultural 

subjects. On April 23, 1903, South Kona’s representative F. R. Greenwell brought Kupihea’s H. B. 11 to 

the floor for its third reading where it received a unanimous affirmative vote from the 24 

representatives who were present. 

Before the lawmakers adjourned for the day, the House Clerk transferred the thrice-read H. B. 

11 to the Senate for further consideration. During the evening session on April 23, 1903, David 

Kalauokalani, Sr., elected to serve Oʻahu, moved to pass H. B. 11 on its first reading. Kalauokalani’s 

motion was seconded by another Oʻahu senator, Lincoln Loy McCandless. By the next day, William 

Charles Achi, an Oʻahu senator of both Native Hawaiian and Chinese ancestry, moved to pass H. B. 11 on 

its second reading. Achi’s motion was seconded by Hilo’s Native Hawaiian senator: J. T. Brown. On April 

27, Senator Achi moved that the Senate approve H. B. 11 in its third and final reading and this motion 

was seconded by McCandless. 

Despite the legislators’ quick actions and wide support, H. B. 11 was not signed into law in 1903. 

In 1903, Dole was still serving as the Territory’s governor. 
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When the third territorial legislative session opened in 1905, only the House of Representatives 

took action toward establishing a college in Hawaiʻi. On March 14, 1905, Hilo’s representative J. D. Lewis 

expedited the law-making process by suspending the rules, allowing his colleagues to vote on H.B. 150: 

“An Act to Create, Establish and Locate an Agricultural College and Model Farm, providing for the 

Management thereof, and Appropriating money [sic] for its Maintenance and Development,” during the 

bill’s first reading. Representative Lewis’ strategic use of parliamentary procedures allowed H.B. 150 to 

progress expeditiously to the House Committee on Public Education15, which was chaired by Maui, 

Molokaʻi, and Lānaʻi’s representative and Beckley's stepfather Moses Nakuina. With legislative oversight 

on matters concerning Hawaiʻi’s public schools, Nakuina reported his committee’s concerns and 

recommendations to the House on April 15, 1905.  

Your committee...has thoroughly gone into the object of this Bill and it fully recognizes the 

importance of the same, but considers it at the present time, the outlay to carry out the object 

will involve too great an expenditure of public funds. (Journal of the House of Representatives, 

1905, p. 1025) 

Because they had legislative oversight over the Territory’s schools, Nakuina’s committee 

consulted the Superintendent of Public Instruction’s report, submitted just four months prior, in 

December 1904. Nakuina and his committee members concluded that the Territory’s investments into 

curriculum and facility improvements at Lahaina Luna would achieve the goals of Lewis’ proposed 

agricultural college. Nakuina’s committee also noted that when the improvements at Lahaina Luna were 

fully implemented, they would strengthen Hawaiʻi’s application to the U.S. Department of Agriculture 

for a land-grant. Such considerations caused Nakuina’s committee to postpone H.B. 150 indefinitely. 

Despite encountering various degrees of support and barriers in response to bills they 

introduced between 1892 and 1905, UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates finally achieved their goal 



 

123  

during the fourth territorial legislative session in 1907. On March 1, 1907, Senator W. J. Coelho, whom 

both Kittelson (1966) and Brennan and Hollyer (2008) mistook for a representative, introduced S.B. 38: 

“An Act to Establish the College of Agriculture and Mechanical Arts of Hawaii, and to Provide for the 

Government and Support thereof.” Deploying the same deft parliamentary maneuver that 

Representative J. D. Lewis of Hilo used in 1905, Coelho immediately suspended procedural rules and 

held the bill’s first reading and vote simultaneously, which accelerated the bill’s movement into the 

Senate’s Education Committee. 

On March 7, 1907, the Senate’s Committee on Education, chaired by George C. Hewitt of 

Waiʻōhinu, Hawaiʻi, with members Charles J. McCarthy and Charles F. Chillingworth of Honolulu 

reviewed the bill and proposed amendments designed to strengthen Hawaiʻi’s application for its land-

grant. For example, one of the proposed amendments called for naming the majors that would fulfill the 

Department of Agriculture’s expectations for land-grants, but Hewitt’s committee also included a clause 

that gave the Regents discretion to offer liberal, professionally-oriented subjects.  

The purposes of the College are to give thorough instruction in agriculture, mechanic arts and the 

natural sciences connected therewith, and such instruction in other branches of advanced 

learning as the Board of Regents may from time to time prescribe...The standard of education in 

each course shall be equal to that given and required by similar colleges on the mainland... 

(Journal of Senate, 1907, p. 300) 

After adopting the amendments recommended by Hewitt’s committee, the Senate cast a 

unanimous vote in support of Coelho’s bill on March 9, 1907. The following day, the Senate sent S.B. 62 
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to the House. By March 14, 1907, the House Committee on Education20 reviewed S.B. 62 and 

recommended that the House vote to support the bill. Finally, on March 25, 1907, Alatau Atkinson, the 

Secretary of Hawaiʻi, notified the Senate that Governor George Carter had signed Coelho’s S.B. 62 into 

law. On September 14, 1908 the College of Hawaiʻi opened for its first class of five students, two of 

whom were Native Hawaiians: Ernest K. Richardson and Simeon K. Domingo. 

Native Hawaiian Lawmakers Expanded the College into a University 

Although Hawaiʻi had finally established a land-grant college, it should be remembered that 

UH’s earliest Native Hawaiian advocates had specifically called for a liberal, comprehensive public 

university. Journals from the Territory’s Senate and House of Representatives indicated that lawmakers 

acted upon expanding the College of Hawaiʻi into a university early in the 1919 legislative session. On 

Feb. 26, 1919, Honolulu’s Native Hawaiian senator, Charles E. King received Yap’s petition and 

introduced a bill toward expanding the land-grant college into a university: S.B. 76, “An Act to establish a 

University of Hawaii.” By March 8, 1919, Senator Stephen Desha Sr. of Hilo, a fluent ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi 

speaker, pastor of Hawaiian Christian churches, and husband to a Native Hawaiian woman, was serving 

as the Senate’s Education Committee chair and announced his committee’s support for King’s bill.  

On March 15, 1919, the Senate’s Committee on Ways and Means reported on its 

recommendations on S. B. 76. Three of the Senate Ways and Means Committee’s seven members were 

Native Hawaiians: John Wise, Charles King and Robert Hind. With the exception of Senator C. A. Rice of 

 
20 1907 House Committee on Education: E. A. C. Long (Honolulu), chairperson, S. P. Correa (West & 
Central Oʻahu), William K. Leleiwi (West & Central Oʻahu), David Alawa (Kona, Kaʻū, Kohala), William B. 
Nailima, Jr.(Puna, Hilo, Hāmākua).  
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Kauaʻi, all members of the Ways and Means committee voted in support of the university expansion bill 

and its corresponding budget request of $70,000 to fund the salaries, facilities, and operating expenses 

needed to add a College of Arts and Sciences to Hawaiʻi’s land-grant college, with a stipulation that the 

university expansion be delayed for one year, “We recommend that Section 12 be amended to read July 

1, 1920, instead of July 1, 1919. Your Committee at present feels that the expansion of the present 

College of Hawaii to a university . . . should be a gradual process . . ..” (Journal of the Senate, 1919, p. 

713). 

After the Senate voted in support of S.B. 76, the House began its review. In its communication 

back to the Senate on April 12, 1919, the House clerk confirmed that the Representatives passed their 

third reading of S. B. 76 and with an amendment to delay the university expansion until July 1, 1921, one 

year beyond the Senate’s proposed date. When the Senate learned that the House wanted to delay the 

university’s start date further, Senate President Charles F. Chillingworth of Honolulu immediately 

dispatched three Senate Managers: Charles King, Stephen Desha, and C. A. Rice to negotiate terms that 

could be supported in both chambers.  

To begin reconciling their differences, on April 19, 1919, House Speaker H. L. Holstein notified 

Senate President Chillingworth that he had appointed three House Managers, all Native Hawaiians–– 

Representatives Henry Lyman, G. H. Holt, Jr., and William Rawlins––to negotiate for terms acceptable 

toward a university expansion. Among the six Managers who led the negotiations that would facilitate 

the university expansion, four were Native Hawaiians.  

After a series of meetings, the team of House and Senate managers reached consensus on April 

29, 1919 and delivered a joint statement to both of their chambers with amendments designed “to 

make the Act more workable” (Journal of the Senate, 1919, p. 1654). Specifically, the managers’ 

amendment offered guidance on how the new university should manage its personnel matters in terms 
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of faculty appointments, salaries, duties, and sabbaticals. The managers ended their joint statement by 

urging their colleagues in their respective chambers to vote in support of these amendments, “With the 

above amendment, your Committee recommends final passage of the bill” (Journal of the Senate, 1919, 

p. 1654). Upon receiving the managers’ report, both houses voted to support S.B. 76 as amended. One 

day later, on April 30, 1919, Governor Charles J. McCarthy signed S.B. 76 into law, making access to 

university majors and degrees possible in Hawaiʻi for the first time. 

Establishing Native-serving Programs at UH (1959 - 1977) 

 Within an era distinguished by national and international movements to transform civil rights 

and to demand social justice, many Native Hawaiians spent the 1960s and 1970s organizing advocacy to 

pursue justice, self-determination, land rights, well-being, as well as language and cultural revitalization. 

Visions, priorities, and goals from those times have been sustained by contemporary Native Hawaiian 

advocates at UH as seen in institutional reports that articulated its goals of becoming a Hawaiian place 

of learning (Ke Au Hou, 2012) and a model indigenous-serving institution (Hawaiʻi Papa o Ke Ao, 2012). 

While members of the Ke Au Hou and Hawaiʻi Papa o Ke Ao task forces identified the Kaʻū Task 

Force (1986) as their predecessor in Indigenous advocacy at UH, members of the Kaʻū Task Force (1986) 

credited two earlier Native Hawaiian advocacy groups from the 1970s with inspiring their advocacy.  

We benefitted [sic] from two previous reports on Hawaiian Studies: Katherine H. Wery and 

Norman A. Piʻianāiʻa, Where are the Hawaiians? (1973), and Harriett [sic] Holt Joesting and John 

P. DuPont, Hawaiian Studies Program Report: Papahana Huli Naʻauao [sic] (1975). They 

provided ka pohaku kihi paʻa, the solid cornerstone, for the Hawaiian Studies Center that is 

envisioned in this report. (p. iv) 

 After noting inconsistencies among the predecessors named by authors of Kaʻū (1986), Ke Au 

Hou (2012), and Hawaiʻi Papa o Ke Ao (2012), I found myself wanting to research UH records to learn 
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about those who envisioned, advocated for, and worked to introduce Hawaiian Studies and Native 

student support programs at UH. To begin, I conducted a detailed analysis of Where Are the Hawaiians? 

(1973) and Papahana Huli Naʻauao Hawaiʻi (1975), then began collecting and analyzing primary source 

data from the UH and State of Hawaiʻi Archives. My analysis of documentary evidence was corroborated 

by dialogue with four eyewitnesses: junior faculty and graduate students at UH from the early 1970s. 

Ka Pohaku Kihi Paʻa: The Solid Cornerstone for The Kaʻū Task Force (1986) 

Wery and Piianaia designed the Hawaiian Students Research Project (HSRP) after soliciting 

insights from concerned stakeholders, who were primarily, although not exclusively, comprised of 

Native Hawaiians. These stakeholders were organized into two workgroups: an Advisory Committee21 

and student co-researchers22. Drawing upon stakeholder insights to develop their research 

methodology, Wery and Piianaia designed the HSRP to pursue answers to two plainly stated questions.  

Where are the Hawaiians in the University of Hawaii?. . .is obviously a rhetorical question. More 

honest and to the point is “why aren’t more Hawaiians in the University?” and “what is needed 

to increase the number who come and remain to graduate?” (Wery & Piianaia, 1973, p. 6).  

By employing Native Hawaiian students from all nine UH campuses as co-researchers, Wery and 

Piianaia were able to collect rich data from 983 self-identified Native Hawaiian college students. These 

 
21 Where Are the Hawaiians (1973) Advisory Committee: in alphabetical order: A.L. Ellingson, Edith Keen, 
Glenn Kila, Clorinda Lucas, Violet Mays, Colette Machado, Dr. Walter Nunokawa, Fritz Osell, Monette 
Souza (Wery & Piianaia, 1973, p. 156). 
22 Wery and Piianaia (1973) Student Co-Researchers: UH Mānoa: Leonard Kwan, Jr., Thomas A. Gill, 
Saralyn Tollefsen, Mikahala Ah Chan, Walter Kaneakua, Shirley Enriques, Lyann Kahookele, Kamuela 
Kalai, Roscoe Kahumoku, Claire Silva, Lani Opunui, Peter Medeiros.  Honolulu Community College: Alice 
Oliver, Leona Wong, Kapiolani Bruhn. Kapiʻolani Community College: Ruth Rosehill, Donna Atay, Wendell 
Davis, Glenn Molaka. Leeward Community College:  Wayne Ah Nee, Joanna Agard, Karen Kahawai, 
Sunday Kahawai, Agnes Watson. UH Hilo: Owen Wahilani. Hilo College: Teresa Makuakane, Robin-Gay 
Williams. Hawai‘i Community College: Priscilla L. Hocson, Sandra Apele. Kauaʻi Community College: 
Kanani Holt, Catherine Kawelo, Henrique Sotelo. Maui Community College: Edward Kaahui, Carl 
Kaupalolo, Iris Nishida (Wery & Piianaia, 1973, p. 156).   
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data led Wery and Piianaia to generate five recommendations, designed to be implemented as a 

comprehensive program: the Hawaiian Students Research Project (HSRP). Wery and Piianaia’s HSRP 

provided UH its first set of culturally congruent recruitment and retention strategies designed to 

increase the number of Native Hawaiians who would be able to enroll in and graduate from UH.  

Two years later, Harriette Joesting and John DuPont (1975), two Native Hawaiian researchers, 

agreed to produce a feasibility study about establishing a Hawaiian Studies Program at UH. 

Demonstrating a commitment to that Native Hawaiian community that was very similar to Wery and 

Piianaia’s (1973), Joesting and DuPont assembled two teams of advocates who could offer meaningful 

perspectives on the subject of establishing a Hawaiian Studies Program and an academic major. Joesting 

and DuPont organized their experts into two teams: a “steering committee,”23 consisting largely of UH 

faculty and administrators who were familiar with UH’s historic and contemporary Hawaiian courses, 

and an “advisory committee,”24 Native Hawaiian community leaders who were knowledgeable about 

Hawaiian language, culture, and practices. The data presented and recommendations made by the early 

Native Hawaiian advocates who contributed to Papahana Huli Naʻauao Hawaiʻi (1975) compelled the 

State legislature and UH administrators to approve funding for a department that would introduce a 

distinct Hawaiian Studies Program and an academic major at UH. 

 
23 Papahana Huli Naʻauao Hawaiʻi (1975) Steering Committee in alphabetical order:  Doris Bitner, Dr. 
Richard Blaisdell, Dorothy (Kahananui) Gillett, Harriette Joesting (chair), Larry Kimura, Davianna 
McGregor, Jack Ward (Joesting & DuPont, 1975, p. 23). 
24 Papahana Huli Naʻauao Hawaiʻi (1975) Advisory Committee in alphabetical order: Dr. Richard Blaisdell, 
David Contois, Kuulei Ihara (vice-chair), Harriette Joesting, Rubellite Johnson, Judge Samuel King,  Dr. 
George Mills, Chief Justice Willliam Richardson, Myron Thompson (chair) (Joesting & DuPont, 1975, p. 
23). 
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Becoming a Native Hawaiian Place of Learning Ke Au Hou (2012) 

The impetus for the Ke Au Hou Task Force Report (2012) can be traced to August 2011, when Dr. 

