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Abstract 

This research examines how Kānaka ʻŌiwi identity, people whose bones are direct descendants 

of Hawaiʻi, is constituted, negotiated, and rearticulated through food and foodways in Hawaiʻi. 

Centering the concept of (ʻai)dentity, I argue that food is not simply a marker of culture, heritage, 

or consumption, but a primary site through which genealogy, memory, sovereignty, and relations 

to ʻāina are enacted and contested. In contrast to dominant approaches in the sociology of food, 

which often privilege Western frameworks of authenticity, ethnicity, and consumption, this study 

develops a Kānaka-centered analytic grounded in ʻike Hawaiʻi. In doing so, it reframes foodways 

as a domain of Indigenous epistemology, political struggle, and continuity rather than a neutral 

field of cultural representation. I use a mixed-methods design that combines cookbook analysis 

and archived oral history analysis. The present research uses 9 cookbooks published between 

1967–2014. They are not merely to catalog recipes, but to read food texts as cultural materials 

through which identity is narrated, performed, and codified. Oral histories of 16 residents in 

Hawaiʻi conducted in 1979 and 2018 further illuminate how food memory, labor, land relations, 

and everyday practice shape the transmission of identity across generations. The findings 

demonstrate that food in Hawaiʻi is a contested terrain where Kānaka identity, local identity, and 

settler-colonial power are continuously negotiated. Plantation modernity and the heritagization of 

“local” food culture helped produce the very a local identity many in Hawaiʻi love, yet one that 

frequently obscures Native dispossession and normalizes settler belonging. At the same time, the 

research argues that Kānaka foodways endure as living practices of aloha ʻāina, kuleana, and 

Indigenous resurgence. Through chapters on kūpuna resistance, fishing practices, and the 

socialization of ʻulu, this study shows that Kānaka food traditions are not static inheritances, but 

adaptive and political practices through which community, memory, and sovereignty are 

sustained. 
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Introduction 

Pāʻina Mai – My Friend, Come Eat 

 

277 

E hea I ke kanaka e komo maloko e hānai ai a hewa ka weha. 

Call to the person to enter; feed him until he can take no more. 

 

(Pukui, 1983) 

 

Let’s Go Eat 

 Think of the word “Hawaiʻi” and what comes to mind? A paradise? The ocean? Hula 

dancers and a luau? A fight for sovereignty? What about “Hawaiian Food”? Pineapples, 

especially on pizza? A poke bowl? Fishing at your favorite spot? What makes something 

Hawaiian? Who gets to decide? These questions invoke various thoughts about identity, culture, 

power, control. As a Kānaka ʻŌiwi (Kānaka is the shortened word), I think about the markers we 

place on certain things to call it “Hawaiian” like poke as a “Hawaiian” dish or going to an 

“authentic” Hawaiian luau at some hotel at Waikīkī. What makes it “Hawaiian” or “authentic”? 

Does it foster Kānaka values and practices? Is it a part of my identity? I think about these 

questions, especially when it’s about food and foodways in Hawaiʻi. Identity can be shaped by 

food and foodways and vice versa, which is why I will use (ʻai)dentity; Kānaka identity shaped 

by our food and foodways as it plays on the ʻai, meaning food, and combining identity. 

I want to explore the complexity of (ʻai)dentity and narrative formation through food in 

Hawaiʻi. I am interested in understanding my own (ʻai)dentity through my foodways and how 

this (ʻai)dentity is narrated within Hawaiʻi and beyond. As a Kānaka with deep familial 

connections to the historical plantation migrants of Hawaiʻi, I often think about the way I 

navigate my (ʻai)dentity in various contexts, the way I engage with my struggles in conflicting 

identity roles, and how others in my position also navigate their own (ʻai)dentity in Hawaiʻi.  
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I call for a reimagining the studies surrounding Hawaiʻi, and even Oceania overall, 

through an Indigenous lens, especially through a Kānaka lens, because academia is influence by 

Western epistemology. Institutions like academia continue to gatekeep what counts as 

knowledge and how knowledge is produced because of the colonial and imperial forces that 

prevail in these institutions (Dotson 2014; Kimmerer, 2013). This gatekeeping creates barriers to 

other forms of epistemology like Indigenous knowledge, which I will address in my methods 

section (Kimmerer, 2013; Kovach 2005). To address this form of epistemic oppression, I want to 

magnify and document Kānaka experiences to discuss these issues surrounding (ʻai)dentity and 

how it is formed through ʻike Hawaiʻi, or Kānaka knowledge. I will conduct cookbook analysis 

and oral histories as methodologies deeply rooted in a Kānaka framework. This research will 

contribute to the reimagining of research and methodology surrounding cultural identity and 

narratives within Hawaiʻi, which is an island-centered perspective (Hauʻofa, 1994). 

Objectives 

 The overall goals for this research are to unpack the way current Kānaka navigate their 

ethnic identities through their familial foodways and to explore my own journey as Kānaka, 

especially my positionality as a scholar in addressing the paradigms in sociological research 

surrounding race, indigeneity, and food. I want to address four paradigms within the scope of 

sociology of food which are localism, multicultural harmony, gastronativism, and the 

heritagization process. I will aim: (1) to develop and outline frameworks and methods to be a 

counter-narrative to Western structures surrounding foodways based in a Kānaka critical lens 

such as narrative documentation through my own foodways journey and others as well, (2) to 

unravel the sociological paradigms through the assemblage of Kānaka’s foodway narratives and 

their food memory, (3) to understand the construction of (ʻai)dentity through foodways. The 
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results of this study provide a significant role in sociological research as the study will reimagine 

sociology as a discipline for Indigenous scholars, especially Kānaka scholars, and to expand 

beyond the colonial and imperial structures and frames through Indigenous frameworks. The 

research will also expand within the fields of race and food studies. The contributions will 

highlight the critique and the reevaluation of racial and ethnic identity situated in a Western lens 

as the research will focus on the construction of (ʻai)dentity through multiethnic Kānaka. These 

negotiations are examined through archived oral histories. There are three research questions to 

unravel these objectives: (1) how did the food system change from subsistence to 

commercialized? (2) How are food traditions re-invented? (3) How is (ʻai)dentity negotiated 

through foodways? Through this feast of knowledge, I will first lead you, in chapter one, through 

the construction of (ʻai)dentity and the way it intersects with food, foodways, and place. Not only 

the theoretical construction, but also the engagement of expanding beyond the sociological and 

Western frame of identity with ʻike Hawaiʻi, or Hawaiian epistemology. I will then follow up 

with the historical perspectives that construct these intersections starting with chapter two. This 

chapter is a history of Hawaiʻi’s foodways and (ʻai)dentity formation to capture the importance 

of change in Hawaiʻi’s economy and environment that impacts (ʻai)dentity formation. In chapter 

three, I draw out the construction of “local” identity through the oral histories of pineapple 

plantation workers and the way pineapple creates attachment to identity across political, 

economic, ethnic, and racial layers. After the historical constructions of these intersections, I will 

divide my research questions into three separate chapters discussing the past, present, and future 

of Kānaka food and (ʻai)dentity. I frame this through a Kānaka lens of situating our voice in 

these generational time divisions. Chapter four is on Kānaka resistance and these connections to 

ʻāina-based perspectives through the oral histories of the kūpuna that occupied Kalama Valley in 
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the 1970s. This will be the chapter about the past voices, Manawa. Chapter five focuses on 

current Kānaka navigation of their (ʻai)dentity through their food and foodways, fishing practices 

like limu and cooking and their engagement with the economic and environmental changes. This 

will be the chapter on the present voices, Piko. Chapter six is the revisioning of Kānaka 

foodways and (ʻai)dentity through ʻulu, or breadfruit, and how it addresses economic and 

environmental issues such as food cost and climate change. This will be the chapter on the future 

voices, Maʻi. The ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi used for these specific chapter titles are not direct translations, 

but rather a call to all generations from the past, present, and future. Chapter seven is the last 

chapter to reflect on these findings and reshape (ʻai)dentity studies.  

Methodology 

 The primary sources of data are cookbooks and oral histories. The research takes a 

mixed-method approach because the overall goal is to unravel a process and the way people 

engage with their identities while cross-analyzing quantitative data, as well as material analysis, 

from the very communities that construct identities through their cultural material. For my 

methodology, I will center on an Indigenous critical lens. The Indigenous critical lens use for this 

research is called Kānaka ʻŌiwi Critical Consciousness, or Hawaiian Critical Consciousness. 

Kānaka ʻŌiwi Critical Consciousness is a critical Indigenous perspective to contain and subdue 

to prevent colonial and imperial perspectives from altering any research covering Indigenous 

topics (Wright, 2015). To encompass Indigenous research through its methodology, the 

framework of the research must be critical of suppressive foundations. Its methodology is to 

center the Indigenous group’s perspective, thoughts, and actions. 

Decolonization & Emancipatory Methodology 
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Indigeneity is not merely an identity category, but a relational positioning grounded in 

land, community, and distinct epistemological traditions that have been systematically 

marginalized under colonialism. Margaret Kovach (2005) argues that Indigenous knowledge 

systems emerge from lived experience, relational accountability, and responsibilities to 

community, rather than from claims of objectivity or universality privileged in Western positivist 

traditions by asserting that knowledge is contextual, place-based, and inseparable from ethical 

obligations to Indigenous peoples. Thus, indigeneity operates simultaneously as a political 

condition shaped by colonial dispossession and as an epistemic stance that centers Indigenous 

ways of knowing, being, and relating. 

Emancipatory methodology builds directly from this understanding of indigeneity by 

positioning research as a form of resistance rather than neutral inquiry. Kovach emphasizes that 

Indigenous and emancipatory methodologies reject extractive research practices and instead 

prioritize reciprocity, relationality, and community benefit, reframing research as accountable to 

Indigenous communities rather than solely to academic institutions (Kovach, 2005). Such 

methodologies challenge power asymmetries embedded in conventional research by recognizing 

Indigenous peoples as knowledge holders rather than merely objects of study. Emancipatory 

methodology functions as both a critique of colonial epistemologies and a transformative 

practice aimed at self-determination, survivance, and the re-centering of Indigenous intellectual 

sovereignty within and beyond the academy. 

Robin Kimmerer refers to academia as an institution, specifically the institution of 

science, as the fortress that those who enter must follow the dominating discourse, keep each 

other and oneself in line, not to deviate from the rules within, gatekeeping and stopping other 

forms of knowing to enter, they recognize the knowledge, but they don’t allow it in (Kimmerer, 
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2013). Kimmerer reframes this system to bring Western knowledge and Indigenous knowledge 

together, to create a less hostile intellectual climate that allows scholars to rework these 

knowledge systems, and most importantly to continue to nurture this process throughout time 

(Kimmerer, 2013). 

ʻIke Hawaiʻi is a frame that is worthy to challenging and adapt within the dominating 

epistemic discourse. It can find ways of balancing Western knowledge where it lacks attention to 

minority inclusion and ecological solutions. ʻIke Hawaiʻi can be described as an idea transmutes 

within ancient and modern, central, and marginalized. Manulani Aluli Meyer has formatted ʻike 

Hawaiʻi as an idea that shifts and metamorphizes throughout time and influences. It is not unique 

because it is “Hawaiian”, it is unique because of its ability to adapt to work for the people and 

the environment. Time is a facet of ʻike Hawaiʻi that allows this idea to transcend in any 

generation; it is because of mo'okū'auhau, or genealogy, which produces this capacity (Meyer, 

2001, 2014a, 2014b, 2025). Family tracing, history, and change reveal a perspective of time, 

which is a new generation that creates new stories and new ideas that must be embedded in 

family history. ʻIke Hawaiʻi is adaptive throughout time by reviewing the past to remember the 

origins of a concept and change does not reinvent the concept; it becomes part of the overall 

framework. a part of the overall scheme. A part of ʻike Hawaiʻi that reflects ecology is ʻāina. 

ʻĀina can simply translate to the “land.” However, ʻāina, in terms of epistemology, goes beyond 

a simple meaning as the proper translation and thought is “that which feeds.” ʻĀina is the 

physical geography that shapes Kānaka and is never owned; it builds culture, feeds the many, 

and carries a spiritual and meaningful connection with nature. Even moʻolelo speaks of Hāloa 

and the creation of kanaka. Kānaka call themselves, “keiki o ka ʻāina,” which means “children of 

the land.” This strong connection to land has stayed with Kānaka throughout time, promoting the 
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protection of lands. This idea can transcend through time and social dimensions (Meyer, 2001, 

2014a, 2014b, 2025). Whether it is natural resource management or even fighting food security 

issues, the idea of ʻāina is a deeply rooted concept that adapts over time and finds its way to the 

next generation. 

Indigenous Statistics 

Indigenous statistics emerge from a fundamental critique of how quantitative methods 

have historically been deployed as tools of colonial governance rather than as neutral instruments 

of knowledge. As Walter and Andersen demonstrate, population statistics about Indigenous 

peoples have been deeply entangled with settler colonial projects, producing what they term a 

“demography of disadvantage” that frames Indigenous communities through deficit, pathology, 

and developmental lag rather than through relational lifeworlds and structural conditions of 

dispossession (Walter et al., 2013). These statistical regimes obscure colonialism as a causal 

force while naturalizing inequality through indicators selected and interpreted by non-Indigenous 

institutions (Kukutai, 2025). Indigenous statistics, therefore, require not simply new variables or 

better disaggregation, but also a paradigmatic shift that recognizes statistics as socially produced, 

politically situated, and historically implicated in Indigenous erasure. 

Building on an Indigenous methodology, quantitative approaches framed through 

Indigeneity seek to reclaim statistics as a technology for Indigenous self-determination rather 

than state surveillance. Kovach argues that Indigenous methodologies, whether qualitative or 

quantitative, are grounded in relational accountability, lived experience, and responsibilities to 

community, rejecting extractive research practices that divorce data from ethics and context 

(Kovach, 2005). Walter and Andersen extend this framework into the quantitative realm by 

emphasizing standpoint epistemology as an integral component of Indigenous statistical 
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methodology, rather than treating numbers as culturally neutral representations of reality 

(Kovach, 2005; Walter et al., 2013). From this perspective, Indigenous statistics are anti-

colonial, insisting that data collection, analysis, and interpretation must align with Indigenous 

worldviews, relational values, and collective priorities. 

Indigenous data sovereignty provides the governance framework necessary to 

operationalize these methodological commitments. Kukutai argues that Indigenous data 

sovereignty centers Indigenous authority over the entire data lifecycle, from collection and 

categorization to interpretation and use, ensuring that data reflect Indigenous identities, kinship 

systems, and aspirations rather than state-defined needs (Walter et al., 2013). This approach 

directly challenges the neo-colonial alliance between statistics and policy, in which data are used 

to manage Indigenous populations while denying them control over how they are represented 

(Walter, 2025). When situated within Indigenous methodologies articulated by Kovach and 

others, Indigenous data sovereignty transforms statistics into an emancipatory practice—one that 

supports cultural resurgence, political accountability, and Indigenous futures grounded in self-

determined knowledge production rather than colonial measurement regimes. 

Hawaiʻi and its Communities through Cookbooks 

The family recipes I learned were always through someone teaching how to do it. I never 

thought how important it was to document my experiences with my family and the recipes that 

were passed down by generations. We sometimes forget the power of the cookbook in creating 

documents and preserving memories. I never kept track of those stories or recipes. Though it 

may not seem like an academic text, cookbooks are cultural materials that convey and reflect 

understandings of cultural value and the construction of identity (Kitchings, 2022). For this 

research, I will utilize cookbook analysis to understand how (ʻai)dentity is constructed. 
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Analyzing cookbooks is not only about the selection of recipes but also the stories told by 

the authors and the personalization of one’s cookbook, such as written notes and comments. 

What can be learned from these authors is their values and what they negotiated as their 

(ʻai)dentity. The two types of cookbooks used for this research will be community cookbooks 

and Hawaiʻi-focused cookbooks for the general public. The importance of analyzing community 

cookbooks is “depicting heritage, lifestyle, and values of the cookbook creators that otherwise 

may be undocumented, not necessarily documentation of the foods eaten within the individual 

households” (Kitchings, 2022). A community cookbook is created through the community and 

individuals within that community contribute a recipe. This type of cookbook provides insight 

into a community and their food values. The other type of cookbook that will be used in this 

research is Hawaiʻi-focused cookbooks, which are cookbooks that were published for a general 

audience. These cookbooks hold a significant role in depicting what Hawaiʻi’s food is and 

(ʻai)dentity of Hawaiʻi. What can be learned from these books includes the different foodway 

epistemologies through cooking techniques, the negotiation of (ʻai)dentity within Hawaiʻi, and 

operations of forces like colonialism and imperialism (Kitchings, 2022). 

 With these two types of cookbooks, the research will not only analyze the content but 

also a critical view of influences and power dynamics shaped by forces like colonialism and 

imperialism. The negotiation of (ʻai)dentity and what is highlighted as important will more likely 

demonstrate what local identity is, what is (ʻai)dentity, and what is purely something else. To 

critically analyze cookbooks, the research will underscore the heritagization process of local 

identity and other forms of identity that are not Kānaka. 

Oral Histories through Talk-Story 
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 After work, I would usually relax and talk with my friends. In Hawaiʻi, we call this pau 

hana, or finish work. When I come home from work, I usually sit at the coffee table with my 

roommate, have a beer, maybe have something to eat, and talk-story. Talk-story is simply a 

relaxing conversation about anything with another person or a group. We talk about how our day 

went, any plans, crack some jokes, and maybe talk about hanabata days, or childhood memories. 

These conversations are organic, they flow, we discuss what we want to discuss. Though it 

seems like it’s just a normal conversation everyone does, people in Hawaiʻi have created a 

culture around conversation that makes it unique to us. Talk-story is “the casual exchange of 

narrative with a sense of mutuality and has been advanced as a storytelling performance style as 

well as a tool for learning” (Au, 1985; Simpson Steele, 2012; Taosaka, 2002). Talk-story carries 

cultural significance in Hawaiʻi because talk-story in Hawaiʻi where people connect with one 

another through narratives, places, histories, and identities. This can be understood as an 

informal interview or even an oral history. With this method, talk-story will help connect with 

others on how they navigate their (ʻai)dentity. 

 Talk-story constructs an organic narrative about a person’s or group’s everyday life. As 

this research explores (ʻai)dentity and culture through food, it is appropriate to focus the 

conversation on food. I will review various oral history archives from prominent institutions and 

even get into the process of my own family oral histories to construct these narratives and how 

these conversations construct (ʻai)dentities. Please refer to appendix C to see the full list of the 

oral history archives. The conversation flow in oral histories is organic, and it is important to 

understand how people relate to the food they have grown up with and the cultural meanings and 

ties to food. Through these engagements of talk-story and sharing food, this will help construct 
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help both the people of Hawaiʻi and me understand how we navigate our (ʻai)dentity through 

food.  

Data Collection 

 There are two sets of data; cookbooks and archived oral histories. For cookbook analysis, 

the goal is to understand what is important to Hawaiʻi’s community in terms of food and how 

(ʻai)dentity is conveyed. The oral histories provide an in-depth look into the negotiation of 

(ʻai)dentity and communicate narratives of Kānaka (ʻai)dentity and their cultural foodways. 

Cookbook analysis will use both a quantitative and qualitative approach, the use of binary 

logistic regressions for identity indicators and a cultural material analysis. The rationale for these 

methods is to uncover identity indicators, especially for creating more data with a limited data 

set. Selection will be based on the availability of cookbooks because the publications come from 

specific communities, which may limit copies in circulation and access to these materials. This 

means a possible incomplete collection record for these materials. The collection of cookbooks 

will be limited to at least at least one book per island in Hawaiʻi to best understand the different 

communities around Hawaiʻi. The total number of coded sections, including recipes and 

excerpts, is n=974. Refer to appendix A to review a detailed list of the community cookbooks 

and refer to appendix B for the codebook and details. 

For the Hawaiʻi-focused cookbooks for the general public, three books are chosen for 

conveying an intellectual moʻokūʻauhau and framing of generational transmission of knowledge 

expressed through past/kūpuna (Manawa), present/us (Piko), and future/keiki (Maʻi). The 

Manawa chapter conveys knowledge that comes from our past like our kūpuna. The chosen book 

for the Manawa section is E Hoʻolako Mau: Our Knowledge of a Hawaiian Lifestyle Simple, 

Volume 1 (1990) by Tamar Luke Paneʻe. Also, I will supplement with her volume 2 when it is 
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appropriate. What Paneʻe provides is knowledge of historical Kānaka cooking and cuisine and 

not only what was traditionally practiced but also how to cook Kānaka cuisine within today’s 

homes and modern appliances. This holds historical ʻike Hawaiʻi and with the goal of passing 

that knowledge to the everyday people and their households. Paneʻe conveys knowledge transfer 

and reminds us of what that knowledge is. The Piko chapter reflects today’s generation and how 

we pursue and engage with knowledge. The chosen book for the Piko section is Cook Real 

Hawaiʻi (2021) by Simon Simeon. This book conveys the current generation engaging the 

culinary arts within the context of multicultural Hawaiʻi. Though Simeon may not have Kānaka 

ʻŌiwi ancestry, he navigates the ethnic and racial culinary landscapes to negotiate (ʻai)dentity in 

Hawaiʻi. Through his book, the book discusses what is Kānaka (ʻai)dentity, local identity, and a 

merging of the two. The research will identify the way ʻike Hawaiʻi is practiced beyond ancestry 

alone with Kānaka ʻŌiwi ancestry. Simeon networked with many multiethnic Kānaka on his 

journey and shared his experiences. The book I have chosen for the Maʻi chapter is Sam Choy’s 

ʻUlu Cookbook: Hawaiʻi’s Breadfruit Recipes (2022) by Sam Choy and Gay Wong with Hawaiʻi 

ʻUlu Cooperative. This book centers on ʻulu as the main ingredient because of the traditional 

practices used in Hawaiʻi and Pasifika but also innovation in solving contemporary issues. ʻUlu 

may not be as popular as kalo and ʻuala, but holds similar significance alongside Hawaiʻi’s other 

staple foods to address environmental issues like climate change and food sovereignty 

movements within the Pasifika. ʻUlu is gaining renewed place on our plates through the 

revisiting of cultural practices and traditions and especially what it brings to the personal and 

climate-change conversation. With these three books, it will lead the general sphere of current 

Hawaiʻi perspectives on their food, foodways, and (ʻai)dentity. 
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For archived oral histories, I turn to the UH Mānoa CSS Center of Oral History’s (COH) 

open source and public archives that reflects (ʻai)dentity and foodways. The sources I am using 

are the Limu Practitioners, Women Workers in Hawaii’s Pineapple Industry, and Kōkua Hawaiʻi 

Oral History Project. I chose interviewees that had unique backgrounds and relevance to the 

topic being discussed. 

Before We Eat 

 I hope this research not only addresses my main goals and objectives, but also to rethink 

how to research and write for academics. This is your disclaimer; a lot of the words and phrases 

you will come across are in ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi and Hawaiʻi Pidgin English. I’m writing in my voice 

and the voices of my family, the communities that brought me here, and of my people. 

“Our story remains unwritten. It rests within the culture, which is inseparable 

from the land. To know this is to know our history. To write this is to write of the 

land and the people who are born from her.” (Trask, 1999) 

 

The story remains unwritten because of dominating knowledge systems in place to marginalize 

the voices of the many, pushing our way of thinking as an exotic idea. Our voices must strive to 

carry ancestral knowledge to have meaning in this world, continue writing toward freedom. 

Thank you for being here and enjoy the meal. 
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Chapter 1 

ʻAhaʻaina – A Feast on Social Theories 

 

1821 

Ko koā uka, ko koā kai. 

Those of the upland, those of the shore. 

 

(Pukui, 1983) 

 

Get Plenny to Eat 

            It is important to set the foundation for this research, especially tracing the genealogy of 

our knowledge and understanding within these fields. There are many avenues of social theory to 

venture when discussing food and society, but my key focus is to underline what is already 

known in terms of the sociology of food and identity formation, provide a critical lens by 

highlighting what is missing, and contribute my findings as pieces to that puzzle. What I am 

trying to accomplish is to provide ʻike Hawaiʻi to rethink and fill in the missing pieces to how we 

study identity formation, especially through our foodways. This is bridgework, as those from a 

Western perspective and those from an ʻike Hawaiʻi perspective have something to offer to one 

another, just like those of the uplands and those of the shore can share some of their food. So, get 

plenny of theories and perspectives to satisfy our hunger for knowledge. 

The Sociology of Food 

The sociology of food is a subfield in sociology centered around social interaction and 

organization around food and eating and the association of health and nutrition in our social life. 

Social and cultural anthropologists, social historians, and social nutritionists have largely 

contributed to the study of food and society. Current literature in sociological theory on food and 

society reflects the major theoretical perspectives: functionalism, structuralism, conflict theory, 

and symbolic interactionism. 
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A functional approach examines how foodways are expressed and how they symbolize 

patterns of social relations (McIntosh, 2013; Mennell et al., 1992). This approach is rooted in the 

work of Bronisław Malinowski and his research on Indigenous groups and participation in a 

group’s foodways. A structuralist approach underlines how foodways are culturally shaped and 

socially controlled (McIntosh, 2013; Mennell et al., 1992). It is very similar to functionalism but 

highlights the construction of relationships and cultural consciousness. Food and eating in the 

context of structuralism were heavily influenced by Claude Lévi-Strauss, as the field is 

concerned with the aesthetics of food, such as examining cuisine rather than food itself. Food is 

understood less as material sustenance and more as a symbolic system through which societies 

organize meaning. Rather than focusing on ingredients or nutrition, structuralism analyzes 

cuisine, the patterned rules, techniques, and classifications that govern how food is prepared and 

consumed. Lévi-Strauss argued that practices such as cooking transform nature into culture, 

revealing deep cognitive structures expressed through binaries like raw/cooked or nature/culture. 

As a result, structuralist food studies privilege the aesthetics and organization of cuisine as a 

cultural language, often abstracting food away from its material, political, and historical 

conditions. The issue with functionalist and structuralist approaches is that they assume universal 

structures in which all societies are organized in a universal way, while not considering other 

issues like colonialism and the way structures change through practices and agency. This limits 

the analysis of colonialism within Indigenous studies surrounding food. Pierre Bourdieu’s 

address some of those issues of agency as cultural and social structures are changed through that 

agency, such as his concepts of networking and habitus. 

A functionalist approach is limited because it tends to ask how foodways maintain social 

cohesion, ritual order, or collective life, but that emphasis can naturalize the very social order 
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that colonialism imposed. In Indigenous contexts especially, food practices may appear 

“functional” for community reproduction while masking the fact that the underlying institutions 

of land dispossession, racial hierarchy, and forced incorporation into colonial economies are 

themselves violent and historically produced. Relatedly, structuralism is limited because it 

privileges symbolic systems, classificatory binaries, and the cultural logic of cuisine over the 

material and political conditions that shape food systems. It can tell us how food signifies, but it 

is less equipped to explain how imperial power reorganizes who has access to land, which foods 

become staples, and why certain cuisines survive only in altered form under colonial domination. 

In both approaches, colonialism risks appearing as merely another cultural pattern rather than as 

an ongoing structure of expropriation and rule. 

The conflict-theory approach examines conflicts within societies pertaining to food and 

nourishment (McIntosh, 2013). Generally, this approach more often investigates survival of 

hunger and nourishment. “Typically, this approach focuses more on the class struggles over food 

resources. An expansion of conflict theory is developmentalism. The developmentalist approach 

examines how food and cooking become a significant part of the development of human mental 

capacities and social disposition. Developmentalists take on a materialist approach as a 

counterargument to structuralism. They review changes in the development of societies through 

cooking and the changes in food (McIntosh, 2013; Mennell et al., 1992). The issues with this 

approach take a linear societal approach in some cases, like Johan Goudsblom (1992) on roasting 

and fire improved nutrition and affected social organization and mentality. However, 

technological advancement to develop a society as an argument is flawed as it removes the 

possibility of varied outcomes as if an unfalsifiable hypothesis is social law, does not consider 

the constraints and conditions like the environment of the society in which they are situated, and 
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mistakes historical interpretations for theories that go beyond a singular perspective but a 

plurality (Popper, 1957). To Goudsblom's point, just because societies can cook and expand their 

mental capacity through nutrients with cooked food does not mean societies may struggle in their 

development of society within harsh environments and scarce resources. And “development” 

means different things to different people, like an Indigenous perspective compared to a non-

Indigenous one. 

The conflict perspective comes closer to addressing colonialism and imperialism because 

it foregrounds struggle, domination, and unequal access to food resources, but in its conventional 

form it often reduces food conflict to class struggle alone. That is a problem for interrogating 

colonialism and imperialism because those systems are not exhausted by class exploitation; they 

also operate through race, indigeneity, sovereignty, dispossession, militarization, and cultural 

erasure. Colonial food systems are not simply unequal markets; they are systems that transform 

land into property, subsistence into commodity dependence, and Indigenous foodways into 

marginal or appropriated practices. The developmentalist approach is even more limited in this 

regard because it often assumes a linear narrative of progress in which technological change, 

cooking, and nutritional “improvement” drive social advancement. Such a model risks 

reproducing imperial logics by measuring societies against Western developmental standards and 

treating colonized peoples as earlier or less developed stages of social evolution. That makes it 

difficult to see how colonialism itself produces underdevelopment, ecological disruption, and 

forced dietary change, or how Indigenous food systems may embody different but equally 

complex social and ecological rationalities.  

A symbolic interactionist approach to foodways emphasizes how meanings are produced 

and negotiated through everyday interaction rather than imposed by structural forces (Blumer, 
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1969). Drawing on the work of Herbert Blumer (1969) and George Herbert Mead (1934), this 

perspective understands food practices as symbolic acts through which individuals construct 

identity, belonging, and moral order. For example, eating together with family functions as a 

ritualized interaction that communicates care, obligation, and social cohesion, though these 

meanings vary across cultural contexts and are continually reinforced through practice. Building 

on this tradition, Erving Goffman’s analysis of everyday rituals further illuminates how meals 

operate as interactional performances governed by norms of respect, presentation, and social 

expectation. 

Symbolic interactionism is particularly useful for illuminating how food practices 

function as everyday sites of social reproduction, where norms, identities, and moral 

expectations are learned and reinforced through repeated interaction (Blumer, 1969). From this 

perspective, food is not a fixed object with inherent meaning but a socially constructed symbol 

whose significance shifts across contexts, relationships, and moments in the life course (Mead, 

1934). Shared meals, cooking routines, and food-related rituals become arenas in which 

individuals negotiate roles such as caregiver, elder, or host, embedding food within interactional 

hierarchies of gender, age, and kinship (DeVault, 1991). As Erving Goffman (1959; 1967) 

demonstrates, these interactions are governed by implicit rules of conduct, where deviations such 

as refusing food, violating table etiquette, or disrupting meal sequences carry social 

consequences. While symbolic interactionism offers critical insight into the micro-politics of 

meaning-making, its emphasis on interactional processes limits its ability to fully account for 

how colonial histories, racialized power, and material inequalities shape the conditions under 

which food practices occur, underscoring the need to place this framework in dialogue with 

critical and decolonial approaches to food (McIntosh, 2013). 
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A symbolic interactionist approach is useful for showing how food meanings are 

negotiated in everyday life, how identities are performed through meals, and how kinship, 

gender, and obligation are reproduced through routine food practices. But its main limitation is 

scale. Because it focuses on micro-level interaction, it can illuminate how colonial histories are 

felt and negotiated in daily practices without fully explaining how those practices are structured 

by racial capitalism, settlement, and imperial governance. For example, it can analyze what 

refusing or serving a food means in a family setting, but it is less able on its own to explain why 

certain foods became available, stigmatized, expensive, or displaced in the first place. Symbolic 

interactionism is strong on lived meaning but weak on the historical and political-economic 

production of those meanings. All these traditions contribute important insights, but none of 

them alone can adequately interrogate the enduring impacts of colonialism and imperialism. 

