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QUOVADIS?
Hawaii's Capacity To Govern
Daniel W. Tuttle, Jr.

Next year, in 1984, Hawaii will
undoubtedly in some manner note
the 25th Anniversary of its
admission as the 50th State. As we
can vividly recall, 93 percent of the
voting electorate, in 1959, opted to
exchange status as a territory of the
United States for statehood. It was a
happy time. The event was
commonly viewed as unusual
progress for a people who, within
the span of less than 70 years, had
experienced governance under
a monarchy, a republic, and a
territory. Finally, sovereignty as a
state within the democratic union of
American states had been achieved.
Agree or disagree with this
progression, the many questions
surrounding the topic of governance
have long pressed heavily upon the
minds of the people of Hawaii, and
rightly so. With the apparent
exception of religion, no topic is
more important to a people than the
making and administration of public
policy. Further, whenever a
democratic form of government is
involved, the process, in essence,
incorporates all of the people
affected-the entire society. The
privileges are potentially bountiful.
The responsibilities are many and
can, at times, weigh heavily upon the
society.
Events and results of the 1982
political campaign and the 1983
legislative session would appear to

reinforce the importance of
governance here in Hawaii. The
political campaign, especially for
governor ($4 million), was the most
expensive in history and gave our
state-for the first time-a minority
governor and a legislature as
inexperienced as any since the
legislature of 1955. The legislative
session was clearly undistinguished
and, lacking a program, was praised
not in terms of legislation passed but
in terms of legislative proposals
which were killed. What is worse, it
would appear, are the feelings and
attitudes which emerged from the
election and the subsequent session .
Observers, whether at the State
Capitol or on the street corner, agree
that current governance lacks the
sense of direction and the sparkle of
earlier years. They are perplexed at
the current leadership. They are
appalled at the decline of some
political institutions that have, in the
past, contributed heavily to improved
governance. They openly ask: What
is happening?
It may not, then, be amiss to
assess briefly Hawaii's capacity to
govern. Hopefully, there will be
additional time, at more than a few
places, to continue this effort as we
approach our 25th year as a State.
Even if current worries about Hawaii
governance are overstated andoverawed by the excitement of the
past-are unduly pessimistic, serious
appraisal and reappraisal seldom
harm and may enhance future
prospects.

Assessment of a democratic
society's ability to govern is a
complex undertaking and, in a sense,
even more mindboggling than the
intricacies of the democratic form of
government itself. As a result, the
endeavor is often and easily avoided.
Yet, such undertaking should not be
sidestepped. The need is too
important; the stakes are too high.
All too often, we in Hawaii
concentrate on the trees of tourism
or of diversified agriculture or of
volatile personalities-and ignore the
forest .. . the big picture of
government. Deeper even than the
big picture of government is the
question of our capacity as a people
to govern and to govern well and in
a manner that is satisfying and
productive of greater, lasting
happiness.
It is time to begin. Please
understand that this adventure
involves both questions that may or
may not be apt and answers that are
tentative and readily subject to
challenge.
Our capacity to govern, it may be
suggested, stems from several
fundamental abilities:
... our abilities as persons, our
individual philosophical and/or
religious beliefs and how they
interweave with governance.
(Individuals)
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... our ability to make basic public
policy in constituent assemblies
such as constitutional conventions
or charter commissions. (Basic
Law)
... our ability as individuals to
understand our system of
representative democracy and
what it requires of us. (Education)
. .. our ability to express special
group interest in context with
society as an entirety. (Interest
Groups)
... our ability to intertwine and
compromise special interests in
harmony with the general welfare.
(Political Parties)
, .. our ability to convert these
understandings into laws that
reflect thoughtful programs and
changing times. (Lawmaking)
... the location and retention of
persons who can implement these
laws well and faithfully. (Staffing)
.. . the personal and collective
ability to reflect upon these
outcomes and to make pertinent
institutional assessments. (Basic
Evaluation)
Each of these abilities is well
worthy of consideration; this article,
however, will discuss only threeindividuals, basic law, and
lawmaking .
Individuals
Hawaii's populace, as individuals, is
probably as able as any other given
public, although the lack of
measuring rods makes exact
comparisons difficult. However, like
other rapidly developing societies,
personal aspiration levels remain
high. Idealism, born of World War II,
encouraged many of our youth to
direct their aspirations for awhile
toward governance. This gave
Hawaii a generation of persons
concerned with the business of
politics and government. Personal
philosophies were directed toward
achieving equality of opportunity for