Virginia Hinshaw, then-chancellor of UH Mānoa embarked upon a strategic planning process with her 

campus. Hinshaw called upon two Native Hawaiian deans, Dr. Maenette Benham from Hawaiʻinuiākea 

School of Hawaiian Knowledge and Dr. Noreen Mokuau, from the Myron B. Thompson School of Social 

Work, to organize a representative group of UH’s Native Hawaiian faculty, staff, and students who 

would submit their recommendations to her by January 2012. The charge that Hinshaw entrusted to the 

task force was “to develop a set of recommendations…to fulfill the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa’s 

priority for Native Hawaiian advancement, and to ensure that UH Mānoa truly serves as a ‘Hawaiian 

place of learning’ now and into the future (Ke Au Hou, 2012, p. 13).  

Nineteen representatives from UH, including faculty, staff, administrators, and a graduate 

student accepted this task and delivered a strategic plan that linked the mission statements of the 

Mānoa campus and the UH System (Regents’ Policy Ch. 4-1), to the educational objectives articulated 

within the United Nations’ Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) (2008). This task 

force ended their report with recommendations that they felt could transform their university. To offer 

recommendations that could transform their university into a Native Hawaiian place of learning, the Ke 

Au Hou Task Force organized their planning priorities under four thematic foci: Students, Faculty and 

Staff, Environment, and Community. Under each theme, the Ke Au Hou Task Force described how their 

recommendations could be achieved by accompanying each goal with detailed objectives, estimated 

deadlines, responsible parties, and collaborating partners.   
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In a section aptly named, “Building a Foundation,” the Ke Au Hou Task Force identified The Kaʻū 

Task Force Report (1986), U.S. Public Law 103-150 (1993)25, and United Nations’ Declaration of Rights on 

Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) (2007) as “noteworthy” (p. 18) sources of earlier Indigenous advocates 

who laid a foundation upon which they could offer their vision and recommendations.   

Becoming a Model Indigenous-serving Institution: Hawaiʻi Papa o Ke Ao (HPOKA) (2012) 

Advocacy offered by members of the Hawaiʻi Papa o Ke Ao (HPOKA) (2012) Task Force26 was 

sparked by a charge given to them by UH’s then-President M. R. C. Greenwood who wanted, “a plan for 

the university [sic] to become the model indigenous-serving institution in the state and the nation” 

(HPOKA, 2012, p. 2). When Greenwood explained her reasons for wanting to pursue this goal, she 

described UH’s moral obligations to the Hawaiian people, as well as to their traditions, language, and 

culture. 

It is incumbent on Hawaii’s only public institution of higher education to both educate Hawaiian 

youth of our islands...and continue to play a key role in preserving and perpetuating the culture 

that exists no where [sic] else on earth.  It is a gift and an obligation of which we are keenly aware. 

If not the University of Hawaiʻi, then who? (HPOKA, 2012, p. 2) 

Later in their report, the HPOKA Task Force members acknowledged that their advocacy was not 

new, but rather, built upon, “Many Native Hawaiians and non-Hawaiians have supported Native 

Hawaiians at the University of Hawaiʻi” (HPOKA, 2012, p. 14). In a section named, “Building a 

 
25 U.S. Law signed by President William J. Clinton in 1993 to 1) admit America’s unlawful role in 

overthrowing Queen Liliʻuokalani in 1893 and 2) urge U.S. presidents to support efforts to reconcile 

relations between the U.S. and Native Hawaiians.  
26 Members of Hawaiʻi Papa o Ke Ao Task Force (2012): (listed in order and with the spellings printed in 
the report): Taupori Tangaro, Gail Makuakane-Lundin, William Steiner, Makalapua Alencastre, Mark 
Alapaki Luke, Kauka de Silva, Kimo Perry, Manuel Cabral, Genai Uilani Keliikuli, Maenette Benham, 
Noreen Mokuau, Kaleikoa Kaeo, Margy Ledward, Lokelani Kenolio, Leslie Opulauoho, Linda Johnsrud, 
Joanne Itano, Rockne Freitas, Lui Hokoana (HPOKA, 2012, p. 12-13).  
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Foundation,” the HPOKA task force members credited three sources that inspired Native Hawaiian 

advocacy at UH: two UH-generated reports; namely, The Kaʻū Report (1986) and UH Community 

Colleges’ Native Hawaiian Advisory Council Report (1988), and the United Nations’ Declaration on the 

Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2008).  

Cultivating the State’s Commitment to Native Hawaiians: The Committee (1959 - 1977) 

For nearly 20 years (1959 - 1977), members of the UH Committee for the Preservation and Study 

of Hawaiian Language, Art, and Culture (The Committee) met regularly to draft recommendations for 

the UH President and State legislature on strategies that would prevent the permanent loss of Hawaiian 

language and knowledge. Members of The Committee were a diverse coalition of well-respected Hawaiʻi 

residents––Native Hawaiian and non-natives––who served as unpaid experts from various sectors of the 

community: Native leaders, cultural practitioners, industry executives, and UH personnel. After detailed 

reading and analysis of The Committee’s minutes, memoranda, letters, and reports, I saw that its 

members’ abiding love of and commitment to Hawaiian language, culture, and arts united them in ways 

that surpassed any of their ethnic, academic, or organizational differences. 

Despite The Committee’s long tenure and numerous contributions to early Native Hawaiian 

advocacy and its status as the first entity to formally recognized as Hawaiian language, culture, and arts 

advocates by the State of Hawaiʻi legislature, governor, and university regents, none of UH’s Native 

strategic planning reports acknowledged The Committee, its members, or its contributions. While 

reviewing files of The Committee’s work at the UH Archives, I recognized the names of well-respected 

Hawaiian leaders and cultural experts and saw that the proportion of Native Hawaiian versus non-Native 

members and UH personnel versus community members, was roughly equal. Most relevant to this  
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study, minutes from The Committee’s meetings documented topics that UH’s contemporary Native 

Hawaiian advocates still discuss today: degrees, scholarships, facilities, faculty positions, community 

engagement, and research.  

Because The Committee’s contributions to early Native Hawaiian advocacy for UH was 

performed as a group, I will present evidence of their contributions collectively. However, because they 

pioneered this important work on behalf of UH and Hawaiʻi, I felt it important to try to recover and 

illuminate the names of each member.  

After reviewing documents from the UH Archives that spanned the period from The 

Committee’s founding in 1959, until its last official memorandum in 1977, I saw that the following 

individuals served as its members (in alphabetical order): David Akaka, Dr. Richard K. Blaisdell M.D., Dr. 

Samuel H. Elbert, Dr. Kenneth P. Emory, Dr. Thomas Hamilton, Flora K. Hayes, Homer Hayes, Dorothy 

Hazama, Leslie A. Hicks. Kuulei Ihara, Dr. Adrienne Kaeppler, Dorothy Kahananui, William Kea, Pauline 

King, Rev. Samuel A. Keala, Fr. John H. McDonald, Dr. Donald K. Mitchell, Thomas Nickerson, Abraham 

Piianaia, Napua Stevens Poire, James Shoemaker, Dr. Barbara B. Smith, Malia Solomon, and Kaupena 

Wong.  

Formalizing the State’s Commitment to Hawaiian Language, Culture, Arts, and Knowledge  

On March 9, 1959, the 16th day of the last Territorial Legislature, Līhuʻe’s representative, Allan 

Ezell, together with 19 fellow representatives introduced H.B. 816 An Act Establishing a Commission of 

Hawaiian Language and Arts and Making an Appropriation Thereof. Honolulu’s representative Mrs. Flora 

K. Hayes, who voted in support of Ezell’s bill, would later join The Committee as a member.  

After the passing through the House, the Senate affirmed the need to preserve Hawaiian 

language and culture, and expressed their vision for such efforts in Senate Concurrent Report 106.   
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The purpose of this bill is to provide for the preservation of Hawaiian civilization and culture. This 

bill creates a commission on Hawaiian Language and Arts, which committee will critically screen 

every element of Hawaiian culture with the purpose to record and preserve those of historic 

value. The further intent of this bill is to create and maintain popular interest in the various 

elements of Hawaiian culture. Your committee was informed that there is need for a crash 

program in this field. . .. Further that this program will be of definite value to the tourist industry. 

(Journal of the House of Representatives, 1959, p. 618) 

Before concluding the last law-making session of Hawaiʻi’s territorial era, the legislators 

proposed that H.B. 816 be supported by a $25,000 appropriation to support activities to preserve 

Hawaiian language, culture, and arts. After considering which government agency could best carry out 

this important kuleana, the legislators decided that UH would be best suited for prioritizing and 

supervising activities related to Hawaiian language and cultural preservation.  

With a charge and an appropriation from the last territorial legislature, UH President Laurence 

Snyder spent the late spring and early summer of 1959 to recruit members who would serve on The 

Committee. In the letters he wrote to prospective members, Snyder detailed The Committee’s origin, 

purpose, and relationship with UH.  

During the last few days of its session, the Territorial Legislature allotted a sum of $25,000.00 to 

the University of Hawaii for “Preservation and Study of Hawaiian Language and Arts.”...the 

purpose of this somewhat unusual appropriation is to step up immediately activities aimed at 

obtaining further knowledge from living sources concerning Hawaiian language and culture...and 

to make available and to disseminate reliable information on the above to the end that the islands 

will retain their Polynesian heritage as a vital attraction. (Snyder, n.d.) 
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By August 5, 1959, The Committee’s founding members: Chairperson Father John McDonald of 

St. Catherine’s Church on Kauaʻi, Kenneth Emory an anthropologist from Bishop Museum, Barbara B. 

Smith UH’s professor of music, Thomas Nickerson, William Kea, and James Shoemaker, respectively, 

executives from UH Press, Hawaiian Telephone Company, and Bank of Hawaiʻi, submitted their first 

report to President Snyder. As required by H. B. 816, The Committee’s charge was to recommend 

Hawaiian language and cultural preservation projects that would be worthy of receiving State funding. 

The Committee introduced their report by expressing their sense of commitment to ensuring that 

Hawaiian knowledge would be preserved and that new knowledge would be generated.  

Study of Hawaiian language, art, and culture is basic to the appreciation of Hawaii’s cultural 

heritage. It is essential that Hawaii’s citizens, both present and future, understand, and respect 

this heritage and its contribution to life in these islands; and that their interest will assure its 

preservation and further development in [sic] modern context. (MacDonald, 1959, p. 1)  

Before ending their first report, The Committee recommended that the State provide funding for Pukui 

and Elbert’s English-Hawaiian Dictionary (1961), inter-island travel to interview cultural practitioners, 

and a field survey to find future language, arts, and culture projects.    

Documents from The Committee’s earliest efforts indicated that some considered the prospect 

of using Hawaiian language and culture to enhance Hawaiʻi’s emerging tourist industry.  

Two-thirds of our visitors are over forty years of age, the majority of them being mature persons 

of means and discrimination. They have an interest in what is authentic….it is to our long-range 

advantage, both economically and socially, to attract those with intellectual and cultural 

interests.  (MacDonald, 1959, p. 3)  

Others chose to focus on preventing the threat of language extinction and cultural degradation. 

On February 27, 1960, just days after the first State legislature opened, Representative Hiram K. Kamaka 
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of Kāneʻohe introduced H.B. 28827 Establishing the Commission for the Preservation of Hawaiian 

Language and Culture, and Making Appropriation Therefor, (House Journal, 1960), to articulate their 

sense of urgency and importance in preserving Hawaiian language, arts, and culture and to clarify The 

Committee’s work and its relationship with UH. Within the bill’s introduction, Kamaka stated, 

“Evidences of traditional and authentic Hawaiian language, history and culture are fast disappearing. 

Prompt legislative action is required to begin an essential long-term program for the perpetuation of the 

various elements of the Hawaiian heritage” (Kamaka, 1960, p. 1).  

Finding Kamaka’s bill was especially valuable to this study because it defined an official 

organizational relationship between between The Committee, UH and, the State government, “(it) shall 

carry out its functions under the administrative control of the board of regents [sic] of the university 

[sic] of Hawaii” [sic] (Kamaka, 1960, p. 1). The value of The Committee’s contributions to early Native 

Hawaiian advocacy for UH was further illuminated when Kamaka included details about the composition 

and qualifications expected of The Committee’s members, the authority the State entrusted to the 

members, and a provision permitting The Committee to provide financial assistance to those who 

perpetuate, preserve, or generate Hawaiian language, arts, or cultural research.   

The commission is authorized to plan and execute a program for the discovery, collection and 

preservation of all elements of authentic Hawaiian culture. . .. The commission shall give 

immediate attention and continued effort to those elements of Hawaiian culture which are in 

danger of becoming irretrievably lost to posterity. The commission may disburse a portion of its 

funds in the form of scholarships, fellowships, or cash awards, when it deems such expenditures 

desirable for the furthering of the purposes of the commission. (Kamaka, 1960, p. 2 - 3) 

 
27 Introduced by Representative Hiram K. Kamaka, with Representatives Takeshi Kubo, Walter M. Heen, 
David K. Trask Jr., Akoni Pule, Joseph R. Garcia Jr., Ambrose J. Rosehill, and Frank C. Judd. 
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An indication of The Committee’s understanding of their kuleana to nurture UH leaders’ 

commitment to Hawaiian language, culture, and arts, its second chairperson, James Shoemaker, greeted 

UH’s new president, Dr. Thomas Hamilton, with a letter that explained The Committee’s origins, 

purpose, and goals.  

Many important aspects of Hawaii’s history, art, and culture will be irretrievably lost in the next 

few years if they are not now protected and preserved. . . presenting elements of our past 

authentically is also of fundamental value (1) in strengthening the pride and patriotism of our 

youth, and (2) in as [sic] a primary factor in the development of our tourist industry. (Shoemaker, 

1963)  

By 1964, after receiving annual updates about The Committee’s accomplishments and priorities, 

seven State senators28 signed Senate Concurrent Resolution (S. C. R) No. 12, which signaled the 

legislature’s first departure from associating the need to preserve Hawaiian language and culture with 

the tourist industry. For the first time since they established The Committee, lawmakers spoke 

exclusively about Hawaiian language and culture’s intrinsic value, “Whereas, the people of Hawaii of all 

ethnic backgrounds have affirmed again and again their interest in preserving the many important and 

valued aspects of the Hawaiian culture” (The Committee, 1968, p. 1).  

Before ending their resolution, the senators affirmed that Hawaiian language and culture 

sources needed to be preserved with urgency, The Committee’s relationship to the state government 

via UH’s Regents, and that The Committee’s work proved value worth continuation and expansion. In  

 
28 Introduced by Senator Nadao Yoshinaga, with senators Harry M. Field, S. George Fukuoka, Thomas S. 
Ogata, Julian R. Yates, Sr., and Bernard G. Kinney. 
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their conclusion, the senators used S.C.R. 12 to call upon the UH Regents to produce a report that would 

enable them to review the activities and accomplishments of The Committee during its first five years of 

existence.   

In response to S.C.R. 12, the Regents delegated the responsibility of producing the report to Dr. 

Todd Furniss, dean of UH Mānoa’s (UHM) College of Arts and Sciences. In turn, Furniss appointed Dr. 