Theoretical perspectives in the sociology of food have been limited in their capacity to 

fully interrogate the enduring impacts of colonialism and imperialism. The field has historically 

privileged analyses rooted in so-called “developed” and urban societies, often sidelining 

Indigenous epistemologies and broader traditions of cultural critique. Even when colonialism is 

addressed, it is frequently framed through Western academic lineages, as seen in The Sociology 

of Food: Eating, Diet and Culture, which briefly engages decolonization but does so primarily 

through Western intellectual traditions associated with Max Weber, Karl Marx, and Claude Lévi-

Strauss. While these frameworks offer valuable insights, their dominance constrains the 

analytical scope of the field by reproducing colonial ways of knowing. As scholars such as 

Robert Ji-Song Ku, Sonia Ryang, and Psyche Williams-Forson demonstrate, the sociology of 

food must move beyond Western-centric paradigms and meaningfully engage alternative 

epistemologies that foreground race, power, indigeneity, and lived histories of colonialism. 
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To discuss the impacts of colonialism and imperialism, contemporary food studies 

scholars have expanded the analysis of meaning and identity through food into questions of race, 

migration, and authenticity. For example, Eating Asian America by Robert Ku (2013) 

demonstrates how food operates as a central site for negotiating racialized belonging and 

citizenship within the United States. Through essays examining the commodification of sushi, 

the marketing of “authentic” Chinese food, and the labor of immigrant restaurant workers, Ku 

and others show that Asian American foodways are embedded in histories of labor exploitation, 

exclusionary laws, and cultural appropriation. Food becomes both a medium for claiming 

visibility and a terrain through which Asian Americans are disciplined into acceptable forms of 

difference. This reframing complicates symbolic interactionism’s micro-level focus; while 

meanings of food are socially constructed, they are also conditioned by broader structures of 

racial capitalism and immigration policy. In this sense, Eating Asian America reveals that 

consumption is not simply about shared meaning but about negotiating one’s place within a 

racialized political economy that defines who and what counts as “American” (Ku, 2015). Yet, 

from an ʻike Hawaiʻi frame, food’s meaning extends beyond social negotiation to a genealogical 

relationship between people and place. Whereas Ku reveals how racialized subjects assert 

belonging through food in a settler state, ʻike Hawaiʻi reminds us that belonging originates from 

reciprocal relationships with ʻāina. In this view, food is not merely a symbol of inclusion but a 

living embodiment of kinship, where eating is an ethical act of mālama ʻāina and remembering 

one’s ancestors. 

Sonia Ryang’s Eating Korean in America (2015) provides an ethnographic reflection on 

how Korean immigrants and their descendants use food to navigate identity, belonging, and 

nostalgia in a diasporic setting. Ryang examines how dishes such as kimchi, bulgogi, and 
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bibimbap circulate in U.S. popular culture as symbols of “authentic Korean-ness,” often 

consumed by non-Korean audiences seeking cultural capital through exoticism. Yet for Korean 

immigrants, these same foods carry layered meanings that are anchored in memory, care, and the 

longing for home. Ryang illustrates how Korean restaurants must simultaneously cater to 

American tastes and perform authenticity, leading to hybridized cuisines that reflect both 

accommodation and resistance. For instance, the “Korean taco” craze epitomizes how ethnic 

food becomes a site of creative cultural fusion but also a commercial repackaging of immigrant 

labor and identity (Ryang, 2015). Ryang’s analysis underscores that authenticity is not a stable 

cultural essence, but a social negotiation mediated by power and consumption. Her work shows 

that eating, much like identity, is an ongoing act of translation within unequal cultural 

hierarchies. From an ʻike Hawaiʻi frame, Ryang’s work highlights a tension; while diasporic 

foodways rely on symbolic negotiations of home, Indigenous food sovereignty insists on 

physical and spiritual continuity with place. From an ʻike Hawaiʻi perspective, the contrast with 

Ryang’s diasporic framework becomes especially pronounced. Kānaka food epistemology does 

not understand “home” as a distant origin remembered through taste, but as an ongoing, 

reciprocal relationship with ʻāina that is enacted through cultivation, gathering, stewardship, and 

ceremony. Food is not a symbolic stand-in for belonging, but rather it is a material and spiritual 

practice that sustains genealogical ties between people, land, and ancestors. In this context, the 

commodification of “authentic” foods is not merely a cultural misrepresentation but part of a 

broader settler-colonial logic that severs food from place, labor, and responsibility. While 

Ryang’s analysis powerfully captures the affective dimensions of displacement and the creative 

negotiations of identity under diaspora, an Indigenous lens reveals how the market circulation of 

ethnic authenticity mirrors the same structures that dispossess Native peoples of land, restrict 
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access to subsistence practices, and transform living food systems into consumable heritage. This 

distinction underscores a critical difference between diasporic longing for home and Kānaka 

struggles for food sovereignty, where the issue is not cultural preservation in exile but the 

continued ability to maintain reciprocal relations with ʻāina in the face of settler occupation. 

Psyche A. Williams-Forson’s Eating While Black (2022) depicts how food practices 

among Black communities are racialized through surveillance, stigma, and class-based 

moralization. She interrogates how public discourse around “healthy eating” or “soul food” often 

pathologizes Black diets, ignoring structural inequities such as food apartheid, economic 

deprivation, and systemic racism (Williams-Forson, 2022). Food apartheid is defined as the 

racially structured and historically produced systems that determine unequal access to food, land, 

and food-related resources, emphasizing that these inequities are the result of intentional policies 

and power relations rather than natural or accidental market failures. For example, when Black 

families are criticized for eating fried foods or processed meals, the critique often masks a 

racialized judgment about respectability and self-control rather than addressing the lack of access 

to fresh produce or the historical disruption of Black agrarian practices. Another example is 

rejecting the neutral language of “food deserts” and instead foregrounds how anti-Black racism, 

segregation, disinvestment, and carceral logics shape food environments. Food apartheid 

highlights how food spaces, from grocery stores to restaurants and kitchens, are sites where 

racial surveillance, exclusion, and violence are enacted alongside consumption. Importantly, the 

framework centers Black agency and everyday food practices as forms of resistance and survival 

within these constrained systems, reframing food inequity as a matter of racial justice rather than 

individual choice or cultural deficiency. Williams-Forson highlights how Black women in 

particular use cooking and eating as forms of care and resistance, transforming limited resources 
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into expressions of creativity, community, and love. Her ethnographic accounts of everyday acts, 

such as choosing to eat fried chicken unapologetically in public, reveal how food becomes a site 

of agency and refusal against the politics of shame (Williams-Forson, 2022). Through this, 

Williams-Forson reframes food not merely as sustenance but as a racialized practice of power 

and reclamation. Her work resonates deeply with ea, or life, breath, sovereignty, in ʻike Hawaiʻi, 

where acts of sustenance are acts of resurgence. Both frameworks expose how structural violence 

attempts to control bodies through food, and both affirm that to eat with dignity, to feed one’s 

people on one’s own terms, is a practice of sovereignty. I would extend this further, as other 

Kānaka scholars like Meyers would agree that the liberation through food is not only social but 

also ecological, tied to restoring reciprocal relationships with land and non-human kin (Meyer, 

2014a, 2025). 

Collectively, Ku, Ryang, and Williams-Forson offer a critical intervention in the 

sociology of food by challenging Western theoretical dominance and exposing the limitations of 

universalist frameworks for understanding food practices. They demonstrate that food is 

inseparable from the dynamics of race, labor, migration, and colonial modernity. Their analyses 

foreground how marginalized communities create meaning, survival, and pleasure within food 

systems designed to commodify or erase them. This critical reframing offers an essential bridge 

to Indigenous and decolonial approaches, particularly within the context of Hawaiʻi, where food 

is not only a cultural expression but also a mode of sovereignty and resistance. For example, 

understanding how poke or poi circulates within tourism economies requires similar attention to 

how authenticity and identity are commodified under settler colonial logics. By centering 

racialized and diasporic experiences, these scholars create theoretical groundwork, so we can 

understand Kānaka foodways as acts of aloha ʻāina and epistemological survival, where eating 
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becomes a practice of remembering, reclaiming, and reinhabiting native people’s relationships to 

land and ocean. 

Settler Colonialism & Identity 

Fabio Parasecoli (2022) has defined “gastronativism” as “the ideological use of food to 

advance ideas about who belongs to a community and who does not.” His research identifies the 

phenomenon as a fluid perspective within ideology as food is transformed by macro structures 

like globalization and neoliberalism, for people to respond by seeking out their familial roots. 

This can be taken up through one form of nationalism and xenophobic political projects as 

people draw on strong emotions connected with eating to resent and hold contempt for other 

people and cultures. The other construction is the channeling of pride in one’s own culinary 

traditions, defying transnational corporations, to uplift marginalized and oppressed groups, and 

support people abandoned by globalization. Parasecoli shows that food functions as a national 

symbol when it is mobilized like a flag or anthem to produce an imagined sense of cohesion and 

cultural authenticity, a process that simultaneously naturalizes dominant identities while masking 

internal inequalities and the colonial power relations through which such culinary symbols are 

produced and sustained. Food and foodways through Parasecoli’s analysis become a powerful 

political tool and stress the process of identity formation, especially a national and cultural 

identity (Parasecoli, 2022). Parasecoli also discusses the construct of race as a project from 

settler colonialism through which those in power and control of a nation push their identity, 

while the Indigenous peoples of those places struggle to continue their own identity. 

Parasecoli emphasizes that food-based identity projects are inseparable from race, power, 

and colonial histories. He traces how the very notion of national cuisines emerged alongside 

European colonial expansion, where settler societies naturalized their own food traditions as 



Davis 31 

 

markers of civilization while demeaning Indigenous and colonized food systems as backward or 

uncultured (Parasecoli, 2022). In settler-colonial contexts, gastronativism often functions as a 

racialized project in which dominant populations assert cultural authority by claiming culinary 

authenticity, while Indigenous foodways are either erased, folklorized, or commodified as 

heritage divorced from land, governance, and Indigenous epistemologies. From a Kānaka 

framework, this distinction is critical: the celebration of “local” or “traditional” food under 

gastronativist frameworks frequently reproduces settler logics that detach food from ʻāina, labor, 

and kuleana, transforming living food systems into consumable symbols. 

Kānaka ʻŌiwi scholarship underscores this divergence by centering food as a practice of 

political relation rather than symbolic identity alone. As Haunani-Kay Trask argues, settler 

colonialism in Hawaiʻi operates through the commodification of land, culture, and sustenance, 

rendering Hawaiians marginal within their own homeland while repackaging Hawaiian practices 

for tourism and state legitimacy (Trask, 1992). Similarly, Kamanamaikalani Beamer articulates 

ʻāina as a genealogical ancestor and teacher, emphasizing that Indigenous identity and leadership 

emerge through reciprocal relationships with land rather than symbolic claims to heritage 

(Beamer, 2018). Through this lens, gastronativism reveals both its analytic power and its limits, 

while it helps explain how food becomes a site of political struggle over belonging, it cannot be 

separated from settler colonial structures that appropriate “authentic” foods while denying 

Indigenous peoples’ sovereignty over land and food systems. For Kānaka ʻŌiwi, food is not a 

nationalist symbol but an expression of aloha ʻāina and survival under occupation, where 

sustaining foodways is inseparable from sustaining life, land, and self-determination. 

Evelyn Nakano Glenn (2015) defines settler colonialism as “an ongoing structure rather 

than a past historical event.” Glenn emphasizes that colonialism produces interconnected 
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projects, such as a race-gender project, in which it develops a national identity and the 

normalization of whiteness, especially the dominance of white masculinity. This dominance of 

male whiteness as a project of settler colonialism is conveyed as claims to land rights of 

Indigenous peoples, such as Manifest Destiny against Native American tribes, and even policies 

reflected in the privatization of land and the enforcement of military presence against Kānaka. 

The Western conception of land ownership is structured through a settler logic in which identity 

is constituted by property ownership, the privatization of land, and the assertion of political 

sovereignty through possession. White identity is reproduced through government institutions, 

including laws that define race and census practices that document individuals. An example of 

this is creating a racial difference between Anglo settlers and Mexicans, whether they were 

citizens or not. Before the 1930s, the U.S. government did not distinguish Mexicans from whites, 

especially through the census. Depending on the place and time of local counties and states, 

Glenn would describe practices and understandings distinguishing race as “Anglos differentiated 

between ‘Indian’ and ‘Spanish’ Mexicans, based on skin tone and class; in other times and 

places, they considered all Mexicans to be ‘mestizo’ or ‘colored’” (Glenn, 2015). There is a 

power dynamic in which Anglo settlers define laws and institutions to enact racial divisions. This 

ongoing process has led to today’s issues of racial inequality in many sectors, like health, prison, 

and education. The changing of agricultural lands to sugarcane fields, the overthrow of the 

Hawaiʻi Kingdom, the problematic annexation of Hawaiʻi in the U.S. as a state, and the 

involvement of the military and tourist industries continue Anglo settler colonialism. The U.S. 

continues to govern Kānaka and even turns other racial minorities to continue to enforce Anglo 

settler colonialism, for which Candace Fujikane and Haunani-Kay Trask highlight as “Asian 

settler colonialism.” 
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In Lilikalā Kameʻeleihiwa’s Native Land and Foreign Desires: Pehea lā e Pono ai? How 

Shall We Live in Harmony? (1992), she demonstrates that the transformation of Hawaiian land 

tenure from communal stewardship to private property constituted the central mechanism of 

colonialism in Hawaiʻi. Kameʻeleihiwa grounds her analysis in moʻokūʻauhau, or genealogy, 

emphasizing that ʻāina is not an object to be owned but a living ancestor to whom Kānaka owe 

reciprocal care and responsibility. The imposition of Western property regimes, most notably 

through the Māhele of 1848, recast this genealogical relationship into one of ownership, 

commodification, and exclusion. As Kameʻeleihiwa argues, the Māhele not only dispossessed 

Kānaka of ancestral lands but also disrupted but it fundamentally disrupted Kānaka 

epistemologies of identity, replacing genealogical belonging with legal possession. The Western 

desire to “civilize” and “develop” the land through privatization became synonymous with a 

moral claim to righteousness, masking dispossession as progress (Kameʻeleihiwa, 1992). 

Kameʻeleihiwa’s analysis offers a critical lens through which settler colonialism in 

Hawaiʻi can be understood as both a material and epistemic project. The conversion of ʻāina into 

property aligns directly with Jerng’s (2010) logics of possession, wherein settler legitimacy is 

secured through ownership claims over Indigenous land and knowledge systems. In this process, 

Kameʻeleihiwa’s work reveals how the Kānaka worldview of pono—right, relationship, and 

balance—was systematically replaced by a Western ontology of possession, identity, culture, 

power, and control. This epistemic transformation reverberates in the ongoing struggles for 

sovereignty and (ʻai)dentity, where “local” and settler identities are constructed within a 

framework that normalizes ownership rather than stewardship. Kameʻeleihiwa’s enduring 

question, “Pehea lā e pono ai?” or “How shall we live in harmony?” thus remains central not 

only to the reclamation of Kānaka sovereignty but to reimagining (ʻai)dentity beyond colonial 
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constructions of ownership, toward futures grounded in reciprocity, responsibility, and relational 

life with ʻāina (Kameʻeleihiwa, 1992). 

Haunani-Kay Trask (1999) theorizes Hawaiʻi as a settler-colonial society in which the 

domination of Kānaka land and life is not an aberration but the organizing logic of the social 

order. She argues that “Hawaiʻi is a society in which the Indigenous culture and people have 

been murdered, suppressed, or marginalized for the benefit of settlers who now dominate our 

islands… the issue of civil rights is primarily an issue about how to protect settlers against each 

other and against the state” and that civil rights discourse functions primarily to regulate relations 

among settlers rather than to address Indigenous dispossession (Trask, 1999). In this formulation, 

civil rights are not neutral mechanisms of justice but tools that stabilize settler governance by 

defining injustice in ways that exclude genocide, land theft, language suppression, and the 

destruction of Indigenous kinship systems from legitimate political redress. As Trask makes 

clear, harms inflicted upon Kānaka are rendered external to civil rights precisely because they 

threaten the foundational legitimacy of the settler state itself. 

Trask makes this exclusion explicit when she states that “injustice done against Native 

people, such as genocide, land dispossession, language banning, and family destruction are 

therefore not within the parameters of civil rights” (Trask, 1999). These forms of violence are 

rendered politically unintelligible within civil rights frameworks precisely because 

acknowledging them would require confronting the foundational illegality of the settler state. As 

a result, Kānaka ʻŌiwi struggles for land, language, and sovereignty are consistently displaced 

by narratives of inclusion, equality, and multicultural coexistence. Even the U.S. government’s 

acknowledgment of wrongdoing through the 1993 Apology Resolution ultimately reinforces this 

contradiction: while the Resolution recognizes the illegal overthrow and annexation of the 
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Hawaiian Kingdom, it offers no mechanism for the restoration of land or governance, requiring 

Hawaiians to seek justice through the very colonial institutions that continue to deny their self-

determination. Within this context, Trask’s critique of “local” identity becomes central. Although 

“local” is often framed as a progressive, multicultural category rooted in shared labor histories 

and long-term residence, Trask shows that it functions as a legitimizing settler identity that 

obscures Indigenous political status. By collapsing Kānaka claims to sovereignty into a broader 

“local” belonging, settler society reframes Hawaiʻi as a shared multicultural space rather than an 

occupied nation. This move allows settlers, whether white or non-white, to claim moral and 

cultural legitimacy while avoiding accountability for ongoing land dispossession. “Local” 

identity thus operates not as a challenge to settler colonialism, but as a mechanism that 

normalizes it by transforming occupation into community. 

Trask further insists that Asian settler colonialism must be understood as part of the 

larger U.S. settler-colonial project. While Asian migrants and their descendants have experienced 

racialized exploitation, their incorporation into civil rights frameworks ultimately reinforces U.S. 

sovereignty by positioning justice as access to rights within the settler state rather than the 

dismantling of colonial rule. Struggles for inclusion among non-Indigenous groups, however 

necessary, can inadvertently reproduce the structures that deny Kānaka sovereignty. As Trask’s 

analysis makes clear, the language of civil rights and “local” belonging secures settler claims to 

Hawaiʻi while foreclosing Indigenous futures grounded in land, governance, and self-

determination. Trask’s work reveals how civil rights discourse and “local” identity operate as 

interlocking settler strategies that protect U.S. control over Hawaiʻi. What is at stake is not 

recognition or representation, but political authority itself. By naming how these frameworks 

exclude genocide, land theft, and sovereignty from legitimate claims, Trask demands a refusal of 
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inclusion-based politics and a re-centering of Kānaka ʻŌiwi struggles as fundamentally distinct 

from multicultural citizenship. In this sense, “local” identity does not merely coexist with settler 

colonialism; it actively legitimizes it. 

How Candace Fujikane (2008) defines “Asian Settler Colonialism” is more than just 

Asian migrants settling in Hawaiʻi but is defined as the historical and political conditions through 

which an Asian-dominated U.S. settler colony is produced. This is obscured by the impression of 

a collective identity of locals through “multicultural” and “multiracial” discourse. Fujikane 

argues Hawaiʻi must be understood not as a harmonious multicultural democracy, but as an 

ongoing U.S. settler colony, and that Asians in Hawaiʻi, including those who have experienced 

racism and exploitation, are still settlers in relation to Kānaka. She further argues that Asians are 

settlers not because they were the original colonizers or because all of them wield equal political 

power, but because they entered and continue to live within a settler colonial system built on 

Kānaka dispossession (Fujikane, 2008). She also argues that even oppressed or subordinated 

Asian groups remain settlers in relation to Kānaka, because the relevant question is their 

relationship to Indigenous land and Kānaka self-determination, not only their relationship to 

white power. This is why she rejects frameworks that treat Asians in Hawaiʻi only as minorities 

or immigrants; those terms erase Indigenous claims and help normalize the settler state 

(Fujikane, 2008). Fujikane also argues that Asian settlers have political and ethical obligations to 

support Kānaka self-determination, and that Asian settler colonialism operates not only through 

high-level state power but also through everyday life, institutions, and ordinary participation in 

the settler state (Fujikane, 2008). Her goal is not simply to indict Asians in Hawai‘i, but to force 

a methodological and political shift; away from multicultural frameworks that center race alone 
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and toward an analysis centered on Kānaka sovereignty, land, and the ongoing structure of settler 

colonialism. 

Settler colonialism can be further understood through what Mark Jerng (2010) theorizes 

as the logics of possession, or the construction of personhood through intergenerational 

negotiation of race and kinship that legitimizes one’s perceived right to claim property and 

identity. Within this logic, personhood itself becomes tied to the ability to possess, materially 

and symbolically, land, property, and identity. To further this definition, Maile Arvin (2019) 

argues, “possessions that never have the power to claim the property of whiteness for 

[Indigenous peoples],” meaning Indigenous peoples are positioned within settler colonialism as 

“possessions” rather than possessors, rendered structurally incapable of claiming the forms of 

property and whiteness that underwrite legitimacy in colonial society. Genealogical descent is 

thus rearticulated through settler frameworks as a means of asserting rightful ownership and 

nativeness, allowing settlers to naturalize their presence by framing themselves as inheritors of 

place rather than beneficiaries of dispossession (Jerng, 2010). 

This process produces a critical transformation in identity formation, wherein settlers and 

their descendants come to be recognized as “native” or “local” through proximity, duration, and 

inheritance, rather than through Kānaka genealogical relations to land. The logics of possession 

therefore function not merely as a property regime but as an epistemological system that 

redefines identity itself, legitimizing settler claims to belonging while foreclosing Indigenous 

sovereignty. In the context of Hawaiʻi, the elevation of “local” identity for those who benefit 

from settler colonialism does more than assert cultural belonging; it actively reproduces barriers 

that prevent Kānaka from reclaiming their own identity and land-based authority, including legal 

challenges to Native Hawaiian institutions like the Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA) and 
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Hawaiian Home Lands (HHL), discursive claims that settlers can also be “Hawaiian,” the 

reduction of indigeneity to one multicultural identity among many, and state-backed land 

removals that continue to displace Hawaiians from spaces of habitation and practice (Fujikane, 

2008). These barriers are rooted in Western racial frameworks that define identity as a possessive 

category and sovereignty as a legal status rather than a lived, genealogical relationship to ʻāina. 

Settler colonialism, as a racialized and gendered project, shapes how identity in Hawaiʻi 

is formed, negotiated, and expressed through food and foodways. To maintain U.S. governance 

and control, the project maintains the dominance of whiteness through a collective identity, such 

as “local,” which appears inclusive while remaining anchored in settler authority. For Fujikane 

and Trask, “local” identity operates within the confines of settler colonialism by obscuring 

Indigenous political status and redistributing entitlement among non-Indigenous groups, 

particularly Asian settlers whose incorporation into civil rights frameworks reinforces U.S. 

sovereignty. Cultural domains such as food have become key sites for this process, as foodways 

are mobilized to produce a shared sense of belonging that masks uneven access to land, power, 

and history (Fujikane, 2008; Trask, 1999). 

Within this framework, food and foodways function as mechanisms of heritagization that 

reinforce settler legitimacy. The logic of possession is reproduced culturally as “local food” 

becomes a collective identity through which settlers assert continuity with place. From this 

perspective, Parasecoli’s concept of gastronativism is particularly instructive, as it describes how 

food is ideologically mobilized to define belonging and exclusion within national and cultural 

projects. In Hawaiʻi, “local” foodways operate as a gastronativist formation that reinforces settler 

colonialism and U.S. nationalism by transforming Indigenous foods into symbols of 

multicultural belonging rather than expressions of Indigenous sovereignty. Kānaka engagement 
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with ancestral foodways functions as a critical practice through which dominant epistemologies 

of identity are challenged. By continuing, reviving, and re-centering familial and cultural food 

practices, Kānaka reassert relationships to ʻāina and genealogy that exceed colonial constructions 

of identity. This form of identity, what can be understood as a Kānaka (ʻai)dentity, is not 

symbolic or representational but political, relational, and sovereign. 

Survival in Illegal Occupation & “Local” Identity 

Although “local” identity can operate within and reproduce settler-colonial frameworks, 

it can also function as a strategy of survival within those same structures. As discussed earlier, 

the logics of possession establish a hierarchy of belonging in which legitimacy is tied to 

property, racial classification, and inheritance, normalizing whiteness as the unmarked center of 

national identity. Within this racialized and gendered colonial order, both Kānaka and immigrant 

communities, particularly those incorporated during the plantation era and through subsequent 

generations, have had to navigate systems that constrain land access, political authority, and 

economic mobility. In this context, “local” identity has often been mobilized as a pragmatic 

formation that allows marginalized groups to negotiate belonging, build solidarities, and resist 

exclusion within the confines of U.S. colonial governance. While such identity formations do not 

dismantle settler colonialism and may at times reinforce it, they can simultaneously serve as 

adaptive practices through which communities endure, assert presence, and create relational 

networks under conditions not of their own making. 

During the plantation era, diverse ethnic communities from Japan, China, the Philippines, 

Portugal, and others developed shared cultural practices and linguistic adaptations to navigate the 

hierarchies established by U.S. settler capitalism. As Fujikane (2008) argues, “local” identity 

became a collective response to the rigid racial divisions of plantation labor, producing solidarity 
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across nonwhite groups in contrast to white elites. This form of solidarity functioned as a social 

strategy to endure colonial subjugation and economic exploitation. Foodways, such as 

plantation-style lunch plates and communal gatherings, became symbolic sites of interethnic 

cooperation and resilience, materializing an ethic of survival through shared struggle and labor. 

These practices were not merely cultural artifacts but embodied assertions of life and coexistence 

within a system designed to extract identity, culture, power, and control. 

However, the very formation of local identity as a survival mechanism exists in tension 

with the logics of possession that uphold settler colonialism. As Jerng (2010) theorizes, the 

logics of possession frame identity through claims of ownership and inheritance of both land and 

belonging. When “local” identity in Hawaiʻi became normalized as a collective category of 

nativity, it inadvertently reproduced the possessive logic of being “of the land” while displacing 

Kānaka claims to indigeneity. Fujikane and Trask both caution that local identity, while formed 

through real histories of survival and resistance, has also been mobilized to naturalize settler 

permanence and obscure native dispossession (Fujikane, 2008; Trask, 1999). In this sense, 

“local” survival is a double-edged sword: it sustains life under occupation but can also reinforce 

the very system that enables the occupation. 

This contradiction reveals the position of local identity as both an act of survival and a 

continuation of colonial structures. Through the logic of possession, survival becomes tethered to 

legitimacy, the right to remain, to belong, and to speak for Hawaiʻi, often at the expense of 

recognizing Kānaka sovereignty. The reproduction of settler belonging through “local” identity 

reflects the ways colonial power reshapes kinship and genealogy into forms of property (Byrd, 

2011; Arvin, 2019). Thus, survival through local identity can sometimes mirror the settler’s 

project of possession, claiming roots in the islands through food, language, or shared culture, 
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while remaining entangled in structures that deny Kānaka their right to self-determination. Yet, it 

is precisely within this tension that decolonial possibilities emerge, where “local” identity, when 

critically reoriented toward accountability and solidarity, can become a praxis of survivance 

rather than possession (Vizenor, 1999). 

Localism & Heritagization 

Hiʻilei Hobart’s The Foodways of Hawai’i: Past and Present (2018), has written 

extensively on the critical discourse surrounding “localism” of foodways in Hawaiʻi. Her work 

unpacks the way identity is studied through Hawaiʻi foodways. Foodways are defined as the 

cultural, social, and economic practices connected to the production and consumption of food 

(Hobart, 2018). Foodways in Hawaiʻi are not merely about sustenance; they are about belonging, 

reciprocity, and the ethics of living in harmony with ʻāina as Kānaka foodways carry deep 

epistemological weight; to eat, grow, and share food is to enact identity and history (Hobart, 

2018). She addresses the double meaning of “localism” in Hawaiʻi’s foodways: (1) a geographic 

meaning of food grown locally and (2) an identity meaning of food defined and identified by the 

local people. Hobart demonstrates the unique case of Hawaiʻi when defining localism. With her 

first definition, locally grown food is part of Hawaiʻi state government’s social, economic, and 

environmental goals in parallel to the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals. Hawaiʻi 

continues to face issues within food production, like food imports dominating Hawaiʻi’s food 

markets, as Hobart mentioned, 80-90% of Hawaiʻi’s food is imported. Sourcing affordable, 

locally grown food is a challenge, but it is now a focus of state improvement efforts. 

While the first definition of localism, food grown within Hawaiʻi, remains politically and 

economically significant, it is not the central analytic concern of this study. Rather, it is Hobart’s 

second definition, localism as an identity category, which proves most critical for understanding 
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how food mediates race, belonging, and power in Hawaiʻi. In this formulation, “local” does not 

necessarily denote Kānaka ancestry but instead refers to birth in Hawaiʻi or extended residency 

sufficient to be recognized as local by others (Hobart, 2018). This identity formation emerges 

from the shared histories of plantation labor, migration, and marginalization, yet it 

simultaneously produces a homogenized collective subject through the cultural production of 

“local” cuisine. Dishes labeled as “local food” become symbols of shared belonging, flattening 

differences among communities and repositioning Hawaiʻi as a multicultural space rather than an 

occupied Indigenous nation (Hobart, 2018). 

I describe this tension as multicultural discord: a condition or a façade in which imperial 

and colonial systems promote narratives of cultural tolerance and shared heritage while 

simultaneously foreclosing Indigenous political authority like reinstating their sovereignty. An 

example of that would be seen in the celebration of “local food” festivals that highlight 

plantation-era cuisines such as plate lunches, mixed-ethnic dishes, and culinary fusion as 

symbols of Hawaiʻi’s harmonious diversity, while remaining silent on land dispossession and 

Kānaka struggles for sovereignty. These events often frame food as evidence of successful 

multicultural coexistence, yet the agricultural lands that once sustained Kānaka communities 

remain concentrated in corporate or state control, and access to traditional food systems 

continues to be constrained. In this context, the performance of multicultural unity through food 

obscures the structural conditions that differentiate immigrant incorporation from Indigenous 

dispossession. If multicultural harmony were fully realized, Kānaka cultural and (ʻai)dentity 

erasure would not persist, nor would there remain such profound difficulty in articulating identity 

outside the structures imposed by settler colonialism. The persistence of these struggles reveals 
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that the category of “local” is not merely descriptive but constitutive, it reorganizes power, 

memory, and belonging in ways that demand critical scrutiny. 