our diverse people and social and
economic justice . There was
immediate incentive to look toward
direct participation in politics. Those
who chose to relate their lives
toward governance were
knowledgeable of Locke, Rousseau,
Mill, Jefferson, and other political
philosophers. Others, their friends,
and relatives followed this healthy
corps of leaders because they could
relate well to a political program that
was consonant with their own
aspirations. The impact of these
individuals, most evident from 1952·
1972, can only be labeled as
heartening. Thanks in large part to
the GI Bill of Rights, these people
who became political leaders were
well·educated and had a definable
cause. Most espoused a core
philosophy that may be loosely
labeled "Jeffersonian." For example,
John A. Burns: formally less well
schooled than his younger political
colleagues, read every book by or
about Thomas Jefferson that he
could lay his hands on. He had deep
religious convictions that sustained
him, even as he was publicly
upbraided for Communist
associations . His goals were firm, at
times almost mystical, as he talked
about "destiny," all the while being a
very pragmatic politician. He liked
and understood people.
Lest anyone misunderstand, the
bulk of this generation of political
leaders are remembered as partisan
Democrats- Inouye, Matsunaga, Gill,
Fasi, Richardson, to mention a few.
Yet, their zest and concern for
politics was well matched by
contemporaries whom we may recall
as Republicans- Porteus, King,
Quinn, Kealoha, Tsukiyama serve as
examples. They, too, had well
constructed personal philosophies
and social concern, albeit their
positions were less timely in terms of
popular acceptance.
"State of Hawaii political leaders will be
identified and described at end of this
article.

Today, the philosophical sights of
our individuals interested in politics
appear to be less keen. Fervor for
governance reflects more of the
mundane "power game" than
personal philosophies about the
shape of future society.
Gamesmanship is more often the end
than the means to a goal. A significant
share of the more able today relate
more to the professions and business
than to governance. Aspects of
religious influence, once sparked by a
corps of vibrant community·minded
ministers upon individuals, are more
difficult to locate. Today, many
persons who seek to walk in the
footsteps of yesterday's partisan
Democrats know mostly the glamour
and the power resulting from
majority status and little of the
philosophy, the goals, and the travail
of their forerunners. An alternative
party seems to attract a few.
Lest such observations seem
unduly harsh, it should be noted that
missions-in large part achievedneed not be repeated. The force of
exigency tends to attract persons to
the business of governance. Lacking
well-recognized problems, as may be
the situation today, people turn to
less demanding and financially more
rewarding tasks.
One may, therefore, conclude that
individuals in Hawaii today are able
and are capable of contributing much
to governance. A sufficient number
continues to be attracted to
leadership positions. However, the
lack of well-constructed personal
philosophies and the lack of in-depth
understanding of governance impede
our State's ability to govern. For
individuals in Hawaii, following a
national trend, the importance of
governance has declined. Incentives,
such as reasonable pay for top
positions in goverment, are rejected,
even by those who currently fill the
posts. Continued inability on the
part of our populace to relate