Douglas S. Yamamura, a UH sociology professor, to chair a committee of six cultural experts and 

academics who would evaluate The Committee’s first five years. Joining Yamamura on the “Review 

Committee” were John Bridges, Agnes Conrad, Lorraine Fitzsimmons, Roland Force, Abraham Piianaia 

(A. Piianaia), and Albert Schütz. 

By November 30, 1964, the Review Committee completed the task stipulated by S.C.R. 12. 

Yamamura submitted his committee’s eight-page memorandum to President Hamilton, which not only 

enumerated The Committee’s accomplishments since its inception, but also appraised its value and 

defined its organizational relationship with UH. While describing UH’s relationship with The Committee, 

Yamamura’s Review Committee linked its moral obligations to Hawaiians with laws that would 

undergird The Committee’s purpose, authority, and activities.   

As the only state-supported institution of higher learning in our community, the University has a 

legal responsibility to the citizens and a moral obligation to the scholarly community to expand, 

preserve, and transmit knowledge of the history and culture of the state in which it is located. The 

Hawaii Revised Laws, 1955 (Chapter 44, University of Hawaii) in S44-21 indicate that the “Board 

(of Regents) shall investigate and compile information upon places, structures, monuments and 

things in the Territory of historical importance and interest, and shall serve as a central advisory  
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body in matters relating to the preservation, marking and restoration….and make 

recommendations to the Governor and to the Legislature in reference to such matters.”  

(Yamamura, 1964, p. 7)  

Next, Yamamura’s Review Committee credited The Committee with providing financial, 

scholarly, and organizational support to such projects as: Elbert’s Conversational Hawaiian (1965) 

textbook, Pukui and Elbert’s English-Hawaiian Dictionary (1961), numerous informant interviews, 

document translations, artifact inventories, native speaker recordings, curriculum development, and 

collaborative research between UH and Bishop Museum.  

Finally, Yamamura’s Review Committee concluded their evaluation with seven 

recommendations, six of which laid a foundation for future Hawaiian advocacy at UH. These included 

aiding organizations in producing and publishing texts on Hawaiian language, history, and culture; 

providing grants to support research and publications in the same; developing media and curricula for 

teaching Hawaiian cultural studies; assessing teacher-training and curriculum needs for Hawaiian 

cultural lessons the public schools; awarding scholarships to graduate students who want to teach 

Hawaiian language, history, and culture; expanding Hawaiian language courses and research at UH, 

including the exploration of a Hawaiian language teacher-training program. All seven Review Committee 

members signed their names to this report before submitting it to UH President Hamilton for review by 

the Regents, legislature, and governor.  

After receiving a positive review and important recommendations from Yamamura’s Review 

Committee, The Committee met regularly during the 1960s and 1970s to continue their advocacy. 

During its March 10, 1966, meeting, The Committee invited Dr. John Young, Chair of UH’s Department of  
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Asian and Pacific Languages, to report on his department’s plans and priorities for Hawaiian language 

instruction. Minutes from this meeting revealed that Dr. Young began by affirming UH’s obligation to 

ensure the preservation of ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi. 

Unless the University of Hawaii does something for the Hawaiian language, no other University 

will do it for us. It is the sacred duty of this University to preserve and develop this language and 

get the sympathy and support from the University and State of Hawaii. (The Committee, 1966; p. 

2)  

Minutes from this meeting also indicated that after stating UH’s obligation to preserving and 

perpetuating ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi, Chair Young reported that he was supporting Dr. Samuel Elbert and Mrs. 

Dorothy Kahananui, professors of Hawaiian language at UHM and members of The Committee, in their 

efforts to introduce a Hawaiian language teacher training program with the College of Education, a 

bachelor’s degree in Hawaiian language or studies, and long-term oversight over the sufficiency and 

effectiveness of such new programs.  

A sign that The Committee took their original charge concerning Hawaiian language 

preservation from the State legislature seriously was seen when James Shoemaker, their second 

chairperson, wrote to UH’s president Thomas Hamilton to convey his members’ view that UH needed to 

introduce a Hawaiian language teacher training program with urgency.   

At the last meeting of the Committee we invited Dr. John Young . . . to speak to us. It is his feeling 

too, that there is an urgent need for greater attention – particularly to the Hawaiian language 

teaching program . . .. It is his feeling too, that there is an urgent need for greater attention – 

particularly to the Hawaiian language teaching program….The purpose of this letter is to call your  
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attention, and that of the Board of Regents, to the urgent needs in this field and to assure you 

that your Committee will cooperate to the fullest extent in any of the ways you may think 

desirable. (Shoemaker, 1966) 

In 1968, The Committee delivered its second major report, “Projects -- Programs and Long 

Range Goals,” to the UH President and to the State legislature. This report began by tracing The 

Committee’s origins back to the bill that had defined its charge, annual budget, and placement within 

State government. “The 1959 legislature, instituted a program for ‘the Preservation and Study of 

Hawaiian Language, Art and Culture’ by appropriating $25,000 and assigning responsibility for the 

program to the University of Hawaiʻi” (The Committee, 1968, p. 1). 

Besides using this report to name the projects they funded, including: English-Hawaiian 

Dictionary (Pukui & Elbert, 1964), Conversational Hawaiian (Elbert & Keala, 1961), Index to ʻĪʻī’s 

Fragments of Hawaiian History (1961), Kamakau’s Index to Ruling Chiefs (1961), and Ka Poʻe Kahiko 

(1964), The Committee also used it as a means of alerting UH and State executives to the consequences 

that would result from either inaction or indifference.   

Of greatest concern to the Committee is the fact that scholars working in the field of Hawaiian 

Language, Art and Culture are already past [sic], or nearing retirement age. Unless steps are taken 

now to encourage students to enter the field of Hawaiian language or culture, the possibility exists 

that there might come a time when the State will be without qualified persons to interpret 

Hawaii’s cultural heritage. (The Committee, 1968, p. 14). 

Consistent with The Committee’s solutions-oriented style of advocacy, they ended their 1968 

report by identifying just three items under, “Needs, Goals, and Objectives:” a scholarship program, 

degree program in Hawaiian Studies, and a Chair in the Hawaiian language (The Committee, 1968, p. 

14). The Committee justified the need for each resource by explaining how they would directly alleviate 
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problems they deemed urgent: qualified Hawaiian language and culture teachers, financial support for 

interested scholars, an academic degree in Hawaiian language and studies, and a leader for the 

academic program. 

  On February 26, 1970, The Committee’s Chair Thomas Nickerson sent a compelling two-page 

memorandum: “Plea for special consideration to qualified teachers of Hawaiian” to numerous officials 

in UH’s decision-making chain: President Harland Cleveland, Dean of Arts and Sciences David Contois, 

Chair of the Asian and Pacific Languages Department, John Young, and to the members of the Asian 

and Pacific Languages Departmental Personnel Committee. In this memo, The Committee expressed its 

concern that when academic majors eliminate their second language requirements, they not only 

compromise UH’s Hawaiian language offerings in the short-term, but they threaten its ability to fulfill 

its kuleana to preserve and perpetuate Hawaiian language in the long-term.  

While recognizing the importance of the University’s providing opportunity for the study of 

European and Asian languages, we wish to stress what we believe to be the University’s unique 

responsibility to the Hawaiian language, feeling that it is the University’s duty not only to provide 

instruction in the Hawaiian language, but to encourage students in relevant programs to study it. 

Should the University fail to do so, no other institution is likely to assume this responsibility. 

Criticism for lack of foresight would justifiably be believed at the University by generations of 

Hawaiians, part-Hawaiian citizens, other citizens of our State, and the world of scholarship at 

large. (T. Nickerson, February 26, 1970, p. 2)   

UH’s First Director of Hawaiian Studies 

Courses in Hawaiian language, history, and culture at UH increased as professors with expertise 

and interests in these subjects joined the faculty (Johnson, 1998). While serving in the U. S. Navy during 

the early 1950s, Kansas-born Jack H. Ward was stationed in Hawaiʻi (J. H. Ward, personal 
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communication, November 15, 2021.) Learning about Polynesian peoples, languages, and cultures 

inspired Ward to begin a lifelong commitment to advocating for their study, preservation, and 

advancement. Ward enrolled at UH to pursue a Master’s degree and Dr. Samuel Elbert, a Polynesian 

language expert, became one of his mentors. After earning his doctorate, Ward returned to UHM in 

1968 to begin teaching Tahitian, Hawaiian, and Indonesian languages. In 1970, Ward joined a group of 

16 professors––already teaching and researching Hawaiian subjects––who thought a properly arranged 

set of their courses could lead to a bachelor’s degree in Hawaiian Studies (Ward, 1975).  

Among these professors, Ward’s knowledge of Hawaiian-focused courses at UH was likely 

unique, having enrolled in them during the 1950s and having been mentored by Elbert who began 

teaching there in 1949 (Johnson, 1998). Ward was able to draw from these experiences while serving as 

UH’s first director of Hawaiian Studies–a position he served in voluntarily, from its inception in 1970 as 

an academic concentration under Liberal Studies, until 1977, when the Regents approved the 

establishment of Hawaiian Studies as a stand-alone department and a distinct academic major.  

 During the first seven years of Hawaiian Studies at UH, Ward advised students on courses that 

would fulfill degree requirements, scheduled course offerings, recruited students to the major, and 

tracked students’ progress toward graduation and into their careers. The administrative and advising 

tasks that Ward performed on behalf of the new program were uncompensated and were performed in 

addition to Ward’s primary duties as a professor of Indo-Pacific Languages29. Chancellor Douglas 

Yamamura confirmed Ward’s contributions to Hawaiian Studies in a memorandum to Dr. Durward Long, 

UH’s new vice-president for academic affairs.   

 
29 The department on Dr. Ward’s UH letterhead was “Department of Indo-Pacific Languages.” 
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Actually and technically, Dr. Ward has been the program’s director for several years in his role as 

chairman of the Hawaiian Studies Program Committee...the Hawaiian Studies Program has had 

official status for some years as one of Manoa’s Special Instructional Programs . . . (Yamamura, 

July 5, 1977) 

The Fight to Establish UH’s Hawaiian Studies Program 

Under Ward’s leadership, the Hawaiian Studies Program gained steadily thanks to professors 

whose interests centered on Hawaiian language, history, and culture and students who wanted to study 

such subjects. However, there were administrators who needed to be persuaded about its value. Thus, 

gaining approval for a distinct Hawaiian Studies program and academic major required persistent 

advocacy by UH faculty, State legislators, Native community leaders, and cultural experts.  

Because Papahana Huli Naʻauao Hawaiʻi (1975) was commissioned by State legislators who 

sought to understand the feasibility of introducing a Hawaiian Studies Program at UH, it appeared that it 

was the program’s original visioning document. However, after studying the full text version of 

Papahana Huli Naʻauao Hawaiʻi (1975)––which cited Ward’s article, The Hawaiian Studies Program 

(1975) and incorporated the data he collected between 1970 and 1977––alongside primary source 

documents from the UH and State Archives, it became clear that Papahana Huli Naʻauao Hawaiʻi (1975) 

was actually the capstone to decades of work contributed to UH by dozens of earlier Native Hawaiian 

advocates, namely the members of The Committee and Ward’s Hawaiian Studies Program Committee. 

During the 1975 State legislative session, elected officials successfully passed H.B. 1724 and S.B. 

1370: “A Bill for an Act Making an Appropriation for Program Plans for a Hawaiian Studies Program,” 

accompanied with an appropriation of $25,000 to generate a study that would assess the feasibility of 

introducing such a program at UH. Despite UH receiving only $10,000, less than half of the legislature’s 
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intended and approved appropriation, two Native Hawaiian researchers: Harriette Holt Joesting and 

John DuPont, accepted the kuleana of producing Papahana Huli Naʻauao Hawaiʻi (1975) report. 

Working expeditiously to meet the legislature’s stipulated deadline requiring UH submit the 

report 20 days before the start of the 1976 legislative session, the pair assembled two working groups: a 

“steering committee30,” comprised of UH personnel who were knowledgeable about UH’s institutional 

commitments to Hawaiian instruction and research, and an “advisory committee31,” comprised of Native 

Hawaiian leaders who focused on identifying hallmarks of a college-level Hawaiian Studies program. 

Among Joesting and DuPont’s working groups were three members of The Committee: Kuulei Ihara, Dr. 

Richard Kekuni Blaisdell, and Dorothy Kahananui Gillett. 

After holding meetings to share their collective vision for a Hawaiian Studies program at UH and 

to analyze data that Ward had collected as its ad hoc director since 1970, the Papahana Huli Naʻauao 

Hawaiʻi (1975) task force members completed a feasibility study that endorsed recommendations that 

were previously generated by The Committee via Yamamura’s Review Committee evaluation (1964) and 

in its long-term projects report (1968). Echoing arguments previously generated by The Committee, the 

Papahana Huli Naʻauao gave compelling, justice-oriented reasons to support its recommendations.  

There is a responsibility which we must recognize and acknowledge to the indigenous culture 

which existed here when all the other groups arrived. The Hawaiian society which thrived then  

 
30 Steering Committee:  Harriette Joesting (Chairperson), Doris Bitner, Dr. Richard Blaisdell, M.D., 
Dorothy Gillett, Larry Kimura, Davianna McGregor, Jack Ward (Joesting & Dupont, 1975, p. 23). 
31 Advisory Committee:  Myron Thompson (Chairperson), Kuulei Ihara (Vice-chairperson), Dr. Richard 
Blasidell, M.D., Dean David Contois, Harriette [sic] Joesting, Rubellite Johnson, Judge Samuel King, Dr. 
George Mills, M. D., Chief Justice William Richardson  (Joesting & Dupont, 1975, p. 23). 
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was seriously disrupted by the arrival of different cultures and values. Although the Hawaiian 

culture has been disrupted and changed, the strength of the culture has enabled it to thrive. 

(Joesting & DuPont, 1975, p. iv). 

The Papahana Huli Naʻauao Hawaiʻi (1975) advocates concluded their feasibility study by 

enumerating a short list of recommendations, saving their weightiest priority for last: 1) a “recognized 

major” (p. 17) in Hawaiian Studies; 2) development of master’s and doctorate degrees in both Hawaiian 

language and Hawaiian Studies; 3) development of a Hawaiian Studies Institute where UH and 

community members could conduct teaching and research of Hawaiian subjects and where personnel 

could be hired on the basis of their cultural expertise rather than academic degrees; and 4) a unique 

department for Hawaiian Studies and that it be “recognized as a program, center, or Institute in its own 

right, and that Hawaiian Studies not be submerged and lost within a larger administrative unit” (Joesting 

& DuPont, 1975, p. 19).  

 After reviewing Papahana Huli Naʻauao Hawaiʻi (1975), State legislators affirmed its 

recommendations quickly. On February 20,1976, representatives Richard C. S. Ho of ʻEwa Beach and 

Akira Sakima of Honolulu introduced H.B. 2791-76, An Act “Making An Appropriation for the Hawaiian 

Studies Program at the University of Hawaii” with a stated purpose “to provide funds for the Hawaiian 

studies program at the University of Hawaii” and that such support be “appropriated out of the general 

revenues of the State of Hawaii.” Sixteen more representatives32 including Benjamin J. Cayetano, who 

would later become America’s first Filipino-American governor, joined Ho and Sakima in signing the bill. 

 
32 Representatives who supported H. B. 2791-76 were: Clarence Y. Akizaki, Benjamin J. Cayetano, Steve 
Cobb, Faith Evans, Richard C. S. Ho, Richard A. Kawakami, Robert Kimura, Ken Kiyabu, Kenneth Lee, 
Tennyson K. W. Lum, Norman Mizuguchi, Lisa Naito, Henry Haalilio Peters, Akira Sakima, Jack K. Suwa, 
Dennis R. Yamada, (and two illegible signatures.)  
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After passing through the Senate on March 7, 1976, H. B. 2791-76 was referred to the Committee on 

Ways and Means to be considered for an appropriation. 