            The migration history in Hawaiʻi within the plantation era incorporated various groups 

from Asia and Europe (Fujikane, 2008; Kent, 1993; Trask, 1999). With the various migration 

waves in Hawaiʻi, generations from these migration waves and the Indigenous people became 

the “local” population. The formation of a “local” identity can be understood as a process of 

heritagization, through which shared histories and collective experiences are consolidated into a 

legacy that naturalizes belonging across generations. Heritage “denotes the accumulation of 

tangible and intangible goods that a society inherits from the past, preserves in the present, and 

passes on to the future” (Ascione, 2018). Food, as a medium for heritagization, is used to 

construct identity claims as a heritage to not only be built from preexisting contexts like food 

cultures or shared histories, by also actively forming unity around it (Ascione, 2018; Brulotte, 

2014; Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, 2014). The people of Hawaiʻi, from generations of settling within 

the islands, claim and form a heritage around their shared history, facing similar struggles, and 

forming traditions. Heritagization also expresses the realms of time and space through the 

memories of people and places. Hence, the idea of localism is to identify with others within the 

place they are residing throughout the generations. Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (2014) refers 

to this as edible chronotopes, or a sensory space-time convergence. Food within heritagization 

holds memories, time, and place for people. However, there is an issue when deliberating how 

those memories or histories are conveyed and interpreted. 

Place Matters to Us 

Settler colonialism operates through place, transforming land into a foundation for 

identity formation and political legitimacy. In advancing the sociology of place, Thomas F. 
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Gieryn (2000) argues that “place matters for politics and identity, history and futures, inequality 

and community,” underscoring that social life is inseparable from the material and symbolic 

dimensions of location. Rather than treating place as a passive backdrop or neutral space, the 

sociology of place understands it as an active social construct through which power, belonging, 

and meaning are organized and reproduced. It should be clear that place is not the same as 

“space” nor a backdrop and stage. The way a place is defined by Gieryn is geographical location, 

like directions and boundaries, material form like features and resources, and a signifier of 

meaning and value. The operationalization of settler colonialism established settlers to claim a 

place and legitimize their claims to identify as one to place. Hawaiʻi’s current dominant 

constructed identity is tailored by the settler colonialism of the US and the deep roots of 

systematic Western racial formation to separate and categorize people. Michael Mayerfeld Bell 

(1997) helps center place as an actor as “place” through the language of the “ghost of place.” The 

“ghost” of a place refers to a “broader sense of a felt presence – an anima, geist, or genius – that 

possesses and gives a sense of social aliveness to a place” and not referring to an actual ghost nor 

an abandoned place (Bell, 1997). The meaning of place can be through the memories of people, 

the history and story of that place, and what is engaged within that place. Why does place matter 

for food and (ʻai)dentity in this research? To recenter to ʻike Hawaiʻi for the answer, ʻāina is a 

part of Kānaka (ʻai)dentity. 

An ʻike Hawaiʻi framework in the study of place has a rich body of work and knowledge 

that is fundamental to (ʻai)dentity formation. Kānaka (ʻai)dentity has a vastly different and 

sometimes similar viewpoint compared to Western conceptions, such as national identity, 

identity through place/environment, identity through family/generations/name, identity through 

generations/creation stories, and identity through culture. A lot of these different identity 
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formations may intertwine and layer with one another, as these are not static. To convey our 

connection to place and resources used, I will focus on two (ʻai)dentities; ʻāina or 

place/environment and moʻokūʻauhau or family/generations. 

ʻĀina is a part of Kānaka (ʻai)dentity as a connection to some as their creation story and 

how it constructs their livelihoods. I previously discussed ʻāina as a concept of ʻike Hawaiʻi and 

I want to further define this term with nuance regarding how it further connects as (ʻai)dentity. 

Aloha ʻāina, “love for the land,” is a frame of mind; the land is an entity that kānaka relate to. 

Aloha ʻāina is a commitment to reciprocity between people and nature; care for the land as the 

land takes care of you. Even the ahupuaʻa system conveys a cycle of reciprocity; feeding the 

people, nature strives and lives. Maintaining the Kānaka-ʻĀina relations is a kuleana everyone 

holds. Prior to U.S. colonization, aloha ʻāina structured a sustainable subsistence and 

environmental system grounded in reciprocity, balance, and the continual regeneration of land 

and community. Post-colonized Hawaiʻi has been facing environmental issues like the pollution 

from farms, the death of reefs, the production of energy, and more. As noted earlier, ʻike Hawaiʻi 

is not static but adaptive across historical moments; within this continuity, aloha ʻāina persists as 

an ethical framework that sustains the cyclical and reciprocal relationships between Kānaka and 

ʻāina. With that frame of mind, today’s environmental issues are forms of damage to the ʻāina, 

which means the kānaka have a kuleana to care for the land, to protect the land (Beamer, 2015). 

These issues are not only an environment focus, but these issues are also social and cultural for 

kānaka. Efforts to combat these issues revolve around education within Kānaka traditional 

ecological knowledge. For instance, Summer Puanani Maunakea (2015) conceptualizes the 

functions and inner workings of Aloha ʻāina through the Ho‘okahe Wai Ho‘oulu ‘Āina at Ka 

Papa Lo‘i ‘O Kānewai, a place-based education in relation to ma ka hana ʻike. There are three 
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components used within Maunakea’s research: malama ʻāina, laulima, and puʻuhonua. Malama 

ʻāina means, “to care for, protect, and maintain all that feeds—land, water, ocean, and all 

contained therein,” which provides the action to care and be attentive to the environment 

(Maunakea, 2015). Laulima means “many hands working toward a specific goal,” which focuses 

on the collectiveness of people coming together and helping one another. Puʻuhonua means, “a 

safe place, a sanctuary for plants, animals, ecosystems, and all people in which to be, learn, work 

and relax,” which is the righteousness for keeping knowledge sources and communities safe and 

accountable. These components work with one another, the overall mindset of when doing 

fieldwork, or even beyond, in relation to Aloha ʻāina (Maunakea, 2015). 

Another concept to deepen our connection to ʻāina is ʻāinahānau. ʻĀinahānau, “place of 

birth,” is where it all began for shaping people’s differences and values. A Kānaka person’s 

birthplace holds resources that shape their worldview and family history. Hawaiʻi’s resources 

differ across areas. Lei making is an example of this on the different resources used and weaving 

styles; “A lei of pa‘iniu, signifying that the wearer has visited Kīlauea Crater... a lei of pahapaha 

limu, signifying that the wearer has visited Polihale, Kaua‘i,” (Vaughan, 2015). Materials differ 

from one another as to weaving styles in places. Plants, shells, and limu used in lei making are 

ecologically specific to regions, and because weaving techniques develop in response to those 

materials, the lei itself becomes an embodiment of ʻāinahānau. The texture, scent, durability, and 

style of a lei reflect the environmental conditions of the place from which it was gathered, 

whether volcanic uplands, coastal flats, or forested valleys. Lei making materializes the 

relationship between person and birthplace: one’s ʻāinahānau shapes not only available resources 

but also the aesthetic forms and knowledge systems that emerge from them. Thus, the lei does 

not merely symbolize place; it carries the place within it, making visible how identity is 
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cultivated through the unique ecological and genealogical conditions of specific ʻāina. The 

instructions and practice within lei making are also stories that construct knowledge, values, and 

different ways of seeing certain ʻāina (Vaughan, 2015). The power of lei making conveys this 

notion of Place-Based Education; to learn and build values from the place a person is situated in. 

There are more ways to preserve the knowledge of places like mele and moʻolelo, but the 

significant aspect in preservation of knowledge is through genealogy and remembrance of family 

history. Kānaka understands their genealogy and the connections of their ʻāinahānau, “the land, 

the sea, the sky, and all creatures that exist in the universe” are everyone’s kūpuna 

(Kawailanakeawaiki Saffey, 2015). Kānaka practices are shaped from the environment passed 

down from kūpuna. Working in these practices is the way knowledge is built; learning about the 

resources, learning about the history of geography, learning about the lifeways that connect 

people to family and genealogy. 

Wahi pana is ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi for cultural landscapes, which are well-known and 

celebrated places. Wahi is defined as a location or place, while pana is defined as celebrated and 

noted. These places are named to reflect their significance, features, elements, and their 

relationship to well-known people, families, and events. Wahi pana are not merely sites of 

beauty or legend but “inscribed landscapes” that hold layered histories of creation, migration, 

and human-environment interaction (Lee, 2002). Each place carries a narrative that encodes 

ecological and spiritual knowledge, often preserved through oral traditions, mele or chants, and 

moʻolelo or stories and history. These narratives do more than record events as they are living 

forms of genealogy that link Kānaka to the elemental forces and deities that shape the islands. 

Our moʻokūʻauhau, or genealogies, are connected to the various creation stories our family 

lineage holds. Depending on where we come from, we recognize the stories and the 
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environmental processes of these places that have shaped us. For Kānaka, a wahi pana is a place 

of mana that links them to their past and future. The sacred places of Hawai'i were treated with 

great reverence and respect. Kānaka views these places as an integral part of their (ʻai)dentity 

and extended family. A wahi pana gives them a sense of belonging, stability, and well-being, and 

by looking at a place, they can connect to their history, clan, and ancestors. 

Our production of knowledge through experience is not only a personal experience or a 

person-to-nature experience, but also a generational experience. This generational experience is 

the transmission of knowledge to the next generation. And as the next generation, we continue to 

untangle that knowledge and build upon our changing environment. This is the Moʻokūʻauhau 

consciousness we take up (Silva, 2017). In the book called Nourish: The Revitalization of 

Foodways in Hawai'i (2019), Kumu Malia Akutagawa wrote a chapter titled, “Nā Kai 

Poʻoloʻoloʻu O Molokaʻi,” which speaks about her own life story within the island of Molokaʻi 

and specifically where her grandparent lives at the ahupuaʻa of ʻUalapuʻe, going to the loko iʻa. 

She spoke about her relationship with family members, especially her grandma, and the way 

knowledge was passed down to her, perfecting the practice of catching crabs and the ability to 

identify limu (Akutagawa, 2019). Not only did she mention the generational transmission of 

knowledge, but also the observation of the environment as another form of knowledge 

production. Kumu Malia has woven her knowledge of the place to paint that picture of our 

relationship with the environment and how it is alive: moʻolelo of place, observation of place, 

and mālama of place. Even when the mention of the destruction of place during the changes in 

the environment she witnessed has also changed the livelihood and the production of knowledge 

to be placed within the margins (Akutagawa, 2019). There is still the issue of placing Kānaka, 

their practices, and the environment as something of the past, or a dying culture, or even a dead 
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culture. However, our culture is still alive and well. The continued recognition that we are a 

living culture, a living group, also reflected in our understanding of the environment, the ʻāina, 

and the ahupuaʻa as alive (Akutagawa, 2019; McGregor, 2007). 

Both ʻāina and moʻokūʻauhau helps frame our understandings on ʻāinahānau and wahi 

pana, which are just a few ways that construct Kānaka (ʻai)dentity. We should look towards the 

environment as an important teacher to understand ourselves and our construction of (ʻai)dentity 

through place, as Ingersoll discussed with her practice of heʻe nalu and ocean literacy. Also, it is 

important to reimagine (ʻai)dentity as a place-based concept connected to our familial lineage as 

a process, as Kumu Malia describes her process with her grandmother and crab fishing. This is 

not something of racial construction but rather connecting one to another through genealogy and 

how our genealogy is connected to place and everything else that is within place. 

Full Plate 

            There are many more delicious theories to discuss, but for now, our plate is full. What I 

want to highlight from this chapter is the strong foundation and different perspectives on social 

theory of food and identity formation, but we must unpack the race-gender projects of settler 

colonialism and continue to revisit ʻike Hawaiʻi to further understand (ʻai)dentity formation 

beyond the Western scope. What I want to contribute is that rethinking of the typically Western 

lens of identity formation, which is surrounded in settler colonialism, by ʻike Hawaiʻi that is 

deeply rooted to place and environment beyond a human-centered perspective. These next 

chapters will provide the transformation of Kānaka constructions of (ʻai)dentity as we persevere 

through changes caused by settler colonialism and imperialism. Though the changing times and 

colonial rule continues, ʻike Hawaiʻi adapts and reminds us of who we are; we are from the 

ʻāina. So, we will look to the past on the hardships we faced in consequence change to ʻāina and 
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ourselves, we will engage with the present on how we are currently constructing (ʻai)dentity 

through our ʻike kupuna’s foodways, or ancestral knowledge on foodways, and to think about the 

possibilities of what we can change for future generations through our reimaging of our 

(ʻai)dentity through food.  
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Chapter 2 

Olakino – From Healthy Abundance to Sick Consumption 

 64 

 ʻAi a manō, ʻaʻohe nānā i kumu pali. 

 When the shark eats, he never troubles to look toward the foot of the cliff. 

 

 (Pukui, 1983) 

 

Endless Hunger 

My childhood in the late 1990s and early 2000s was fun. I loved it when my dad takes me 

and my siblings to the beach on the west side of Maui. We would either go to Ukumehame or 

Olowalu. There was a reef offshore and I would swim with my older brother or my father. I 

learned how to spot different fish and to know where to look for heʻe. One of my favorite fish is 

ʻuhu as my dad would go catch with his speargun. Though I wasn’t much of a spear diver, I 

learned about what was available in my area, how to identify it, how to read the ocean. He taught 

me what was the proper size to catch certain fishes and the way to identify the male and female 

fishes. He remembers the good times and preparing the ʻuhu Chinese style of stuffing it with lap 

cheong, Chinese parsley, onions, seasoned with salt and pepper. He would steam it, then make a 

shoyu sauce that we would eat with the fish. The ʻuhu he makes is my favorite dish. 

 Today, my dad tells me he sometimes goes diving again from time to time. But he notices 

the water often gets dirty and some of the reefs are dying in some areas. My dad and I see the 

changes in the land. What we are witnessing is not simply environmental decline, but a broader 

condition of sick consumption, overconsumption and extraction that treats land and water as 

endlessly available resources, even when such use produces depletion, dependency, and 

ecological harm. On the west side now, I see eroding cliffs, brown water, and recurring wildfire, 

and there is so much wildfire. It was heartbreaking to see on the news about Lahaina and the 

fires. I remember my friends on Oahu ask, “why did it happen?” or “what’s going on?” I was not 
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surprised because of how dry the land is now, which is really caused by the historical and still 

ongoing water divergent from East Maui Irrigations Co Ltd (EMI) and Alexander & Baldwin Inc. 

to water for mass production that are not even for local consumption such as Mahi Pono (Kay, 

2024). Like the shark that consumes without pausing to consider the cliff below, the way our 

current economy runs here in Hawaiʻi allows for the overconsumption and overuse of resources. 

Ahupuaʻa 

 Scholars from across disciplines still debate the first arrival of Pasifika peoples from 

Remote Oceania to Hawaiʻi. A commonly cited estimate places this migration around 800 C. E., 

with voyaging from the Marquesas Islands (Howard, 1989). Pasifika voyagers who discovered 

Hawaiʻi did not find stable or important food plants. They had food plants with them and “after 

they settled, later voyagers brought more. This is known as Hawaiʻi’s Polynesian Introductions 

Foods, which consists of ʻulu or breadfruit, kalo or taro, ʻuala or sweet potato, uhi or yam, maiʻa 

or bananas, niu or coconut, kō or sugarcane, and pia or arrowroot (Howard, 1989; Krauss, 2021). 

Early Kānaka were skillful in agriculture and marine management utilizing water ways to their 

advantage in creating an agricultural system known as the ahupuaʻa system. Unlike modern 

Western agricultural models that separate crops from ecosystems, Kānaka agriculture was 

organized as an integrated ecological network. This network included loʻi kalo that harnessed 

stream flow, māla ʻai, or dryland gardens, for root crops, and loko iʻa that used tidal exchange 

for aquaculture (Wyban, 2020; Kawelo, 2014). These agricultural systems in place sustained 

dense populations without large, domesticated animals. Each plant species had a genealogy and 

spiritual dimension. Kalo, for instance, descended from Hāloa, the first ancestor of the Kānaka. 

To eat poi, then, was not only to eat food, but to consume kinship itself (Krauss, 2021). In focus 

of the reciprocal relationship, food systems were therefore embodiments of social and spiritual 
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order: care for the land ensured abundance, while neglect or exploitation led to imbalance and 

scarcity. Archaeological and ethnographic evidence indicates that this system achieved 

remarkable sustainability and productivity (Andrade, 2008; Beamer, et al., 2025; Handy et al., 

1953; Kirch, 1994; Kurashima et al., 2011; Mueller-Dombois et al., 2005; Titcomb, 1972). 

Kānaka foodways, at this time, were the axis around which political, social, and 

cosmological life revolved. Ceremonial feasting reinforced aliʻi, or chiefly, authority, while 

everyday cultivation expressed kuleana, or responsibility and right, to the land. Food was 

governance; to grow food was to perform sovereignty. The ahupuaʻa system, which structured 

Kānaka society from mountain to sea, exemplified a sophisticated integration of environmental 

management and political governance. Each ahupuaʻa extended from mauka to makai, or upland 

to sea, encompassing diverse ecological zones: forest, irrigated fields, and fisheries. Resource 

flows were regulated to ensure mutual benefit among communities and ecosystems. Water, the 

lifeblood of the system, was carefully apportioned through communal irrigation ditches, and 

kapu, or sacred restrictions, ensured sustainable harvest cycles. Not all ahupuaʻa are the same as 

some might not have a loko iʻa, or the loko iʻa might be inland, or the water ways were 

underground streams (Wyban, 2020). Every ahupuaʻa are unique in their own way. 

This environmental-political model rested on an ethic of kuleana, or reciprocal 

responsibility. The aliʻi managed resources through konohiki, or land stewards, who oversaw 

water allocation and labor distribution. The makaʻāinana, or common people, cultivated and 

maintained the land, contributing labor and tribute while receiving access and protection. This 

system’s ecological sophistication rivaled modern hydrological engineering, yet it was embedded 

in a moral and genealogical order (Kawelo, 2014; Wyban, 2020). Loko iʻa, or fishponds, offer a 

vivid example of this integration. These engineered coastal enclosures constructed from stone 
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and coral walls used the natural ebb and flow of tides to cultivate fish sustainably. Heʻeia, a 

prominent loko iʻa on Oʻahu, demonstrate the interconnectedness of upland loʻi kalo and coastal 

ecosystems: freshwater flow from taro terraces nourished brackish pond environments, creating a 

continuous food chain from mountain to sea. These systems also embodied social cooperation; 

maintenance required collective labor, ceremony, and knowledge transmission (Kawelo, 2014; 

Wyban, 2020). 

Change in Labor & Economy in Hawaiʻi 

 The resources and the geographic location of Hawaiʻi had value to Western nations; 

Hawaiʻi was seen as an economic and political advantage in the Pacific region as Hawaiʻi’s 

natural environment was rich with resources like sandalwood and Hawaiʻi served as a direct 

connection between the Americas, Asia, and Oceania. Hawaiʻi changed from an agricultural 

society to an industrial producer as Hawaiʻi’s contact with Western nations intensified (Kent, 

1993). The fur trade of 1785 to 1830 was the initial phase of economic change of Hawaiʻi as 

Kānaka took part in jobs and resource collection (Kent, 1993). The sandalwood trade in Hawaiʻi 

from 1790-1810, the sandalwood cultivation for the Western nations had initiated. Highly valued 

in China for incense and carvings, sandalwood became a primary export, leading to widespread 

deforestation and labor exploitation. Chiefs, eager to acquire Western goods, compelled 

makaʻāinana laborers to harvest sandalwood under oppressive conditions (Kent, 1993). This 

trade devastated local ecosystems and disrupted subsistence agriculture, as able-bodied men were 

redirected from loʻi and loko iʻa maintenance to sandalwood collection. The depletion of forests 

has altered hydrological systems, reducing water flow and fertility in downstream agricultural 

zones (Kent, 1993). The whaling industry from the 1820s to 1860s also started to hire men. Port 

towns like Lahaina and Honolulu became global hubs, attracting sailors, merchants, and 
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missionaries. The influx of money, alcohol, and disease further destabilized traditional life. 

While some Kānaka participated as sailors or laborers, the new cash economy began to erode the 

communal reciprocity that characterized pre-contact systems (Kent, 1993). Cattle ranches and 

plantations to export crops began to dominate agriculture in Hawaiʻi. A particular crop had great 

influences in Hawaiʻi’s economy and politics and that being sugarcane. 

The sugar industry in Hawaiʻi changed in the agricultural and economic system in 

Hawaiʻi, which defined the intensified shift toward industrial agriculture (Kent, 1993). Western 

notions of labor as commodified and detached from relational and communal obligations began 

to replace Kānaka understandings of work. The cumulative effect of these industries was the 

gradual transformation of Hawaiʻi’s political economy, from a self-sustaining society to a 

resource-extractive periphery. These processes were not neutral or inevitable; they were enabled 

by the ideological imposition of private property, Christian morality, and capitalist rationality. 

The seeds of land alienation had been planted, setting the stage for the structural transformations 

of the mid-19th century (Kameʻeleihiwa, 1992; Trask, 1999). 

Agricultural Industry Intensifies 

The Plantation Era of Hawaiʻi began in 1835 with the first sugarcane plantation created 

by Ladd & Co. on the island of Kauai. Their first shipment of sugarcane to the U.S. was recorded 

in 1836 with 3,600 kg of sugar and molasses (Howard, 1989; Kent, 1993). The missionaries had 

a role in Ladd & Co.’s obtainment of the land. The initial phase was slow, but technological 

advances, U.S. capital investment, and the illegal annexation of Hawaiʻi propelled expansion. 

The plantation system required vast tracts of land, extensive irrigation, and a disciplined labor 

force, conditions made possible by the preceding dispossession of Kānaka lands and the 

introduction of foreign labor (Howard, 1989; Kent, 1993). In the 1840's, this was the start of 
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overseas workers and immigrants coming to Hawaiʻi to meet labor demands. Plantation owners 

recruited waves of immigrant workers from China, Japan, Ryukyu, Portugal, Puerto Rico, and 

Philippines. Each group brought distinct cultural traditions and cuisines (Lal et al., 1993). Over 

time, these communities formed hybrid social networks that contributed to the development of a 

shared “local” identity. Yet, this emerging localism often obscured the ongoing displacement of 

Kānaka. While immigrants faced exploitation, they were also positioned within settler structures 

that benefited from Indigenous dispossession. Besides the sugar industry profiting off the illegal 

overthrow, pineapple industries of Hawaiʻi in 1931 was producing over 12 million cases 

annually, accounting for more than 80% of the world’s canned pineapple (Hawkins, 2011). 

The pineapple industry, expanding in the early 20th century under companies like Dole 

and Del Monte, deepened these colonial and imperial patterns. The development of the pineapple 

industry in Hawaiʻi was extension to the plantation model established by sugar. Pineapple 

cultivation required industrial canning facilities, introducing new forms of wage labor and 

corporate control (Hawkins, 2011). Like sugar, pineapple reshaped not only land, but also social 

life, as plantation housing, commissaries, and ethnic hierarchies structured daily existence. Food 

consumption itself changed as imported rations replaced subsistence foods. Flour, canned goods, 

and processed sugar became dietary staples, altering health and cultural identity (Kent, 1993; 

Hobart, 2018). The rapid expansion of sugar and pineapple was not accidental nor purely 

technological; it was made structurally possible by earlier transformations in land tenure. The 

consolidation of vast plantation estates required a legal regime that converted ʻāina from a 

genealogical trust into alienable property. That regime was formalized through Ka Māhele. 

Without the privatization of land and the introduction of fee-simple ownership, the scale of 

corporate agriculture that defined Hawaiʻi’s plantation economy could not have materialized. 
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Thus, the plantation system must be understood not as separate from land policy but as its 

economic expression. 

In June 1848, Ka Māhele went into law. Ka Māhele was the Kānaka land redistribution 

proposed by King Kamehameha III. The law divided land and power to those lands with aliʻi 

(the king), konohiki (the government), and makaʻainana (the commoners) (Howard, 1989; Kent, 

1993). The Māhele was intended to clarify ownership and facilitate taxation. Yet, in practice, it 

became a mechanism for dispossession. There were two perceptions of the Ka Māhele; the 

kānaka perception and the foreign residents/businessmen perspective. The kānaka had thought of 

the Ka Māhele as an equal share of land. However, the American businessmen wanted to 

privatize the land completely changing the ahupuaʻa system. With this policy, it allows the 

American businessmen to have some way into purchasing land from the kānaka maoli (Howard, 

1989; Kent, 1993). While the aliʻi and foreign businessmen quickly secured their claims through 

written deeds, many Kānaka lacked access to legal counsel, literacy, or familiarity with Western 

law. As a result, many commoners failed to register their land within the required timeframe and 

were effectively disenfranchised (Howard, 1989; Kent, 1993). The Māhele represented the 

culmination of a long struggle between two incompatible worldviews: one seeing land as 

ancestor, and the other as commodity. As mentioned, land could not be owned, it was held in 

trust, cared for, and shared through genealogy and kuleana. The introduction of fee-simple 

ownership thus fractured the moral and spiritual foundations of Kānaka society. The ahupuaʻa 

system, which once ensured communal balance, was replaced by boundaries and markets that 

privileged accumulation over reciprocity (Kameʻeleihiwa, 1992). The Māhele’s consequences 

extended far beyond property law. It established the legal and ideological basis for settler 

colonialism, enabling foreign control of both land and labor. By the 1850s, large tracts were 
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consolidated under foreign firms and missionary descendants, laying the groundwork for the rise 

of the plantation economy. The dispossession of Kānaka landholders forced many into wage 

labor or migration, eroding the subsistence base that had sustained communities for centuries. 

On June 4th, 1894, after the coup against Queen Liliuokalani, Hawaiʻi became a republic. 

Men of European ancestry led the new Republic of Hawaiʻi, like Sanford B. Dole and Lorrin A. 

Thurston, who were native-born subjects of the kingdom and speakers of ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi, but had 

strong financial, political, and family ties to the United States. This shift in government became a 

prominent turning point in land management. There was an increase in U.S. military as 

Hawaiʻi’s geographic location could provide strategic military advantages, and military bases 

were rapidly created during this time (Howard, 1989; Kent, 1993). Once Hawaiʻi became a 

territory through the Newlands Resolution, the sugar industry expanded due to Hawaiʻi’s formal 

incorporation into the U.S. economy, which eliminated tariff restrictions and further entrenched 

American control over land, water diversion, and plantation labor. The Big Five became the 

largest oligarchy in the world, which consists of C. Brewer & Co., Theo H. Davies & Co., 

Amfac, Castle & Cooke, Alexander & Baldwin (Howard, 1989; Kent, 1993). As Hawaiʻi shifted 

from subsistence agriculture to industrial-scale production, attention increasingly turned to how 

the sugar economy reshaped residents’ consumption patterns, dietary practices, and market 

behaviors. There were shifts in labor, government, and population, which piques an interest in 

the shift of the people’s eating and purchasing habits during that time (Howard, 1989; Kent, 

1993). Environmental transformation followed. Sugar cultivation demanded massive water 

diversion from windward to leeward sides, leading to ecological imbalances, stream depletion, 

and loss of native habitat (MacLennan, 2014). The ahupuaʻa was replaced by monocropped 
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fields stretching across entire districts. The plantation’s spatial logic mirrored that of colonialism 

itself; rationalized, bound, and hierarchical. 

Tourism & Militarization Domination 

 The sugar and other industries began to phase out in the 1920s as later strikes from the 

Japanese and Filipino groups fought against unfair wages, discriminatory laws, mistreatment, 

and poor work conditions. Also, the sugar companies faced competition from Cuba and other 

nations (Howard, 1989; Kent, 1993; Lal 1993). Additionally, World War II shifted some of the 

agriculture lands into military training and testing sites. The bombing of Pearl Harbor on 

December 7, 1941, led the U.S. into World War II, and martial law gave the U.S. military full 

control of Hawaiʻi. Martial law gave power to the military on land use, which led to changes in 

agricultural lands to military bases, training sites, bomb testing, and internment camps like 

Honouliuli Internment Camp. This marked the emergence of the military-industrial complex in 

Hawaiʻi, as the military continued to control significant land use after World War II through 

President Dwight D. Eisenhower’s executive actions extending military access to lands in 

Hawaiʻi (Howard, 1989; Kent, 1993). 

Beyond the immediate aftermath of World War II, Hawaiʻi’s path to statehood was 

driven by a combination of geopolitical, economic, and social pressures. The United States 

recognized Hawaiʻi’s strategic value as a central hub in the Pacific as an “unsinkable aircraft 

carrier” that could project power across Asia and the Pacific Rim (Kent, 1993). With the onset of 

the Cold War, maintaining permanent military presence and political control in Hawaiʻi became 

vital for national defense and global surveillance networks. The islands’ geographic position 

between the continental U.S. and Asia made statehood a way to secure the Pacific militarily and 

politically under American jurisdiction (Howard, 1989). At the same time, local political leaders, 
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which many of whom were of Asian and European descent, advocated for statehood as a means 

of achieving greater representation and civil rights within the U.S. system. After decades of 

plantation-based racial hierarchies and limited political participation, groups such as the 

Democratic Party of Hawaiʻi and labor unions like the International Longshore and Warehouse 

Union (ILWU) viewed statehood as an opportunity to dismantle the political dominance of the 

“Big Five” corporations that had long controlled Hawaiʻi’s economy (Lal et al., 1993; Kent, 

1993). For many local residents, statehood symbolized progress, equality, and self-determination 

within an American framework, though for Kānaka, this process often deepened dispossession 

rather than sovereignty. 

Economic motives also played a significant role. The decline of sugar and pineapple 

profits in the mid-20th century left Hawaiʻi’s economy in search of new foundations. Statehood 

promised federal investment, infrastructure development, and access to defense contracts—

particularly those linked to the expanding military-industrial complex (Howard, 1989; Kent, 

1993). These economic incentives aligned with U.S. strategic interests, leading Congress to 

approve Hawaiʻi’s admission in 1959. Yet beneath this narrative of modernization and inclusion 

lay persistent colonial realities such as the continuing U.S. control of Kānaka lands, the 

marginalization of Native governance, and the militarization of ʻāina as the price of statehood. 

Other than the military-industrial complex, tourism was also changing agricultural lands. 

As sugar production and land use decreased, tourist industries started to fill in some of those 

areas. It was after WWII and the U.S. granting of statehood the tourist industry boomed as air 

transportation became more affordable and Hawaiʻi’s popularity rose as a new state (Kent, 1993; 

Page, 2007; Takeguchi, 1999). With tourism on the rise, food imports became necessary to meet 

tourist consumption demands during the 1960’s. Hawaiʻi’s local food production during the 
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1960’s has shown half of the fruits and vegetables consumed on the island, as well as all milk 

products, were grown locally (DOA, 1971; Page, 2007; Takeguchi, 1999). Imports continued the 

rise over the next decades. The Plantation Era truly faded out in the 1990s with frequent closures 

in sugar and pineapple companies. 