EDUCATIONAL PERSPECTIVES/ 19

favorably to the political process and
to understand the intricacies of it can
only detract from our future capacity
to govern.
Basic Law
Ability to develop and revise
fundamental law would appear
always to pose an acid test for a
democratic society. Constitutional
documents are expected to provide
the basic framework for the ongoing
operation of politics and government.
The product of the Federal
Constitutional Convention of 1787
stands out in the free world as a
classic achievement. Less than
perfect, it nevertheless gave shape to
a new system and did little to impede
the development of government.
Similarly, in 1950, representatives of
the people of Hawaii drafted a "hope
chest" state constitution. Widely
acclaimed, this document lent
substance to the cause of Statehood
and went into effect without change
in 1959. The ability of Hawaii to
develop fundamental law seemed
established, and the 1968
Constitutional Convention appeared
to reaffirm such ability.
In sharp contrast, the 1978
convention cast new shadows of
doubt. Traditional fiscal powers of
the state legislature were severely
limited. A department of government
devoted to the interests of one
ethnic group was established. Tax
rebates were mandated if tax
surpluses developed. Suddenly,
Hawaii's constitution became more
detailed, more particularistic, and
more reflective of transitory political
issues. Voters approved these and
other changes.
Complications resulting from the
1978 Constitutional Convention
might loom a bit less large in
memory had it not been for the 1982
Honolulu Charter Commission. This
time, however, voters were less
tolerant to unusual procedures and
critical of the proposed changes.

They disapproved. Yet, the overall
result was that the scheduled 10year review was aborted.
In fine, our two most recent
constituent assemblies in Hawaii
would seem to have strayed from
their mission. They seem unable to
distinguish their basic role from that
of a legislative assembly. As a result,
one may today question our capacity
to understand this very basic aspect
of governance. Due reflection upon
these events would appear to be
much in order.
Education
The ability of Hawaii's people to
understand our representative
democracy and what it requires of
them is critical to the governing
process. Unfortunately, such
understanding is in little evidence
today, in large part because our
evolving educational system has
omitted the tough "know-how" that
is required for major participation in
governance or even for citizen
evaluation at election time.
Our public education system (K-12)
has, erroneously I believe, chosen
to generalize the basic facts about
public policymaking and
administration. Private schools
appear to be only a notch more
exacting. At the University level. the
content of political science has been

theorized and conceptualized and
rarely related to the "nuts and bolts"
of politics and administration here in
Honolulu or in Washington, D. C.
Whereas there would appear to be a
need for citizens to become
knowledgeable of the "is" and the
"might be's" of governance, curricula
either avoid the content or
conceptualize in quantitative or
esoteric terms that are, at best,
difficult to relate to day-by-day
governance. Should you doubt this
drift, which is far from a local
phenomenon, sift through the pages
of the Amtrican Political Scitnct Rtvitw
during the past 15 years. In its
efforts to achieve excellence in
education and to follow Mainland
trends (an old territorial custom),
Hawaii has, in a critical sphere,
neglected the business of
governance. Today, we are talking at
the level of "minimum competency"
testing rather than about the
rigorous role of being a useful citizen
in a democracy that requires the
dose attention of all citizens.
We are aware of the recent report
by the National Commission on
Excellence in Education, entitled A
Nation At Rislc. "If an unfriendly
foreign power had attempted to
impose on America the mediocre
educational performance that exists
today, we might well have viewed it

TABLE A
GRADES ASSIGNED TO VARIOUS LEVELS OF HAWAII PUBLIC EDUCATION
BY THE HONOLULU PUBLIC- Aprll lJ-15, 1981
Grades

Level
A

B

c

D

F

No Reply

10.7
20.8
22.9
4.9
J.J
20.7

!1.8
84
11 7
l.4
1.2

11.S
11.8
12.3
17.4
16 3
5 .2

(~ rt ent)

Elemcmtary
lnterml'diate
High school
Community college
UH· Manoa
Public Schools (over.ill)