As support for Hawaiian Studies progressed through the State legislature during the spring of 

1976, Dr. Durward Long arrived in Honolulu to serve as UH’s new vice president for academic affairs. 

Primary source data at the UH Archives gathered from reports, letters, memoranda, inter-office routing 

slips, including notes written into the margins by Long and his administrative colleagues, revealed the 

extent to which Long and his colleagues confronted UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates with 

bureaucratic barriers and racist prejudices (D. McGregor, December, 2021, personal communication). 

Long and UH’s academic affairs personnel used their interoffice memoranda to criticize and 

obstruct the tactics that UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates used to pursue their goals. While sending 

a copy of Papahana Huli Naʻauao Hawaiʻi (1975) to her colleague Dewey Kim, Lois Yamanaka used a 

routing slip to disparage Joesting and DuPont’s report. 

This is the one that we kept asking for and never received and later found out that Harriet Joesting 

delivered copies directly to the Legislature. Thus, it was never seen by Manoa Chancellor or Central 

Administration, or Governor. We consider it a “program”, and not [sic] “official university report.” 

(Yamanaka, 1976) 

After agreeing with Yamanaka’s peeve about Joesting submitting her report directly to the 

legislature, Kim questioned whether the Arts and Sciences faculty had followed UH’s formal academic 

proposal procedures. Apparently, Kim’s greatest concern arose out of how UH administrators’ responses 

would be viewed by State legislators who were preparing to pass appropriation bills to establish the new 

program.  

I asked about the status of a formal Hawaiian Studies Program proposal….at their (Arts and 

Sciences) levels at least there is nothing under active consideration. Quite frankly, this comes as 
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a surprise to me. . .. What to do now: I think that Arts and Sciences and Manoa should follow-up 

so that we can report a U.H. position at the next [legislative] session. We would look awfully bad 

if we were asked to testify again, as we probably will, and had to report, “no action subsequent 

to the last session.” (Kim, 1976) 

Despite the 1976 State legislature appropriating significant State funding for the Hawaiian 

Studies Program, Governor Ariyoshi did not release the funds to UH, citing the need to reduce budgets 

across all State agencies. Rather than let the long-anticipated Hawaiian Studies program suffer further 

delays, Dr. Douglas Yamamura, author of The Committee’s evaluation report (1964), had become UH’s 

chancellor. Exercising his administrative authority, Yamamura decided to allocate $25,000 and 1.5 

positions from UH’s existing resources to establish the new Hawaiian Studies program (Testimony on H. 

B. 1332 “Relating to an Appropriation for the Hawaiian Studies Program”, 1977).  

Considering a modest level of institutional support better than a delay, Ward convened the 

Chancellor’s Committee on the Hawaiian Studies Project33, faculty appointed by Yamamura to begin 

screening candidates for the new director position. As Hawaiian Studies’ ad hoc director since 1970, 

Ward took initiative to solicit input from his colleagues in the Hawaiian Studies Program 

Committee34 whose teaching and research activities had formed the basis for the new academic major. 

 
33 Chancellor’s Committee on the Hawaiian Studies Project: John P. Charlot (Religion, Leeward 
Community College), Sheila Conant (General Sciences), Emily Hawkins (Indo-Pacific Languages), Kiyoshi 
Ikeda (Sociology), Pauline Joerger (History), Harriette Joesting, Donald D. Johnson (History), Larry Kimura 
(Indo-Pacific Languages), Abraham Piianaia (Geography), Ricardo Trimillos (Music), Jack Ward (Indo-
Pacific Languages.) (Ward, J. H., 1977, Final Hawaiian Studies Report, p. 4) 
 
34 The HSPC were 36 faculty whose research and teaching centered on Hawaiian history, language, 
culture, arts, and social sciences: Rashid Ahmed (Environmental Studies), Harry V. Ball (Sociology), 
Gordon E. Bigelow (General Science), Robert T. Bobilin (Religion), Dan Burhans (Environmental Studies), 
Hoʻoulu Cambra (Music), Gerald Carr (Botany), David B. Chandler (Sociology), John P. Charlot (Religion, 
Leeward Community College), Sheila Conant (General Science), Peggy De Silva (Environmental Studies), 
Mary E. Des Jarlais (Home Economics), Jerome Feldman (Art), Ben R. Finney (Anthropology), Emily 
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When Ward informed Dean Contois about his colleagues’ priorities, he confirmed their goal to make use 

of the institutional resources Chancellor Yamamura had set aside for Hawaiian Studies.  

Please find attached requests for the establishment of 2 temporary positions in Hawaiian Studies, 

i.e. A Director position and an instructional position. Both positions are ½ time positions.  The 

faculty meeting resolved to proceed immediately on the director’s position so that it would be ‘in 

place’ in January 1977. . .. It will be the main task for spring -- to set up the program. (Ward, 1976)  

Immediately thereafter, members of The Committee and the Papahana Huli Naʻauao Hawaiʻi 

task force spent the first half of 1977 collaborating with Ward to hire the first director of the new 

department. Appreciative of Ward’s efforts as Hawaiian Studies’ first director under Liberal Studies, The 

Committee wrote to Ward to extend him their nomination for the new position. Ward held a personal 

conviction that a Native Hawaiian lead the new department, so he declined The Committee’s 

nomination (J. H. Ward, personal communication, November 15, 2021). Instead, Ward asked Abraham 

Piianaia (A. Piianaia), a respected leader, mānaleo (native speaker) of the Hawaiian language, and 

experienced university lecturer, if he would apply for the job (J. H. Ward, personal communication, 

November 15, 2021). 

When Piianaia assured Ward that he would apply for the position, Ward began working through 

the administrative procedures needed to hire new personnel and to establish new academic programs. 

 
Hawkins (Indo-Pacific Languages), Dorothy Hazama (Education), Irwin Howard (Linguistics), Judson Ihrig 
(Liberal Studies Program), Kiyoshi Ikeda (Sociology), Pauline Joerger (History), Harriette Joesting, Donald 
D. Johnson (History), Rubellite Johnson (Indo-Pacific Languages), E. Alison Kay (Graduate Division), Bacil 
F. Kirtley (English), David Kittelson (Curator, Hawaiian Collection), James Mak (Economics), Davianna 
McGregor-Alegado (Ethnic Studies), Norman Meller (Political Science), Abraham Piianaia (Geography), 
Ralph K. Stueber (Educational Foundations), Ricardo Trimillos (Music), Deborah Waite (Art), Jack H. 
Ward (Indo-Pacific Languages), John Wisnosky (Art). (Ward, J. H., 1977, Final Hawaiian Studies Report, p. 
4) 
 



 

149  

Ward also completed the Hawaiian Studies Program Committee’s final annual report of his seven-year 

tenure and submitted it to Dean Contois. Within this report, Ward conveyed the committee’s budget 

priorities, research and publishing endeavors, and progress on the draft proposal for the bachelor’s 

degree. Ward also used this report to call UH administrators’ attention to a need that they had long 

overlooked: a facility to house the Hawaiian Studies Program.  

As you know, the HSP has been operating out of my office. This has been quite efficient but will 

not be workable for much longer for a number of reasons . . . the amount of equipment and 

supplies . . . far exceeds the space available in this office . . . and) the program needs greater 

visibility than its present location as “subleasee” within the Department of Indo-Pacific 

Languages. Ideally, the project should have three rooms, one for the director, one for the 

secretary and office supplies, and one for conference [sic] room for meetings, projects, resources.  

(Ward, 1977a, p. 2) 

Finally, Ward used this report to express his abiding aloha for the Hawaiian Studies program and its 

current and future value. At the end of his final report, Ward signed his name with the position he held 

at the time: Associate Professor in Hawaiian.  

I feel highly honored to have been nominated. . .. I take considerable satisfaction in the belief 

that this investment of effort has now reached some fruition and that there are now greater 

opportunities for growth and fulfillment of this undertaking in the years ahead. My interest in 

the future of the Hawaiian Studies Program continues unabated because I hold it to be important 

to the University of Hawaii system (both faculty and students) and to the community at large. 

(Ward, 1977a, p. 2) 

While Ward and others worked to prepare for the new program, The Committee spent the 

summer of 1977 asserting its influence on UH’s administration. On July 12, 1977, Donald Kilolani 
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Mitchell, The Committee’s chairperson and Kamehameha Schools’ cultural curriculum specialist, sent a 

letter signed by all of its members35
 to UH’s President Fujio Matsuda urging him to support all 

recommendations articulated by Joesting and DuPont (1975). “We strongly support the Hawaiian 

Studies Program and the recommendations for its establishment as designated in the invaluable 

Hawaiian Studies Program Report, ‘Pahana [sic] Huli Naʻauao’” (Mitchell, 1977).  

On July 15, 1977, Mitchell’s letter was met with a tepid reply from Vice President Durward Long 

rather than its original addressee.   

In [sic] behalf of President Matsuda who is out of the office this week, I should like to 

acknowledge receipt of your letter regarding Hawaiian Studies. The University and the Manoa 

Administrations are supportive of a Hawaiian Studies program although our support should not 

be interpreted to mean agreement with all the recommendations in the report to which you 

refer. (Long, D., 1977a) 

Within the same letter, Long used administrative procedures to dodge endorsements from 

Chancellor Yamamura, Dean Contois, and the State legislature which wanted Hawaiian Studies to 

become a stand-alone department. “This office is awaiting a formal program proposal from the Manoa 

campus. . .. In the meantime, as I understand it, there is a ‘Special Program’36
 that provides students the 

opportunity of an option in Hawaiian Studies” (Long, 1977a).    

 
35 Donald Kilolani Mitchell, Richard K. Blaisdell, Kenneth P. Emory, Dorothy Hazama, Kuulei Ihara, 
Adrienne Kaeppler, Dorothy Kahananui, Abraham Piianaia, Barbara B. Smith.  
   
 
36 The “Special Program” Long referred to was the one Ward built within the College of Arts and 
Sciences.  
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Despite his obstructive tactics, Long did not dissuade UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates. 

Personnel documents at the UH Archives revealed that Ward spent the summer of 1977 working with 

his colleagues on the Chancellor’s Committee and the HSPC, and UH administrators Contois and 

Yamamura to hire a highly-qualified director for Hawaiian Studies. The advertised position description 

listed “Hawaiian Studies Director” as its title and required duties that would make the new leader 

responsible for weighty opportunities and challenges.   

Direct the Hawaiian Studies Program. Assume responsibility of the development of curricular 

offerings dealing with Hawaii in cooperation with various departments . . . promote Hawaiian 

Studies research; coordinate publication and distribution thereof; coordinate University programs 

with community service relating to native Hawaiians. (“Job description for Hawaiian Studies 

director”, para. 2, 1977)  

The position description continued with a list of desirable qualifications: experience in teaching 

and program management, fluency in Hawaiian language, a graduate degree, and experience in 

Hawaiian community relations and research. Despite UH wanting to hire a new leader with a rare set of 

skills, knowledge, and experiences who would be expected to fulfill a demanding set of duties, UH set 

the salary at a half-time rate. Nine educators applied for the job, of which three were interviewed. After 

evaluating the finalists’ qualifications, Ward and his colleagues on the Chancellor’s screening committee 

recommended Abraham Piianaia for the position as he “reflects best qualities of educational leadership 

and executive-administrative skills to oversee steps in moving Hawaiian Studies Program from 

provisional to permanent status...(and) serve as ideal role model for those interested in high quality 

academic work in Hawaiian Studies” (Ward, 1977b).  

Dean Contois conveyed the screening committee’s recommendation to Chancellor Yamamura 

via a memorandum and added a hearty endorsement for A. Piianaia’s hire. As the administrator for Arts 
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and Sciences, Contois used A. Piianaia’s previous experience as a geography lecturer at UH and at 

Stanford University to recommend placing him at the rank of associate professor rather than let him 

accept the position at his current rank: assistant professor. 

When Long received the hiring paperwork from Contois and Yamamura, he raised a concern 

about the position’s title. “It makes sense to assign the responsibility to someone as a primary 

assignment in order to be as expeditious as possible. . .. Whether that person is a ‘director’ is a 

question” (Long, 1977b). Long asserted his authority over the position by accepting Yamamura’s 

recommended candidate on the condition that he be given a diminished title. “This is to . . . permit the 

employment of Abraham Piianaia as Coordinator, Hawaiian Studies Program Development in the College 

of Arts and Sciences, effective September 1, 1977” (Long, 1977c).  

Within his first two weeks on the job, A. Piianaia completed one of the most urgent tasks 

expected of his position: the Proposal for the Hawaiian Studies Program. With a sense of kuleana and a 

friendship forged while serving together on the Chancellor’s Committee on the Hawaiian Studies 

Project, A. Piianaia and Dr. Kiyoshi Ikeda, a UH professor in sociology, drafted a proposal that petitioned 

the Regents for two program improvements: a stand-alone department and a bachelor of arts degree. 

A. Piianaia and Ikeda gave context to their proposal with a chronology of UH’s early Native 

Hawaiian advocacy: 1921 when courses in Hawaiian language commenced; 1968, when a group of 

professors discussed the prospects for a Hawaiian Studies Program; 1970, when Ward and his colleagues 

established the Hawaiian Studies Program Committee; and 1975, when the Papahana Huli Naʻauao 

Hawaiʻi secured legislative funds to establish the Hawaiian Studies Program at UH. 
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A. Piianaia and Ikeda continued by showing the breadth of Hawai‘i-focused teaching and 

research that was already underway at UH.     

This program brings together the shared interests and talents of 70 plus faculty whose courses 

presently are available for the proposed B.A. in Hawaiian Studies. These faculty are joined by over 

93 faculty who also concentrate to some extent on Hawaii and its people. Twenty-five 

departments and programs are represented within this Assembly of faculty and staff. (Piiaiana & 

Ikeda, 1977, p. iii)    

Eight professors and two Native Hawaiian student representatives signed their names37
 to A. 

Piianaia and Ikeda’s proposal and appealed to the Regents for “favorable action on the request to 

enable the Hawaiian Studies Program to become the administrative unit under your oversight for both 

the B. A. Degree Program and for associated projects which are detailed in the proposal” (Piianaia & 

Ikeda, 1977, p. i).  

By the start of A. Piianaia’s second month on the job, a local newspaper announced the new 

program. On October 3, 1977, the Honolulu Star-Bulletin published, “UH to Offer Hawaiian Studies,” to 

which described the ways that Piianaia began his work as the program’s new leader, “Piianaia is working 

with a student-secretary in an office in Porteus Hall, advising students and pulling together courses ʻso 

they can have a logical progression of all things in Hawaiian studies [sic] to meet their needs’” (Altonn, 

1977). The article ended with A. Piianaia’s view of the work before him, “‘the University of Hawaii (is) 

the only institution which can and would develop a fully rounded program in Hawaiian Studies. If it 

doesn’t happen here, it will not happen anywhere.’” (Altonn, 1977, p. 18).  