 As plantation agriculture declined, the military and tourism emerged as Hawaiʻi’s 

primary economic sectors, bringing greater numbers of military personnel and visitors into the 

islands and intensifying demand for imported food. Yet this transformation built upon an earlier 

colonial rupture, as plantation agriculture had already severed Hawaiʻi from the ahupuaʻa 

system’s model of localized cultivation, reciprocal resource governance, and subsistence-

oriented production. The subsequent shift to a service and defense economy further deepened 

this dependence by reorienting Hawaiʻi’s agro-food system toward global supply chains 

designed to feed transient populations rather than sustain local communities. Traditional canoe 

crops and diversified small-scale farming, already marginalized under plantation monoculture, 

further diminished as land was repurposed for development, resorts, military installations, and 

urban expansion. The rise in tourism intensified demand for standardized, imported goods that 

could reliably meet consumer expectations, reinforcing dependency on external markets. Over 

time, Hawaiʻi’s food system became deeply embedded within global trade networks, producing a 

structural reliance on imported commodities. Today, most of the food consumed in the islands is 

sourced from outside Hawaiʻi, reflecting not merely dietary preference but the cumulative effects 

of land dispossession, economic restructuring, and policy priorities that privilege global 

integration over local subsistence. This transition represents more than an economic shift; it 

signals a reconfiguration of food sovereignty, ecological sustainability, and cultural continuity, 
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as Hawaiʻi’s capacity to feed its own population has been subordinated to the demands of 

tourism, militarization, and global capitalism.  

The expansion of tourism, military, and urban development after statehood introduced 

new and intensified pressures on Hawaiʻi’s fragile ecosystems. Plantation-era irrigation 

infrastructure, originally designed to divert vast quantities of water from mauka to makai for 

sugar and pineapple cultivation, was often repurposed or left unregulated as agricultural lands 

were rezoned for urban and resort development. Water once used for loʻi kalo or diversified 

agriculture was redirected to hotels, golf courses, and residential areas designed to accommodate 

an influx of tourists and mainland settlers (Kent, 1993). This diversion severely impacted the 

natural hydrological balance of many islands, particularly Oʻahu and Maui, where competing 

demands between tourism, urbanization, and agriculture created sustained conflicts over access 

and rights. Traditional ahupuaʻa systems, which once managed water through community-based 

stewardship, became fragmented. In regions such as Central Maui, extensive groundwater 

pumping to meet tourism and residential demand led to declining aquifer levels and the drying of 

springs that once supported kalo cultivation and native ecosystems. The degradation of 

watershed health was compounded by deforestation and invasive species that disrupted native 

vegetation, reducing the islands’ ability to capture and store rainfall. By the 1970s and 1980s, 

urban sprawl and resort construction on lands formerly used for agriculture or forested recharge 

zones exacerbated sedimentation in streams and coastal areas (Kent, 1993). This sedimentation, 

combined with runoff from fertilizers and chemicals used in landscaping and resort maintenance, 

contributed to coral reef decline, degrading nearshore fisheries and further distancing Hawaiʻi 

from the self-sustaining coastal ecosystems that once defined its food systems.  
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The environmental footprint of tourism and military extended beyond water 

consumption. Wastewater discharge, shoreline modification, and hotel construction transformed 

many coastal ecosystems, with beaches becoming engineered environments maintained for 

aesthetics rather than ecological function (Page, 2007). The emphasis on tourism and military-

driven growth often led policymakers to prioritize short-term economic gain over long-term 

sustainability. As a result, communities reliant on traditional fishing, farming, and gathering 

found their access to resources restricted by private development or pollution. The ecological 

imbalance mirrored cultural displacement, as Kānaka relationships to ʻāina were disrupted not 

only by land loss but also by the degradation of the ecosystems that sustained their practices and 

(ʻai)dentities. These environmental changes highlight how Hawaiʻi’s post-plantation economy, 

anchored in tourism and militarization, replicated colonial patterns of resource extraction, merely 

shifting the focus from sugarcane to leisure and consumption. Whereas plantation systems had 

exploited the land and labor for export commodities, the tourism industry commodified the 

islands’ landscapes and culture as consumable products for outsiders. The resulting ecological 

consequences, reduced freshwater availability, soil erosion, and coral degradation, are not merely 

environmental issues but also cultural and (ʻai)dentity ones. They threaten the foundations of 

aloha ʻāina and the ‘ike Hawaiʻi frameworks that once guided sustainable coexistence. Restoring 

the balance between people and ʻāina thus requires not only technical solutions to water 

management but also a reassertion of Kānaka ʻŌiwi governance and stewardship practices rooted 

in ahupuaʻa logic and kuleana to ʻāina. 

Consuming Change  

We have traced not only an economic transition but an ecological one. The movement 

from ahupuaʻa to plantation monoculture, and from plantation agriculture to a military- and 
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tourism-driven economy, marks a steady unraveling of the health and wellbeing of our ʻāina, or 

its olakino; its vitality, regenerative capacity, and relational balance. Under the ahupuaʻa system, 

environmental health was inseparable from social health; water flowed from mauka to makai in 

reciprocal cycles, and food systems reflected genealogical accountability. Land was not a 

resource to be extracted but an ancestor to be cared for. In that system, olakino described the 

condition of harmony between Kānaka and ʻāina. 

Settler colonialism disrupted this balance by converting land into property and 

productivity into profit. The plantation regime reorganized watersheds, stripped forests, and 

redirected labor away from subsistence toward export monocrops. Later, tourism and 

militarization extended this extractive logic, commodifying landscapes while intensifying 

ecological strain. The contemporary dependence on imported food, declining reef health, stream 

diversion, and watershed degradation are not isolated environmental issues; they are symptoms 

of a deeper structural illness, one in which ʻāina has been subordinated to capital and geopolitical 

strategy. To speak of “sick consumption,” then, is not merely to critique dietary change but to 

diagnose a condition in which the land itself is rendered unwell. Are water systems replenished? 

Are reefs thriving? Can communities feed themselves from their own landscapes? When ʻāina is 

unhealthy, Kānaka (ʻai)dentity is destabilized, because identity is not abstract but rooted in 

access, practice, and reciprocity. 

Yet the memory of abundance remains. The knowledge embedded in ahupuaʻa 

management, loko iʻa restoration, loʻi revival, and aloha ʻāina movements signals that olakino is 

not irretrievable. The restoration of ʻāina health requires more than environmental policy; it 

demands a re-centering of governance, kuleana, and ʻike Hawaiʻi. If this chapter has traced the 

erosion of ʻāina’s olakino through economic and ecological restructuring, the chapters that 
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follow examine how this imbalance is lived, contested, narrated, and remembered through food, 

voice, body, and time.  
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Chapter 3 

Hala Kahiki – A Pineapple Paradox of Local (ʻAi)dentity 

 56 

 Aia kēkē na ulu o ka umauma, hoʻi ke kōlea i Kahiki e hānau ai. 

When the feathers on the breast darken [because of fatness] the plover goes back to 

Kahiki to breed. 

 

 (Pukui, 1983) 

 

Local Kine Grindz 

 The summer of 2024 and the beginning of August. I was back home in Maui for vacation, 

but not really since I was collecting data from cookbooks and family stories. It was around 5:30 

pm on a Wednesday. My dad was working late, and I remember cooking shoyu chicken. When 

I’m home in Maui, I usually assume the cooking role for dinner. My whole family is fulltime 

workers, especially when public school starts that month. My mom works at a middle school in 

the main office, while my brothers work at an elementary school together as one is a special 

needs teacher who’s getting ready for the upcoming school year and the other a paraprofessional, 

or known as a student aid. My dad, on the other hand, works as a journeyman carpenter, under 

the union, who wakes up at 5:00 am and returns home around 5:00 pm. So, taking that time to 

cook for them helps to take off the burden and something for me to relax and enjoy. Once we are 

all ready to eat, we all make a plate and sit at the dinner table either talking-story or watching a 

movie. But it was more of a talking-story kind of day. We don’t remember the exact conversation 

we were having, but my dad got the call because apparently, he was eagerly expecting it all day. 

He was saying on the phone he was coming after dinner and hung up. He told us, “The pasteles 

ready.” Our aunty, my dad’s brother’s partner, makes one of the best pasteles, pass down from 

her family. Though I come from a mix and diverse family lineage, Puerto Rico is not on my 
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“ancestors bingo card” from the plantation era. My aunty was our connection to local Hawaiʻi 

Puerto Rican food. One of her most famous dishes is her pasteles. 

 Once my dad finished eating, he got ready to go and left for my auntie’s house. A couple 

of hours passed, of course you gotta talk-story for a few hours, and he came back with a big 

Ziplock bag with pasteles. He came up to me and told me, “Go make me ganduri rice for my 

lunch.” Of course, this is not request but a demand from a stubborn old Hawaiian; 

straightforward and should be carried out because they trust you with this task. If you know, you 

know what kine of stubborn I’m talking about. It was around 8:30 pm and I had no idea how to 

do that. Of course I had it, but it was never something in my family recipes nor something I 

learned how to make. But I did have tons of cookbooks that had recipes. I looked through a few 

of them and found a based line. It takes about half an hour to figure out the recipe and 

ingredients. By 9:30 pm I went to the grocery store, only a five-minute drive, and bought the 

ingredients. I went through the whole process of prepping the vegetables and pork, cleaning the 

rice, sauteing and boiling, the whole work. I also had to let the ganduri rice cool down, and by 

the time I was finished it was 12:00 midnight. As a college student in general, I’m used to 

staying up late and pulling all-nighters. But this was something I was happy to do for my dad, 

and he trusts me to follow through. 

 The navigation of what it means to be “local” and how we do “local” are parts of my life, 

my family, and practically everyone that has been here in Hawaiʻi for generations. But I ask, 

“What is local?” Of course, I mentioned in Chapter 1 about the construction of “local” through 

settler colonialism, the means to survive, and the logics of possession. I want to unpack more of 

this construction through the voices of our communities as we have collectively constructed, 

lived, and reproduced what we now call “local.” 



Davis 68 

 

What is “Local,” Really? 

No for reals, like what is “local,” really? In Hawaiʻi, “local” is commonly treated as a 

demographic descriptor; someone born and raised in the islands, or someone who has lived long 

enough to be recognized as belonging. Yet analytically, “local” operates as a racialized and 

classed identity formation produced through the political economy of plantation modernity and 

thereafter. It names neither indigeneity nor citizenship in a straightforward sense; rather, it marks 

a social position created through labor, settlement, and the long consolidation of multiethnic 

communities under U.S. colonial rule. 

“Local” did not preexist plantation modernity; it was forged within it. It emerged out of 

the plantation camp as an everyday solution to contradictory pressures: rigid racial hierarchies 

imposed by haole management, especially owners, the forced proximity of diverse immigrant 

groups, and the ongoing displacement of Kānaka from land-based subsistence. The recruitment 

of laborers from Japan, China, the Philippines, Portugal, Puerto Rico, and elsewhere produced 

racially stratified camps structured by managerial oversight and economic discipline. Kānaka 

were simultaneously marginalized and incorporated into these wage systems. Within these 

spaces, ethnic identities were neither erased nor fully intact; they were renegotiated through 

proximity, shared hardship, and everyday practice. Food became one of the most powerful 

mediums of this negotiation. Recipes adapted to available ingredients, lunch tins packed for 

fieldwork, and communal meals after long shifts fostered exchanges that blurred boundaries 

while preserving distinct lineages. What would later be celebrated as “local food” emerged from 

these intimate, laboring contexts. 

The pineapple cannery intensifies this dynamic; canneries concentrate bodies into 

enclosed industrial environments. Workers stood side by side trimming, slicing, and packing 



Davis 69 

 

pineapple for export. The fruit branded globally as Hawaiian abundance passed through their 

hands, even as their own foodways blended across ethnic lines during pau hana hours. Industrial 

labor disciplined time, but after work, workers reclaimed it. It is here that we begin to see how 

plantation camps were not only sites of economic exploitation but also crucibles of identity 

formation (Takaki, 1983). 

In the routine of work and pau hana, or the time after work, workers found ways to 

reclaim their humanity as “the plantation workers created their own social world… their own 

ohana out of necessity” (Takaki, 1983). Within these multiracial environments the multiethnic 

laborers came together to share food, stories, and music, developing a working-class culture that 

both resisted and adapted to the rigid hierarchies of plantation life. Despite oppressive 

conditions, pau hana time became a space of freedom and creativity. Workers transformed 

company housing into social spaces such as organizing church gatherings, picnics, and lūʻau that 

blended traditions from their home countries with Hawaiian hospitality as “the evenings were 

filled with laughter, ukulele music, and the smells of shared food” (Takaki, 1983). This social 

world blurred ethnic boundaries and cultivated a shared local sensibility that foreshadowed the 

emergence of Hawaiʻi’s “local” identity in the twentieth century. 

These social sites also make visible the gendered and familial dimensions of plantation 

life. Women’s roles extended beyond economic labor as they were central to sustaining kinship 

and moral order within the camps as “wives and mothers kept alive the warmth of home, re-

creating a sense of community in an otherwise cold and controlled environment” (Takaki, 1983). 

Women’s networks became vital to the social infrastructure of Hawaiʻi’s working class. 

Plantation identity was not merely forged in the fields or canneries, but also through kitchens, 

recreation halls, and shared meals as spaces where the boundaries between survival and 
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celebration dissolved. Pau hana emerged as a mode of cultural adaptation and everyday survival, 

one that also aligns with the formation of (ʻai)dentity. The plantation, while a site of exploitation, 

became a laboratory for “a new sense of togetherness born from shared hardship” (Takaki, 

1983). These re-centers the discussion of the pineapple and sugar industries not just as economic 

systems, but as cultural ecosystems where people, food, and labor coalesced to form the 

foundation of Hawaiʻi’s hybrid, yet contested, identity. Pau hana provides the connective tissue 

between on “local” identity and the qualitative realities of plantation life that continue to shape 

Hawaiʻi’s collective memory. 

The industrial scale of plantation and canned food production depended on technological 

innovations in canning and mechanization, but also on the importation of a large, racially 

stratified labor force whose organization mirrored earlier sugar plantation hierarchies. Food 

played a crucial role in shaping these new identities. Plantation diets, heavily influenced by 

imported staples, fostered both deprivation and innovation. Communal meals in plantation camps 

became spaces where diverse groups shared and blended culinary traditions (Joy, 2020). Out of 

this mixing emerged “local food culture” which is a creolized cuisine reflecting Hawaiʻi’s 

multiethnic composition (Hobart, 2018; Yamashita, 2019). At the same time, this localism, 

despite its celebration of hybridity, frequently concealed the unequal power relations and 

colonial conditions through which such hybridity was produced. The rhetoric of “aloha” and 

“local unity” masks the structural inequality of settler colonialism. The plantation’s multicultural 

façade cannot erase its foundation in Native dispossession (Trask, 1999), especially when settler 

colonialism in Hawaiʻi operates by occupying Kānaka land while disavowing their sovereignty 

(Fujikane, 2008, 2021). The “local” identity that developed in plantation Hawaiʻi, then, is not 

neutral as it is a product of and participant in colonial relations. 
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Pineapple Paradox 

Pineapple has a lasting impact to the local Hawaiʻi communities. The pineapple industry 

in Hawaiʻi was one the largest employers of women workers. For Example, in 1928, over 4,000 

women were working in 12 pineapple canneries (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies 

Center of Oral History, 1979). I became curious about the way pineapple was shaped as it took 

on a form of identity as being “Hawaiian” and yet was established by Western industry. But we 

should also consider community that was centered around these industries that may form identity 

as local or even Kānaka. When I attempted to review the cookbook statistics and oral histories, 

there seem to be a difference in connecting (ʻai)dentity to pineapple. There was an odd showing 

in the cookbook statistical analysis where the construction of Hawaiian, local, and even a 

mixture identity had no correlations with Pineapple indicators within the logistics regressions. It 

was odd because the qualitative data such as cultural material analysis and even the oral histories 

had ties within identity construction with pineapple such as the tourist and tiki bar concept as 

pineapple has indications to Hawaiian identity recipes being called Hawaiian often has 

pineapple. 

Before I begin the statistics portion, here is some information to understand the data. This 

research unit measure is divided into sections as recipes and excerpts. Recipes refer to full 

recipes established in the book such as the ingredients, the instructions, the name of author if 

given, the stories attached, and names of dishes. The recipe will not include pictures, there are 

complexities as some recipes may not include, some may include, and some may include 

multiple recipes in one photo. Excerpts are defined in several different ways as segments that are 

narratives that are about stories or histories that do not include recipes, photos and their captions, 

written notes, and even book details like funding, information, etc. Sections as a unit of 
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measurement follow archiving and analysis techniques for written artifacts, the layout of the 

sections, the context, the concrete materiality, etc. (Friedrich, 2024). I mainly focus sections as 

separate observations rather than whole books as observed artifacts was because these are 

community cookbooks; these sections are written by community members and their voices as 

their own sections should be treated as their own contributions. 

There are 4 major measures used in the statistics portion of this research: 3 dependent and 

1 independent. All dependent variables are identity markers. I model Hawaiian identity, Local 

identity, and Mixing identity as separate dependent variables because they are not 

interchangeable identity labels, but distinct social constructions with different criteria and 

meanings in Hawaiʻi. Of the 974 observed; 14.78% (144 obs.) holds only Hawaiian identifiers, 

32.03% (312 obs.) holds only Local identifiers, 14.78% (144 obs.) holds a mixing identifier, and 

38.40% (374 obs.) hold no identifiers. The decision is consistent with literature on multiple 

dependent variables, which holds that outcomes may be correlated without being redundant and 

therefore should be preserved as separate response measures when they capture distinct 

dimensions of a phenomenon (Huitema, 2011). More recent multivariate modeling work 

similarly treats multiple dependent variables as substantively different but related outcomes, 

arguing that multivariate analysis is most appropriate when outcomes provide multidimensional 

insight rather than a single undifferentiated response (Kavelaars et al., 2024). 

The Kānaka Cultural Density Index or KCD Index (Haw_Scale) is the main independent 

variable and defined as an index representing combined variables to represent a measure or 

density of Kānaka ʻŌiwi culture. These variables include Kānaka ʻŌiwi cultural practice variable 

(Haw_Practice), endemic and/or Indigenous ingredients variable (En_In), and use of huaʻōlelo 

variable (Olelo). To indicate how these recipes and excerpts a connection to Kānaka ʻŌiwi 
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practices and culture, various sources and works from scholars and practitioners like David 

Malo, Mary K. Pukui, Beatrice Krauss, and so on are set as a reference foundation. The Kānaka 

ʻŌiwi cultural practice variable is defined as having to practice or carry out Kānaka ʻŌiwi 

cultural practice like an excerpt from The Kauai Museum presents early Kauai hospitality: A 

family Cookbook of Receipts, 1820-1920 Early Kauai Hospitality (1977), “There they spent the 

night under the King's shelter of green ti leaves, sleeping on mats of lauhala, covered by tapa 

blankets made of five sheets of beaten bark cloth. From Wainiha they paddled to Hanalei by 

canoe and there picnicked on pig, baked with heated stones under the ground, which was set 

before them on a wooden tray. Kalo (taro) baked the same way and beaten was laid on large 

green leaves instead of plates.” The endemic and/or Indigenous ingredients variables is defined 

as ingredients that are endemic and/or Indigenous to Hawaiʻi like ʻulu, kalo, ʻahi, heʻe, puaʻa, 

etc. The use of huaʻōlelo variable is defined as use of huaʻōlelo, Hawaiian words, or phrases like 

“ʻAi po lo lei maikaʻi loa… Eat Right and Be Healthy…” from Waianae diet cookbook (1993) or 

one of their recipes called “ʻUlu Hekka...” 

The Hawaiian Identity variable (Identity_H) is defined as markers that uses an identifier 

of “Hawaiian” or markers that labels “Hawaiian”. This marker does not mean kānaka practice, 

culture, or knowledge is presence as it is meant to convey presence of something that is called or 

conveyed as “Hawaiian”. Examples of Hawaiian identifiers are names of recipes like, “A 

Hawaiian Luau (Serves 20)” from the Westin Mauna Kea Employees' Cookbook (1985) and 

excerpts on details about the book like, “This Cookbook was designed to help the traditional 

Hawaiian diet participants maintain healthy eating habits by offering alternatives to the 

traditional Hawaiian diet,” from Waianae diet cookbook (1993). Before I move on, I want to 

explicitly address that this variable is used as a marker for labeling something Hawaiian, which 
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is a different measure to the KCD Index as that is the actual measure of Kānaka ‘Ōiwi practices 

and culture such as something like the “Hawaiian Curry” recipe found in the Look What’s 

Cooking in Makawao: A Collection of Recipes from the Residents and Businesses of Makawao 

(2014). I’m addressing this because a tautological argument would not hold as the Hawaiian 

identifier is a label and has nothing to do with Kānaka ‘Ōiwi practices and culture. Again, my 

main goal with the statistics is to unpack these constructions on to Hawaiian identifiers to see if 

we what is its relationship to Kānaka ‘Ōiwi practices and culture. 

The Local Identity variable (Identity_L) is defined as “local” in Hawaiʻi coming from 

various cultural and historical backgrounds like the plantation era to our current engagements 

here in Hawaiʻi. Examples of local identifiers are plantation-immigrant influence dishes like 

“Puerto Rican Tamales” from Westin Mauna Kea Employees' Cookbook (1985) or an excerpt 

discussing and identifying local such as “The WOMEN OF IAO have always served the Church 

through their culinary talents and interests - cooking rice and nishime in large kama outdoors in 

the early days - baking delicious cakes and cookies for fund raising - sharing  favorite dishes for 

potlucks at annual meetings and fellowship gatherings,” from Our Daily Bread: Centennial 

Cookbook (1994). 

The Mixing Identity variable (Both_HL) is defined as an overlap of local and Hawaiian 

identifiers, again, marker does not mean kānaka practice, culture, or knowledge is presence as it 

is meant to convey presence of something that is called or conveyed as “Hawaiian”. Examples of 

mixing identifiers are discussing ingredients like “Wakame is a leafy Japanese seaweed that is an 

excellent substitute for Hawaiian limu,” from the Waianae diet cookbook (1993) or an excerpt 

discussing a mixing of identities like “Hawaiian and Chinese first populated the town, followed 

by the Portuguese and Japanese, many cultivating their own plots or working on surrounding 



Davis 75 

 

ranches,” from the Look What’s Cooking in Makawao: A Collection of Recipes from the 

Residents and Businesses of Makawao (2014). 

Figure 3.1 shows binary logistics regression and a comparison across the different 

identities. As shown, the Hawaiian identity and Mixing identity shown in their logistic regression 

models indicates above the 0.05 threshold, meaning no significance within all identity indicators. 

This suggests that pineapple does not show a statistically significant association with either 

Hawaiian identity or Mixing identity in the quantitative models. By contrast, the model for Local 

identity is statistically significant at p = 0.043 and indicates a negative relationship, with 

pineapple associated with roughly 35% lower odds of Local identity. It may indicate pineapple 

isn’t functioning as a Local identity marker in the same texts that explicitly reference “Local 

identity.” 

Figure 3.1: Logistic Regression Comparison of Identities Relationships with Pineapple 

Hawaiian Identity Marker (Identity_H) 

Independent Variables Odds Ratio     P>|z| 

Pineapple 1.081      0.736 

Constant 0.402      0.000 

Local Identity Marker (Identity_L) 

Independent Variables Odds Ratio     P>|z| 

Pineapple 0.644      0.043* 

Constant 0.966      0.612 

Mixing Identity Marker (Both_HL) 

Independent Variables Odds Ratio     P>|z| 

Pineapple 0.691      0.268 

Constant 0.181      0.000 

* p< .05  **p<.01 ***p<.001 

 

Women Workers in Hawaii’s Pineapple Industry 

From the UHM Ethnic Studies Department’s Women Workers in Hawaii’s Pineapple 

Industry Volume II, there is a sense community that was center around the pineapple industry as 

serves not only a space of work, but a social site where women, often immigrant or second-
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generation, forged community ties that transcended workplace drudgery. Many interviewees 

discuss how the shared rhythms of shift work, lunch breaks, locker rooms, and commuting 

bonded them into informal networks of mutual support. Plantation and cannery labor were not 

only economic sites but social infrastructures through which “local” identity was materially 

produced. The women’s narratives of plantation harmony show how community, discipline, 

aspiration, and survival coexisted within the same industrial regime. What later becomes 

remembered as “local culture” was forged through repetitive labor, gendered constraint, racial 

hierarchy, and shared vulnerability. 

Maybel (Mamiya) Kozuki, born in Palama of February 21, 1901, was a second generation 

of Japanese immigrant parents from Fukuoka and she talked about her first day working at 

Hawaiian Pine Company where she didn’t know what or how to do anything until she learned by 

following and getting close with the other workers. She captures the emotional landscape of 

entry into wage labor as she describes her experience, “I was scared. I no even look around. But 

the lady next to me, this Hawaiian, her name is Annie Kealoha. She was very nice, and taught me 

what to do. When lunch, I didn’t know what to do. She takes my gloves off. And I had to go with 

her go eat lunch” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 1979, 

537). This moment of apprenticeship is critical. There was a support system in place among the 

workers within these plantations as industrial labor was not learned solely through managerial 

instruction but through embodied mentorship among women. Helen (Manu) Barnes, born in 

Molokai in 1907, Hawaiian-Chinese and spoke fluent ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi. She recalled a time she 

took a job for Hawaiian Pine Company as she mainly went because she “just wanted to get out, 

meet people and they told me it was good fun working in the cannery” (University of Hawaii at 

Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 1979, 910). She learned on the job easily as her 
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cousins were there already. She made sure that she stayed as a trimmer for the very reason of 

sticking with her cousins and having a good time at work. Even within the dynamics of working 

at the tables had a social dynamic and bounding as Helen explained the forewoman would be in 

control of deciding the placements and who are able to work at the tables. Helen was able to 

observe some of the dynamics as placement was meant to continue flow of productivity, so 

usually a mixing of “old timers” and new workers were meant to have steady productivity, 

meaning if a table was slow, then someone that has better skill was place within that group. 

Helen was usually the one to go to the “slow tables” and help the other workers. With Maybel, 

there was a different social dynamic as her experience was having a good time with three other 

women at the table and make it competition with the other tables to see who was the fastest 

(University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 1979). The pineapple 

industry became social sites for workers, especially women, which constructs a community. 

Productivity became gamified through competition, illustrating how women internalized and 

reshaped industrial discipline into forms of social bonding. 

These canneries were seen as social places as Helen had mentioned before, she wanted to 

work at the cannery because they would meet people and have fun. This doesn’t seem 

uncommon as most of the women also saw the canary as a fun social place as Maybel started to 

work at the age of 13 because “we [including her sister] just went for fun” (University of Hawaii 

at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 1979, 535). Maybel continues to explain how 

this impression on the cannery as a fun place was due to large gatherings of adults looking for 

work, young teens like herself during the summer, and even tourists tour around. She would see 

that “so many people going” so her and her sister would “follow them” (University of Hawaii at 

Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 1979, 535). The process of even deciding who 
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gets to be chosen for the job was open to many as they would line people up and the foreman 

would pick within the line up around 50-60 people in a group and they based on ability to do the 

task. Margaret “Nona” (Ono) Chang, born in Waialua, Oahu on March 21, 1909, offers a similar 

account of cannery hiring practices for California Packing Corporation (CPC) as a packer in 

1925 till 1926, explaining that one simply “give your name” and wait to be picked, particularly 

during peak season (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 

1979, 403). She further notes that “most of these kids—during summer—went to work at the 

cannery” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 1979, 402). 

Cannery labor was normalized as part of youth culture across ethnic communities. She returns to 

working for pineapple industry in 1937 for Hawaiian Pine Company after other life events such 

as taking other employment and being a stay-at-home mother. She was, again, a packer to then 

become a forelady in 1942. 

Though there was a perspective of finding enjoyment from working at the canneries, I 

would like to add a layer of (ʻai)dentity through survival as a theoretical perspective. Some of 

these women took on the job for the means of having some form of income and to gain 

autonomy over their finances. Kame (Sakamoto) Iwatani, born on January 10, 1896, in 

Yamaguchi-Ken, Japan, was a picture bride for Kumeiji Iwatani, who worked in the pineapple 

field. She did start out teaching sewing to the children in the camp but then started working in 

the fields with her husband and bother-in-law. She decided to become a picture bride to Hawaiʻi 

to earn money as she explains, “in Hawaii, you can earn money. Everybody used to return home 

after making money [in Hawaii]… when I was young. When I saw these people, I thought 

Hawaii had an inexhaustible amount of money. Everyone wanted to come to Hawaii so badly, 

but they couldn’t go. As a woman, unless you were received as a bride, you couldn’t come. With 
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all this, I made up my mind and came” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of 

Oral History, 1979, 839). Kame had a sense that you couldn’t earn much money in Japan at the 

time, unless she continues raising silkworms. Kame uses the picture bride as a mode of survival 

having to take on an identity of being a bride and being a worker at the plantation. Venicia 

(Damasco) Guiala, born on August 20, 1913, in Batac, Ilocos Norte, Philippines, the oldest of 

her family and holds a college degree from St. William College in Laoag, Ilocos. She was able to 

teach English in the Philippines, but the pay was too small for her. She was also deciding on 

leaving to Hawaiʻi with her husband as they finally married in 1947, they were penpals since 

1941 while her husband was working on the pineapple plantation in Hawaiʻi. There were three 

reasons she decided to move to Hawaiʻi; the money, her husband, and “to have a family” 

(University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 1979, 484-487). Venicia 

wanted to create more opportunities for her, her husband, and her kids. A lot of women, 

especially those who migrated to Hawaiʻi, had to take on these roles as a mother and as a wife. 

These social dynamics within the pineapple industry may appear to foster community, but they 

remained structured by the underlying logics of colonialism and imperialism, especially through 

the operation of a race-gender project that organized women’s migration, labor, and family 

formation through practices such as picture bride migration and marriage. 

“Local” in Community Cookbooks 

(ʻAi)dentity is not only just for Kānaka, but I also noticed a sense of place and 

understanding when local communities engage with Kānaka practices and learning. Community 

cookbooks are spaces for communities to tell their stories and to learn from one another such as 

schools, health centers, local business, historical societies, places of worship. These books can be 

used for cultural material and textual analysis. 
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The recipes in these books are more than what we typically think a cookbook has. We are 

all aware of how a cookbook is structured with recipes, sometimes the author’s thoughts, 

sometimes history or message and so on. Community cookbooks are unique as the recipes are 

shared by community members and focus on what they find important to them. And what makes 

these books unique is they that they reflect lives our communities in Hawaiʻi’s; the Kānaka, the 

plantation migrants, the Western influences, and even people who are joining us today. Just like 

local people, miso pork next to pinakbet in a cookbook is very common (Westin Mauna Kea 

Beach Hotel Employees' Council, 1985). An example of what these communities understood was 

important is from the Kona Kitchens: Award-Winning Community Cookbook by the Kona 

Residence (1992) as recipes were also small parts of their lives. One of my favorite excerpts is 

from George F. Collins on recipe for Pupu Pig as he wrote, “When pig is on your mind and 

there’s no luau to go to, make this at home and serve with poi and ice-beer” (Kona Residence, 

1992). It may seem like an average good time with food and beer, but their layers of cultural 

context like adaptations of Kānaka foodways to the modern kitchen, retaining our taste like poi, 

and the operations of pau hana to enjoy. This quote speaks about these methods of our own 

tradition cooking to these contemporary adaptions as enjoying pig that would typically be made 

for a luau can be made at home. Not only these adaptations to express Kānaka foodways but also 

accompany these meals with other cultural rooted dishes such as poi. 