9 .l
2 .3
2.2
7.3
12.8
2.6

J0.4
17.2
17.0
36.1
40.6
18.9

32.S
39 ..5
33.9
32.9
25.8
39.1

u .s·

N • 1,380

What gr.ide would you give each of the following7 (Houll'· to· housr, s~ret b.allot qu<'ry)
•A sepuate genl'ral ques tion posed for techniul r..asons. (Gr.idl' the Hawaii public schools)
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as an act of war.... we have
allowed this to happen to ourselves."
Yet, even this eye-catching report
doesn't forcefully address citizenship
or training for governance. The
matter is subtitled under social
sciences, which is ranked with
computer sciences, math, sciences,
foreign languages, etc. Alas, Hawaii
does not appear to be an exception
with respect to educational decline.
Well, if we are mdeed a " nation-atrask" in terms of education in
general, would you care to appraise
the pending implications of our
political illiteracy, even here in
Hawaii?
If, indeed, a significant proportion
of our Hawaii populace does not
understand our system of
government (as appears to be the
case), the conclusion is inescapable.
Our capacity to govern is- and will
continue to be- limited until the
force of corrective measures, if
taken, can be felt. In a certain sense,
some educators should be ashamed
to have been a part of our Hawaii
educational system as their sins of
omission continue to mount.
Our educational administrators, of
course, didn't maliciously plan it this
way. Many simply didn't understand
what education requires. But, it
happened! One should also note,
even in passing, that the political
education aspects of our media
appear to be less today than 15 or 20
years ago. Why?
Interest Groups
Since World War II, Hawaii has been
blessed with a wide variety of
interest groups that have made full
use of their freedom to speak, to
assemble, and to petition legislative
bodies. Business, labor, government
employees, professional, agricultural,
and special community-minded
organizations have provided studies
and diverse agendas for political
action. Together, they have
presented an array of ideas, many of

which have found their way into
statutory law. Some have been able
to equate their special interests with
a broader concern which may be
termed the "general welfare." They
have carried their special concerns
before party conventions, the
legislature, the county councils, and
administrative agencies. They have
sparked statewide debates and
increased public interest in the
political process.
Lately, though, single-issue groups
have arisen and have taken much of
the "play" away from the groups
with broader agendas. Many of them
have made maximum use of their
freedom by picketing, by disrupting,
and by being intolerant of opposing
views. Such tactics understandably
capture media attention. Their right
to exist is not in question, yet their
usual inability to operate in context
with other groups, their sometimes
non-negotiable demands, and their
tendency to disrupt certainly does
not add to, and sometimes detracts
from the business of governance.
Recognition and acceptance of
compromise in a democracy appears
to enhance our ability to govern;
failure to recognize this tends to
inhibit governance.
The distraction provided by the
emergence of single-issue groups
may well have masked a recent
decline in activity by the broaderbased and more traditional interest
groups. To illustrate the point, the
once dynamic International
Longshoremen and Warehousemen's
Union has become preoccupied with
the plight of labor in declining
industries and has lost much of its
active interest in broader community
affairs. The Hawaii Chamber of
Commerce, once very effective prior
to 1955, went into eclipse and is still
struggling to recover. The public
employee groups have become

obsessed with collective bargaining
since 1971 and appear to have lost
some of their broader interests.
As a result of this latent
development, is it any wonder that
business in general should today fret
about an unfavorable business
climate or that labor should be
fearful of losing past gains? Near
total concentration on self-interest
by these groups does little to
enhance their positions and, worse
still, does not leaven the businrss of
governance.
On balance, Hawaii has
demonstrated and retains the talents
of many interest groups. Yet, one
must somehow hope that they
recapture some vibrance of the past
and proceed in a manner that is
mindful of statewide well-being.