 
37 John Charlot (Religion), Sheila Conant (General Science), Emily Hawkins (Indo-Pacific Languages), 
Pauline Joerger (History), Donald Johnson (History), Larry Kimura (Indo-Pacific Languages), Ricardo 
Trimillos (Music), Jack Ward (Indo-Pacific Languages), Harriette Joesting (Graduate Student), Sam 
Warner (Undergraduate Students). 
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The Fight to Increase UH’s Native Hawaiian Students and Graduates 

The groundbreaking study, Where Are the Hawaiians (1973), was originally conceived as the 

sabbatical project of UH’s long-time financial aid counselor, Mrs. Katherine Wery. Through an 

introduction by Dr. Walter Nunokawa, Wery formed a research collaboration with a doctoral candidate 

from UH College of Education, Norman Piianaia (N. Piianaia), Abraham Piianaia’s second son (N. Piianaia, 

personal communication, September 17, 2021). When N. Piianaia joined Wery on the project, he 

brought knowledge, skills, and attributes that were yet unmet: quantitative research methods, Hawaiian 

language and cultural practices, and Native Hawaiian representation. 

As they designed and implemented their study, Wery and N. Piianaia demonstrated their sense 

of kuleana to Hawaiʻi’s Native people, culture, and community by engaging Native Hawaiian students 

and leaders as co-researchers, privileging cultural norms, values, and aspirations, and designing inquiry 

to benefit Native peoples. Also, because Wery and N. Piianaia and their co-researchers collected 

responses from a large number of Native Hawaiian students (N = 983) from all existing UH campuses, 

Where are the Hawaiians? (1973) not only provided a robust baseline study of Native Hawaiian student 

success factors at UH, it has not yet been surpassed nearly 50 years later38. 

Wery and N. Piianaia identified the underrepresentation of Native Hawaiian students at 

Hawaiʻi’s flagship campus, UH Mānoa (UH) as a problem in need of investigation. After consulting 1972 

data, the pair of researchers noted that Native Hawaiian students comprised only 4% of UH’s student 

body, despite comprising 17% of Hawai‘I’s population. After serving as a counselor at UH for nearly 20 

 
38 Makuakane-Drechsel’s (2000) dissertation studied a sample of 547 Native Hawaiian degree-seeking 
students attending four UH community colleges on Oʻahu and Malone et al (2019) evaluation report of 
Title III Programs studied a larger group of UH students (N = 1,191), yet their sample was limited to 
participants in Title III grant-funded activities, between 2008 - 2014, and only 57% (n = 678) of their 
respondents were Native Hawaiian. 
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years, Wery likely drew from her students’ experiences to form a hypothesis about Hawaiʻi’s largest and 

oldest university enrolled the smallest percentage of Native Hawaiian students: UH’s leaders lacked the 

will to eliminate Native Hawaiian underrepresentation at its flagship campus. 

Many reasons have been given for the discrepancy between total population and enrollment in 

higher education, but they all boil down to factors which can be changed if enough people want 

them changed. A critical missing link seems to be adequate support and leadership from the 

education establishment. (Wery & Piianaia, 1973, p. 3) 

After analyzing survey responses from Native Hawaiian students from UH’s nine campuses, 

Wery and N. Piianaia (1973) generated four key findings: low-income Native Hawaiians considered 

higher education environments and personnel to be less welcoming than middle-class Native Hawaiians, 

UH’s community colleges were more welcoming than its university campuses, although Native Hawaiian 

students of both genders achieved comparable academic outcomes, Native Hawaiian males felt less 

prepared for college from their high school experience, and low-income Native Hawaiians said their 

peers were less likely to pursue higher education than middle-class Native Hawaiians.  

Wery and N. Piianaia concluded their research by requesting that UH administrators support a 

comprehensive program they designed to increase students’ sense of Hawaiian culture, provide 

scholarships for Hawaiians to pursue graduate school, incorporate cultural concepts into trainings for 

public school teachers and UH personnel, introduce an Equal Opportunity Center at UH, and deliver 

college recruiting activities to districts, schools, and organizations with high concentrations of Native 

Hawaiians. With the exception of the Equal Opportunity Center, beginning in 1973, Wery and N. Piianaia 

took it upon themselves to begin implementing their recommendations through an effort called the 

Hawaiian Students Research Project (HSRP). 
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On Allies and Opponents 

Dr. Harlan Cleveland was serving as UH’s president when Wery’s sabbatical project was 

approved. On January 12, 1973, Cleveland conveyed his familiarity with and support for Native Hawaiian 

community interests with his keynote address delivered to members of The Hawaiian Civic Club of 

Honolulu entitled, ʻOhana and the University. The transcript of Cleveland’s speech indicated that these 

civic club members wanted UH’s leader to explain how his university would support Native Hawaiians’ 

needs and aspirations. Cleveland answered their questions by pointing directly to the HSRP.  

We know from experience that if we concentrate enough brainpower and resources and human 

cooperation and effective administration on an identifiable problem, even a very complicated 

problem, we can find and apply relevant solutions . . .. Some of them are now being identified by 

a special project at the University directed by Kay Wery, called the Hawaiian Students Research  

Project. The purpose of this study is simple and compelling: to discover why there are so 

comparatively few Hawaiians enrolled in the University and what ought to be done about it. 

(Cleveland, 1973, p. 5-6)  

Unfortunately, by December 1973, Wery and the HSRP advocates lost their highest-ranking 

proponent. President Cleveland left UH and in 1974, UH’s Regents appointed Dr. Fujio Matsuda, a 

Hawaiʻi-born Japanese-American WWII combat veteran, as his successor. Committed to secure funds 

that would enable the HSRP work to become a permanent program at UH, Wery submitted a request to 

the State legislature for $59,560 to cover its personnel and operating costs. On February 6, 1974, Hilo’s 

senator and vice-president of the Senate, John Ushijima, introduced Wery’s funding request via S.B. 

2026-74, a bill co-sponsored by six fellow senators, including two Native Hawaiians: Kenneth Brown and 

Dr. George Mills, M.D.  
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 Within the same 1974 legislative session, personnel from UH’s College Opportunity Program 

(COP)––a federal grant initiative designed to deliver college preparation activities to underrepresented 

and underserved high school students––also petitioned State funding for their personnel and 

operations. If successful, COP would no longer have to depend on temporary and competitive Federal 

grants, for their continuation. On February 21, 1974, Senator Francis Wong, chair of the Higher 

Education Committee, introduced S. B. 1838-74 “A Bill for an Act Making an Appropriation for the 

College Opportunity Program, University of Hawaii.”  

Because both the HSRP and COP proposals died during the 1974 session, their sponsors 

anticipated that UH’s representatives from both programs would return to the legislature in the 1975 

session to continue to appeal for State funding. By January 28, 10 days into the 1975 legislative session, 

10 senators39 introduced S.B. 347, “A Bill for an Act Making an Appropriation for the Continuation of the 

Hawaiian Students’ Research Project, University of Hawaii.” Although the Senate Journal records did 

include their rationale, by February 20, 1975, 1540 senators decided to show increased support for the 

HSRP by introducing a second, nearly identical proposal for State funds: S.B. 1034: “A Bill for an Act 

Making an Appropriation for the Continuation of the Hawaiian Students’ Research Project, University of 

Hawaii.” One day later, the Senate moved S.B. 1034 to the Higher Education and Ways and Means 

committees for further consideration.   

 
39 S. B. 347 was introduced by Senator Jean S. King, with support from senators John T. Ushijima, Joseph 
T. Kuroda, Anson Chong, Richard Henderson, Robert S. Taira, John H. Hulten, Donald D. H. Ching, Francis 
A. Wong, and Stanley I. Hara. 
40 S. B. 1034 was endorsed by senators John H. Hulten, Joseph T. Kuroda, Richard Henderson, Henry 
Takitani, Francis A. Wong, Dennis O’Connor, Donald D. H. Ching, Jean S. King, Anson Chong, Robert S. 
Taira, George H. Toyofuku, Mamoru Yamasaki, Patsy K. Young, John T. Ushijima, T. C. Yim. 
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Conversely, on February 25, 1975, nearly one month after 17 senators proposed two bills in 

support of Wery and N. Piianaia’s HSRP, a mere nine senators41 sponsored S.B. 1227, “A Bill for an Act 

Relating to the College Opportunity Act.” One day later, S. B. 1227 moved from the Senate floor to its 

Higher Education and Ways and Means committees, where it died.  

Meanwhile, Wery and N. Piianaia, in their attempts to secure support for the HSRP, did not 

merely focus on the State legislature. In March 1975, Wery and Piianaia published an article in 

Educational Perspectives, a journal published by UHM’s College of Education to increase Hawaiʻi 

educators’ awareness of educational innovations and research from the field. After calling their fellow 

educators’ attention to the harms caused by Native Hawaiian underrepresentation at UH, Wery and N. 

Piianaia (1975) used their conclusion to express frustration with UH’s inaction. Although Wery and 

Piianaia were determined to let their fellow educators know about the vexing problem of Native 

Hawaiians’ underrepresentation at UH and of the strategies they developed to remedy it, their 

Educational Perspectives article indicated that they were also wary of another rejection for the 

legislature.  

We understand it is to be introduced again in 1975. If it passes, we know that we have a 

concept and programs which will make a significant difference for Hawaiians and other 

minority students, and therefore in the State. If it doesn’t pass, the small but committed 

group of participants will continue to push toward the goal of increasing opportunities in 

higher education for the native Hawaiian and others like him. But it will be harder. (Wery 

& Piianaia, 1975, p. 6)   

 
41 S. B. 1227 was introduced by Senator Francis A. Wong, with support from senators Anson Chong, T. C. 
Yim, Jean S. King, Francis A. Wong, John T. Ushijima, George H. Toyofuku, Patsy K. Young, and Joseph T. 
Kuroda. 
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Despite securing increased support from legislators and community stakeholders during the 

1975 session, both bills for the HSRP died in committee. However, Wery and the HRSP advocates 

received some solace when the Senate passed S.B. 535, which stipulated that UH submit an evaluation 

report of the HSRP and submit it prior to the 1976 legislative session. This bill signaled that State 

legislators wanted to know more about the HSRP in anticipation of their next legislative session.  

Back at UH, HSRP advocates benefitted from the unwavering support of two allies within UH’s 

administration. The first, Dr. Douglas Yamamura–the former sociology professor and author of the first 

evaluation study (1964) of The Committee’s first five years–was serving as UH’s chancellor. The second 

was Dr. Walter Nunokawa, the legally astute dean of UH’s College of Continuing Education and 

Community Service, which housed the HSRP.   

Because of his high rank and allyship, native community leaders appealed to Yamamura 

when the 1975 legislative session ended without funds to sustain the HSRP’s work. Winona Rubin, 

chairperson of the Hawaiian Homerule Movement, wrote to Yamamura to convey the need for UH to 

continue the HSRP.  

We hope that you will assert the leadership and authority of your high office in demonstrating 

faith and confidence in our able Hawaiian students, that they may successfully complete their 

higher learning and acquire the necessary credentials for their rightful share of leadership in our 

multi-ethnic Island society. (Rubin, 1975)  

Within two weeks, Yamamura replied to Rubin to convey both his personal sentiments and 

professional commitment to find any viable means to sustain Wery and N. Piianaia’s work. 

I am personally sympathetic to the effort and will do what I can in my professional administrative 

capacity to facilitate its continuation. My enthusiasm is tempered, however, by the realities of 

fiscal austerity at the University. . .. I understand that Dean Ellingson of Student Affairs and Dean 
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Nunokawa of the College of Continuing Education and Community Service are already pursuing 

procedures for the staffing and release of funds for this project (D. Yamamura, 1975). 

Meanwhile, Mrs. Wery spent the summer and fall of 1975 diligently working to complete the 

report requested by the Senate. By November 26, 1975, Dean Nunokawa routed Wery’s report to his 

supervisor, Chancellor Yamamura, for internal review prior to submitting it to the legislature. By way of 

an interoffice memorandum, Nunokawa informed Yamamura of the legal strategy he provided to Wery, 

which involved incorporating language from a recently passed Federal law that extended Native 

Americans’ legal rights and privileges to Native Hawaiians.  

May I direct your attention to Section II, Recommendation–particularly paragraph #2 on page 2. 

It is this legal precedent that I pressed Mrs. Wery to develop in order to avert the dilemma of 

having to propose special programs for all other ethnic groups. Unlike the native Hawaiian all 

others are immigrants or descendants of immigrants whose transported culture will continue, if 

not flourish, in the parent country. Otherwise the report reads straightforward. (Nunokawa, 1975) 

On December 12, 1975, with Wery’s report and Nunokawa’s strategy in hand, Yamamura routed 

his memorandum to his superiors: Vice President Durward Long and President Fujio Matsuda, to affirm 

his support for UH continuing the HSRP, requesting State funding to sustain the program, and placing 

the HSRP within Nunokawa’s community-focused college rather than under Student Affairs. Yamamura 

also used this memorandum to inform his bosses that he was ready and willing to produce the requisite 

92 copies of Wery’s report for routing to the legislature, once they completed their review.  

Hearing nothing from Long and Matsuda, on February 6, 1976, Yamamura took initiative to 

express his support for the HSRP more assertively to President Matusda. 

Reference is made to my transmittal memorandum dated December 12, 1975, in which I endorsed 

the “continuation of support for this project in our public service program currently under CCECS.” 
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. . .Please let me know what action has been taken with respect to obtaining supplemental 

appropriations to continue the project for 1976 - 77. (Yamamura, 1976)  

While I could not find any causal relationship between Yamamura’s persistent and insistent 

memoranda and Vice President Long’s response, documents at the UH Archives revealed that by 

February 11, 1976, his staff was actively reviewing Wery’s three-page program summary of the ‘Ohana 

Workshops’ format, participants, and textbooks. In fact, Long would submit Wery’s documents as 

“Attachment D” within a packet that used to support the testimony he gave against the HSRP on 

February 24, 1976. 

Two weeks after the legislative session opened, Long’s staff was reacting to Wery’s report to the 

legislature. During the evening of February 11, 1976, David Robb, UH’s director of the grant-funded 

College Opportunity Program, delivered a three-page critique of Wery’s report to Peter T. Dyer, one of 

Long’s staff members in Academic Affairs.  

I have done a quick and dirty reading of Kay’s report/funding request, her research study 

‘Where are the Hawaiians’ and a couple of other things and have come to the following 

conclusions. Overall I would say that the December 1, 1975 report seems rather confused and 

somewhat deficient in its lack of specificity. (Robb, 1976, p. 1) 

After noting Robb’s admittedly hasty review of Wery’s report, I saw that it bore no resemblance 

to an academic peer review. Robb began his critique with a comment that was adversarial and 

uncollegial, “This may sound picky, but, in the third paragraph is made to…an evaluation and in fact no 

evaluation was ever done to my knowledge” (Robb, 1976, p. 1). Then, instead of supporting his 

arguments with academic research, Robb drew upon his personal views to to diminish and refute the 

value of a program designed to support the needs of Hawaiʻi’s Native people, “With regards to the 

project’s outreach to the Hawaiian community, what is the Hawaiian community?” (Robb, 1976, p. 1). 
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Robb continued his response to Dyer by questioning the cultural revitalization efforts that were highly 

visible and vocal in Hawaiʻi during the 1970s. “‘Culture’ is another way of defining the problem but I 

think it is widely recognized that the existence of traditional Hawaiian culture is somewhat 

questionable” (Robb, 1976, p. 3).   

Robbʻs critique also revealed that he studied cultural differences by reading eugenics-oriented 

texts. 

I am likewise confused by the definition of “Hawaiian.” I have read several anthropological tracts 

which deal with varying theories of racial identification by blood typing. It has been found for 

example that Marquesan islanders seem to share a propensity for common blood types and Rh 

factors. So much for blood. (Robb, 1976, p. 3). 