Another example of what community finds important is passing recipes down from 

generations. Many have spoken about their loved ones passing recipes like Anna Aikue Hickcox 

spoke about how her fish rolls recipe was “one of those inventive Chinese dishes that inherited 

from my mother in Honolulu” (Kona Residence, 1992, 208). Or from Dora Jane Isenberg Cole 

and Juliet Rice Wichman found family recipes of luau for 500 people as they “found this listing 
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of quantities among the family files. The pork and beef were combined in laulaus” (Cole, 1977, 

49). Or a coffee cake from Mrs. Frank Lufkin as she wrote, “as made by “Daddy” Lufkin’s 

mother, Lucia R. Lufkin, from the 1939 cookbook, ‘Maui Cookery’ by Francis Wadsworth” 

(Makawao History Museum, 2014, 7). These are just a few people who have recipes passed 

down from generation to generation. These stories reveal more than culinary nostalgia, they 

reflect a living genealogy of practice, memory, and adaptation. Recipes function as edible 

chronotopes as sites to archive the communities’ voices. The act of passing a recipe along is also 

a form of teaching and continuity; it ensures that ways of preparing, eating, and understanding 

food remain rooted in both family lineage and place. 

These are just a few examples from our community cookbooks as ways we construct 

(ʻai)dentity; the blends of Kānaka and local in our foods and the generations that create edible 

chronotopes. Each recipe becomes a marker of time and place, reflecting how families and 

communities adapt and sustain their cultural practices amid social and historical change. Through 

these inherited dishes, we see how memory and taste work together to preserve belonging, even 

as Hawaiʻi’s food landscape continues to evolve. Cooking becomes a form of storytelling as each 

meal is a narrative that carries the voices, values, and histories of those who came before. 

When looking at the indicators for Kānaka practices in their food traditions through 

community cookbooks, these identity indicators of local and Hawaiian may show differences in 

structural relationships but can be bridged. Using a Multiple Correspondence Analysis (MCA) 

will set a foundation to see if there is a relationship between forms of identity and Kānaka 

foodway practice (Haw_Practice). As shown in Figure 3.2, Dimension 1 captures a continuum 

from non-Hawaiian/non-practice identity, the positive values, to Hawaiian and cultural practice-

based identity, the negative values. This maps a clear polarity between cookbooks that lack 
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Hawaiian or practice-based elements and those that actively express them. The axis can be read 

as one of cultural affirmation, where Hawaiian identity emerges through embodied acts of food 

practices rather than through explicit labeling. Cookbooks situated on the negative side of this 

dimension are those that incorporate cultural practice as part of daily life, illustrating how food 

becomes a site of Kānaka continuity rather than just culinary representation. At the same time, 

Dimension 2 reveals the subtle negotiation between Hawaiian and Local belonging that defines 

much of Hawaiʻi’s community-based authorship. Here, Local identity and mixing identity align 

separately from purely Hawaiian practice, indicating that these texts often navigate multiple 

layers of cultural identification. This interpretation derives from the fact that the MCA does not 

place Hawaiian identity, Local identity, and mixed Hawaiian/Local identity into one 

undifferentiated cluster, nor does it isolate them into entirely separate worlds. Rather, the first 

dimension shows that Hawaiian identity, mixed Hawaiian/Local identity, and Hawaiian practice 

belong to the same broad field of cultural affirmation, while the second dimension distinguishes 

Local and mixed forms of belonging from practice-centered Hawaiian expression. This suggests 

that community cookbooks function as shared community artifacts because they gather multiple 

identity positions into one textual and culinary space. Recipes, ingredient choices, stories, 

language, and cultural references become mechanisms through which these books hold together 

overlapping yet distinct forms of belonging. They do not erase differences, but they mediate it. 

With these findings in the MCA, a regression analysis would be done to understand and unpack 

these relationships. 
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Figure 3.2: Multiple Correspondence Analysis with Identities and Kānaka Practice 

Dimension  Principal Inertia  Percent  Cumulative Percent 

Dim 1 

Dim 2 

0.1154    66.79     66.79 

0.0105    6.09     72.88 

Total 0.1728    100.00 

 

Categories Overall 

Mass           Quality         %inert 

Dimension 1 

Mass           Quality         %inert 

Dimension 2 

Mass           Quality         %inert 

Identity_H 

0 

1 

 

0.178           0.734         0.111 

0.072           0.734         0.274 

 

0.826           0.728         0.121 

-2.036          0.728         0.299 

 

0.239           0.006         0.010 

-0.591          0.006         0.025 

Identity_L 

0 

1 

 

0.130           0.618         0.050 

0.120           0.618         0.054 

 

0.413           0.298         0.022 

-0.447          0.298         0.024 

 

-1.416          0.320         0.260 

1.531           0.320         0.282 

Both_HL 

0 

1 

 

0.213           0.747         0.046 

0.037           0.747         0.262 

 

0.482           0.721         0.049 

-2.756          0.721         0.283 

 

-0.300          0.025         0.019 

1.716           0.025         0.110 

Haw_Practice 

0 

1 

 

0.216           0.749         0.028 

0.034           0.749         0.176 

 

0.357           0.661         0.027 

-2.256          0.661         0.174 

 

0.431           0.088         0.040 

-2.726          0.088         0.254 

 

These findings suggest that community cookbooks function as active sites where 

(ʻai)dentity is negotiated and redefined through practice. Hawaiian identity is most legible when 

grounded in cultural action, while Local identity emerges as a collective, inclusive framework. 

The intersection of the two, where cookbooks engage both Hawaiian practice and shared Local 

culture, shows how communities in Hawaiʻi use food narratives to hold space for multiple, 

overlapping forms of belonging. This can further through binary logistic regressions through 

odds ratios as shown in Figure 3.3. All models show statistical significance. These results show 

that Hawaiian identity in community cookbooks is powerfully tied to the performance and 

transmission of Hawaiian cultural practices. The strong positive association between Hawaiian 

identity and Kānaka practice underscores that Hawaiian identity is not represented abstractly but 

embodied through doing. In contrast, the negative association between Hawaiian practice and 
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Local identity reflects an important distinction in Hawaiʻi’s identity landscape. Although the 

odds ratio for Hawaiian identity is quite large at approximately 301.7, suggesting a very strong 

association, the cross-tabulation showed no empty cells, indicating that the estimate is not being 

driven by complete separation. This pattern reinforces that “Hawaiian” and “Local,” while both 

situated within Hawaiʻi’s shared social field, are organized through different histories and 

relationships to land. Local identity often reflects multicultural blending and plantation-era 

solidarity, whereas Kānaka practice re-centers ʻike Hawaiʻi and embodied forms of cultural 

continuity. The negative association between Kānaka practice and Local identity therefore 

suggests that when Hawaiian cultural practices are strongly present, cookbook texts move away 

from broader pluralistic “Local” narratives and toward more rooted expressions of Kānaka 

belonging. At the same time, the positive relationship between Kānaka practice and Mixing 

identity indicates that community cookbooks can also function as sites of negotiation, where 

Hawaiian foodways are articulated within a broader Local framework. In this sense, food 

operates as a dialogic medium through which multiple forms of belonging are held together, even 

as their distinctions remain visible. 

Figure 3.3: Logistic Regression Comparison of Identities Relationships with Kānaka Practice 

Hawaiian Identity Marker (Identity_H) 

Independent Variables Odds Ratio     P>|z| 

Kānaka Practice 301.74      0.000*** 

Constant 0.217      0.000 

Local Identity Marker (Identity_L) 

Independent Variables Odds Ratio     P>|z| 

Kānaka Practice 0.398      0.000*** 

Constant 1.041      0.558 

Mixing Identity Marker (Both_HL) 

Independent Variables Odds Ratio     P>|z| 

Kānaka Practice 2.877      0.000*** 

Constant 0.144      0.000 

* p< .05  **p<.01 ***p<.001 
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The analysis goes further as to incorporate other practice and cultural indicators, the use 

of huaʻōlelo, or Hawaiian words, (Olelo) and the use of endemic and Indigenous ingredients 

(En_In). This does help creating a more nuance modeling compared to only looking at Kānaka 

practice, which conveyed larger odds ratio for the Hawaiian identity and the pseudo-R2 for both 

local and mixing identities are low meaning some other influences are occurring. When adding 

these variables to analysis, this reveals distinct pathways in how identity is negotiated through 

community cookbooks as shown in Figure 3.4. For Hawaiian identity, both Hawaiian practice 

and huaʻōlelo show extremely strong positive associations, indicating that texts which include 

Kānaka practices or language are far more likely to signal Hawaiian identity. This pattern 

reinforces the idea that embodied and linguistic forms of cultural expression, such as the use of 

Kānaka terminology, ritual practices, or cultural references, function as central markers of 

Hawaiian identity. In contrast, endemic or Indigenous ingredients are not statistically significant, 

suggesting that while these ingredients are culturally resonant, they are not sufficient on their 

own to construct a distinctly Hawaiian identity within the textual space of a cookbook. For Local 

identity, the pattern is notably different. Huaʻōlelo again appears as a positive predictor, 

indicating that language serves as a flexible and shared cultural resource, extending across 

identity categories. However, Kānaka practice shows a negative association with Local identity, 

meaning that explicitly Hawaiian cultural practices are less likely to appear in cookbooks coded 

as Local. This tension illustrates an important aspect of Hawaiʻi’s identity negotiation as Local 

identity may draw upon Kānaka cultural symbols but often reframes them through multicultural 

or hybridized logics. Interestingly, endemic ingredients become significant in Local cookbooks, 

implying that food sourcing and environmental ties offer a more neutral or inclusive route to 

expressing belonging without invoking overtly Hawaiian practices. Looking at mixing identities, 
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it seems like cookbooks navigate the tension by integrating huaʻōlelo and occasional practices 

within Local narratives, performing a layered identity that acknowledges indigeneity without 

fully centering it. Though it shows significance and positive relationships for Kānaka practices 

and huaʻōlelo, the endemic or Indigenous ingredients is conveying a negative relationship, but 

not significant. This means these ingredients appear less determinative in the negotiation of 

mixed identity, again suggesting that semiotic and linguistic framing outweighs material content. 

Figure 3.4: Logistic Regression Comparison of Identities Relationships with Variables Related to 

ʻIke Hawaiʻi 

Hawaiian Identity Marker (Identity_H) 

Independent Variables Odds Ratio     P>|z| 

Kānaka Practice 179.80      0.000*** 

Hauʻōlelo 5.745      0.000*** 

Endemic/Indigenous 1.222      0.296 

Constant 0.106      0.000 

Local Identity Marker (Identity_L) 

Independent Variables Odds Ratio     P>|z| 

Kānaka Practice 0.169      0.000*** 

Hauʻōlelo 3.001      0.000*** 

Endemic/Indigenous 1.600      0.001*** 

Constant 0.666      0.000 

Mixing Identity Marker (Both_HL) 

Independent Variables Odds Ratio     P>|z| 

Kānaka Practice 1.519      0.098 

Hauʻōlelo 4.905      0.000*** 

Endemic/Indigenous 0.725      0.117 

Constant 0.091      0.000 

* p< .05  **p<.01 ***p<.001 

 

Overall, the disaggregated model underscores that Hawaiian identity is constructed 

through explicit cultural markers of practice and language, while Local identity draws selectively 

on those markers in more diffuse or syncretic ways. Community cookbooks function as cultural 

texts that both reproduce and negotiate the boundaries between Hawaiian and Local identities, 

positioning food as a site of both distinction and relation. Though it is nice to see the nuance of 

individual independent variables constructing differential between the different identities, 
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combining these independent variables as composite measure gives a more integrated measure of 

cultural presence to capture the degree of Kānaka cultural expression and practice rather than 

treating each element separately. The KCD Index highlights the cumulative strength of these 

cultural markers when considered together as shown in Figure 3.5. For Hawaiian identity, the 

odds ratio of 4.9 indicates that each incremental increase in the density of Kānaka cultural 

presence multiplies the likelihood of a text signaling Hawaiian identity by nearly five times. This 

integrated model achieves a higher pseudo-R² than any individual-variable model, demonstrating 

that the presence of multiple Hawaiian markers together, rather than any one in isolation, 

captures the deeper structure of Hawaiian identity expression. In other words, cookbooks that 

combine huaʻōlelo, cultural practice, and endemic or Indigenous ingredients do not merely 

reference “Hawaiian-ness” as they perform it through an embodied textual and culinary 

integration. I want to stress, again, the Identity_H variable is a marker the conveys presence of 

“Hawaiian” as a label or has identified as “Hawaiian”, but does not necessarily mean it has 

kānaka practice, culture, and/or knowledge. By contrast, the KCD Index has only a weak and 

nonsignificant relationship with Local identity, while the association with mixing identities is 

positive but moderate. This suggests that the layering of Kānaka cultural markers most strongly 

signals a specifically Hawaiian orientation, while mixing or Local texts operate with partial, 

selective incorporation. In the context of community cookbooks, this means that Hawaiian 

identity emerges not from the presence of any single marker, but from the cumulative coherence 

of cultural representation as a patterned density of language, practice, and ingredient that 

conveys authenticity and rootedness. 
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Figure 3.5: Logistic Regression Comparison of Identities Relationships with KCD Index 

Hawaiian Identity Marker (Identity_H) 

Independent Variables Odds Ratio     P>|z| 

KCD Index 4.936      0.000*** 

Constant 0.072      0.000 

Local Identity Marker (Identity_L) 

Independent Variables Odds Ratio     P>|z| 

KCD Index 1.117      0.109*** 

Constant 0.836      0.047 

Mixing Identity Marker (Both_HL) 

Independent Variables Odds Ratio     P>|z| 

KCD Index 1.786      0.000*** 

Constant 0.093      0.000 

* p< .05  **p<.01 ***p<.001 

 

The index model therefore captures the integrative nature of Hawaiian identity 

negotiation, where multiple facets of culture work synergistically to reinforce meaning. It 

complements the disaggregated model by showing that when Kānaka practices, language, and 

foods co-occur, they construct a powerful, cohesive expression of Hawaiian identity that stands 

apart from more fluid or hybridized local representations. Together, these models reveal how 

cookbooks not only record recipes but also encode cultural relationships by reflecting the layered 

negotiations of belonging and authenticity within Hawaiʻi’s foodways. 

Pineapple Two Ways 

The statistics and the oral histories tell two distinct stories about pineapple. In the oral 

histories, pineapple is remembered through labor, migration, gendered work, community 

formation, and survival. It is embedded in the lived realities of plantation and cannery life, where 

workers forged relationships, routines, and forms of belonging within an extractive industrial 

order. In the community cookbooks, however, pineapple appears far less stable as an identity 

marker, especially when compared to the much stronger associations tied to Kānaka practice, 

huaʻōlelo, and cumulative cultural density. This is the pineapple paradox; pineapple carries a 
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powerful historical and symbolic association with Hawaiʻi, yet in the quantitative cookbook data 

it does not function as a strong indicator of Hawaiian identity and is even negatively associated 

with Local identity. The paradox is not surprising when considered historically. At the surface, 

pineapple appears wrapped in the imagery of “Hawaiian” abundance and local memory, but 

beneath that imagery its primary historical role was as an agricultural commodity produced for 

export. Thus, while pineapple may be remembered as part of Hawaiʻi’s social world, its deeper 

location is within the political economy of plantation capitalism. 

These differences do not mean that one dataset is more truthful than the other. Rather, 

they preserve different forms of social meaning. Oral histories capture the historical formation of 

social worlds: the ways people worked, migrated, endured, and created community within 

plantation structures. Cookbooks, by contrast, capture the cultural representation of what 

communities later chose to remember, reproduce, and transmit as heritage. In this sense, 

pineapple may register more strongly as a shared colonial or economic history than as a stable 

marker of Local belonging. The regression models point to a disconnect between pineapple as a 

commodity and the ways Kānaka and local communities articulate (ʻai)dentity through practice, 

language, and relations to the ʻāina. What pineapple often signifies, then, is not rooted identity 

itself but a socially constructed connection veiled by the multicultural narratives that emerged 

from colonial and imperial structures. The women workers of the canneries built friendships, 

support systems, and forms of collective life in these spaces, but at the end of the day the fruit 

itself remained part of an industry organized for sale and export. Pineapple is therefore 

undeniably part of Hawaiʻi’s history, but in the community cookbooks it does not emerge as a 

strong or consistent marker of Local cultural identity. 
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Local identity emerges not as a simple demographic label but as a historically produced 

social formation rooted in plantation modernity, shared labor, and the everyday negotiation of 

difference in Hawaiʻi. It is forged in the cannery, the kitchen, and pau hana rather than inherited 

through indigeneity or secured through citizenship alone. The oral histories show local identity 

taking shape through repetitive labor, mutual aid, women’s networks, and the social worlds built 

in and around plantation and cannery life, where workers from different backgrounds 

transformed industrial discipline into forms of community, familiarity, and survival. The 

community cookbooks extend that social world into textual form; they preserve recipes, stories, 

inherited dishes, and culinary mixtures that reveal local identity as creolized, relational, and 

rooted in the intimate practices of feeding family and community. Yet, I make it clear that local 

identity is not politically neutral. Although it celebrates multicultural intimacy and shared 

hardship, it was produced within and remains entangled with settler colonial conditions that 

displaced Kānaka from land-based subsistence and folded diverse migrant communities into a 

colonial economy. In this sense, local identity is best understood as a lived and remembered 

mode of belonging structured through food, labor, and adaptation, but one that is always 

historically shadowed by the unequal relations of land, power, and Native dispossession that 

made it possible. 
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Chapter 4 

Manawa – The Voices from the ʻĀina 

 1447 

 Kalo kanu o ka ʻāina. 

 Taro planted on the land. 

 

 (Pukui, 1983) 

 

Same Shit, Different Generation 

 Summer of 2023 my dad picked me up from the Kahului airport. I travelled back and 

forth from Maui and Oʻahu. I live on Waikapu side. We usually drive on Kuihelani Highway to 

head home. I remember passing Mahi Pono’s lime crops. Changes from our ʻaina to sugar to 

limes. “How much you think they’re making off of us,” I asked my dad joking manner. “I bet a 

lot,” he replied. I make sure to educate my parents of the current issues on Maui that revolves 

around food and ʻāina. It’s such a sour, bitter taste knowing that Mahi Pono poses serious 

problems for Maui because its agricultural model depends on continued access to East Maui 

water while deepening conflicts over public trust resources, Native Hawaiian rights, and 

community well-being. Mahi Pono largely continued Alexander & Baldwin’s long-standing 

water practices by seeking bargain-rate leases through the East Maui Irrigation system rather 

than fundamentally rethinking agriculture around ahupuaʻa restoration and local needs (The 

Maui ESG Investment Project, 2021). The company’s access to water remained tied to ongoing 

court disputes and one-year revocable permits, even though the company’s own cropping plan 

depended on those water rights (The Maui ESG Investment Project, 2021). Mahi Pono benefited 

disproportionately from water priced far below other agricultural users, while the diversion of up 

to 45 million gallons per day threatened groundwater recharge, stream flow, mauka-to-makai 

connectivity, and the ecological conditions necessary for limu, riparian species, and nearshore 

marine life (The Maui ESG Investment Project, 2021). The issue is not only agricultural 
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management but the continuation of a plantation logic that prioritizes private gain over the public 

trust, Kānaka subsistence, and watershed health. 

 Every time I pass those citrus fields and continue to think about these ongoing issues of 

colonialism, but this is nothing new to our past generations of Kānaka, just another way 

capitalism controls ʻāina. We have been here for generations, and for generations we are the 

voices for the ʻāina. I pull from the voices of our kūpuna from various sources to show these 

struggles we face about the change of our ʻāina. 

We are Here 

The 1970s marked a profound cultural and political resurgence across Hawaiʻi known as 

the Hawaiian Renaissance. This movement was in response to cultural suppression, political 

dispossession, and environmental degradation caused by colonial and post-statehood 

development. Fueled by Kānaka activist, cultural practitioners, and artists, the Renaissance 

revitalized interest in language, arts, and traditions as acts of resistance and (ʻai)dentity 

reclamation. Building on earlier political awakenings of the 1960s civil rights and antiwar 

movements, Kānaka and their allies began to assert that the Kānaka were not relics of the past 

but a living nation struggling against ongoing settler colonialism (Trask, 1999; Goodyear-

Kaʻōpua, 2014). Central to this movement was the conviction that cultural revitalization could 

not be separated from the restoration of land and sovereignty. The renaissance reconnected 

cultural (ʻai)dentity with environmental justice, linking the health of the ʻāina to the survival of 

Kānaka language, knowledge, and people (McGregor, 2007). 

A major catalyst for the Renaissance was the growing opposition to land dispossession 

and environmental exploitation. The occupations at Kahoʻolawe and Kalama Valley became 

defining events. In 1976, the group Protect Kahoʻolawe ʻOhana (PKO) initiated direct action 
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against the U.S. Navy’s bombing of the sacred island of Kahoʻolawe. Their efforts brought 

national attention to the ongoing militarization of Kānaka lands and the desecration of wahi pana 

(McGregor, 2007; Trask, 1999). Similarly, the 1971 resistance to evictions at Kalama Valley on 

Oʻahu symbolized broader struggles against urban development that displaced local and Kānaka 

families. These movements united Kānaka activists, environmentalists, and labor groups under a 

shared demand for land justice and aloha ʻāina. These acts of resistance reinvigorated the 

traditional values of kuleana and ea, illustrating that Kānaka cultural (ʻai)dentity was inseparable 

from the defense of land and environment (McGregor, 2007). 

Cultural revitalization during the Renaissance extended beyond political protest into the 

revival of traditional practices. The resurgence of Hōkūleʻa, the double-hulled voyaging canoe 

launched in 1975 by the Polynesian Voyaging Society, became a symbol of Kānaka resilience 

and navigational brilliance. Hōkūleʻa’s successful voyage to Tahiti using non-instrument 

navigation proved that Kānaka ancestors were expert seafarers whose knowledge systems 

remained vital and sophisticated. This achievement not only reignited pride in Kānaka heritage 

but also challenged Western narratives that had long undermined Indigenous scientific and 

cultural epistemologies (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2014; Finney, 2003). Simultaneously, the ʻōlelo 

Hawaiʻi movement gained momentum with the establishment of ʻAha Pūnana Leo immersion 

preschools in the 1980s, directly emerging from Renaissance-era activism to preserve ʻŌlelo 

Hawaiʻi. The renewed visibility of hula, mele, and oli further reinforced Kānaka (ʻai)dentity and 

connected younger generations to ancestral knowledge systems that had been threatened by 

colonial assimilation policies (McGregor, 2007; Trask, 1999). 

The 1960s Hawaiian Renaissance also sparked a reevaluation of Hawaiʻi’s economic and 

environmental priorities. Activists and scholars began to question the sustainability and equity of 
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tourism, military expansion, and imported food dependency. Echoing the values of the ahupuaʻa 

system, many sought to reestablish self-sufficiency and local stewardship as central to Hawaiʻi’s 

future. This period laid the intellectual and spiritual groundwork for contemporary movements 

toward food sovereignty, agroecology, and the restoration of loko iʻa and loʻi kalo. The 

resurgence of aloha ʻāina as both philosophy and political praxis became a guiding framework 

for how Kānaka envisioned decolonial abundance: living in harmony with ʻāina through the 

restoration of reciprocal relationships between land, culture, and governance (McGregor, 2007; 

Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2014). 

The Hawaiian Renaissance did not only revitalize language, voyaging, and land-based 

activism; it also transformed the way food could be understood as a site of cultural recovery. In 

this context, the kitchen emerged as another arena through which Kānaka foodways, local 

agriculture, and culinary knowledge could be rethought against the colonial food economy. This 

movement bridged the historical rupture between Kānaka foodways, and the globalized, tourist-

oriented palate imposed by colonial economies. The kitchen, once marginalized in cultural 

discourse, became a critical site of epistemological recovery and aesthetic experimentation. 

During 1990s, the founding of Hawaiʻi Regional Cuisine (HRC) in 1991 by twelve chefs marked 

a symbolic reassertion of culinary sovereignty (Yamashita, 2019). This movement was in parallel 

to the active Hawaiian Sovereignty movement as political thought surrounding reclaiming 

cultural identity, food sustainability, and self-determination. In their blending of traditional 

ingredients like ʻulu, taro, and ʻopihi with European and Asian techniques, these chefs 

rearticulated food as a cultural archive rather than a commodity. The HRC ethos was less about 

fusion in the superficial sense of combining flavors and more about reclaiming the right to 

interpret local food in local terms (Yamashita, 2019). In doing so, they shifted the culinary gaze 



Davis 95 

 

inward; toward the land, the farmers, and the Indigenous epistemologies that sustained them. 

This movement cannot be separated from the broader political and cultural assertions of the 

Renaissance, which foregrounded the interconnections between ʻāina and (ʻai)dentity. The HRC 

era as a moment when Hawaiʻi began to “turn the plate over” to rediscover the roots beneath 

imported tastes (Hiura, 2009; Yamashita, 2019). The chefs’ collaborations with local farmers 

were not simply business decisions as they were ethical and political acts of reconnection. This 

reconnection was especially significant in the wake of industrial agriculture’s dominance and the 

commodification of Kānaka symbols within the tourist economy. By elevating local agriculture, 

these chefs sought to reverse the colonial logic that devalued the ʻāina and those who worked it. 

At the same time, the 1960s Hawaiian Renaissance’s culinary expressions resisted the 

binary of authenticity versus modernity. Hawaiʻi Regional Cuisine “did not attempt to recreate 

precontact foods but rather reimagined Hawaiian foodways for a contemporary palate rooted in 

place” (Yamashita, 2019). This is a critical intervention in gastronomic discourse, as it suggests 

that authenticity is not about historical replication but about relationality, but how ingredients, 

people, and histories are brought into conversation. The movement therefore forged a “living 

authenticity,” one that embraced hybridity as a condition of Kānaka modernity while still 

grounding itself in the ethics of aloha ʻāina. The revival of ingredients like taro and the sourcing 

of local fish, vegetables, and fruits marked not only environmental awareness but also a moral 

recentering of the food system within local epistemologies. 

Resistance through (ʻAi)dentity 

The legacy of the 1960s Hawaiian Renaissance continues to influence contemporary 

movements centered on food sovereignty, environmental restoration, and cultural resurgence. 

Activists, farmers, and educators have built upon the Renaissance’s foundation of aloha ʻāina and 
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self-determination, challenging Hawaiʻi’s dependence on imported foods and its colonial land 

systems. Food sovereignty in Hawaiʻi today is understood not merely as access to food, but as 

the right and responsibility of Kānaka and local communities to define their own food systems 

based on traditional ecological knowledge and cultural practices (McGregor, 2007). The return to 

cultivating kalo, ʻulu, and other canoe plants represents both an ecological act of restoration and 

a political statement about belonging and survival in the face of continued settler colonial 

pressures. 

In the decades following the Renaissance, community-driven initiatives such as Paepae o 

Heʻeia, Waipā Foundation, and Hoʻokuaʻāina have emerged as living models of integrated 

cultural and environmental education. These organizations restore loko iʻa and loʻi kalo, 

blending ancestral practices with contemporary sustainability frameworks. Their work re-centers 

Kānaka stewardship within Hawaiʻi’s food and land systems, embodying the Renaissance 

principle that cultural (ʻai)dentity cannot be separated from the health of the ʻāina (Goodyear-

Kaʻōpua, 2014; McGregor, 2007). Also, the integration of place-based learning into educational 

curricula, from Hawaiian immersion schools to university programs, reflects a transformation in 

how knowledge is produced and valued. This educational shift underscores the lasting influence 

of the Renaissance in reframing Kānaka (ʻai)dentity through praxis, not just theory. 

The push for food sovereignty has also prompted critical reflection on Hawaiʻi’s 

economic dependencies. Tourism and military spending continue to dominate the state’s 

economy, yet local movements emphasize the need for self-reliance and resilience in food 

production, particularly in the face of climate change and supply chain disruptions (Kahumoku, 

2015; Vaughan, 2018). Reclaiming agricultural lands once used for sugar and pineapple 

plantations has become both an environmental and cultural imperative. Some of these lands are 
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being repurposed for diversified farming that integrates traditional crops and regenerative 

methods, reflecting an ongoing negotiation between modern infrastructure and Indigenous 

ecological ethics. The contemporary resurgence of Kānaka food systems illustrates the enduring 

spirit of the Renaissance, a collective assertion of ea, or sovereignty, through everyday acts of 

cultivation and care for ʻāina. This movement does more than feed communities; it nourishes 

(ʻai)dentity, revitalizes language, and reclaims histories once silenced under colonial rule. The 

restoration of traditional food practices thus stands as both a continuation and evolution of the 

1960s Hawaiian Renaissance, translating the era’s ideals of cultural pride and environmental 

stewardship into tangible, lived realities for a new generation of Kānaka (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 

2014; McGregor, 2007; Vaughan, 2018). So, there are examples that we can learn from as the 

ways our kūpuna engaged in resistance and negotiating (ʻai)dentities; creating cultural material 

as a guide through Kānaka foodways, the revisiting of our familial practices and histories, and 

the community as ways of negotiating and learning. 

Our Kūpuna to Resist  

 Trancing back to our ʻike kūpuna, or knowledge from our ancestors, their stories hold the 

knowledge from their kupuna and how they continue to resist the challenges of colonialism. The 

COH’s community projects called Kōkua Hawaiʻi Oral History Project archive the stories of a 

community in Hawaiʻi faced evictions in the 1970s, but a community comes together to 

successfully resist the evictions and contributed to the beginnings of the Hawaiian Renaissance 

(University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018a). The resistance of 

kūpuna within the project represents an enduring genealogy of struggle, where the protection of 

ʻāina, the awakening of consciousness, and the passing of wisdom across generations converge. 

Their voices, shaped by dispossession and revival, reveal that activism in Hawaiʻi was not born 
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from abstract politics but from a lived ethic of aloha ʻāina and kuleana. Through the land 

struggles of Kalama Valley and beyond, kūpuna such as Edwina Moanikeala Akaka, Larry 

Kamakawiwoʻole, Kehau Lee Jackson, Randy Kalahiki, Clyde Kalani Ohelo, and Francis Kaholi 

show that Kānaka resistance was simultaneously local and global, ancestral and modern. Their 

stories articulate a politics of survival grounded in Kānaka ontology, where to resist is to live 

rightly, to teach, and to remember. 

Resistance can emerge through education as what Kehau Lee Jackson called the “opening 

of our eyes.” Raised in Papakōlea and shaped by activist teacher Setsu Okubo at Roosevelt High, 

Kehau recalled that Okubo “encouraged us to think for ourselves and act… she expected the kids 

to stand up and say something, be something” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies 

Center of Oral History, 2018a, 198). Such teaching sowed the intellectual seeds of the Ethnic 

Studies and Kānaka movements. Kehau’s later involvement in protests and curriculum reform at 

the University of Hawaiʻi marked a turn from passive citizenship toward political literacy. 

Through education, kūpuna transformed resistance into epistemological reclamation, insisting on 

the right to define their own histories, languages, and futures. Lawrence Kamakawiwoʻole 

deepened this intellectual dimension, connecting Kānaka struggles to global decolonization. 