Political Parties
Hawaii, in company with comparable
jurisdictions, has long looked to a
traditional two-party system as a
primary arena to intertwine and
compromise special interests in
harmony with a general welfare-or
in order to establish a general
welfare. Parties have been critical to
public policy development.
The traditional American political
party organizations were established
shortly after annexation and both
the Republican and Democratic
parties continue to function.
However, even as the Republican
Party was dominant from 1900-1954,
the Democratic Party has enjoyed
similar status since that period.
Thus, Hawaii has, only on rare
occasion, enjoyed a competitive twoparty system.
The general lack of inter-party
competition has meant that it has
been easy for the dominant party to
relax its organizational efforts and to
abandon a program approach to
political issues of the day. In turn,
this has encouraged more personality
politics and has deprived the system
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of an informal private arena for
compromising special interests. Such
development has also meant that the
party organizations have abdicated
most campaign activities and, for top
offices, let them be channeled to
professional campaign management
teams. Thus, the voting public has
been encouraged to pick and choose
from among individual personalities
rather than to choose between slates
of candidates.
It may well be that political party
organizations have, in a sense, been
over-glamorized on both the
American and Hawaiian scene. They
have, of course, had a profound
nominal (label) impact, but as
organizations they have always been
tenuous and their role often
misunderstood. How often have you
heard the proud old cliche: " I vote
for the person {man), not the party."
As a result, more than a few political
scientists in the United States still
envy the well-organized parties in
Great Britain and elsewhere in the
Commonwealth. Failure of our public
in Hawaii {and elsewhere) to
understand and implement the
theoretical role of the party
organization may well have
complicated the business of
governance and limited improved
governance.
Be this as it may, party
organizations remain functional in
Hawaii today. Each major party has
enjoyed at least one period of
significant organizational
effectiveness (GOP 1946-54;
Democrats 1954-62). The ability to
operate reasonably effective party
organizations has been established.
However, at present writing, neither
party can claim organizational
integrity. Individual talents are
largely devoted to other endeavors.
Republicans no longer seem to read
Lincoln; Democrats no longer read
Jefferson. There is little evidence
that few political leaders value party
for more than its label. Until more
interest and effort are devoted to

party organizations, it may be
suggested that the potential for
developing a more program-oriented
approach to governance and an
active private forum for the
compromise of the various demands
of interest groups will be lost.
Lawmaking
There is little reason to doubt. An
effective legislative assembly is the
srnt qua non of a democratic society's
ability to govern. It has, for many
years, been a focal point of interest
in Hawaii, in part because as a
Territory the governor was
appointed by the President of the
United States. Its importance here
was underlined in 1954 as Democrats
captured first-time control of the
territorial legislature and
subsequently enacted large segments
of their program, ultimately styled
the "New Hawaii" program, into law.
Even before the 1954 legislative
victory of the Democrats, the Hawaii
legislature was well-staffed and
supported by a Legislative Reference
Bureau. With the advent of
Statehood, the size of the assembly
was increased from 45 to 76 and its
already prominent role enhanced in
the public eye. Talented and
community-minded persons of both
parties were elected to this bicameral
body, especially in 1954 and 1958,
when reapportionment occurred in
the wake of the one-man, one-vote
decision of the United States'
Supreme Court. Staffing has
increased, an enlarged Legislative
Reference Bureau now makes use of
computers, and a legislative auditor
makes special audit studies upon
request. By 1970, the Hawaii
legislature was nationally recognized
as one of the nation's best.
During the past decade, a number
of factors have intervened to cause
public evaluation of the legislative
process to turn critical. For example,