After gathering and analyzing Robb’s writings, I saw that his prejudices were not limited to 

Native Hawaiians. Despite benefiting from free use of the UH campus which hosted his COP program, 

Robb did not think well of UH students’ academic abilities. 

The research on the retention of Hawaiian students in college is too shortsighted and seems not 

to take into account public school graduates nor [sic] students who matriculate on the mainland 

(The University of Hawaii system may actually be getting the least academically prepared students 

anyhow.)  (Robb, 1976, p. 2). 

 Most importantly, Robb’s three-page critique of Wery’s report and the HSRP program design 

revealed both his professional self-interests and educational priorities. Robb opposed programs 

designed to serve specific ethnic groups because they force personnel to compete for limited resources. 

Regardless of events that caused certain groups to suffere discrimination and trauma at levels that 

warrant curative remedies, Robb wholy rejected the need for such programs.    
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I think it might be an unwise precedent to set up college level programs to service students 

utilizing an ethnic criteria [sic]. I have a number of friends who have worked in the California State 

University System EOP programs and many of them rue the day they started playing minority 

politics. The ultimate result is simply that programs with special minority group focus proliferate 

and begin competing with each other for available funds. Its [sic] a suicidal game, especially in 

tight money years…. (Robb, 1976, p. 2) 

As Robb neared his conclusion, he restated his biases against ethnicity-based programs.  

The simple fact of the matter is that the University should provide assistance to any student who 

is experiencing difficulty irregardless [sic] of ethnicity. Likewise the university should create 

programs of study dealing with differing cultural groups simply because it is a UNIVERSity. (Robb, 

1976, p. 3) 

Robb ended his critique by attempting to sway Dyer and his colleagues in the academic affairs office 

toward supporting programs like COP.  

We have ethnic studies, . . . we have unique foreign language offerings, . . . we have a Hawaiian 

studies major, we have TRIO, we have COP, we have financial aids, we have, we have, we have. I 

have worked on this all last night and today and I’m getting tired. (Robb, 1976, p. 3) 

Dyer spent only one day with Robb’s critique before he submitted a six-page critique of Wery’s 

report to Vice President Long. The routing slip that Dyer attached to his critique suggested that he was 

looking for more evidence to diminish the HSRP, “I am still gathering information…but in the meantime 

this first draft will at least give you some more specific information if questions do come up. I’ll update 

the draft when I have found out more” (Dyer, 1976).  

Analysis of Dyer’s critique revealed that he merely translated Robb’s prejudices and professional 

interests into the vernacular used by academic bureaucrats. First, Dyer dismissed the fact that the HSRP 
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welcomed all interested students into their program and emphasized that COP was designed to serve 

underserved students regardless of ethnicity, “The Trio [sic] project and the College Opportunities 

Program appear well equipped to help in accomplishing these objectives. While they don’t single out 

Hawaiians, they do seek to help disadvantaged students to adjust to and succeed...” (Dyer, 1976, p. 2). 

Second, Dyer reiterated Robb’s “picky” criticism that Wery failed to produce an evaluation as stipulated 

by S.B. 535, “(it is) most emphatically not an evaluation…rather it is a proposal for a program” (Dyer, 

1976, p. 4). Third, Dyer criticized Wery’s program design and research skills, “My own observation is that 

Mrs. Wery was very selective in what she chose to recognize as problem areas” (Dyer, 1976, p. 5). 

Before ending his critique of Wery’s report, Dyer brazenly questioned the constitutionality of a 

program designed to support Native Hawaiians, despite being fully aware of the State of Hawaiʻi 

Attorney General’s affirmative opinion on the question sent to UH on December 2, 1975. Basing his 

opinion on the U.S. Congress recent ratification of the Native American Programs Act of 1974, Title VIII 

of Public Law 93-644, Deputy Attorney General Tany S. Hong affirmed the constitutionality of UH 

awarding Hawaiian scholarships to Hawaiian students, “It is our opinion that it would now be 

constitutionally permissible for the University to administer racially restricted scholarships if they are 

limited to and established for the purposes of providing financial assistance to students of Hawaiian 

ethnicity only” (Hong, T. S., 1975). 

Instead of accepting the Attorney General’s response as to the constitutionality of the Hawaiian 

scholarships question, Dyer chose to question its validity, “The question of constitutionality of a State 

funded program which focuses on a single ethnic group to the exclusion of others needs to be reviewed 

although there is precedent for it” (Dyer, 1976, p. 5). I noted Dyer’s disregard for the attorney general’s 

affirmative decision with his decision to attach a copy of the opinion to the critique he submitted to  
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Long. In turn, Long included Hong’s opinion as “Attachment B” in the packet submitted to the House 

Higher Education Committee with his testimony. Dyer ended his critique of Wery’s report with an 

insidious request. 

Should the program be funded, it would seem quite inappropriate to locate it in CCECS…My own 

inclination would be to use existing University mechanisms (e.g., Trio and/or COP and the College 

of Education) to accomplish the objectives. . .. Let the student target be potential Manoa-going 

students. (Dyer, 1976, p. 6) 

Dyer spent the next nine days expanding his six-page critique into a nine-page document that he 

submitted to Long, entitled, “Evaluation of the Hawaiian Students Research Project.” By retitling his 

document, it appeared that Dyer hoped to convince legislators that Long and his colleagues met their 

expectations for an evaluation, despite completely lacking the content typically expected of an 

evaluation study.  

In his expanded “Evaluation” document, Dyer presented each of the HSRP’s four program 

objectives by quoting them verbatim from Wery’s report. Next, Dyer added anecdotal assessments of 

each objective, which he organized into “Assumptions” versus “Facts,” however, he did not support his 

claims with either literature or data. Finally, Dyer dealt his most lethal blow to the HSRP by using UH’s 

budget constraints by depriving Native Hawaiians on Hawaiʻi, Maui, Kauaʻi, Molokaʻi, and Lānaʻi of 

receiving the benefit of HSRP’s admissions and financial aid assistance, “Extension to the neighbor 

islands should be curtailed until the ʻOhana methodology is shown to have value which is lasting” (Dyer, 

1976, p. 9). 

The influence that Robb and Dyer’s arguments had on UH’s decision-makers was evident in the 

testimony Long gave to the House Higher Education Committee on February 24, 1976. Given the tone 

and content of Long’s testimony, it had to have been painful for Wery, N. Piianaia, their student co-
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researchers, and Native community leaders to hear President Matsuda’s representative deliver UH’s 

opposition to the long-awaited and hard-fought request for State funds to continue the HSRP.  

First, Long began his testimony with disingenuous support for the HSRP, then quickly and craftily 

began to set the stage for the program he and his academic affairs subordinates actually wanted to 

sustain. Long’s tactic consisted of raising doubts about the efficacy of the HSRP. 

The University supports the goals set out in the bill for the Hawaiian Students Research Project 

and in fact has many different programs attempting to meet those goals. We are grateful for 

Legislative endorsement of those goals and would like to recommend that the total effort of the 

University be viewed as assisting in accomplishing them. We do not believe at this time there is 

sufficient evidence to warrant continuing this effort as a separate program. (Long, 1976, p. 1) 

Next, Long complained that UH administrators did not have sufficient time to review Wery’s 

report, “We regret that time pressures did not allow the administration and other faculty to review the 

report that you received concerning the Hawaiian Students Research Project” (Long, 1976, p. 1). Given 

the previously discussed documentary evidence found at the UH Archives, Long either forgot or omitted 

the fact that Chancellor Yamamura sent notification and copies of Wery’s report to Long’s office in 

December 1975.  

As he continued his testimony, Long parroted both Robb and Dyer’s critique of the format of 

Wery’s report and reminded the lawmakers that while they had asked for an evaluation of the HSRP, he 

considered Wery’s report to be a proposal. 

Under the provisions of S.B. 535 the report was supposed to be an evaluation of the project and 

its effects. . .. Unfortunately, the report is more of a proposal for continued funding than it is an 

evaluation and it does not tell you how much success if any [sic] has been achieved after three 

years of operation. (Long, 1976, p. 1). 
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Then, to substantiate UH’s opposition to funding the HSRP, Long’s fact pattern echoed Robb and 

Dyer’s arguments in support of the Federally-funded COP program. Instead of stating that UH would 

respect the State’s fiscal austerity measures by declining any new allocations, Long seized the hearing 

set aside for the HSRP and inserted a new request: permission for UH administrators to exercise 

discretion over where the funds could go.   

On the other hand, if the Legislature in its judgment decides to appropriate funds to assist in the 

achievement of the goals specified and such funds are allocated by the Executive, we should like 

to request your concurrence to use these funds to begin to coordinate and relate the several 

programs now devoted to these objectives… (Long, 1976, p. 3). 

The transcript of Long’s testimony showed that he concluded by restating UH’s position that opposed 

State funds to sustain the HSRP.  

We do not at this time request funds for a separate program entity to accomplish these 

purposes until the more critical instructional and community service funding needs are 

proposed in the 1975-77 budget and approved by the Legislature are met (Long, 1976, p. 3-4) 

Long Hidden: The End of the Beginning 

 Reaction from the Native Hawaiian community to Long’s testimony came swiftly and assertively. 

From the earliest stages of developing the HSRP, Wery and N. Piianaia had involved Native Hawaiian 

community leaders as advisors and collaborators. These relationships enabled Wery and N. Piianaia to 

deliver the HSRP’s activities through their network of partners at schools, communities, churches, 

homestead associations, non-profit organizations, and municipal departments with relative ease.  

On March 2, 1976, Whitney Anderson, president of the Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs, 

wrote to Chancellor Yamamura in support of UH continuing the HSRP. Rather than convey his personal 

sentiments, Anderson sent Yamamura tangible evidence of hundreds of Native Hawaiians’ support for 
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the HSRP via a resolution that was unanimously adopted by delegates at the 18th Annual Convention of 

the Association of Hawaiian Civic Clubs on February 7, 1976. In this resolution, the convention delegates 

stated their support for the HSRP with a clause that proved that its activities were making a positive 

impact in Native communities.  

Workshops have involved scores of educators, students, parents, and interested citizens 

concerned about the education of Hawaiian youth from kindergarten through graduate school. . 

.. The Hawaiian Students Research Project has encouraged more persistent pursuit by Hawaiian 

students for all types of financial aids. (Anderson, 1976). 

Wary of UH’s administrators’ discretion over funds intended for the HSRP, Margaret and Peter 

Apo Sr., two politically astute community leaders from Waiʻanae42, Oʻahu, sent separate protests 

directly to Hawaiʻi’s chief executive: Governor George Ariyoshi. In her letter, Mrs. Apo, chair of the 

Waiʻanae Hawaiian Civic Club, stated her members’ sentiments firmly, “We would also like to express 

our sincere hope that these funds will be used by the University specifically for this worthwhile and 

commendable project” (M. Apo, 1976).  

On that same day, Margaret’s husband, who was serving as the Waiʻanae Neighborhood Board 

chairperson, sent a letter to Governor Ariyoshi to convey the frank and explicit expectations of his fellow 

Waiʻanae residents. 

We are particularly concerned about the fact that while the requested $68,000 has been included 

in the supplementary budget, there is the possibility that these funds could be routed to other 

University programs purportedly designed to achieve the same goals. . .. So many well meaning 

educational programs designed to help todays [sic] Hawaiian strive for and achieve higher 

 
42 The rural, westernmost district on Oʻahu, known for having one of the largest populations and 
concentrations of Native Hawaiians. 



 

169  

education are contained within the academic community and fail to reach the primary target 

group they are designed to serve. We ask your support in insuring [sic] that the allocated funds 

reaches [sic] the designated project and does [sic] not fall victim to a funding shuffle within the 

University Administration. It would be unfair to those of us who fought for this bill in the face of 

negative University Administration testimony. (Apo, P., 1976)  

Among the documents reviewed at the UH Archives, I found a letter addressed to three 

Hawaiian community leaders who had protested UH’s opposition to the HSRP: Margaret Apo, Peter Apo, 

and Whitney Anderson. With a header stating: “DRAFT – June 10, 1976, by Dr. Durward Long” and a 

footer showing a carbon copy to President Matsuda, it became clear that the response these three 

Native Hawaiian community leaders and HSRP advocates received was written by Durward Long instead 

of from Governor Ariyoshi.  

Besides engaging in a deceitful form of ghost-writing, Long’s decision to respond to three Native 

Hawaiian leaders of three distinct Native-serving civic organizations via a single letter indicated Long’s 

disregard for the roles and respect they garnered within their communities. While speaking in the veiled 

voice of the governor, Long included a provision that would permit what he, Robb, and Dyer wanted to 

achieve from the start: the ability to direct funds to other programs, including COP.   

My administration has determined that fiscal responsibility requires that allocations to State 

institutions and agencies be reduced. . .. In taking this action I have authorized the University 

appropriate flexibility in meeting this stringent reduction….some programs not covered by 

supplemental bills may have to be reduced or eliminated, and few – if any can be expanded. (Long, 

1976)  

As Long ended Governor Ariyoshi’s draft response to the Native community leaders, he 

suggested two alternatives that likely would have proved disastrous for Native Hawaiian students: have 
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them participate in programs designed for underserved students or deliver the HSRP activities from a 

State agency outside UH. 

The University now has more than a dozen programs that focus on these objectives, many of 

which give considerable attention to the needs of Hawaiian students. These programs also need 

additional funds to serve better more citizens . . .. It has been suggested that the community 

service aspect of the program be located in some other State agency so as to protect that  

function. This idea may be worthy of exploration by you and your colleagues. (Long, 1976)   

The 1976 legislative session ended without any State appropriations for UH’s HSRP or COP programs. 

Discussion 

As I organized the key findings that emerged from this study’s unique blend of moʻokūʻauhau 

and archival methods, I reflected on Dr. Julie Kaomea’s prescient warning about erasures. Kaomea’s 

contributions to Indigenous and Native Hawaiian scholarship have been distinguished by blending 

Native epistemologies with Western research methods to restore and reconsider what has been 

ignored, suppressed, or erased from extant historiographies. Pioneering Indigenous activist-researcher 

Linda Smith explains why historiographies about Native peoples, particularly those written by non-

Native authors, are rife with errors and omissions. “History is mostly about power. It is the story of the 

powerful and how they became powerful, and then how they use their power to keep them in positions 

in which they can continue to dominate others” (Smith, 2012, p. 35). When non-Native authors tell 

stories involving Native peoples, whose accomplishments should we expect to be celebrated? Unless 

Native peoples tell our own stories, we should not expect those in power will do it for us.   

Because disparities among Hawaiʻi’s university graduates have been wide and persistent 

without explanations for their root causes, this study considered how erasures of UH’s early Native 

Hawaiian advocates from its extant historiographies and dominant texts may have contributed to those 
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gaps. Although inquiry designed to correlate erasures of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates from 

historical texts with educational attainment disparities is exploratory and speculative, at best, it allowed 

me to explore and generate insights that warrant consideration. 

The first erasure I investigated focused on the ways that Native Hawaiians contributed to 

establishing UH. All five non-Native men who published books about UH history credited missionaries, 

immigrants, and two non-Natives, namely, Wallace Farrington and William Kwai Fong Yap, with spurring 

the need for public higher education in Hawaiʻi. Further, these authors identified a combined total of 11 

Native Hawaiians legislators, ranging from one by Wist (1940) to nine by Kamins and Potter (1998) and 

characterized the Native Hawaiian legislators’ contributions as merely passing bills for UH written by 

White men between their chambers. While writing about the first Territorial legislature in 1901, only 

Kittelson (1966) and Kamins and Potter (1998) made passing reference to the North Kona citizens who 

submitted a petition for a university and only Kittleson (1966) accounted for citizens from both Molokaʻi 

and North Kona asked the first Territorial government for a public university. 