Influenced by Frantz Fanon, Jean-Paul Sartre, and Albert Camus, he recalled being “converted… 

a born-again human being,” after confronting questions of existence and justice in his religion 

courses (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018a, 132). His 

philosophical awakening mirrored the Kānaka people’s own political awakening during the 

1960s and 70s. By merging existential ethics with local activism, Lawrence helped reframe the 

Kānaka movement as part of a global Third World liberation struggle, while still rooted in place. 

His statement that “we were trying to rewrite history our way… Kalama Valley showed clearly 
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what had happened to the Hawaiians” demonstrates how education became a site of resistance—

turning classrooms and valleys alike into living archives of decolonization (University of Hawaii 

at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018a, 194). 

Intergenerational and spiritual continuity sustains Kānaka resistance. Clyde Kalani 

Ohelo’s story, of being born blind, later regaining sight in a moment of divine healing, 

encapsulates a worldview where body, spirit, and environment are interdependent. He 

remembered seeing “raindrops hitting the window… and every time it hit the window, it burst 

into rainbows” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018a, 

68). This revelation became the moral grounding of his life, that beauty and strength can emerge 

from struggle. Later, when he confronted racist teachers who told him that “Hawaiians are not 

lawyers—they’re truck drivers,” Clyde refused to internalize inferiority, “I told her, I going be a 

lawyer too” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018a, 72). 

His defiance represents epistemological resistance, an assertion that Kānaka children, taught by 

their elders to know their worth, can reimagine the boundaries imposed upon them. Similarly, 

Francis Kaholi’s memories of Kalama Valley as a child reveal the generational fabric that 

resistance sought to protect. He described valley life as “hard, but satisfying,” where neighbors 

were “family or relatives,” and community meant interdependence (University of Hawaii at 

Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018a, 267-269). These recollections remind us 

that the Kalama Valley struggle was not only about land tenure, but it was also about the 

preservation of an entire social ecology of kinship and care. The destruction of such spaces 

represented a spiritual wound; thus, defending them was an act of healing. Kūpuna like Randy 

and Edwina embodied that healing through their continued community work, transforming 

resistance from confrontation into restoration. 
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  The conviction that the land is not property, as they are our ancestors, deserving of care 

and defense. Edwina Moanikeala Akaka recalled that before the protests, “Hawaiʻi was 

becoming more like ‘Anywhere USA,’ with skyscrapers and desecration of our quality of life and 

our environment, the ʻāina” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral 

History, 2018a, 22). Her description captures the urgency of resistance as a struggle for balance 

against capitalist transformation. When Edwina joined the Kalama Valley protest in 1971, she did 

so out of moral necessity as “Our people were becoming strangers in our own homeland, 

struggling just to get by. I knew something was desperately wrong” (University of Hawaii at 

Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018, 22). This response echoes mālama ʻāina as 

to care for the land as kin, transformed into collective action. For Randy Kalahiki, aloha ʻāina 

extended beyond protest into rebuilding community through practice. His leadership at the KEY 

Project on Windward Oʻahu integrated Kānaka and local youth into the rhythms of cultivation 

and service. His daughter Alicia remembered that “the kids had to work for it… It was meant to 

give back, to give the kids a sense of kuleana—responsibility to their community” (University of 

Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018a, 224). Through planting, 

outreach, and shared food, Kalahiki turned activism into living pedagogy. This reflects resurgent 

practice as the regeneration of land-based (ʻai)dentity through communal labor. In the words of 

these kūpuna, to resist was not merely to say “no” to eviction, but to say “yes” to another way of 

living grounded in the reciprocal ethics of the ʻāina itself. 

Across these oral histories, a single principle emerges; kūpuna resistance was never a 

reaction to oppression alone but a proactive continuation of ʻike Hawaiʻi. Edwina summarized 

this legacy when she said that Kalama Valley “instilled a renaissance… for our people and our 

ʻāina” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018a, 21). 
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Resistance became a cultural rebirth, an awakening of language, spirituality, and collective 

memory. For these kūpuna, the struggle for ʻāina and justice was also a struggle for self-

definition; to be Kānaka meant to act, to protect, to teach, and to love without surrender. Their 

stories, woven together, form the moral genealogy of the movement, a genealogy that insists on 

the inseparability of land, education, and intergenerational knowledge. 

E Hoʻolako Mau: All Hawaiian Cookbook by Tamar Luke Paneʻe 

Cookbooks are often underestimated as cultural artifacts, dismissed as domestic or 

utilitarian objects. Yet for those of the oppressed and at the margin, the act of recording and 

transmitting recipes can function as a form of resistance. Tamar Luke Paneʻe’s E Hoʻolako Mau: 

All Hawaiian Cookbook, Volume 1 (1990) is that cookbook I argue as an act of resistance. 

Though information of Paneʻe is limited, she made a strong impact in the conversations of 

Hawaiʻi and food. Paneʻe’s intention for this book is “to share traditions, customs, knowledge 

and recipes from a by-gone era.’ It is her way of sharing her memories, and those of her friends, 

of a cherished childhood lifestyle long gone” (Ward, 1990, 12). Published in 1990, a time that 

has strong institutions with the thoughts and ideas from the 1960s Hawaiian Renaissance like 

OHA and HHL, Paneʻe’s cookbook transcends the typical concept of a cookbook. Though there 

is little written about the book like local newspaper articles, the book serves simultaneously as an 

archive, an assertion of (ʻai)dentity, and a political tool of survivance. The title E Hoʻolako Mau, 

meaning “to provide or sustain forever,” positions the book as a philosophy of endurance on how 

to cook Kānaka food is to enact Kānaka being. I treat E Hoʻolako Mau as a cultural and 

epistemological text through which the present generation of people in Hawaiʻi continue to 

negotiate their sense of belonging, self-understanding, and (ʻai)dentity. This cookbook operates 

as a repository of ike kupuna, but also as a living guide for how Kānaka and locals can reclaim 
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autonomy through food in a postcolonial society. Through my findings, I want to highlight ike 

kupuna as living epistemology, food traditions as embodied continuity, and food practice as 

subtle yet profound resistance to colonial erasure. Each of these themes exposes how cooking 

and eating function as sites of political, spiritual, and intellectual activity in contemporary 

Hawaiʻi. 

Paneʻe opens with pāʻina, or ʻahaʻaina, as far more than a festive meal. She frames it as a 

social and cultural practice through which ʻike Hawaiʻi is reproduced in collective form. She 

begins by defining the pāʻina as a gathering for a special event where food and music are shared, 

but the more important point is that such an event is constituted through labor, kinship, and the 

circulation of inherited knowledge (Paneʻe, 1990). The preparation of a pāʻina is described as a 

time when family and friends “work together” and share “favorite recipes, customs, and 

traditions,” revealing that food here is inseparable from the reproduction of relationship and 

practice (Paneʻe, 1990, vi). In this sense, the pāʻina operates as a site of ʻike kupuna, where 

culinary knowledge is not transmitted abstractly but enacted through participation. The event is 

therefore both nourishing and pedagogical; it feeds people materially while also reaffirming 

social bonds, intergenerational obligation, and the continuity of Hawaiian custom through the 

very process of preparation. 

At the heart of Paneʻe’s work is a commitment to ʻike kupuna as a dynamic and living 

epistemology. Paneʻe writes, “The recipes in this book come from our kupuna. Their wisdom 

feeds us, not only with food but with the knowledge of living Hawaiian” (Paneʻe, 1990, iii). This 

simple statement establishes a central ontological premise as food is not merely sustenance but 

an epistemic form, a way of knowing and remembering. Cooking becomes a pedagogical act 

through which the present generation learns not only techniques, but values and worldviews. I 
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mentioned this as ma ka hana ka ʻike as learning to prepare food is synonymous with learning to 

live in right relation to the environment, to one’s community, and to one’s lineage (Meyer, 2014a, 

2025). Her directions on fishing and preparation illustrate this worldview as she mentions to 

“Use only what the ocean gives that day,” she advises, “and never more than you can eat or 

share” (Paneʻe, 1987, 79-81). A deeper dive to her manaʻo is to think about the relationship of 

place, the non-human actors, the people we are connected to, and our own well-being. A 

connection to the possible consequences of the tragedy of the commons.  

A particular example to express these live and dynamic epistemologies closely, Paneʻe’s 

section on butchering puaʻa holds the details of how we adapt our practices to today, while 

connecting our past traditions. She begins with some preparations to disposing and butchering 

the puaʻa, “Slaughtering and the cleaning the puaʻa can be done while the pōhaku, (stones) are 

heating in the imu. Have another person assist with the butching. Before proceeding, gather 

together all the tools and equipment needed. Shooting, stunning, and live-sticking are the 

methods used for slaughtering the puaʻa at home. Water should be heating for use during 

scraping.” (Paneʻe, 1990, 36). She goes on to talk about the various ways to dispatch the puaʻa 

from a contemporary approach with a gun to the live-sticking as was used in the past. She even 

explains the importance of bleeding as, “you want to start the bleeding immediately. Bleeding 

will cool the puaʻa’s body. Coding will decrease bacteria and contamination. Even though a 

puaʻa is shot, the heat continues to pump long enough for the blood to empty from its system... 

To save the blood, place a large pākini (pan) beneath the puaʻa. Stir constantly with a wooden 

spoon to minimize clotting, and remove the clots that do from,” (Paneʻe, 1990, 38). After 

explaining the bleeding, gutting, and scalding process, she goes in depth of the various ways to 

prepare puaʻa, especially preparation for the imu like, “The imu is made by digging a hole big 
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enough to hold a large quantity of food. Once the hole is dug, it was usually turned into a 

permanent imu, and used repeatedly,” (Paneʻe, 1990, 45). To some, this may seem like just basic 

steps or a “normal” cookbook process, but to my point is these recipes and processes are the 

words our kūpuna. This book is more than a cookbook; it is a genealogical transmission of 

knowledge. It is a way to refer to our past practices and how we can continue these practices 

with new adaptations; live and dynamic epistemologies. 

Paneʻe’s writing reveals a profound understanding of food as the medium through which 

culture becomes embodied continuity. Recipes are not merely textual directions but scripts for 

performative acts that sustain (ʻai)dentity. She reminds readers that “to clean, salt, and dry fish in 

the sun was the way of our people, the way to make food last through seasons and to honor the 

sea’s gifts” (Paneʻe, 1990, 134). In this single line, she condenses centuries of Kānaka food 

technology and social organization into a moral lesson on balance and respect. The manual act of 

drying fish, of turning flesh to sustenance through salt and sun, re-enacts a genealogy of practice 

that links present bodies to ancestral hands. Such embodied transmission of knowledge operates 

as “kinaesthetic knowing” (Meyer, 2008, 2025). Knowledge exists not in abstraction but in the 

coordinated rhythms of doing such as cutting, washing, mixing, and sharing. For many Kānaka 

today, reproducing these gestures constitutes a lived form of (ʻai)dentity negotiation. Even for 

those who may not speak ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi or live near loko ʻia or loi, the recreation of these 

practices in domestic kitchens becomes an act of remembrance (Paneʻe, 1990). The repetition of 

process like boiling luʻau leaves, grinding ʻinamona, or slicing fish precisely materializes 

memory. Thus, E Hoʻolako Mau offers a script for enacting continuity in an era when Kānaka 

culture has often been displaced from its geographic and spiritual home by tourism and urban 

development. 
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While Paneʻe’s tone is humble, the political dimensions of her work are unmistakable. 

She writes, “Too often we forget the old foods, replacing them with imported ones that do not 

feed the soul” (Paneʻe, 1990, 146). Beneath this lament lies a sharp critique of colonial food 

systems introduced through plantations, military occupation, and capitalist dependency as 

mentions in a piece on poi shortage, “Poi shortages occurred in 1938, 1941, 1942, 1946, 1950, 

and 1967. Hawaiians were greatly affected. During the 1940’s, Hawaiian families added flour 

and Japanese potato starch to strech poi” (Paneʻe, 1990, 147).  Paneʻe identifies food 

colonization as a form of cultural amnesia, the substitution of tinned meats and white bread for 

poi, fish, and ulu as the substitution of empire for ancestry. Her insistence on returning to Kānaka 

staples is thus a call to decolonize the diet, to restore not only health but sovereignty as she 

mentions, “Poi, the main Hawaiian staple, is made from cooked taro corms, pounded and thinned 

with water… ʻAi koʻekoʻe, is fresh poi usually fed to babies or invalids” (Paneʻe, 1990, 144). To 

further the argument of embodying resistance, the very structure of the cookbook enacts 

linguistic resistance. Paneʻe uses ʻōlelo Hawaiʻi, listing ingredients like ʻopelu, ʻahi, and 

ʻinamona and even techniques like butchering a puaʻa, wrapping with lūʻau, and even 

tenderizing heʻe, while providing definitions at the end of the book. Such decisions are not 

stylistic as they are assertions of epistemic authority. “Language is power. To speak in our tongue 

is to refuse disappearance” (Trask, 1999). Paneʻe’s linguistic strategy challenges the colonial 

expectation of translation, compelling readers to encounter the world through huaʻōlelo. This is 

an act of sovereignty embedded in syntax. It signals that the Kānaka worldview cannot be fully 

absorbed into English because it names relations, not objects. Paneʻe transforms what might 

appear as a domestic text into a guide of cultural endurance. Every recipe becomes a site of 

resistance, every word a reclamation of epistemic space. When she writes about ʻia, luʻau, or 
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ʻopihi, she is asserting the continuity of Kānaka practice in the face of erasure and 

commodification. 

Paneʻe’s acknowledgments reveal that her cookbook was not an individual endeavor but a 

collective articulation of community voice. She writes, “I wish to thank the elders of our islands 

who shared their recipes and their love for our Hawaiian foods” (Paneʻe, 1990, iv-v). In this 

gesture, authorship becomes communal rather than proprietary. Kānaka creative work often 

functions through moʻokūʻauhau consciousness, where knowledge production is relational and 

genealogical (Silva, 2017). It really challenges Western norms of authorship and intellectual 

property that underpin colonial knowledge regimes. For the current generation, this collectivist 

ethic provides a model for cultural production rooted in reciprocity rather than extraction. 

Paneʻe’s cookbook becomes not a static artifact but a pedagogical text that continues to teach 

collaboration, gratitude, and kuleana. In this ongoing practice, E Hoʻolako Mau becomes a text 

of dialogue between the ancestral and the modern. Paneʻe’s insistence on remembering “the old 

foods” invites ongoing reinterpretation: how can these foods persist under new ecological, 

political, and cultural pressures? The answer lies not in fossilizing tradition but in activating it 

where continuity is achieved through adaptive practice grounded in ancestral ethics (McGregor 

2007; Silva, 2017). Paneʻe’s cookbook thus sustains the philosophy that Kānaka (ʻai)dentity is 

not a fixed inheritance but a living, cooking, breathing process. 

E Hoʻolako Mau translates its title into praxis. It sustains forever by teaching that 

nourishment is inseparable from sovereignty, that cooking is a form of political and spiritual 

practice. Paneʻe’s work demonstrates how foodways operate as systems of knowledge, 

resistance, and continuity. Through her emphasis on ike kupuna, embodied tradition, and anti-

colonial resilience, she offers a model of cultural survival grounded in everyday acts. For Kānaka 



Davis 107 

 

and local communities of the present generation, Paneʻe’s text remains a manual of decolonial 

living as quietly, persistently, and relationally. It reminds us that the everyday act of cooking fish, 

salting meat, or gathering limu constitutes a profound form of theory as an embodied critique of 

colonial modernity and an affirmation that Kānaka (ʻai)dentity, like the ocean that nourishes it, 

endures through practice. To cook from E Hoʻolako Mau is to refuse disappearance. It is to 

sustain forever. 

Our Kūpuna 

In the end, the evolution of Hawaiʻi’s food system, from the abundance of the ahupuaʻa 

to the exploitation of plantation economies and the commodification of tourism, reveals not just 

an environmental transformation, but a genealogical rupture. Yet through every stage of this 

history, our kūpuna have remained the guiding current reconnecting us to ʻāina and to ourselves. 

Their voices, preserved in oral histories, remind us that resistance is not solely about protest, but 

about the daily acts of care that reaffirm who we are. They taught that tending to land, feeding 

the community, and teaching the next generation were all forms of defiance against erasure. 

Their lessons embody the continuity between food, (ʻai)dentity, and sovereignty; showing us that 

to feed our people is to enact our independence. These teachings live on in the hands of those 

who cook from the recipes of Tamar Luke Paneʻe or restore loko iʻa and loʻi kalo, translating 

ʻike kūpuna into today’s practice. 

Our kūpuna remind us that restoration begins with remembering, that to rebuild our 

relationship with food is to rebuild our relationship with ʻāina, language, and genealogy. The 

stories, recipes, and data together reveal that Kānaka (ʻai)dentity endures through action; through 

cultivating, teaching, and sharing as our ancestors did. The return to ʻike kūpuna and Kānaka 

foodways are more than cultural preservation; it is a reawakening of ea, the life and sovereignty 
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that breathes through every meal and every act of aloha ʻāina. In honoring our kūpuna, we affirm 

that Kānaka (ʻai)dentity is not a relic of the past but a living, breathing practice; one that 

continues to guide us toward balance, reciprocity, and abundance once more. 
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Chapter 5 

Piko – One Pound of the Hawaiian Style Please   

2328 

Noho no ke Kānaka a ka lā mālie, kau ka ipu hōkeo a ka lawaiʻa, nānā ana i ka ʻōpua. 

A person waits for a clear day, sets up the gourd that holds the fisherman’s 

paraphernalia, and observes the clouds. 

 

(Pukui, 1983) 

 

It’s Poh-keh, Not Poh-kee 

It’s 2011, my dad and I were sitting in the living room watching the Great Food Truck 

Race on the Food Network. The Lime Truck, a competitor from California composed of white 

American men, popped up on the screen and said, “Here’s that poh-kee for you” (Food Network, 

2011). My dad looked at me with concern and said, “What da fuck was that?” My dad, in that 

moment, had a disturbed, visceral reaction from hearing the words “poh-kee” and this was the 

first time I heard the botching of an immensely popular dish in Hawaiʻi. Poke, poh-keh, is a 

traditional Kānaka dish and method of preparing food by dicing the main ingredient and placing 

add-ins, which traditionally consist of limu, sea salt, and sometimes Indigenous grown chilies 

known as Nīoi or Hawaiian chili pepper or inamona, also known as crushed kukui/candlenut 

(Kichings, 2022; Laudan, 1996). But with new tastes from various immigrants and influences on 

Hawaiʻi, creations are born like shoyu poke or spicy ahi and even some with avocado. The 

popularity of poke has grown throughout recent years. Poke eateries' revenue has expanded an 

annualized 4.9% to 2 billion over the five years to 2024 within the US (Fernandes da Costa, 

2011). 

According to NOAA Fisheries, the average household in the US eats 12–16 lbs. of fish 

per year, while Hawaiʻi households consume about 3 times the amount with 34.1 lbs. (Western 

Pacific Region Fishery Management Council, 2021). The consumption of fish is more common 
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in Hawaiʻi than anywhere in the US. Poke, today, is labeled as a traditional Hawaiian or local 

dish. However, in this chapter, I will question these labels. This chapter examines Kānaka 

(ʻai)dentity through fishing practices and the contemporary negotiations of identity that emerge 

through our relationships with fish, particularly ʻahi. While these practices are grounded in 

historical continuities, my focus here is on the present: how Kānaka are actively constructing 

(ʻai)dentity today through ocean knowledge, harvesting practices, and food preparation. I grew 

up with a father who loves to skin dive and fish, and through him I learned how to read the 

ocean, recognize what it offers, and prepare food from what is gathered. His skill was not simply 

technical knowledge but a way of seeing and relating to the world, and it is through this 

intergenerational transfer of practice that (ʻai)dentity is continually negotiated and sustained. 

What is Poke? 

We can learn so much about ourselves and (ʻai)dentity through the ways of our ancestors. 

So, I wonder how we are negotiating our (ʻai)dentities today with challenges and changes in 

Hawaiʻi. Of course, Hawaiʻi today is not like the times of the Kingdom, nor even before the 

unification. Our ancestral knowledge and practices are still a part of us, but what about those 

economic and environmental changes that may hinder our practice and understanding? We are 

still facing the long-term effect of colonialism as competing perceptions and understandings. I 

think about a particular dish that really challenges our (ʻai)dentity within ʻike ʻāina as it is 

beloved by many and constructed as a local and “Hawaiian” dish; of course, I’m talking about 

poke. 

Poke wasn’t really called “poke”. Current scholars and historians continued the narrative 

of an unsure consumption and popularity of raw fish in Hawaiʻi as food historian, Rachel 

Laudan, writes, “Neither the most extensive study of Hawaiian uses of fish nor the first ethnic 
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cookbook mentions poke as a fish dish, nor does the definitive Hawaiian dictionary nor does the 

major glossary of pidgin. Recipes labeled “poke” do not occur in cookbooks published before the 

mid-1970s,” (Lauden, 1996, p.38) Before the whole popularity and the boom in the 1970s, this 

now-beloved fish dish was generally encompassed under the broader category of iʻa maka, or 

raw fish. Iʻa maka as a dish can be traced back to the old Hawaiʻi newspapers advertising like an 

ad in Ke Aloha Aina with a new restaurant in 1901 as Yee Chong wants you to try, “Poi me ka Iʻa 

Maka, Pipi a pela aku,” poi with raw fish, beef, and so on (Ke Aloha Aina, 1901, p.3). We can 

also note raw fish consumption in Hawaiʻi even further with the arrival of missionary, writer, and 

close friend to Captain James Cook, William Ellis, as he notes in his journal in 1782, 

“Raw fish was and still is considered delicious. Europeans who have learned 

how to enjoy reef fishing occasionally follow the Hawaiian example of 

taking a bite from the back of a small fish for refreshment on the reef and 

have been surprised at how good the taste is.” (Ellis, 1782) 

 

These are just some of many examples of how kānaka practices were documented and this 

doesn’t even include much older indicators like our moʻolelo, especially Kuʻula, the god of the 

fisherman, and the aliʻi who died from eating a hinalea raw because the god wanted his revenge. 

So, how did poke become “poke”? Well, taking a chronological frame by carefully 

mapping the semantic changes of “poke” through dictionary and primary sources, there is a clear 

path on how the meaning came to be. Lorrie Andrew’s A Dictionary of the Hawaiian Language 

(1865) defines “poke” as “A piece; a part; a portion; he pauku, he apahu, he apana.” Poke in this 

instance is referred to the pieces, parts, or portion of something, which a newspaper, one of the 

oldest legible documentations of “poke”, called Ka Hae Hawaii (1856) has the phrase “poke 

hana ʻia nei” meaning various works being undertaken or work being divided or portion out. It 

can also be described as portioning things like meat or wood. In Lorrin Andrew’s and Henry H. 
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Parker’s A dictionary of the Hawaiian language (1922), a revised to the 1865 version, the 

meaning still contains Andrew’s definition but also adds, “To cut off a piece; to cut in two.” Poke 

now becomes a means to cut, which sets poke as a method. Poke has been a part of our language 

and meanings change over time. With Mary Kawena Pukui’s Hawaiian Dictionary (1986) the 

definition of poke becomes, “To slice, cut crosswise into pieces, as fish or wood; to press out, as 

the core of a boil (Kam. 64:105) or the meat of an ʻopihi shell; section, slice, piece.” Here poke 

refers to culinary terminology. But rather see the way it evolves in meaning. However, Tamar 

Luke Paneʻe’s E Hoʻolako Mau: All Hawaiian Cook Book Volume II, which she partnered with 

the Office of Hawaiian Affairs as a project for the 1987 Hoʻolako: The Year of the Hawaiian, 

provides an insight on the very evolution of “poke” becoming a dish. Paneʻe explains that it 

derives from the English word “block”. Poke is a loan word. She explains Kanaka usually cut 

fish into blocks during the preparation process as she also explains her mother does the process. 

The word started out as “ploke” as ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi do not have the letter “b”. It was similar in the 

pronunciation and meaning to another word that described a block pattern on fabric called 

“palake”. And over time the “l” drops and takes on the slicing definition and may have also 

overlapped with the “to cut” definition. These changes may have happened during the 1960s 

Hawaiian Renaissance in the resurgence of ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi and traditional foodways. 

Poke with Avocado & Beets on the Side 

Poke in the mainstream continues to push tuna as the fish of choice. The only deviation is 

either a vegan option, salmon, or hamachi. Yet they continue to fail to capture the practice of 

mālama, to think about our ecosystem and the life within it, with the possible exclusion of the 

vegan option. Tuna has always been a base for many recipes from notable journals and 

companies like bon appétit, Food Network, and Delish to even notable celebrity chefs and 
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influencers who have their own recipes like Chef Anne Burrell, Babish, and Joshua Weissman 

(Abraham, 2023; Aglibot, 2017; Babish, 2021; Burrell, 2015; Food Network Magazine, 2018; 

Weissman, 2021). A capitalist veil continues to frame poke’s transformation as an expression of 

creativity and multicultural harmony, as chef Rodelio Aglibot states in a Bon Appétit interview, 

“At FireFin, you can get salmon, tofu, even chicken poke. Traditionalists might cringe, and I get 

that. But to me, taking a style of cooking and adding a spin to it is what chefs and creative people 

do. We’re making a dish we love and offering it in a way that brings attention to our culture” 

(Aglibot, 2017). The idea of “traditionalist” cringe creates that veil and multiethnic discord. It 

becomes less about the cultural significance of the people and more about the creativity and 

commodification of the dish. Another way to discourse of creating that veil is by situating the 

argument in terms of authenticity. A Washington Post article called Poke’s popularity surges 

even as arguments about authenticity heat up, focuses on the issue with a Chicago poke chain, 

Aloha Poke Company, sending cease-and-desist letters to other poke shops that use the word 

“Aloha” (Judik, 2018). The use of “aloha” in this case can be saved for another argument, but the 

article initiates an argument on authenticity and the way this creativity is being jeopardized as 

the article states, “It all adds up to a natural fear that widespread acceptance of the inauthentic 

ingredients will contribute to the dilution of Hawaiian culture” (Judik, 2018). This again creates 

that veil through the fear that changing the dish will erode cultural authenticity. However, it is 

not about the dish, it is about “Hawaiian” culture not being represented, there is no practice in 

kuleana to ʻāina. Creativity is fine, but the values of Kānaka are absent when poke is 

commodified. The persistence in commodifying poke will continue the loss of Kānaka values 

and misrepresentation of Kānaka (ʻai)dentity. 



Davis 114 

 

Another issue that can be raised is the way poke becomes commodified; being reshaped 

and reformed to please oppressive systems. Though it may seem like a positive outlook on an 

expansion of Kānaka culture through food, we must ask ourselves, was it even a narrative we 

have control over and the right intentions to expand? No, as this expansion of poke is an 

economic expansion to commodify a culture, to continue to control a narrative. Of course, 

reviewing case studies of those who follow Western perspectives would continue to make profits 

on “their take” on poke to reinvent this image to fit their narrative and to even try to trademark 

“poke” for their own gains (Fernandes da Costa, 2011). As mentioned, the profits of poke have 

seen rise within the past five years up to 2024 and is expected to rise with growing demand and 

popularity (Fernandes da Costa, 2011). Oppressive systems don’t have to be economical; they 

can promote an intra-settler colonial structure through multiethnic discord as we create what is 

“local”. This is not to ostracize anyone but to reframe our perspective into complex layers and 

reimaging of how we look at Indigenous groups who are still engaging with the loss of their 

home and their identity under the current illegal state status. It is no surprise that Tuna continues 

to be overfished. The Pew Studies and NOAA already indicated a 96% decline in bluefin tuna in 

terms of its original body size within its population, this is a 2016 study. This means the 

population of original-size tuna is 2.6%. Then there is a less than 1% chance of rebuilding to 

healthy levels within two decades (Nickson, 2016; NOAA Fisheries, 2022). Tuna from before 

weren’t as often consumed because nearshore fish provided enough (Nickson, 2016; NOAA 

Fisheries, 2022). 

Historical local fisheries have always been harvested from the nearshore reefs sustaining 

families and this continues as mentioned before (Akutagawa, 2019; Vaughan, 2019, Wydan, 

2020). Embedded within these practices was a Hawaiian tenure system, in which rights of 
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access, harvest, and stewardship over marine resources were organized through chiefly authority 

and managed at the local level by the konohiki. This system was structured to enhance resource 

production, prevent overexploitation, and enable broader community coordination and 

reciprocity, until it was profoundly disrupted by major economic and political transformations 

(Vaughan, 2019). In this sense, the tenure system was both ecological and relational. It organized 

not only how resources were harvested, but also how people understood their responsibilities to 

one another and to the nearshore environment. Fishing was therefore never just an act of taking 

from the ocean; it was participation in a managed system of reciprocity that required observation, 

restraint, and collective coordination. However, when it comes to deep-sea fishing, it required 

specialized knowledge, navigational skill, and equipment that were typically held within 

Hawaiian chiefly and expert fishing lineages. Kānaka traditional eating of ʻahi was eaten raw, 

dried through salt and sun, or baked in the imu as a whole or cut into pieces and wrapped in ti 

leaf (Titcomb, 1972). Only after the rise of large-scale commercial fishing in the late 1800s, and 

especially with the industrialization of longline fishing in the mid-1900s, did ahi become 

accessible to a broader public, transforming from chiefly and ceremonial food into a more 

everyday ingredient. ʻAhi thus signals a kind of historical residue of Hawaiian identity; a food 

that once held exclusive cultural and ritual significance but later became democratized and 

commercialized (Titcomb, 1972). Although the economic and political transformations of settler 

colonialism disrupted these governance structures, the principles of this tenure system continue 

to resonate in contemporary Kānaka struggles to protect marine resources, maintain fishing 

practices, and assert their existence as a living people. Yet these efforts remain constrained by the 

occupied state and by dominant discourses of fishing localism and heritagization, which often 
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celebrate Hawaiian culture symbolically while undermining the political authority and resource 

access necessary for Kānaka to sustain their practices. 

ʻAhi on our Minds 

Through our community cookbooks, the people of Hawaiʻi have engage with ʻahi as 

exactly as the historical layers of migration patterns and construction of local. The cookbooks 

suggests that the presence of ʻahi in community foodways does not, by itself, signify a singularly 

Kānaka ʻŌiwi culinary tradition. Rather, ʻahi appears across a broad range of recipes that register 

the layered cultural formations of Hawaiʻi, particularly those shaped by plantation and post-

plantation life. A forward Western practice and preparations include “AHI SUPREME” which is 

pan fried ʻahi from the Molokai Catholic Community Cookbook (2003, 94), but a more focus 

Western preparation is a recipes such as “AHI BAKED IN TOMATO SAUCE,” which prepares 

ʻahi through Italian-inflected ingredients like tomatoes, olive oil, and parmesan (Maui Extension 

Homemakers’ Council, 1967, 88). Also, a deeper dive in a local construction of ʻahi is through 

the generations of immigrants of the plantations. In Our Daily Bread: Centennial Cookbook 

(1994, 8) conveys an example with a recipe on “Sakura Boshi” which uses dried aku or ʻahi as 

Japanese side dish or snack. It conveys that mixing of identities as the recipe coneys that 

intellectual genealogy of Japanese cuisine and uses the huaʻōlelo like aku and ʻahi as descriptor 

for the recipe. But a more focus example is when local construction creates “Hawaiian” as an 

identifier such as a construction of what is a “luau” as a recipe in Westin Mauna Kea Employees' 

Cookbook (1985) as it states, 

“SASHIMI… This is one of the most popular items offered in Hawaii at 

festive occasions and luaus. Fillet strips of fresh ahi, or yellow fin tuna, should be 

well iced for a day or two. It is very important that the meat not be covered with ice 

but placed on a bed of ice which can drain. The fish must be of a firm, dry texture. 