party organizations declined. Party
programs became less vivid. Singleissue interest groups emerged. The
1978 changes instituted by the
Constitutional Convention restricted
the legislature's fiscal powers. In
1982, court-appointed masters
reapportioned the legislature and
made both chambers wholly
reflective of single-member districts.
Dynamic factors also intervened.
Many persons elected as legislators
prior to 1960 chose to seek other
elective offices or more lucrative
administrative positions. A few
retired. The full force of such change
was reflected in the assembly elected
in 1982.
Another dynamic factor cannot
easily be overlooked. John A. Burns,
governor from 1962 through 1974,
wielded strong and often decisive
background leadership, although he
publicly eschewed intervention.
Seldom, especially between 1962 and
1970, did the legislature, dominated
by his fellow partisans, fail to
respond on critical issues.
Whatever the structural and
dynamic factors, the productivity of
recent Hawaii legislatures is not
highly rated by the voting public,
and the assembly has done little to
change the public's mind. For
example, the majority party has
virtually ceased to attempt presession program planning. The two
houses have noticeably different
perceptions about an approach to
governance, and the senate, at times,
seems almost contemptuous of the
governor. The senate has
experienced control by a bipartisan
coalition {1981-82), and a factional
Democratic quarrel almost forced
another coalition in 1983. The bulk
of the newcomers are, as might be
expected, located in the current
house of representatives.
Technicians might observe that
recent legislative drafting lacks the
clarity of earlier years and that some
laws do not fully take into account
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the administrative problems of
implementation. When the
legislature rejects gubernatorial
proposals such as the Governor's
recent functional plans, there seems
little evidence of legislative assistance
to make them acceptable. The not
unusual propensity of individual
legislators seeking to intervene in
ongoing administration has not
abated but seems to have increasedeven to the point of influencing law
school admissions at the University
of Hawaii.
The multiplicity of problem areas
notwithstanding, the Hawaii
legislature is inherently able to enact
thoughtful programs and to adjust
our body of law to the changing
needs of our society. Indeed,
measured in terms of the stretch of
some 30 years, the Hawaii
legislature, I believe, has shown
remarkable ability to assess public
needs and to address them. During
this time, our lawmakers worked
very long and hard hours. Recent
problems would appear to require
more of such ability since current
public needs are increasingly difficult
to assess. It would be grossly unfair
to downplay the latent ability of the
Hawaii legislature because of recent
breakdowns that are, it may be
hoped, transitory.
Staffing
It is undoubtedly too idealistic to
believe that a democratic society
would locate and retain the very best
talent to facilitate governance.
Nevertheless, it seems essential that
any such society, including Hawaii's,
be ever mindful of the need to
approach this ideal for the sake of
maintaining and improving
governance.
The challenge is twofold. First,
there is the matter of locating
personnel to staff elective and toplevel administrative offices, including
judges. Then, there is the task of
recruiting and retaining personnel to

fill the many civil service positions
required by government.
Tradition has it that the prestige
and power which normally accrue to
elective offices will offer sufficient
incentive to make them attractive to
a wide range of able candidates. Yet,
pay remains a factor. Legislative
positions at the state and local level
have normally been described as
part-time posts. This has provided us
in Hawaii with an excuse for paying
our basic policymakers stipends that
are, at best, minimal. Executive
positions, usually recognized as fulltime posts, fare little better. For
example, the Hawaii governor's
salary is about one-fourth of that
normally provided for a corporate
chief executive.
Although salaries may hardly be
considered the only incentive for
elective public office, they are, in
sense, an indicator of the importance
a society attaches to the business of
governance. Interestingly, recent
Hawaii executive salary commission
recommendations that would have
increased payments to state
executives were opposed by the
incumbent governor and ignored by
the legislature, presumably because
of transitory budgetary problems. In
truth, they may have deemed that
such an increase was poor politics.
Whatever the reason, the thoughtful
work of a citizen group, in effect,
went for naught.
Whether elected or appointed, toplevel public administrators and
judges in Hawaii (as elsewhere) are
entrusted with very important
responsibilities. They must endure
unreasoned harsh criticism even as
they enjoy praise and prestige roles.
Candidates for elective office face
the additional challenge of raising
funds to mount campaigns. To put it
mildly, Hawaii continues to find it
difficult to address the question of