My research revealed the presence of 115 Native Hawaiian men from dozens of districts across 

six islands who not only launched the earliest advocacy for a liberal, tuition-free university in Hawaiʻi, 

but who also had to sustain such efforts for 29 years because of competing racist and economic 

interests arising from missionary descendants and plantation owners. The earliest of these Native 

Hawaiian men was Luther Kanealii, a representative from Maui and Molokaʻi who introduced a bill for “a 

college for Hawaiians” in 1892, 91 tax-paying voters from rural districts on Hawaiʻi and Molokaʻi who 

signed petitions for comprehensive and tuition-free university in 1901, and 23 Native Hawaiian 

lawmakers who drafted and voted on bills to establish Hawaiʻi’s land-grant college starting in 1901, and 

who persisted in that effort until they achieved their goal of a comprehensive university in 1921. 
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The second erasure I examined centered on how UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates created 

a foundation upon which future Native Hawaiian advocacy at UH could be built. Two sets of 

contemporary Native Hawaiian advocates at UH: Ke Au Hou (2012) and Hawaiʻi Papa O Ke Ao (2012), 

respectively, who articulated UH’s aspirational goals of becoming a “Hawaiian place of learning” (Ke Au 

Hou, 2012, p. 4) and “the model indigenous-serving institution in the state and the nation” (HPOKA, 

2012, p. 2), credited Kaʻū (1986) UH’s first “all-Hawaiian task force” (Kaʻū, 1986, p. iii) as its earliest 

predecessor. 

Detailed analysis of Where Are the Hawaiians (1973) and Papahana Huli Naʻauao (1975) 

indicated that their members totaled 65 people––Native Hawaiians and non-Natives, university 

personnel and community members, faculty members and students––whom the Kaʻū Task Force 

members called their “pohaku kihi paʻa, the solid cornerstone, for the Hawaiian Studies Center” (Kaʻū, 

1986, p. iv). Locating erasures of this magnitude motivated me to research primary source records at the 

UH Archives to begin restoring the presence of advocates who should rightfully be credited with working 

to establish Hawaiian Studies and Native student support programs at UH. 

When the records specialist at the UH Archives brought me a cart loaded with boxes related to 

Where Are the Hawaiians (1973) and Papahana Huli Naʻauao (1975), I saw a file with a name and dates 

that I did not recognize: “UH Committee for the Preservation and Study of Hawaiian Language, Art, and 

Culture.” At first, I did not think that documents dating back to 1959 would be pertinent to the Native 

Hawaiian advocacy that took place during the early 1970s, but as I looked through their records, I 

realized that my erroneous presumption was caused by the complete and long-standing erasure of The 

Committee’s presence from texts that discussed the history of UH’s Native-serving programs. After 

analyzing records including The Committee’s members, memoranda, meetings, reports and 

recommendations, I realized that it was this body of early Native Hawaiian advocates who generated the 
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first sets of priorities, budgets, recommendations, program proposals, and personnel requests related to 

UH’s efforts to establish teacher training, academic majors, graduate degrees, funded research, and 

student scholarships in both Hawaiian Studies and Hawaiian Language. 

Further, The Committee did not limit their advocacy to campus personnel but submitted their 

demands to the UH president and regents, as well as to State legislators and to the governor. The 

Committee members often deftly cited Hawaiʻi’s laws and constitution to argue that UH had both legal 

and moral obligations to adopt their recommendations. Although The Committee’s members changed 

over its 18 years, the nature of their advocacy was consistent throughout: unwavering and unapologetic 

commitments to increasing the cultural well-being of Native Hawaiians and of Hawaiʻi through programs 

delivered by UH. The fact that such a long-standing and consequential entity was erased from all of UH’s 

extant historiographies and Native Hawaiian task force reports reminded me of the ways my elders told 

stories, often repeatedly, within earshot of us children. “Moʻolelo carry lessons across generations. 

Hawaiians told teaching stories, not because everyone followed them, but because some did not” 

(Vaughan, 2018, p. 9). 

Conclusion 

Fifty years ago, Katherine Wery and Norman Piianaia were likely unassuming figures at UH. This 

pair of pioneering researchers and early Native Hawaiian advocates were, respectively, just one of its 

counselors and doctoral candidates. However, Wery and N. Piianaia became central figures within my 

doctoral journey because they were not only first to problematize the underrepresentation of Native 

Hawaiians at Hawaiʻi’s oldest and largest university, but they were also first to tell UH administrators 

that they had a moral obligation to eliminate such disparities.  

As I learned more about Wery and N. Piianaia’s advocacy, it was evident that they were not 

content to sit quietly in their offices. Instead, Wery and N. Piianaia did the work of soliciting Native 



 

174  

Hawaiians students and community members’ needs and aspirations and used their recommendations 

to challenge the UH administration to finally deliver positive results for Native Hawaiians.      

We are determined not to fall into the academic-intellectual trap of prolonged research-delayed 

action of too many social science research endeavors. From both spoken and implied challenges 

of many of our respondents, students, educators, and community people we know they are 

watching to see whether the University is engaged “in just one more study about the Hawaiians 

to be filed next to all the others” or whether we intend to act. (Wery & Piianaia, 1973, p. 37) 

Because UH’s first Native Hawaiian-focused support program, Wery and N. Piianaia’s Hawaiian 

Students Research Project (HSRP), produced promising outcomes, I questioned why they were not 

acknowledged in UH’s recent Native Hawaiian task force reports. Their lack of presence in the more 

recent Native Hawaiian advocacy reports moved me to look for them and others like them, who did the 

bold, barrier-breaking work of first demanding that Hawaiʻi’s government establish a university, and 

later, that it introduce programs to benefit its Indigenous people.  

Then, after finding the names and contributions of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates, I 

wondered if their descendants knew about the courage, conviction, and aloha they fought with to bring 

about the university and its Native-serving programs we see today? I also wondered how UH’s 

contemporary Native Hawaiian leaders would feel about their strategic plans if they knew that the 

precedents they consulted were incorrect, incomplete, and erased? 

As my efforts to find UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates come to an end, I feel moved to 

continue telling their stories. I hope others will join me in celebrating their vision, presence, and 

perseverance because it is because of them that we have 10 UH campuses that offer degrees in 

Hawaiian Studies and language, Native Hawaiian centers and gardens, library collections focused on 
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Hawaiian-Pacific scholarship, and students and faculty who publish research aligned with Native 

Hawaiian worldviews and aspirations. 

Current and future endeavors in Native Hawaiian advocacy would benefit from research that 

restores the presence of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates and that celebrates their contributions to 

Hawaiʻi’s oldest and largest university. Generating more accurate and complete narratives that restore 

the presence of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates among its institutional moʻolelo and 

moʻokūʻauhau of Native Hawaiian advocates is both culturally and academically pono. Most importantly, 

knowing their names and stories will certainly generate different, and likely better, future outcomes, 

that offer the potential that historic disparities among UH’s Native Hawaiian students and Hawaiʻi’s 

university graduates might eventually become part of its past.  
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ARTICLE THREE 

KE ALA ʻIKE (THE KNOWLEDGE PATH):  

A NATIVE HAWAIIAN’S RESPONSE TO INSPIRE COLLEGE DEGREE ATTAINMENT 

 

Silva, A-A. (2020). Ke Ala ʻIke (The Knowledge Path): A Native Hawaiian’s response to inspire 

college degree attainment. Journal of Applied Research in the Community College, 27(2), 64-80. 

 

The Ke Ala ʻIke Program was introduced in 2009 as Leeward Community College’s (LCC) first 

scalable, sustainable, and inclusive strategy designed to increase Native Hawaiian students’ enrollment, 

persistence, graduation, and university transfer rates. I conceived of the program’s design while 

interviewing for LCC’s Native Hawaiian Student Support Coordinator position. When the screening 

committee asked me how I would approach increasing Native Hawaiian student success outcomes, I 

described activities that were inspired by the process I observed my mother working to complete to 

earn the privilege of becoming a kumu hula.   

As I offered my response to the committee, I did my best to describe memories of my mother 

putting forth her best intentions and abilities toward producing the instruments, garments, and 

adornments needed to complete her training. Although I was a young child at the time, the portrait of 

14 newly initiated kumu hula standing tall and proud in stunning saffron kīhei, made an indelible 

impression on me. After committing a significant portion of their lives to the study of traditional hula, 

oli, mele, ceremony, and instrument making, then submitting to rigorous examinations and evaluations 

by their esteemed kumu hula, Maiki Aiu Lake and a number of her kumu hula, made me think that a 

comparably relevant and purposeful framework could be used to inspire and support Native Hawaiians 

toward earning a college degree. 
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Including this peer-reviewed journal article that resulted from a summative program evaluation 

of Leeward Community College’s (LCC) Ke Ala ʻIke Program allows me to fulfill two objectives that I 

established for my dissertation. First, producing a culturally responsive program evaluation fulfills an 

important obligation to meaningfully assess the quality and effect of LCC’s first scalable and State-

funded Native-serving support program. Second, completing a study that involved Native stakeholders 

as co-evaluators and shared evaluation findings with Native communities helps me fulfill the hallmarks 

of Indigenous evaluation methods. 

Graham Hingangaroa Smith and Linda Tuhiwai Smith, leaders in Indigenous research and 

transformative schooling, argue that conducting assessments to gather relevant data and addressing 

what is revealed in the data are essential activities toward producing transformative benefits. 

Given existing and disproportionate levels of Indigenous crisis, there is a need to accent 

transforming outcomes. The critical question that surfaces is “What changes as a result 

of what we are doing?” We need to be not just intentional but accountable for practical 

and tangible outcomes. … Importantly, what positive changes are there for Māori as a 

result of your engagement? . . . There is a need to move beyond the reproduction of the 

status quo and develop meaningful transformative outcomes (Smith, G.H., & Smith, L. T., 

2018, p. 24) 

After reviewing the quantitative and qualitative data evaluating the Ke Ala ʻIke Program, my 

team arrived at four recommendations to guide the program’s future endeavors: 

● Scale out and sustain the program 

● Add the Ke Ala Ike Program to the LCC Honors Program as one of the ways students could earn 

“Graduation with Honors” on their transcript 



 

190  

● Recruit participants strategically, focusing on enrolling students who are new, first-generation, 

low-income, and/or culturally disconnected; and 

● Use data (e.g., quotes, photos, videos, charts) from program participants and completers to 

develop the program’s marketing materials. 

To achieve the second objective, I set for the Ke Ala ʻIke Program evaluation, I created a 

PowerPoint slideshow to share our team’s findings with organizations in the Native Hawaiian 

community with whom I had partnered while serving as LCC’s Native Hawaiian Student Support 

Coordinator. Although the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic complicated scheduling and coordinating 

presentations in the Native Hawaiian community, I was able to offer presentations to two 

predominantly Native Hawaiian audiences: UH Mānoa’s Indigenous Health Seminar (Public Health 635) 

in September 2020 and UH Mānoa’s Lāhui Hawaiʻi Research Center Student Conference in March 2021. 

 With our shared interests in measuring and eliminating disparities that Native Hawaiians 

commonly suffer from, I was eager to partner with Dr. Mapuana Antonio, UH’s lead professor for Native 

Hawaiian & Indigenous Health Specialization Office of Public Health Studies, in this Indigneous 

evaluation study. Dr. Antonio teaches Public Health 635, a graduate course designed to equip future 

public health providers, policy makers, and advocates to study health outcomes with an understanding 

of Indigenous values, cultural practices, and worldviews. Dr. Antonio’s department aims to improve 

health and wellness among Indigenous people and communities through culturally responsive strategies 

and research.  

Prior to her work at UH-Mānoa, Dr. Antonio taught undergraduate psychology at Leeward 

Community College (LCC) and had participated in the Ke Ala ʻIke Program hōʻike panels and kīhei-tying 

ceremonies. Her experience and expertise led me to invite Dr. Antionio to serve as a Ke Ala ʻIke Program 

evaluation team member. Given my previous collaborations with Dr. Antonio and her students’ career 



 

191  

aspirations, I greatly appreciated the opportunity to share my published article with her graduate 

students. One of the comments that a seminar student shared with Dr. Antonio validated the objectives 

I had for including it within my dissertation.  

The most important thing that I took away from this conversation was to follow your 

passions and create the program that you feel would benefit your community. … I would 

like to implement a culturally based program within my community to improve health and 

well-being for Native Hawaiians. I hope that many more students who are studying public 

health are interested in creating programs to uplift our people through education, health, 

justice, nutrition, policy and all other kinds of different fields. (Antonio, M., personal 

communication, November 16, 2020)    

Next, when UH’s Hawaiʻinuiākea School of Hawaiian Knowledge decided to offer the Lāhui 

Hawaiʻi Research Center Student Conference virtually in March 2021, my article was accepted for 

presentation. During the question-and-answer portion of my session, a Native Hawaiian mother of a 

high school student asked whether LCC promotes the Ke Ala ʻIke Program to high schools because she 

felt her son would be interested in attending if he knew such a program existed. This mother’s insights 

confirmed one of the evaluation team’s recommendations regarding strategically recruiting new 

participants.  

These examples of feedback received from Native Hawaiian community members affirmed my 

decision to include the evaluation of the Ke Ala ʻIke Program among my dissertation studies. Including 

my published article here allows me to disseminate lessons learned from the Program to Indigenous 

education advocates, researchers, practitioners, and decision-makers who share my interest in 

increasing Native college success outcomes. 
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CONCLUDING COMMENTARY 

 

There is urgency in overthrowing the existing circumstances of marginal access, 

participation, retention, and success by bringing more focus on transformative outcomes 

and more evidence of its impact on the well-being and flourishing of Indigenous and other 

socially excluded communities. . .. Such attention may require structural change that 

engages at the level of economics, ideology and power. (Smith & Smith, 2018, p. 10) 

 

Nine years after taking my first course in the Ph.D. in Education program, I realize that the 

insights that originally inspired me to pursue this dissertation, also sustained me through the arduous 

and seemingly endless tasks needed to complete it. When I analyzed Richard, Clarissa, and Samuel 

Armstrongs’ bigoted comments about Native Hawaiians’ language and work habits, and eventually 

found connections between their personal prejudices and educational policies they worked to 

implement across Hawaiʻi schools, I saw my mother and great-grandmother struggling to raise their 

children without the degrees, careers, and earnings they deeply desired for themselves. I read 

documents that confirmed the presence of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates who fought valiantly 

and persistently to establish the University of Hawaiʻi and its Native-serving programs, yet who were 

erased from its historiographies and reports. In those documents, I heard my students’ complaints about 

UH personnel, policies, and practices that impeded their ability to learn, grow, graduate, and thrive. 

Finally, when I worked with a team of stakeholders to evaluate Leeward Community College’s first 

scalable, sustainable, inclusive, and barrier-free program designed to increase Native Hawaiians’ ability 

to enroll, persist, graduate, transfer, and prepare for fulfilling careers, I recalled my baseline data (Table 

1, p. 4) that revealed a jarring 43,000 person gap between the ethnic group with the smallest proportion 
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of university graduates in Hawaiʻi (Native Hawaiian) and the one with the largest proportion of 

graduates (White). Stated more plainly, the personal and professional experiences that first inspired me 

to dive deeply into pursuing answers to my research questions, ended up being the very ones that 

carried me through the countless barriers, challenges, and heartaches that I experienced while trying to 

complete them. 