Trim off the dry outside and skin of the fillet and cut into strips about 1-1/2” by 1”. 

Then slice crosswise in 1/8” slices and arrange in neat rows on a bed of finely 
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shredded cabbage or daikon. Serve with a soy sauce and hot mustard paste (made 

with Colemans mustard) on the side.” (Westin Mauna Kea Beach Hotel Employees' 

Council, 1985, 33) 

  

The significance of this passage is not simply that sashimi appears in Hawaiʻi, but that it is 

positioned as appropriate to the luau itself, a space often popularly imagined as “traditional” or 

authentically Hawaiian. This reveals how community cookbooks can naturalize a broader local 

food assemblage by incorporating non-Kānaka culinary forms into occasions coded as Hawaiian. 

Such recipes are not evidence of Kānaka foodway continuity; rather, they demonstrate how 

plantation and post-plantation histories reshape the boundaries of what counts as belonging 

within Hawaiʻi’s communal eating spaces. In that sense, ʻahi becomes a site where the local 

multicultural imaginary is consolidated, even when the cultural practices surrounding its 

preparation derive from elsewhere. In this sense, ʻahi functions as a shared ingredient through 

which different communities’ articulate taste, adaptation, and belonging, even when the dish 

itself does not encode Kānaka ʻŌiwi food practice in a substantive way. 

At the same time, these cookbooks also preserve recipes in which the designation 

“Hawaiian” is not merely symbolic but materially grounded in Kānaka ʻŌiwi practice. In these 

instances, ʻahi is embedded within a distinctly Kānaka ʻŌiwi relational framework rather than 

simply serving as a cosmopolitan seafood ingredient. This is visible in “HAWAIIAN POKE 

FISH” from Kona Kitchens: Award-Winning Community Cookbook (1992), where Alfred 

Hanauala Rabara Sr. explicitly situates poke within ancestral continuity, “From what we know of 

our ancestors, poke was eaten hundreds of years ago. This classic recipe was handed down by 

my mother, Minnie Kamakawiwoole Rabara.” The recipe is significant not only because it 

names ʻahi among the possible fishes, but because it centers ingredients that anchor the dish 

within Kānaka practice, including limu kohu, inamona, Hawaiian salt, and nīoi (Kona Residence, 
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1992, 447). Here, ʻahi does not stand alone as the marker of Hawaiian identity. Rather, it 

acquires meaning through its placement within a broader network of Indigenous/endemic 

ingredients, genealogical memory, and inherited preparation. The recipe’s authority comes from 

transmission, what was handed down, remembered, and practiced, not merely from labeling the 

dish “Hawaiian.” 

The contrast between these recipes clarifies a central argument of this chapter, the 

presence of ʻahi alone cannot be read as evidence of Kānaka ʻŌiwi foodway continuity. 

Community cookbooks show that ʻahi moves across multiple cultural registers, from Italian-

inspired baked dishes to Japanese snack foods, to Western entrees, to festive sashimi platters at 

luaus. Yet they also show that when ʻahi is situated within Kānaka ʻŌiwi food traditions; its 

significance changes. In recipes such as “AHI TOFU LOMILOMI” that includes watercress, 

tomatoes, Maui onion, tofu, oil, garlic, shoyu, and green onions and does actual lomilomi, or to 

mixing or “messaging” the ingredients together, described as a “Hawaiian and Japanese 

influence in one delicious salad,” or in Rabara’s poke recipe, the text reveals that “Hawaiian” 

can operate in two distinct ways; as a broad identifier that signals local culinary mixture, or as a 

marker of genuine Kānaka practice when supported by ingredients, preparation, and genealogy 

tied to Indigenous traditions (Kona Residence, 1992, 114). This distinction is critical as it 

suggests that cookbook representations of ʻahi participate in both the multicultural local 

foodscape and the preservation of Kānaka ʻŌiwi foodways, but these are not interchangeable 

processes. One reflects the incorporation of ʻahi into Hawaiʻi’s creolized culinary life; the other 

reflects the continued presence of Kānaka ʻŌiwi within and against that broader field. 
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Our Ocean Knowledge 

 As mentioned previously in Chapter 1, a part of our (ʻai)dentity is that connection to our 

environment. The places, the actants in place, and the practices construct us as kānaka. Heʻe nalu 

is not the only practice to gain ocean knowledge, my dad told me about his youthful days that he 

would go after class or on his days off to go crabbing close by a bridge that goes over a stream 

connected to the ocean in Waianae. He said that he would go from that bridge and upstream with 

his nets and throw it out, which only takes 15-20 minutes to catch crabs. The type of crab he 

would catch was Samoan Crab. I wish I could have learned crabbing from my dad, but he taught 

me how to swim and what to look for in the ocean, as I mentioned. He would know where to find 

heʻe, and how to even prepare them. I remember banging the heʻe onto the rock and cleaning it 

with salt and ocean water. I can still smell that ocean water and the slimy feeling of the octopus. 

We usually clean the heʻe to remove that slimy part and to tenderize. His story is a part of my 

story as these family traditions are passed down and the building that understanding of where 

I’m from and how to connect to place and the those existing in the environment. 

My experience of ocean knowledge is just one of many examples of generational 

knowledge of the environment. Scape epistemology, the way I put it, is the construction of 

knowledge pulled from the environment. For us Kānaka, we know this term as ʻike ʻāina, which 

is deeply rooted in our ways of knowing the environment we live in refer to a very specific 

understanding in ecological knowledge that focuses on the different scapes. Scape epistemology 

for Kānaka is how we construct and form our (ʻai)dentity, and an example of this is seascape 

epistemology. Current scholarship on Kānaka seascape epistemology situates the ocean as a 

living site of knowledge, practice, and relationship for Kānaka. Drawing from the principal ma 

ka hana ka ʻike “in doing, there is knowledge” (Pukui, 1983), epistemology emerges from direct 
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engagement and embodied experience. Karin Ingersoll (2016) identifies heʻe nalu, or surfing, as 

an expression of this oceanic literacy, where Kānaka learns through sensory and spiritual 

connection with the sea. The act of reading waves, the winds, and the actants in the waters 

transform surfing into a reciprocal process of learning from the ocean as a teacher. The word 

heʻe nalu itself encapsulates this relationship, heʻe meaning to slide, to melt, or to move like an 

octopus, and nalu meaning wave or to ponder, revealing a worldview where observation, motion, 

and transformation form the basis of knowing. This experiential process dissolves human-

centered hierarchies, affirming that knowledge flows through multispecies interactions and 

natural processes. 

Western colonial and capitalist systems have stripped heʻe nalu from its epistemological 

and cultural grounding, recasting it as a commodified global sport (Ingersoll, 2016). Surf tourism 

and competitive surfing prioritize profit, performance, and spectacle over the relational ethics of 

mālama i ke kai, or care for the ocean. This shift exemplifies the broader epistemic violence of 

Western frameworks that extract Kānaka practices from their ancestral context. Within this 

frame, the ocean becomes a backdrop rather than a being, and knowledge is reduced to data 

rather than lived understanding. In contrast, ʻike Hawaiʻi situates humans within, not above, their 

environment, acknowledging the ocean, winds, and marine life as kin and co-actors in the 

production of knowledge. 

Building on Ingersoll’s foundation, scholars such as Noelani Puniwai (2015), Candace 

Fujikane (2021), and Kumu Malia Akutagawa (2019) deepen the understanding of Kānaka 

seascape epistemology as a living, relational system that bridges generations, environments, and 

knowledge practices. Puniwai’s exploration of “mental mapping” illustrates how Kānaka 

fishermen interpret and navigate the ocean through both ecological awareness and ancestral time, 
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embodying moʻokūʻauhau consciousness, the continuity of genealogy and lived experience 

(Puniwai, 2015). Fujikane’s Mapping Abundance reframes Kānaka places such as Mauna Kea 

and Papahānaumokuākea as dynamic genealogical entities that connect land, ocean, and sky 

within systems of abundance and kinship rather than scarcity and ownership (Fujikane, 2021). 

Likewise, Akutagawa’s reflections on Molokaʻi’s loko iʻa, or fishponds, emphasize the 

intergenerational transmission of knowledge and the ethical responsibility of mālama ʻāina, 

where restoring ecosystems simultaneously restores culture and (ʻai)dentity. I will mention more 

of her work to show the intersection of ʻāina and moʻokūʻauhau. These scholars collectively 

show that Kānaka seascape epistemology is produced through relational engagement with the 

ocean as a living genealogical space, rather than as a neutral resource or backdrop. Ingersoll 

grounds this in embodied ocean literacy through heʻe nalu, while Puniwai, Fujikane, and 

Akutagawa extend that framework by demonstrating how navigation, abundance, fishpond 

restoration, and intergenerational practice all sustain ʻike Hawaiʻi. These scholars reaffirm that 

Kānaka seascape epistemology is not a remnant of the past but a continually evolving practice of 

care, reciprocity, and resilience, one that sustains the balance between people, place, and the 

living ocean. 

Rebuilding our relationship with our ocean relatives and fishing practices begin with 

relearning how to live pono with the ocean that sustains us. Our ancestors did not separate people 

from the sea; fishing was not merely extraction, but ceremony as a dialogue between humans and 

the waters. To fish was to practice observation, restraint, and reciprocity, guided by the moon, 

tides, and seasons. Today, the challenge lies in remembering that these relationships were never 

only about sustenance but about kuleana. Reconnecting with this ethic requires more than 

individual action; it calls for collective transformation in how we understand abundance. Our 



Davis 122 

 

kūpuna would remind us that true wealth is not measured by the number of fish caught, but by 

the health of the reef, the return of the limu, and the presence of life for generations yet to come. 

In rebuilding this relationship, we must first listen to the stories of our kūpuna, to the 

knowledge held in currents and coral, and to the silences of overfished waters. Contemporary 

movements for food sovereignty and marine restoration in Hawaiʻi are part of this remembering. 

From the reactivation of loko iʻa to community fishing kapu and stream restoration, these efforts 

translate ancestral teachings into modern practice. They remind us that ecological balance is 

inseparable from social justice, which caring for fish means caring for the people who depend on 

them. To heal our relationship with fish is to reclaim a genealogy that binds us to the sea, to take 

seriously the call to mālama ʻāina as a moral, political, and spiritual act. 

I call to both Kānaka and locals to reimagine fishing as a site of reconnection rather than 

consumption. Rebuilding our relationship with fish is not nostalgia as it is an assertion of 

sovereignty, a decolonial act that honors our collective (ʻai)dentity as people of the ocean. It 

means learning again how to observe before we act, how to give before we take, and how to 

share before we sell. As we look to our kūpuna for guidance, we are reminded that restoration 

begins in humility as to stand before the ocean not as owners, but as descendants returning home. 

Let us understand how our kūpuna have done. 

The Helpful Words & Knowledge of our Kūpuna 

If our kūpuna stood in today’s world, where the ocean is often seen as a market rather 

than a relative, they would call us to remember that the sea is genealogy, not commodity. Their 

wisdom would remind us that our relationship with the ocean is not based on ownership but on 

kinship, expressed through kuleana, mālama, and aloha ʻāina. As the current Kānaka generation, 

we should always look back to our kūpuna as a source of knowledge and to engage what was 
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known from the past to making it our own in the present. Our relationship with the ocean, the 

fishes, and especially with ahi are not reciprocal. It is common practice we look to our kūpuna 

for advice when we face challenges. 

COH established the Limu Project to record, preserve, and share the lived experiences of 

limu practitioners across the islands. This initiative aligns with the COH’s broader mission to 

foreground community voices and Indigenous epistemologies as vital forms of historical 

knowledge. The Limu Project centers on ʻike kupuna that is practiced, embodied, and transmitted 

through everyday engagement with the ocean and shoreline ecosystems. The project situates 

limu not merely as a resource or food source, but as an epistemological nexus through which 

Kānaka understand genealogy, ecology, and responsibility. By foregrounding practitioners such 

as Wally Ito, Vivian Ainoa, Napua Barrows, Benjamin Villiarimo, and Lily Filimino, the COH’s 

interviews highlight how ʻike Hawaiʻi shapes a distinctly Kānaka seascape epistemology as 

living kin (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018b). 

For Kānaka practitioners, understanding the environment is not a detached act of study 

but a form of relational stewardship. As Wally Ito reflected, “environmental issues are so 

complicated… there’s so many different interacting interfacing factors” (University of Hawaii at 

Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018b, 19). His acknowledgment of complexity 

resonates with Kānaka science frameworks that emphasize interconnected systems rather than 

linear causality. Ito bridges Western ecological knowledge and ʻike kūpuna by emphasizing that 

kūpuna “who really know limu” hold deep empirical knowledge grounded in observation and 

care. This relational understanding contrasts with extractive models of resource management by 

centering mālama ʻāina as he mentions, “limu was the indicator of the health of the ahupua’a. So, 

if you’re looking at the limu and it’s not doing well, you need to turn around and see what’s 
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happening” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018b 13). 

Similarly, Benjamin Villiarimo ties environmental understanding to mālama kai, explaining that 

“our abundance of resources… won’t last all our lives; only if we take care of it” (University of 

Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018b, 5). His reflection transforms 

ecological stewardship into a moral practice that sustains community and ecosystem alike. This 

sentiment echoes Aunty Vivian Ainoa’s insistence that “we need to keep our ocean clean… 

regularly go down the beach and clean our ocean sides” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic 

Studies Center of Oral History, 2018b, 18). These testimonies collectively reveal that to 

“understand the environment” is to cultivate ethical awareness, physical observation, and cultural 

responsibility, which is a triad at the core of Kānaka ecological thought. The kupuna would 

remind us that fishing was always relational science such as guided by moon phases, tides, 

spawning cycles, and observation of winds and currents. These patterns are not lost; they live in 

memory, in stories, and in the embodied practices passed down through generations. To heal our 

disconnect, we must restore and to be attentive, to re-learn when to give the ocean rest, to trust 

the abundance that returns through patience, not profit. 

Our kūpuna would insist that to address disconnection is to take on moʻokūʻauhau 

consciousness as the awareness that we are descended from the same waters that feed our ocean 

relatives. Within ʻike ʻāina, knowledge of the ocean is genealogical because it is structured by 

relationships among land, water, and life. Uncle Henry’s teaching, as recalled by Wally, that 

“when the wai meets the kai, is where the ocean hānau” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic 

Studies Center of Oral History, 2018b, 13) embodies a cosmological truth: the ocean is not 

separate from the land but born of its union with freshwater. This metaphor of hānau, or birth, 

expresses the ocean’s living genealogy and reaffirms the kānaka role as descendant and steward 
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rather than conqueror. The metaphor bridges environmental science and Kānaka cosmology, 

revealing the estuary as both a biological nursery and a sacred site of origin. Villiarimo’s 

description of Kapueokahi Bay as “a spring-fed area” where “the reef systems and tidal pools… 

collect both seawater and the spring that comes out from down under” (University of Hawaii at 

Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018b, 24) reinforces this hydrological kinship. 

His attention to the mixing of waters mirrors the wai–kai continuum articulated by Ito and 

embodies an understanding of the ocean as moʻokūʻauhau. Napua Barrows extends this lineage 

into political practice through her advocacy for stream restoration, “we were finally able to get 

water put back into the streams… now Wailuku Stream flows steadily” (University of Hawaii at 

Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018b, 25). Her activism exemplifies how ʻike 

moʻokūʻauhau informs contemporary environmental justice. These voices position ʻike Hawaiʻi 

as a genealogical science, one that interprets ecological processes as expressions of familial 

relationship and responsibility. Thus, tackling today’s overfishing and commodification requires 

restoring these genealogical systems; reviving stream flows, fishponds, and reef relationships as 

one continuous family. 

If our kūpuna were to guide us now, they would remind us to watch, not just act, but to 

listen to the ʻāina. Nānā, or observation, is a fundamental method of ʻike Hawaiʻi, rooted in 

attentiveness to more-than-human relations. Wally describes returning repeatedly to Wāwāmalu, 

“looking for fresh water… [seeing] certain things in the sand pattern that tell me there’s some 

fresh water coming up” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 

2018b, 13). In ʻike Hawaiʻi, observation is an ethical act for to see is to acknowledge the agency 

of nonhuman beings. Lily Filimino demonstrates this sensibility in her discussion of ogo, 

ogonori or gracilaria, ecology, “Ogo grow on the rock… only baby kind fish stay over there… 
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maybe only knee-high… yeah, only the baby” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies 

Center of Oral History, 2018b, 20). Her observations of habitat depth and species interaction 

show how everyday gathering practices encode detailed ecological knowledge. Napua likewise 

emphasizes that to care for the ocean is to learn its movements, “you gotta learn the currents, you 

gotta learn the dynamics of the reef, where the fish —where the pathways where they go, yeah, 

because the current” (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 

2018b, 19). In this piece of knowledge fish, limu, current, and freshwater are not inert resources, 

but actants are an evolving ecology of relationships. Napua also mentions, “I’m not going to 

teach them where to go pick, but I’ll teach them how to identify what’s coming in, so that they 

can take and reuse what’s already there, rather than going in the water and possibly depleting the 

source,” to discuss further in generational transmission of knowledge (University of Hawaii at 

Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018b, 8). ʻIke ʻāina thus privileges observation 

as a reciprocal and participatory engagement with other living beings, where knowing emerges 

from relational presence. Through observation, our kūpuna teaches us to see beyond commodity 

as to perceive fish not as product, but as kin who signal the health of the entire ocean family. By 

observing, we re-enter the conversation with the more-than-human world that has always 

sustained us. 

These narratives become groundwork for rethinking dominant assumptions about the 

ocean as resource, replacing extractive logic with relational understandings of care, kinship, and 

accountability. The ocean, in this worldview, is not an object to be studied but a teacher whose 

teachings inform cultural continuity. As Napua expresses, “our environment tells us how 

everything is connected, and our family is the same thing… we’re all connected” (University of 

Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018b, 31). Her insight collapses the 
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boundary between human kinship and ecological connection, framing environmental stewardship 

as an extension of familial care. For practitioners, kai is simultaneously ancestor, sustainer, and a 

part of us. Its condition reflects the state of collective balance. This epistemology challenges 

Western separations of science, culture, and spirituality. It demonstrates that ʻike Hawaiʻi is 

empirical as it is based on careful observation of tidal cycles, currents, and seasonal growth, but 

also deeply ethical and spiritual. The Limu Project captures how these practitioners embody 

moʻokūʻauhau consciousness as an awareness that one’s existence and knowledge flow from an 

unbroken lineage that includes land and sea. Their stories reveal that Kānaka seascape 

epistemology is not static tradition but an adaptive, living science rooted in love and 

accountability to place. 

The Limu Project reveals how ʻike Hawaiʻi generates a holistic seascape epistemology as 

an epistemology that integrates environmental understanding, genealogical connection, and 

embodied observation. Practitioners like Wally, Vivian, Napua, Benjamin, and Lily illustrate that 

ocean knowledge is constructed through continual engagement with both human and nonhuman 

relatives. By centering ancestral teachings such as “when the wai meets the kai, the ocean 

hānau,” these oral histories reaffirm that Kānaka do not simply study the ocean; they live within 

it as kin (University of Hawaii at Manoa: Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History, 2018b, 13). The 

Limu Project thus serves as both an archive and an active site of resurgence, ensuring that future 

generations inherit not only the stories of their kūpuna, but also the epistemological frameworks 

that sustain the ocean itself. Our kūpuna would tell us that the problem is not the taking of fish, 

but the forgetting of relationship. To repair the harm of commodification, we must therefore look 

back to our kupuna for our practices of caring and protecting our ocean ancestors. This means 



Davis 128 

 

privileging relationship over consumption, restoration over recreation, genealogy over personal 

gains. 

A Call to our Locals and Kānaka 

We need to confront both loss and possibility when we discuss fish; the loss of collective 

practice and ocean literacy, and the possibility of re-learning through food how to live pono with 

the ocean that sustains us. This is a call, a reminder that rebuilding our relationship with ahi, uhu, 

ʻopelu, ʻamaʻama, and countless other ocean relatives is inseparable from rebuilding our 

relationship with ourselves as people of this place. In Cook Real Hawaiʻi: A Cookbook, Sheldon 

Simeon, celebrity chef and Maui local, and Garrett Snyder, food writer and editor, (2021) offer 

more than a collection of recipes they construct a narrative of place, belonging, and (ʻai)dentity 

that reflects the complex negotiations among peoples of Hawaiʻi today. Sheldon Simeon is a 

Hawaiʻi chef from Hilo whose culinary career is rooted in local foodways and the cooking 

traditions he learned through his family. He became widely known through Top Chef, later 

opened Tin Roof in Kahului with his wife Janice, and now leads Tiffany’s Restaurant & Bar in 

Wailuku, where his food highlights Hawaiʻi’s multicultural culinary heritage. I chose this 

cookbook because it offers a contemporary and widely circulating representation of Hawaiʻi 

foodways, making it a valuable text for analyzing how local identity, Kānaka presence, and 

culinary authenticity are framed for both island and broader audiences. And more importantly, it 

discusses poke and ʻahi in today’s local context. The cookbook serves as both cultural material 

and autoethnographic testimony, using recipes, personal stories, and imagery to articulate what it 

means to live and “cook real” in the islands. While a culinary text, the book captures these social 

processes; the intersections of indigeneity, migration, and globalization that shape foodways in 

Hawaiʻi. Reading the text through the lenses of cultural materialism and postcolonial food 
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studies reveals how cooking becomes a mode of narrating (ʻai)dentity, asserting agency, and 

reimagining Kānaka modernity. Within this frame, fishing and poke emerge as central motifs 

that both as embodied practices rooted in ʻāina and as contested symbols within Hawaiʻi’s 

contemporary political economy of culture. A few takeaways of what we can learn are the 

continuity and reclamation of Kānaka marine practice, hybridization and the “local mix-plate” 

ethos, and commodification, tourism, and the paradox of authenticity. Each illuminates the ways 

contemporary residents of Hawaiʻi negotiate what it means to be “of this place” amid globalized 

culinary economies and shifting racial and cultural boundaries. Yet these same themes also 

reveal tensions between community and consumption, sovereignty and spectacle, place and 

placelessness. Simeon’s work celebrates Hawaiʻi’s multiplicity but, as I argue, it also risks 

aestheticizing indigeneity and local struggle within a framework calibrated for a national and 

global audience. 

A central narrative thread in Cook Real Hawaiʻi is the importance of traditional marine 

knowledge and fishing practice. He mentions something common for most people from Hawaiʻi, 

“Most people [in Hawaiʻi] we knew either farmed, hunted, or fished… In school, I’d skip class 

to go spearfishing with my buddies or spread the day down the coast picking ʻopihi (limpets) or 

catching Samoan crabs” (Simeon et al., 2021, 11). This passage frames fishing not as an 

occasional activity, but as a normalized part of everyday life in Hawaiʻi as something that 

structured both subsistence and socialization. Simeon’s recollection positions marine gathering 

as a mode of growing up, learning place, and forming relationships, suggesting that ocean 

knowledge was transmitted through informal, embodied practice rather than formal instruction. 

Simeon’s “Hawaiian-style Ahi Poke,” for instance, draws upon these traditional techniques of 

preserving raw reef fish with Hawaiian salt, limu, and ʻinamona. “Before refrigeration, before 
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restaurants,” Simeon writes, “there was poke—fish caught that morning, seasoned by hand, and 

shared with the ʻohana before the waves called you back” (Simeon et al., 2021, 52). Simeon’s 

description of poke resituates the dish outside its contemporary commodified form and back into 

a context of immediacy, kinship, and practice. By emphasizing “before refrigeration, before 

restaurants,” he draws attention to poke as a relational foodway grounded in the rhythms of 

fishing, hand preparation, and ʻohana sharing rather than market circulation. The phrase 

“seasoned by hand” is especially important, as it conveys that poke was once embedded in tactile 

knowledge, intimacy, and environmental timing; fish caught that morning, prepared that day, 

eaten within community. These passages gesture toward our seascape epistemology and reflect 

the deep entanglement between subsistence, genealogy, and in Kānaka fishing practice. 

However, this reclamation is partial. Simeon’s narrative affirms Kānaka continuity yet stops 

short of engaging the collective politics that historically structured marine stewardship such as 

the kapu system, ahupuaʻa resource management, and communal fishing rights. Fishing in 

Hawaiʻi today is inseparable from the colonial histories that restricted Kānaka access to the 

ocean through privatization and environmental degradation. By emphasizing individual culinary 

practice over communal governance, Cook Real Hawaiʻi risks depoliticizing these traditions. 

The recipes thus perform an ambivalent role, they revitalize Kānaka memory within the domestic 

space of the kitchen while displacing the political struggle that surrounds ocean sovereignty 

today. 

The book frequently celebrates Hawaiʻi’s pluralism, noting that “at any garage party 

you’ll find kim chee dip, Portuguese bean soup, and poke all on the same table” (Simeon et al., 

2021, 29). This imagery evokes “routes” rather than “roots” as identity formed through 

movement, migration, and mixture (Clifford, 2001). Simeon’s recipes, such as “Garden Poke” 
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featuring roasted root vegetables or “Korean-style Tako Poke” with sesame oil and chili, 

exemplify how food mediates the multiethnic “local” experience in Hawaiʻi as an identity that is 

neither fully Kānaka practice nor fully settler, but forged through creolization and everyday 

coexistence. This “mix-plate” ethos parallels culinary fusion as lived hybridity, where blending 

flavors becomes a form of belonging. Yet hybridity also raises questions about power and 

representation. While Cook Real Hawaiʻi celebrates diversity, it can obscure historical 

inequalities among ethnic groups and the asymmetrical relationship between settlers and Kānaka. 

When all cuisines are positioned as equally “local,” the structural privilege of settler identities 

risks being masked. In this sense, the “Garden Poke” and other inventive forms of the dish 

become metaphors for the broader cultural negotiation in Hawaiʻi; creative and inclusive but 

haunted by the erasures that accompany assimilation. 

The book also addresses the commodification of Kānaka foodways. Poke now functions 

as Hawaiʻi’s most visible culinary export, reproduced in the world as “poke bowls” that often 

have little relation to their source. Simeon acknowledges this tension directly, “Poke has gone all 

over the world, and that’s great—but I want people to know where it came from, the ocean that 

feeds us” (Simeon et al., 2021, 50). This statement resonates with ʻike ʻāina by asking others to 

look back to our past knowledge of our foodways before it became a commodity. Yet the 

cookbook itself participates in the same circuits of commodification it seeks to critique. This is 

especially visible in the way Simeon and Snyder translate poke for audiences beyond Hawaiʻi 

through the language of consumer choice, substitution, and market accessibility. For example, 

they write, “Quality is King: As Sam Choy once said about poke ‘Use the best fish your 

pocketbook can afford.’ That means seeking out sashimi-grade fish” (Simeon et al., 2021, 50). 

These framing shifts poke away from a subsistence or familial foodway and into a discourse of 
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purchasing power, where authenticity is mediated through the market and one’s ability to buy 

“the best” fish. In this sense, quality becomes less about one’s relationship to ocean, seasonality, 

or fishing practice, and more about the consumer’s access to premium seafood. The same 

translation appears in the text’s flexibility around ingredients: “While the most common protein 

used in poke is mild and meaty raw tuna (yellowtail, skipjack, bigeye, and albacore) are all good 

options, it is not the only fish in the sea. Salmon is a popular option, as are swordfish, marlin, 

snapper, mackerel, and scallops. Also, consider pre-cooked options: octopus, squid, shrimp, fish 

cake, imitation crab, or firm tofu” (Simeon et al., 2021, 50). Here, poke is detached from the 

specificity of Hawaiʻi’s marine environment and reimagined as an adaptable culinary format. 

The dish becomes portable and reproducible, which expands its accessibility but also loosens its 

ties to Kānaka and local fishing relations. What is gained is inclusiveness and usability; what is 

lost is the environmental and cultural specificity that once anchored poke in particular ocean 

worlds. 

Published by Clarkson Potter, a major U.S. imprint, Cook Real Hawaiʻi is marketed 

toward national audiences seeking “authentic” Kānaka flavors (Simeon et al., 2021). This raises 

the paradox of authenticity as the text reclaims local knowledge even as it packages that 

knowledge for consumption. The glossy photographs of glistening ʻahi and pristine coastlines 

risk aestheticizing Hawaiʻi’s landscapes as backdrops for leisure rather than contested sites of 

Kānaka survival. Authenticity becomes paradoxical when it is commodified as it promises 

proximity to the real while reproducing the very distance it laments. But, as harsh as this critique 

can be, Simeon does well in actual practice such as ma ka hana ka ʻike to find ways of providing 

ʻike Hawaiʻi even within the landscape commodification. Beyond recipes, fishing itself functions 

in Cook Real Hawaiʻi as a mode of epistemology. Simeon recounts growing up near Hilo where 
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“the tides taught us patience, and cleaning the fish taught us respect” (Simeon et al., 2021, 11). In 

elevating fishing as both technique and worldview, Simeon recuperates labor as an ethical 

relation to the sea. And to further this idea, having to offer advice to readers on the “best fish” 

they can get, “Some of the fish called for in this book, like yellowfin or ʻahi tuna, are commonly 

available on the mainland, but as a general rule it is better to use seafood that is available and 

recommended in you are rather than trying to track down the exact kinds we use in Hawaiʻi. 

Ideally this will lead you to picking fish that is fresh, local, and sustainable, which to me are the 

three most important factors when buying fish” (Simeon et al., 2021, 50). 

Poke, then, operates in the text as a semiotic field, a site where meanings about place, 

(ʻai)dentity, and modernity converge. Its transformation from subsistence practice to tourist 

commodity embodies Hawaiʻi’s broader cultural economy: the shift from pono to profit. For 

Kānaka and locals, preparing poke remains a social practice, enacted at lūʻau, family gatherings, 

and community events, where it reaffirms genealogical ties and the ethics of sharing. Simeon’s 

invocation of these contexts suggests that poke retains its communal dimension despite 

commercialization. Yet the textual form of the cookbook, isolating recipes on glossy pages, 

translates a collective act into individual consumption, mirroring the broader neoliberal turn in 

food culture. The tension between poke’s lived practice and its textual representation 

underscores the central argument of this chapter that (ʻai)dentity in Hawaiʻi today is negotiated 

through acts of translation between collective memory and market circulation. 

Cook Real Hawaiʻi offers both a testimony of pride and a field of contestation. It 

demonstrates how food serves as a material and symbolic medium through which contemporary 

residents of Hawaiʻi articulate belonging, hybridity, and continuity. The book’s power lies in its 

capacity to affirm that Hawaiʻi’s cuisine is not a static inheritance but a living dialogue among 
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Kānaka and local communities. Yet its limitation lies in its framing: by translating communal 

practice into individualized consumption, it partially reproduces the commodifying forces it 

seeks to resist. Reading Cook Real Hawaiʻi alongside Kānaka food sovereignty literature and 

political ecology reminds us of that cooking “real” Hawaiʻi requires more than nostalgia or 

fusion, it demands an ongoing reckoning with history, land, and the politics of who gets to fish, 

cook, and tell the story of Hawaiʻi. I call to our locals and Kānaka to think about these ongoing 

dialogues, to engage in better practices, and to be a collective in understanding ourselves, each 

other, and the ʻāina that feeds us. 