appropriate incentives for elective
office.
The ability to attract a skilled and
effective corps of civil servants is
another prime requisite for
governance. Since 1883, the United
States government has relied on a
merit system which replaced the
earlier spoils system. However, the
merit system was not adopted in
Hawaii until 1939, and the
development of the system has been
plagued with a series of disrupted
labor markets. World War II, the
Korean "police action," and the
Vietnam intervention, all adversely
affected the personnel system of
Hawaii. Not only were young men
removed from the labor force at the
time, but many were later
incorporated into the civil service via
veteran preference points. All the
while, many political leaders, more
interested in rewarding political
loyalty with jobs, were never very
friendly to merit staffing. Thus,
today, Hawaii retains a diluted merit
system which has been further
threatened by the public service
collective bargaining act of 1970.
Although the collective bargaining
act carefully sought to preserve the
merit system, much more attention
has been devoted to the bargaining
process than to the improvement of
the merit system. Rights of
management vesus rights of labor
have been debated far more than
improvement of the system.
Incentives for service in the
administrative branch of government
are many and go beyond salary.
These include the opportunity to
serve based upon demonstrated
ability (if the system works). a career
ladder of opportunities for better
future positions, removal only for
cause, and better-than-average fringe
benefits. However, 12 years of
collective bargaining in Hawaii have
focused largely upon salaries and
gamesmanship at the bargaining
table rather than upon other factors.
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For example, creative public
recruiting for open positions is vital
to obtaining the best talent for public
administration. Yet, civil service
recruitment in Hawaii has, for many
years, been pro formn and pedestrian,
with little use of audiovisual media
to encourage a larger field of
applicants.
Public concern about the
effectiveness of the thousands of
persons who work in the
administrative branch of Hawaii
government has been episodic.
Questions have been raised about
special projects, such as the Kohala
Task Force venture and the Kakaako
development effort, operations of the
Hawaii Housing Authority, and the
feasibility of continuing to use the
PPBS system of budgeting when
virtually all other jurisdictions have
abandoned it. Also, occasional
questions of fairness in staff
selection have surfaced, but answers
have been less than definitive. One
may also observe that there is
considerable evidence that many able
people are working in positions at
odds with their talent, due to
political considerations.
Be all of this as it is, the business
of public policy implementation does
get done, albeit sometimes slowly
and awkwardly. Given the general
lack of inter-party debate during the
past 20 years, in-depth critique of
the administrative branch has been
minimal.
The problem in this area is that no
one (no group) really knows how
well or how poorly service is
provided, given the dollars spent.
Mindful of the fact that public
service salaries cqinstitute a
substantial proportion of each annual
budget, one might have expected
periodic evaluations. There has been
none.
Summing up, Hawaii is able to
implement public policy reasonably
well. Able persons are available.

However, due to lack of evaluation,
one cannot be very sure as to
whether we are attracting the most
able to our civil service and whether
the cost is reasonable or excessive.
Many former legislators are
convinced that weak and poorly
placed civil servants constitute a
major weakness in Hawaii
government.
Evaluation
During a dozen years prior to and
including the first two years of
statehod status, Hawaii was very
conscientious about evaluating her
ability to govern. The "hope chest"
Constitution of 1950, salary study
commissions, concern with legislative
apportionment, and a multiplicity of
studies made in the process of
establishing a state government,
reflect this concern. There was
something to prove, and Hawaii
devoted a lot of effort to the task.
The government of the United
States was, by 1959, convinced that
Hawaii did, indeed, have the capacity
to govern as a state.
Since 1960, the preoccupation of
Hawaii society has turned elsewhere.
There were many other things to do,
both in the private and public
sectors; the population and public
attitudes were changing. Early in this
period, much reliance was placed
upon the utility of government to
solve statewide problems. This
general attitude also appears to have
changed, and interest in the estate of
governance has dwindled.
Governance has fallen prey to the
Mark Twain adage about the
weather.
Attitudes about governance are
difficult to assess, but recent trends
appear to indicate a general lack of
public concern. Some have cited
disillusionment on the part of the
general public. Attitudes within the
structures of government stress
loyalty to what is and imply "If
you're not for me, you are against
me."