As the end of my dissertation journey nears, I offer key insights from my research in the hopes 

that they might both inspire and sustain future Native Hawaiian advocates who share my desire to close 

this large and persistent gap. These advocates will undoubtedly need to draw from vital sources of 

inspiration and sustenance to do this work because as the baseline data I extracted in Table 1 showed, 

to achieve parity among all university graduates in Hawaiʻi, nearly 90,000 more university graduates will 

need to be generated. Such data compelled me to make factors that led to these degree attainment 

gaps the focus of my dissertation because Native Hawaiians comprise nearly half of Hawaiʻi’s total 

university degree disparities. Thus, it is to future Native Hawaiian advocates, who will work to transform 

the systems that produced these disparate outcomes, that I offer my final thoughts.   

On Exposing the Armstrongs’ Prejudices and Influences 

Lacking studies that considered how historic actors and actions contributed to contemporary 

degree attainment disparities among extant literature, I designed my first study to gather evidence 

about the relationship between 19th century school leaders’ personal views toward Native Hawaiians 

and the curriculum and policy decisions they introduced at Native-serving schools across the Hawaiian 

Kingdom. Richard Armstrong, the missionary-turned-plantation owner offered the unique feature of 

having a father and son serving in educational leadership positions from which they influenced Hawaiʻi  
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school curricula and policies. Additionally, both men were able to establish and maintain close 

friendships with Charles Bishop, who used his deceased wife’s assets to establish The Kamehameha 

Schools in 1887. 

Evidence extracted from Richard, Clarissa, and Samuel Armstrong’s personal and professional 

writings that spanned 60 years (1831 - 1891) revealed that they viewed Native Hawaiians as inferior to 

White American Christians and that they hoped that Native Hawaiians would eventually die off, leaving 

the Hawaiian Islands rid of the language they reviled and the work habits they held in contempt. 

Because the Native Hawaiians (and their language) persisted and survived, Richard and Samuel 

Armstrong worked together with their compatriots to introduce manual labor curricula and English-only 

policies at Hawaiʻi’s schools to subordinate and assimilate Native Hawaiians. The Armstrong’s tactics of 

addressing their aims through policies and curricula were both effective and insidious because they led 

to Native Hawaiians suffering from inadequate academic preparation, loss of cultural knowledge, and 

degradation of Hawaiian language, not just during the Armstrongs’ leadership, but across many 

generations, arguably, into the present. 

Although these effects were destructive, the most sinister one I uncovered during my research 

came from the ways that the Armstrongs were able to use precious aliʻi assets to achieve their aims. 

Prime examples of these underhanded tactics came from their patriarch co-opting King Kamehameha 

III’s progressive commitment to his people through universal public schools and their middle son 

inducing Princess Pauahi’s widower to spend the cumulative wealth of the Kamehameha dynasty on 

what Ernest C. Webster, The Kamehameha Schools’ third president, called “the little brother or sister of 

Hampton” (Webster, 1921). By asserting influence through their professional positions and personal 

relationships, both father and son were able to have aliʻi wealth expended in ways that benefited 

themselves and their ilk by imposing manual labor curricula and English on Native Hawaiians. Effects 
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produced by the Armstrongs’ educational policy decisions, that were motivated by their bigotry, left 

generations of Native Hawaiians academically underprepared for university studies and culturally 

traumatized by the near extinction of their ʻōlelo mākuahine well into the 20th century. 

Yet, the culpability for the harms by the Armstrongs’ prejudices and influences does not rest 

solely with early leaders of The Kamehameha Schools. Punahou School’s early leaders, most notably 

Charles Bishop, who served as one of its trustees for 30 years, worked strategically with Punahou 

leaders, families, and alumni to subordinate Native Hawaiian people, to diminish Hawaiian language and 

culture, produce generational wealth for their families and descendants and to launch coups against the 

Hawaiian monarchy that eventually usurped the throne from Queen Liliʻuokalani, his late wife’s hānai 

sister, in 1893. 

Although the subject of the Armstrongs’ influence on the Hawaiian Kingdom’s sovereignty, voter 

suffrage, and politics fell outside the scope of my research questions, transcripts from the two large-

scale public speeches that S. Armstrong delivered in Hawaiʻi during his 1880 and 1891 trips revealed that 

he was clearly interested in disrupting the Hawaiian Kingdom’s sovereignty by manipulating its voting 

and tax laws. To encourage his audiences at the 1880 and 1891 public speeches––primarily missionary 

children and Punahou alumni––to continue strengthening their oligarchy, S. Armstrong expanded his 

disparagement of Native Hawaiians to include questions about the moral and intellectual capacities of 

other immigrants to Hawaiʻi, specifically Chinese, Japanese, and non-Anglo Saxon Europeans. 

On Restoring the Presence of UH’s Early Native Hawaiian Advocates 

The same dearth of research that considered “root causes” for degree attainment disparities led 

me to undertake a second historically-focused study that critically reviewed erasures that I found within 

dominant narratives about UH and its Native-serving programs. Given the wealth of cultural teachings 

that stress the importance of maintaining accurate moʻolelo and moʻokūʻauhau, I saw such omissions 
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from publications that described UH history and its stated Native-focused goals, as both culturally and 

chronologically misaligned. I became concerned that texts that had either erased UH’s early Native 

Hawaiian advocates’ presence and contributions, or that had portrayed them erroneously, may have 

given Native Hawaiians the impression that Hawaiʻs’s oldest and largest public university was built for 

and by non-Natives and that its Native-serving programs were built exclusively by Native Hawaiians. 

By critically reviewing UH’s historical texts and recent Native Hawaiian task force reports, I saw 

that these well-cited publications, indeed, perpetuated narratives that UH was built by White men 

responding to immigrants seeking better opportunities for their children and that its Native-serving 

programs were introduced because of recommendations devised by Kaʻū, UH’s self-described “all-

Hawaiian task force” (Kaʻū, 1986, p. iii). 

After comparing the dominant texts with primary source data from archival research and 

eyewitness interviews, I discovered these widely published depictions of UH history were neither 

complete nor accurate. My research found that the early Native Hawaiian advocates who laid a 

foundation for recent advocates to be able to envision UH becoming a “model indigenous-serving 

institution” and a “Hawaiian place of learning” fall into two groups. First, legislative journals revealed 

that the earliest champions for a university in Hawaiʻi were 115 Native Hawaiian men, comprised of 91 

citizen petitioners from North Kona and Hālawa Molokaʻi and 24 representatives and senators, who 

fought to establish a public comprehensive university in Hawaiʻi starting in 1892 and who sustained their 

advocacy until the University of Hawaiʻi opened in 1921. 

Next, university and legislative archival records revealed that the earliest efforts to envision, 

design, and introduce UH’s Native-serving programs came from broad coalitions of multi-ethnic campus 

and community leaders who demanded that UH fulfill its moral, legal, and intellectual obligations to 

Native Hawaiians and their language, history, and culture. Contributions to UH by this group of early 
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advocates spanned 56 years, beginning with Frederick W. Beckley Jr., UH’s first kumu ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi in 

1921, legislators in the last Territorial legislature (1959) who formally recognized the State’s obligation 

to Hawaiian language and culture by establishing The Committee (1959 - 1977), and coalitions of 

campus and community leaders who fought to establish Native Hawaiian student support programs 

through the Hawaiian Student Research Project (1973 - 1976) and the Hawaiian Studies Program and 

bachelor’s degree via Papahana Huli Naʻauao (1975). 

Finally, because these two groups of early advocates and their contributions were neither 

accounted for nor celebrated within the dominant texts, I argue that such erasures have contributed to, 

albeit indirectly, contemporary degree attainment disparities because generations of Native Hawaiians 

were left completely unaware that Hawaiʻi’s flagship university and its Native-serving programs were 

envisioned, established, and expanded by their ancestors, for their benefit. Therefore, restoring the 

presence of UH’s early Native Hawaiian advocates within its current and future narratives offers the 

promise of being able to achieve different, and most likely, better Native Hawaiian degree attainment 

outcomes. 

On Devising Strategies to Transform Systems 

As a practical matter, the need to conduct a program evaluation on Leeward Community 

College’s Ke Ala ʻIke Program (2015 - 2018) provided the means to draw a through-line among my 

doctoral courses, professional responsibilities, and dissertation research. After uncovering numerous 

historical factors and adverse impacts to Native Hawaiians’ access to and preparation for university 

degrees, my last study involved evaluating the effects produced by a culturally responsive, barrier-free, 

and scalable college success strategy. Findings from this evaluation study shed light on programmatic 

and institutional shortcomings that may have contributed to contemporary degree attainment gaps.  
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Understanding how these factors contributed to unequal degree attainment outcomes might motivate 

Native-serving program personnel and advocates to adapt their program designs and evaluation efforts 

as a means of closing them.   

First, undertaking, completing, and disseminating the Ke Ala ʻIke Program evaluation report 

aligns with Graham Hingangaroa Smith and Linda Tuhiwai Smith’s (2018) counsel about using data to 

track beneficial impacts among Native people and communities. While the Smiths argue that the 

systems that brought harm to Native peoples must be overthrown, they also urge advocates to replace 

them with strategies that have produced measurable benefits.  

Second, working with a diverse team of program stakeholders, specifically participants, alumni, 

faculty colleagues, campus administrators, and community partners to formulate questions for the 

evaluation study and to interpret the data collected, produced insights that were far richer than any 

individual researcher could produce. Evaluating a program with stakeholders who care about the 

population it aims to serve increases the likelihood that its recommendations will be heeded and that 

continuous improvement will occur. 

Third, program design and operations are critically important to achieving desired outcomes. 

Programs that restrict participant eligibility to those from particular majors, ethnic groups, or who 

possess ancestry documents and those that rely upon grants for its staffing or incentives offer little 

toward closing wide and persistent gaps. Also, strategies that are not delivered at-scale or that are not 

sustained within the institution’s annual operating budget risk depriving all interested participants as 

well as future students the opportunity to access their beneficial effects. 

Finally, because program evaluations are most often done to fulfill grant-funders’ obligations 

and because the evaluation reports are submitted directly to the grant’s sponsor, there is a woeful lack 

of access to research on strategies that have effectively improved Native Hawaiian college outcomes. 
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That most of UH’s Native-serving programs are grant-funded and are evaluated by external contractors 

who are not affiliated with UH and its Native-serving programs, the ability to learn from the strategies’ 

effects, impact, and lessons learned has been nearly impossible. This lack of access to evaluation reports 

that describe the effectiveness of UH’s Native-serving strategies prevents Native advocates from 

learning about variables that could produce better results. I argue that these institutional and 

programmatic shortcomings have contributed to wasting precious time and resources on churning new 

pilot programs that have achieved modest, untested, and unscalable results. Requiring Native-serving 

programs to conduct program evaluations and submit their reports to a publicly accessible repository, 

similar to the U.S. Department of Education’s What Works Clearinghouse would greatly assist those who 

wish to design more effective degree attainment strategies.      

Conclusion 

 After spending nine years studying the problem of Native Hawaiians having the smallest 

percentage of university graduates in Hawaiʻi through personal and professional, historic and 

contemporary, institutional and systemic lenses, it is time to share my data and findings with those who 

might construe their own meaning and utility from them. While I look forward to hearing from anyone 

who reads these studies, I am most eager to communicate with those who are inspired to do the work 

that degree attainment parity requires. For them, I conclude this dissertation with three final thoughts. 

 First, although the studies herein posed different questions and collected diverse data, all were 

designed to study factors that contributed to Native Hawaiians suffering the widest university degree 

attainment disparity among Hawaiʻi residents. Analyzing historical data was necessary because 

transforming educational systems requires an understanding of how we got here; thus, I considered: 

what was taught at Native-serving schools, how did those schools affect Native Hawaiians’ learning and 

aspirations, who served as Hawaiʻi’s school leaders, and how did those leaders view Native Hawaiians? 
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Equally important was learning how contemporary Native-serving programs improve Native Hawaiians’ 

college success outcomes by exploring how Native Hawaiians have responded to them, what results 

they have produced, and what lessons can be learned from them. Efforts that aim to transform systems 

and outcomes would benefit from taking a multi-dimensional, wide-angle view from past to present as 

bases for future possibilities. 

Next, data and findings generated by this dissertation illuminated the deeper significance of its 

title. Only after tracing the genealogies of educational leaders, policy makers, and Native Hawaiians 

advocates in higher education was I able to uncover factors that contributed to Native Hawaiians having 

the smallest percentage of university graduates among Hawaiʻi’s major ethnic groups. Whether the 

adverse impacts to Native Hawaiians came from bigoted school leaders, inaccurate historical narratives, 

or strategies designed without considering proven results, heeding Te Punga Somerville’s (2017) manaʻo 

about assuming Indigenous presence in history and higher education helped me locate some of the 

factors that have thwarted Native Hawaiians’ ability to earn university degrees. 

Finally, as I end my work on this dissertation and prepare to share it with those who want to 

improve future outcomes, part of me fears that it may suffer the same fate that befell Where Are the 

Hawaiians? (1973). Two years after conducting the first systemwide study on UH’s Native Hawaiian 

students, Wery and Piianaia published a follow-up article in 1975 to call attention to UH’s inaction.   

Obvious questions now are, did the Project make any difference? Have our 

recommendations been put into effect? Are there more Hawaiians enrolled in the 

University system, especially on the four-year campuses? Are there more Hawaiian 

graduates, more Hawaiian graduate students?  (Wery & Piianaia, 1975, p. 5) 

Clearly, Wery and Piianaia thought their study’s robust data analysis and findings would cause 

UH officials to accept at least some of their recommendations. However, my research revealed that it 
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was David Robb, Peter Dyer43, and Durward Long’s racist opinions and competing interests that caused 

them to reject financial support from the 1976 State Legislature that Wery and Piianaia could have used 

to sustain their ʻOhana Workshops and Hawaiian Students Research Project.  

Fifty years after Wery and Piianaia published their groundbreaking data and recommendations, 

two data points remain disparate: Native Hawaiian students at Hawaiʻi’s oldest, largest, and most 

comprehensive university still have not reached parity with their representation in Hawaiʻi’s general 

population and Native Hawaiians still suffer the widest disparities among Hawaiʻi’s university graduates. 

Therefore, I end my dissertation by urging all Native Hawaiian advocates at UH campuses to heed the 

most important lesson that can be learned from the demise of Wery and Piianaia’s HSRP in 1976: we 

must not allow another 50 years to pass before we commit to designing, implementing, evaluating, 

scaling, and sustaining strategies that show promising effects toward increasing Native Hawaiian success 

outcomes at our campuses. Stated more plainly, transformational systems change and degree 

attainment parity will not be achieved by aspirational slogans or another strategic planning endeavor.   

It is my hope that because the 10 campuses of the University of Hawaiʻi System are the most 

functionally responsible entities that could eradicate university degree attainment gaps among Hawaiʻi 

residents, all its personnel will accept both its historic and future-facing kuleana to rectify the paucity of 

Native Hawaiian university graduates who live in Hawaiʻi. Should UH commit to closing this gap, it will 

not detract from the strategic goals and objectives articulated by its recent Native Hawaiian task forces. 

Rather, it offers a measurable objective that promises to benefit our Lāhui for many generations to 

come.  

 
43 In 1979, UH Regents appointed Peter Dyer to serve as Windward Community College’s third provost. 
He served 21 years in that position until he retired in 2000 (Wilson, 2012). 
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APPENDIX B 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Petition #32 (1901) ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi 
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