When asked to appropriate funds
to celebrate the 25th Anniversary of
Statehood, the 1983 state legislature
refused. Such action stands as a
symbol of the probability that the
pride in governance so much in
evidence some 15 years ago has been
largely lost.
All of which suggests that
appraisal of our ability as a society to
govern is now in order. This might
be done by the renewal of
interchange between effective party
organizations, by some broad-gauged
general interest group, by a coalition
of special interest groups, or perhaps
by some more formal procedure
established for periodic appraisal of
our society's ability to govern.
I believe that it is important for
any society, and especially for us
here in Hawaii, to assess periodically
our capacity to govern. You will, I
trust, feel free to accept or reject my
concerns.
Representative democracy is
always tenuous. We should not
forget this. Somehow, we in the
United States tend to believe that
our system is destined to last
forever. Could it be that, with this
sort of attitude, we in Hawaii have
already relaxed too much and are
now taking the process of
governance for granted?
It has often been observed that
Hawaii is a very special place, and for
many of us it is. We also should
know that "The life of the land is
preserved in righteousness."
However, recent newcomers
continue to chide us about our
society. Some chide to the point of
bitterness. Are we who have been
here for awhile too exclusive? Do we
place a special premium on
mediocrity? Does our government
protect the "local boys and girls" and
offer less to others? Do we resent
others?
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The point is that we in Hawaii
should not and, it may be hoped, will
not become self-satisfied. If, indeed,
governance is the reflection of all of
us, we will be well advised never to
forget the need for assessment of it.
If our governing process is adrift
today, should we not pay special
heed and chart timely, new
directions 7
Aloha!
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The following are selected biographical data on Hawaii's political Jeaderspast and present- mentioned on page 18.
John A. Burns was the shy politician who
shepherded Hawaii into statehood, served
three terms as governor and dominated
Island politics for over 20 years . He
graduated from St. Louis College rn
Honolulu rn 1930, 1oined the Honolulu
Police Department in 1934 and began a
two-decade tenure with the force until he
was elected Hawaii's delegate to
Congress in 1956. A lifelong Democrat,
he died in offk e rn 1975.

Spark Matsunaga is Hawaii's Democrat
senator. Also a member of the 442nd
Regimental Combat Team, he served as
member of the Territorial House
from 1954 to 1962, when he was elected
to Congress. In 1976, he was voted into
the US Senate.

Frank F. Fasl, Democrat, served as mayor
of the city and county of Honolulu from
1969 through 1981. He had previously
served as a member of the Hawaii Senate
during the Islands' transition from
territory to state.

William f, Quinn was the first governor
of the State of Hawaii in 1959. In 1957,
at the age of 38, he was appointed as the
youngest governor in the United States
when he was selected as the last
governor of the Territory of Hawaii. An
attorney and former president of the
Dole Corporation, he is no longer active
in politics. He is a Republican.

Thomas Gill served as lieutenant
governor of the state of Hawaii from
1966 to 1970. A Democrat, he ran against
John Burns m 1970 and lost in his first
bid for governor. In 1974 he lost to the
present governor, George Ariyoshi.
Daniel Inouye, Democrat, is a United
States senator from Hawaii. He first
served in the Territory of Hawaii
legislature from 1954 to 1962, then
elected to his present office in 1963.
James Kealoha served as chairman of the
county of Hawaii for a decade, then was
defeated by William F. Quinn in a bid for
the Republican nomination for governor
in 1962. In 1968 he lost the race for the
Hawaii county mayoralty and retired
from politics .
Samuel Wilder King was born in
Honolulu in 1886 and his life spanned the
era of the monarchy, the provisional
government, annexation, territory and
statehood. He served on the city and
county of Honolulu's Board of
Supervisors for three years, for four
terms as Hawaii's delegate to Congress,
and governor of the Territory of Hawaii
from 1953 to 1957. A Republican, he
served four times as delegate to that
party's national convention.

Hebden Porteus served over thirty years
in both the Territorial and State House of
Representatives as both majority and
minority leader. He was a Republican .

William Richardson, Democrat, is a
trustee of the Bernice Pauahi Bishop
Estate, the state's largest landowner.
Formerly the chief justice of the Hawaii
State Supreme Court, he served as
lieutenant governor from 1962 through
1966. In 1976 he was named Judge of the
Year by the American Trial judges
Association.
Wilfred Tsukiyama served as the first
chief justice of the Hawaii State Supreme
Court under statehood, and retired from
that government post just six days before
his death on January 6, 1966. A
Republican, he distinguished himself as
an attorney, jurist, legislator, community
leader and athlete. In recognition of his
numerous accomplishments and devoted
service, he was selected as 1965 Father of
the Year by the Honolulu Chamber of
Commerce.