Ourselves 

The challenge before our generation, Kānaka and locals alike, is to recover relationship 

from within the structures that have commodified it. Our kūpuna remind us that the sea is not a 

resource to be managed but a relative to be remembered. To live aloha ʻāina in the present means 

not only to critique the colonial and capitalist systems that have altered our food and fishing 

practices but to embody a return to reciprocity. Rebuilding our relationship with fish such as ahi 

is therefore both an ecological and cultural act—one that insists that to feed the body without 

caring for the ocean is to starve the soul of genealogy. Through the resurgence of loko iʻa, 

community-based fishing kapu, and collective storytelling, we are rearticulating traditions into 

new forms, learning again how to listen to the ocean and respond with gratitude rather than 

extraction. 

This work of reconnection is also a call to solidarity. The foodways of Hawaiʻi, those 

diverse recipes passed across tables and generations, are not only records of survival but 

invitations to responsibility. To cook, eat, and fish in Hawaiʻi today is to participate in a living 

genealogy that binds everyone who calls this place home to the ʻāina and kai that sustain us. This 

means recognizing the difference between appreciation and appropriation, between sharing in 
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culture and consuming it. The future of Hawaiʻi’s food system, and of our collective (ʻai)dentity, 

depends on how we choose to restore these relationships; with humility, care, and an 

understanding that pono eating and pono fishing are inseparable from pono living.  
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Chapter 6 

Maʻi – Reach Beyond the Trees  

 

1895 

Ku ka ule, heʻe ka laho. 

 The penis stands, the scrotum sags. 

 

 (Pukui, 1983) 

 

I Never Cooked ʻUlu Before 

I had never cooked ʻulu until a professor gave me some. I was in my late 20’s having to 

figure out how to cook one. I searched for videos from Sam Choy and even called my dad on 

how to prepare and cook it. Chef Choy instructed in the video to clean off the excess sap from 

the outside, cut off the stem part for ease in peeling by place the flat part on the cutting board, 

peel it with a knife by following the skin, cut in halves or in quarters, cut out the core, and finally 

cut into pieces of your choice. My dad told me to wrap the halves and baked the halves in the 

oven at 350°F for 45 minutes to an hour or in his words, “howeva hot da oven stays, time it 

howeva,” meaning know your oven and adjust timing if needed. Once it finishes, I would let it 

cool, cut it into slices, and season with salt and pepper. It was pretty good for my first time. The 

second time however, I may have let it too long in the slow cooker and made ʻulu mash for a 

Pasifika group gathering, which turned out pretty good too from a beautiful accident. 

 Our kūpuna had brought our food traditions back to us from the margins during the 1960s 

Hawaiian Renaissance, as mentioned. For generations like me and so on, we have that 

opportunity to understand why our food is important to us. With our current global issues on 

climate change, especially on food security, I’ve grown concern about our future and generations 

that comes after me because our (ʻai)dentity is at risk as sea level rises, erosion, and even the 

decline of crops. Though the future can seem bleak with the climate crisis, I thought about ways 

our ʻike Hawaiʻi can help us rethink issues in climate change as possible solutions. As chapter 3, 
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I uncovered the way we are currently negotiating (ʻai)dentity and found that mixing and 

bridgework does create intentional and meaningful construction of (ʻai)dentity. In this chapter, I 

will pull forms of bridgework by discussing the re-invention of our food traditions and it can be 

useful to address some of our concerns with climate change. ʻUlu was not eaten as often 

throughout Hawaiʻi as certain locations had it as a main stable food source and yet it does have 

something to offer for climate change resistance. Socializing ʻulu as that re-invention of our food 

traditions will help us reimage the possibilities of addressing climate change and even 

transforming our (ʻai)dentity. So, I want to see the ʻulu tree standing firm and let the fruits hang 

for the next generation. 

The Story of ʻUlu in Hawaiʻi 

 Traditional food plants in Hawaiʻi are divided into three groups; staple foods, other 

variety foods, and famine foods. ʻUlu is in the first grouping of foods along with kalo (taro), 

ʻuala (sweet potato), and uhi (yam). It performs multiple roles in Kānaka culture as a food 

source, dyes, games, and instruments. The story of ʻulu and its origins derive from the akua 

called Kū. His children were starving because of the occurrence of famine. He told his wife that 

a tree bearing fruit shaped like a man's head would spring from his body, “My body will be the 

trunk and branches; my hands will be the leaves; the heart, core, inside the fruit will be my 

tongue. Roast the fruit, soak it, beat off the skin, eat some yourself, and feed the children” 

(Avelino, 2008; Krauss, 2021). He buried himself alive in the earth near his home. In the 

moʻolelo, Kū’s self-sacrifice transforms divine power into sustenance, teaching that nourishment 

is not merely a material act, but a spiritual exchange grounded in aloha ʻāina and kuleana. His 

transformation into the ʻulu tree symbolizes the eternal relationship between human life and the 

land’s capacity to sustain it as the akua becomes embodied in the very food that gives life to the 
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people. Kū ceases to be a distant god of war or productivity and instead becomes the 

embodiment of resilience, regeneration, and reciprocity (McGregor, 2007; Malo, 2021). This 

story reflects the Kānaka worldview that the environment is not separate from humanity but is an 

ancestor and living relative, deserving of reverence and care. The ʻulu tree thus becomes both a 

literal and metaphorical representation of Kū’s aloha for his ʻohana, reminding future 

generations that sustenance and survival require both sacrifice and balance. Oral traditions serve 

not only stories, but observations of the environment and resources. The story of ʻulu identifies 

the plants characteristics and the preparation needed to then be eaten. It has its origins from 

Tahiti where breadfruit played a much more important role as a staple food, while the retelling of 

the story created at Kaʻawaloa in Kona, on the southWestern coast of the island of Hawaiʻi 

(Krauss, 2021). There are few variations of ʻulu around Hawaiʻi, which this lack of variation 

indicates that it was introduced later than the other staple food plants. ʻUlu trees were mainly 

planted in extensive groves along the southern coasts of the islands, but it did grow inland along 

windward coasts and up valleys in sheltered places (Krauss, 2021). ʻUlu was seen to Kānaka as 

an inferior fruit as the preference to kalo was more favorable in terms of taste and nutritive value. 

Also, the fruit is seasonal and difficult to grow as something to be consistent as crops for mass 

production (Krauss, 2021). 

 The history of ʻulu phasing away from Kānaka Maoli diets can be followed through the 

history of Hawaiʻi’s agro-food system transitions. As mentioned, ʻulu in pre-industrialized 

Hawaiʻi was not as popular as kalo. The main places that had ʻulu as a popular and staple diet 

was on the Kona side of Hawaiʻi Island and Niʻihau (where a particular ʻulu grows 

underground), especially with Kona having hundreds of these vast arboricultural belts of ʻulu 

trees. The decline in ʻulu beginnings was from the changing and expansion in industrialized 
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agriculture and the decline of Kānaka Maoli people from diseases (Langston, 2018). The 

transformation of land does show a physical decline of ʻulu, while the decline in Kānaka Maoli 

population conveys a cultural and social decline in ʻulu as the people past the stories down to 

their generation and the active practice to grow, cultivate, and eat. ʻUlu continue its struggles in 

the current food process as returning to historical places where ʻulu has been cultivated is nearly 

impossible to restore.   

Hawaiʻi’s Local Food Production & Consumption Benchmark 

The Aloha+ Challenge is a Hawaiʻi statewide commitment to achieve their state’s 

sustainability goals, and a locally driven framework to implement the United Nations Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs). It was launched in 2014 with six priority goals to be met by 2030. 

One of these priority goals is Local Food Production and by 2030 this goal is to increase access 

to labor and land resources to support the production, processing, distribution, and consumption 

of local food (State of Hawaiʻi, 2021). There are five measures for this goal; Local Food 

Production, Labor & Land Resources, Processing, Distribution, and Consumption (State of 

Hawaiʻi, 2021). 

Local food production is measured by tracking the production in pounds. Hawaiʻi’s goal 

is to double local food production for local consumption. In terms of meeting this goal, the food 

export data is needed to underline the amount of export food that locals are consuming and 

compare that data to the amount of local food. However, there is still no data and process 

conducted to measure the number of food exports (State of Hawaiʻi, 2021). Local food 

production is on a downward trend in comparison to the number from the initial year the Aloha+ 

Challenge started, 2014, meaning that Hawaiʻi is doing poorly. This trend is attributed to 

environmental factors such as soil conditions, drought, and natural and man-made disasters, 
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while other factors include the availability of farm and labor workers, land for farming, and 

associated costs of water and electricity (State of Hawaiʻi, 2021). 

Though the increase of agricultural land and local food production is a need, the majority 

of Hawaiʻi’s agricultural products are exported, failing to contribute to the state’s food self-

sufficiency targets (Melrose, 2015; State of Hawaiʻi, 2008). There are other issues in terms of 

land use in Hawaiʻi as 41% of its agricultural lands are unfarmed and great economic and 

political pressure to convert state-zoned agricultural areas to urban use (Melrose, 2015; NASS, 

2010). There have been very few studies on, and almost no policy attention to, the projected 

impacts of climate change on agriculture in Hawaiʻi (Gross, 2014; Keener, 2012). The intense 

agriculture industries have a significance in environmental change and with the expected global 

population to increase over time the world’s consumption demands will also increase (Bruinsma, 

2003; Foley, 2005). Climate change is expected to decrease agricultural production and have 

negative effects on food security in terms of access, use, and price stability (IPCC, 2014). 

Resource management alternatives that can “reconcile agricultural production with the 

maintenance and enhancement of biodiversity and ecosystem services in human dominated 

landscapes now and into the future, are critical” (Kurashima et al., 2019). 

With the rise of temperature and the projection of food production decrease, it begs the 

question of “is the continuation of local agricultural production viable in Hawaiʻi?” In 

Kurashima et al. (2019) the authors’ research is the food-producing potential of Kānaka 

agriculture even under land-use and climate changes, and the value of their restoration into the 

future. The research uses geospatial models with a variety of current environmental and climatic 

data to identify and illustrate the distribution of loʻi, dryland and colluvial agriculture systems in 

Hawaiʻi, excluding Kahoʻolawe (Kurashima et al., 2019). This model also considers the existing 
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traditional agricultural lands and tracing these systems is possible now and into the future. They 

estimated the food production potential at this time period using the modelled Indigenous 

agricultural areas to calculate the annual wet weight production (mt yr−1) (Kurashima et al, 

2019). In their results, about 90% of current loʻi areas, 20% of current dryland areas and 57% of 

current areas for colluvial agriculture have potential for cultivation under the current and three 

future climate projections, indicating Indigenous agricultural areas that could be especially 

resilient to a range of climate changes (Kurashima, 2019). There is viability in Hawaiʻi’s local 

food production, especially traditional Kānaka food production. The resilience in this produce is 

a solution in Hawaiʻi’s so called inevitable decline in local production because of rising 

temperatures. 

Beyond the statistical decline, the deeper issue lies in the structural disconnection 

between government sustainability initiatives and community-led food movements. While the 

Aloha+ Challenge provides an ambitious framework, it often remains limited to high-level policy 

metrics without grounding its strategies in the lived realities of rural and Kānaka communities. 

The indicators used to assess “Local Food Production” overlook culturally significant crops such 

as ʻulu and ʻuala, which not only hold historical and nutritional importance but also embody 

sustainable agricultural practices rooted in ʻike āina. Without integrating these traditional food 

systems into state-level metrics, Hawaiʻi’s sustainability reports risk perpetuating a colonial 

narrative that values export-oriented or Western agricultural models over local, regenerative ones 

(Kent, 2016; Vaughan, 2018). So how do we encourage food production that is in alignment with 

Kānaka Ōiwi epistemology and culture for local consumption? Well, there are ways and all 

revolving around socializing ʻulu to our current foodways. 
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Constructing a Framework on Socializing ʻUlu 

 Constructing a framework on socializing ʻulu must go beyond a conventional approach in 

typical academic research. There is a need for a merging of knowledges, a practice to synergize 

these knowledges, and creating those spaces (Argawal, 1995; Kimmerer 2013). To holistically 

construct a framework in such a way needs an interdisciplinary structure. Utilizing an historical, 

climate science, and cultural approach has dictated a framing that could assist in socializing ʻulu 

in Hawaiʻi. Fragments of these disciplines and ideas is to provide a component to construct the 

needed framework. The current programs in Hawaiʻi encourages local food production within a 

productivist paradigm. The productivist paradigm sets the primacy of the yield increase and 

hence justifies turning to agrochemical and "improved" seeds. The approach that prioritizes the 

production volume also normalizes capitalist system, where the land is privately held and crops 

be chosen on the market value and to be sold on the market. 

The productivist paradigm understands agriculture through the primacy of output, 

efficiency, and measurable increases in production. In this framework, agriculture is valued 

primarily for its capacity to generate more yield, usually through intensified mechanization, 

external inputs, and standardized technologies. Even where sustainability language is introduced, 

the basic logic often remains intact, as neo-productivist approaches continue to privilege 

agricultural production as a vehicle for economic growth, food security, and climate adaptation 

while leaving unquestioned the deeper assumptions of input dependence and market-oriented 

production (Beacham et al., 2023; Pelucha et al., 2017). The productivist paradigm is rooted in 

the assumption that “producing more is better,” such that the ecological contradictions of 

intensive agriculture are hidden, deferred, or framed as problems to be solved by still more 

technology (Capellesso et al., 2016). This is especially important in Hawaiʻi, where 
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contemporary food security discourse often remains tied to increasing local production, 

strengthening infrastructure, improving market access, and expanding research and extension 

services, all of which are important but still largely operate within a logic that treats food as a 

problem of output and circulation rather than one of ecological relation, seed sovereignty, and 

community control (State of Hawaiʻi, 2012). In this sense, the issue is not simply that 

productivism increases yield, but that it narrows what agriculture is imagined to be for, reducing 

land to productive acreage, crops to marketable units, and seed to a technological input rather 

than a living relation. 

The question of seed makes these tensions especially visible in Hawaiʻi. The Hawaiʻi 

Public Seed Initiative emphasizes that access to locally adapted seed varieties, along with 

community knowledge of seed growing, saving, and storage, is central to sustainability and self-

sufficiency in an island context vulnerable to supply disruption (Howe et al., 2012). Seed, then, 

is not merely a technical input necessary for crop production; it is the reproductive basis of food 

systems and a site where cultural continuity, ecological adaptation, and community resilience are 

either sustained or eroded. This stands in contrast to a productivist logic that privileges 

“improved” seed, external expertise, and intensified production methods while obscuring the 

long-term consequences of dependence on purchased inputs and narrowed genetic diversity 

(Capellesso et al., 2016). In Hawaiʻi, where food security is routinely discussed in terms of 

import replacement and increased local production, the emphasis on seed diversity and locally 

adapted varieties reveals that resilience cannot be reduced to volume alone (State of Hawaiʻi, 

2012; Howe et al., 2012). Rather, it requires rebuilding local capacity over the conditions of 

reproduction itself: the ability to save seed, circulate plant knowledge, select for local ecologies, 

and maintain diverse varieties adapted to Hawaiʻi’s climatic and social realities. For a framework 
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concerned with socializing ʻulu, this means that the issue is not simply how to produce more 

food, but how to restore the cultural and ecological infrastructures that allow plant relations to be 

collectively maintained outside the narrow terms of a productivist agricultural model (Howe et 

al., 2012). But Kānaka Ōiwi has systematically presupposes a different relationship that is like 

the common that Ostrom theorized. 

Collaborative Resource Management & Multispecies Environmental Justice 

 One approach we can take is from, political economist, Elinor Ostrom. In Ostrom’s 

Governing the Commons (1990) she develops a series of empirical studies of groundwater basins 

and fisheries to provide a “broader theory of institutional arrangements related to the effective 

governance and management of common-pool resources” (Ostrom, 1990). In other words, she is 

seeking an alternative explanation for Garrett Hardin’s The Tragedy of the Commons (1968) and 

critiquing institutional discourse that controls and regulates behavior. Ostrom takes an opposite 

approach to Hardin as she conceptualizes a community-based and down-top approach by 

demonstrating that communities are capable of sustainably managing shared resources without 

external coercion or privatization. She wrote about three models: Hardin’s tragedy of the 

commons, the prisoners’ dilemma model, and Olson’s logic of collective action. These three 

models are those institutionalized discourses that control the foundation for recommending state 

or market solutions. She mentions these models as “special models that utilize extreme 

assumptions rather than general theories. These models can successfully predict strategies and 

outcomes in fixed situations approximating the initial conditions of the models, but they cannot 

predict outcomes outside that range” (Ostrom, 1990). She deconstructs each model and provided 

a solution or comment and in particular the tragedy of the commons, “The only way to avoid the 

tragedy of the commons in natural resources is to end the common-property system by creating a 
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system of private property rights” (Ostrom, 1990). Through extensive empirical research, she 

observed that local communities, when given autonomy and trust, often establish self-organized 

systems of governance based on mutual monitoring, shared rules, and collective accountability 

(Ostrom, 1990). These systems rely on locally relevant norms, social trust, and cultural sanctions 

rather than on imposed regulations. In doing so, Ostrom reframed the commons as a social 

institution as a living relationship between people, place, and shared responsibility rather than a 

problem requiring centralized control.  She attempted to provide alternatives to standard and 

narrowly constructed models of rational choice. She emphasized that it was important to 

incorporate actor’s self-understanding of their roles and their conceptions of proper or acceptable 

behavior in particular contexts. 

Ostrom design principles, such as clearly defined boundaries, collective decision-making, 

conflict-resolution mechanisms, and nested enterprises, closely align with traditional Kānaka 

land management systems, including the ahupuaʻa. In an ahupuaʻa as mentioned, each 

community-maintained stewardship over a mountain-to-sea region, managing freshwater, forests, 

and fisheries through rules grounded in kapu and kuleana. These principles ensured that 

resources were shared, replenished, and respected across generations. Ostrom’s emphasis on 

polycentric governance, or decision-making distributed across multiple levels of authority, 

mirrors the layered stewardship of konohiki and aliʻi within our traditional governance. Rather 

than imposing top-down control, these systems relied on relational accountability and a holistic 

understanding of ecological balance as a perspective deeply rooted in aloha ʻāina and the 

interconnectedness of all life (McGregor, 2007; Kurashima et al., 2017). 

 By using the theoretical frame of Ostrom in terms of Hawaiʻi, there is a need to recenter 

environmental governance around reciprocal relations, or the mutual caretaking between people 
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and place. Reciprocal relations are defined as “the mutual caretaking obligations held between 

nature and society, as intertwining entities that are co-constituted with one another” (Diver, 

2019). Reciprocal relations are built upon the inherent responsibilities people have to the places 

that sustain them. It is the knowledges and mutual responsibilities held by place-based 

communities, as well as the places themselves, that convey the power of this concept (Diver, 

2019; Kurashima, 2017). Hawaiʻi’s residents has shown great interest in local food demands and 

actively participating into their food choices and production. Movements in revitalizing 

traditional foods and traditional agricultural spaces in Hawaiʻi are prime examples of community 

engagement utilizing reciprocal relations to better the community, the resources, and the 

environment. In terms of policymaking, the incorporation of reciprocal relations into resource 

management may go beyond the focus of property rights and individual benefits (Diver, 2019).  

The concept of socializing ʻulu through Ostrom’s lens invites us to reimagine breadfruit 

not only as a food resource but as a commons to collectively hold responsibility embedded 

within community relations. In practice, this could mean creating cooperative ʻulu groves 

managed by families and schools, where the fruits are distributed across the community and the 

knowledge of cultivation is collectively maintained. In this system, sustainability emerges from 

social cohesion rather than market efficiency as ʻulu becomes a node through which community 

(ʻai)dentity and governance are enacted (Diver, 2019; Kurashima et al., 2017). The integration of 

Ostrom’s commons theory with ʻike Hawaiʻi offers a model for how Indigenous food systems 

can thrive within modern economic structures. Socializing ʻulu through the principles of 

collective governance reasserts community autonomy and resilience in the face of globalization 

and ecological instability. It demonstrates that stewardship is both a political and cultural act that 

is rooted in aloha ʻāina, guided by kuleana, and supported by inclusive governance. By treating 
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ʻulu as a commons rather than a commodity, Kānaka communities can resist capitalist logics of 

privatization and scarcity, instead cultivating abundance through shared responsibility. This 

hybridized governance approach shows how Kānaka practices not only anticipate Ostrom’s 

theories but also extend them, offering a relational model of sustainability grounded in our ethics 

of reciprocity and aloha (McGregor, 2007; Ostrom, 1990; Vaughan, 2018). This is one approach 

we can take in the socialization of ʻulu. 

Cultural Kīpuka  

To further Ostrom’s concepts, we have a kānaka framework in collective governance. 

Cultural Kīpuka are rural communities that situates itself away from outside influences, 

regenerating and revitalizing Kānaka culture (McGregor, 2010; Vaughan 2018). As a natural 

Kīpuka, the ecosystem thrives even when destruction like lava flows around the natural 

landscape. Cultural Kīpuka function as living repositories of Kānaka knowledge and practice as 

educational and political centers of resurgence, places where ancestral relationships to ʻāina are 

actively renewed and transmitted. These communities function as bridges between the past and 

future as kūpuna and cultural practitioners transmit knowledge. They are refugees for cultural 

continuity amidst waves of external disruption. Just as a biological kīpuka preserves native 

species when lava reshapes the surrounding land, Cultural Kīpuka protect ʻike Hawaiʻi when 

colonial forces seek to erase or assimilate them. Within these communities, subsistence practices 

such as fishing, taro cultivation, and forest gathering persist not only as means of survival but as 

acts of sovereignty. They reaffirm that the health of the people and the land are inseparable, a 

foundational principle of Kānaka thought (McGregor, 2010). These centers, communities 

commit to passing down traditional ecological knowledge to the next generation of kānaka 

(McGregor 2010; Vaughan 2018). The oral traditions, moʻokūʻauhau, and ritual practices 
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embedded in these spaces form the intellectual and spiritual groundwork for ʻike Hawaiʻi 

ensuring that traditional ecological knowledge remains dynamic rather than static.  

Their resources were abundant, and their skills within sustainable living. The kuaʻāina, 

the families that lived in these Cultural Kīpuka, has created the foundation and strength for 

today’s Kānaka culture (McGregor 2010; Vaughan 2018). Over time, the changes of Hawaiʻiʻs 

social, political, and economic spheres pushed these communities out of the societal scope and to 

become marginalized like lava flows through the Kīpuka (McGregor 2010; Vaughan 2018). The 

reworking of Cultural Kīpuka within academics and Hawaiʻi’s communities becomes a powerful 

tool to develop cultural practice and epistemology to pass down the next generations, which may 

develop practices of aloha and mālama ʻāina, a core value of Kānaka culture (McGregor 2010; 

Vaughan 2018). To build with the concept of Cultural Kīpuka, one must be directed towards 

understanding the practices and reasoning behind Kānaka culture and epistemology. 

Cultural Kīpuka embody resilience and transformation within contemporary Kānaka 

(ʻai)dentity. They represent not a retreat into the past but a conscious re-centering of values of 

aloha, kuleana, and mālama ʻāina that offer alternative pathways to sustainability and justice. 

These communities challenge the dominant economic models that prioritize tourism and military 

interests, instead promoting forms of abundance rooted in reciprocity and relational balance. The 

metaphor of the kīpuka becomes particularly powerful in this instance, while the surrounding 

terrain may harden and change, life within continues to grow, adapt, and restore what has been 

lost. This regenerative potential extends beyond cultural survival; it offers a model for decolonial 

transformation that integrates ecological restoration with spiritual and cultural renewal. Cultural 

Kīpuka, then, are both physical and conceptual spaces where Kānaka (ʻai)dentity is continually 

reimagined and reborn, sustaining the pulse of Kānaka life across generations. 
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ʻUlu’s reintroduction into community life through Cultural Kīpuka represents more than 

agricultural revival as it embodies the reawakening of ancestral memory and reciprocal 

relationships between kānaka and ʻāina. Within these spaces, ʻulu becomes a teaching tool and a 

living metaphor for resilience. Just as Kū transformed his body to nourish his family, 

communities now transform their collective knowledge and practices to sustain future 

generations. By integrating ʻulu cultivation into cultural and educational practice, these Kīpuka 

transform what was once seen as a simple crop into a symbol of sovereignty and sustenance, 

linking everyday nourishment with the reclamation of ʻike Hawaiʻi. Also, the socialization of 

ʻulu in Cultural Kīpuka reshapes communal and economic relationships, offering pathways 

toward decolonial abundance. The act of growing and sharing ʻulu reinforces interdependence, 

echoing the communal distribution of food that defined pre-contact Kānaka society. ʻUlu’s 

resurgence disrupts the dominant reliance on imported goods, asserting local capacity and 

cultural self-determination. Within these communities, ʻulu is exchanged not simply as a 

commodity, but as a gift of aloha, carrying spiritual and genealogical weight. Workshops, 

gatherings, and ʻaha ʻulu, or breadfruit festivals, create social spaces for sharing knowledge 

about propagation, cooking, and cultural meaning. These community exchanges help rebuild 

traditional networks of reciprocity that were fractured during colonization, situating ʻulu once 

again as both a practical and spiritual source of nourishment (Goodyear-Kaʻōpua, 2014; 

McGregor, 2007). This socialization serves as a function to decolonial pedagogical model, where 

learning emerges from working the land, and the land itself becomes teacher. ʻUlu cultivation 

connects participants to the cycles of seasonality, the patience of growth, and the ethics of 

balance. As Vaughan (2018) notes, these relational practices cultivate a sense of kaiāulu as a 

collective consciousness of belonging and responsibility. ʻUlu’s growth within such spaces 
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therefore serves as both ecological and cultural restoration, a method through which Kānaka can 

reassert their knowledge of the environment and reclaim agency in shaping sustainable futures. 

Through ʻulu, communities learn that revitalization requires cooperation with the ʻāina, not 

dominance over it, embodying the core principle that abundance flows from care and reciprocity. 

 Socializing ʻulu to our communities provides a way to build on ʻike Hawaiʻi. The kuleana 

for Kānaka to ʻulu is to support and aid in the struggles in which ʻulu is facing. The motion of 

reciprocity to aid in ʻulu’s regrowth in Hawaiʻi can restore cultural practices and construction. 

We must continue in the construct of Cultural Kīpuka for ʻulu or even look towards current 

Cultural Kīpuka to restore those culture and social dimensions. These repositories could support 

the ideas of collaborative resources management as deeply rooted in community-based 

governance to the commons. 

Hawaiʻi ʻUlu Cooperative as a Case Study 

 Another approach to capture the socialization of ʻulu is through the case study on the 

Hawaiʻi ʻUlu Cooperative. The Hawaiʻi ʻUlu Cooperative (HUC) is a farmer-owned business 

with a mission to revitalize ʻulu as a viable crop and dietary staple in Hawaiʻi by empowering 

farmers as change-makers. HUC formed in 2016 on the island of Hawaiʻi and is now the 

foremost breadfruit farmer organization in Hawaiʻi. The co-op is committed to the revival of ʻulu 

to strengthen Hawaiʻi’s food security and the values of Kānaka practices and epistemology. A 

particular practice and epistemology they are committed in strengthening is mālama ʻāina care 

for the land (Hawaiʻi ʻUlu Cooperative, 2021). They also have partnered with schools in the state 

in providing ʻulu in school lunches like replacing potatoes with beef stew. Other partnerships 

they worked with are Hawaiʻi Farm to School Hui and University of Hawaiʻi College of 

Education STEM2 to develop curriculum of a P-20 ʻUlu Education Toolkit, which launched 
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officially in April 2021 (Hawaiʻi ʻUlu Cooperative, 2021). HUC has created products to provide 

local access to traditional, culturally based foods and to educate them in sustainable and cultural 

practices. and Voyaging Foods and Hawaiʻi Farmers Union Foundation has a mission to continue 

educating the public about how to use ʻulu flour and replace 30% of imported flours with flours 

made with local starches by 2030 (Hawaiʻi ʻUlu Cooperative, 2021). Not only HUC is reaching 

out to food markets in providing access to ʻulu, but also some chefs and educators of Hawaiʻi are 

championing ʻulu and using it in their restaurants and education curriculum as they are a part of 

HUC’s ʻUlu Ambassador group. 

 HUC’s significance, however, extends beyond the revival of a single crop. HUC mentions 

earlier ethnobotanical work on Hawaiian breadfruit shows that ʻulu once occupied a central place 

in Hawaiian landscapes and daily life; breadfruit trees were common near villages and work 

sites, were cultivated in well-tended groves, and provided a nutritious, inexpensive, and easily 

prepared food for many months of the year (Meilleur et al., 2004). This is important for 

interpreting the work of HUC because the cooperative is not introducing ʻulu as a novel specialty 

commodity. Rather, it is participating in the re-establishment of a crop that was once a culturally 

appropriate staple and a significant part of Hawaiian human ecology, but whose widespread use 

was fragmented through land-use change, shifts in diet, and colonial transformations of 

agriculture (Meilleur et al., 2004). Seen in this light, HUC’s case illustrates that the socialization 

of ʻulu is not simply a matter of market expansion; it is also the rebuilding of historical 

relationships between food, place, and everyday life. 

What distinguishes HUC further is the way it situates ʻulu within a regenerative and 

agroforestry-based framework rather than within a simplified single-commodity model. 

Breadfruit agroforestry research emphasizes that ʻulu has long been cultivated in multistory 
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systems together with numerous other crops, and that such systems offer environmental, social, 

and economic benefits that exceed narrow monocrop logics (Elevitch et al., 2018). These 

systems are designed not only for commercial yield, but also for soil improvement, biodiversity, 

resilience to weather extremes, and long-term food and nutrition security (Elevitch et al., 2018). 

The guide is especially clear that breadfruit agroforestry can strengthen local food systems, 

provide multiple sources of income, and integrate culturally important plants in ways that 

connect landscape to heritage and future generations (Elevitch et al., 2018). This matters for 

HUC because its cooperative structure and its emphasis on farmer education, value-added 

products, and mālama ʻāina suggest that ʻulu is being socialized through a model that resists 

purely productivist agriculture. In other words, HUC is not merely scaling breadfruit production; 

it is helping to embed ʻulu within a regenerative agricultural ethic that links ecological care, 

farmer livelihood, and cultural continuity. 

At the same time, the cooperative’s work demonstrates that the revitalization of ʻulu 

requires engaging the realities of contemporary markets rather than romanticizing a return to the 

past. USDA crop data indicate that breadfruit remained a relatively small crop in Hawaiʻi’s 

commercial agricultural economy in 2018, with 71,300 pounds produced and a farm-gate value 

of only $106,000, especially when compared to larger tropical crops such as banana or cacao 

(USDA NASS, 2020). That relatively modest position in the formal market helps explain why 

HUC’s approach has centered not only on fresh fruit sales but also on institutional procurement, 

value-added processing, chef partnerships, and education. The breadfruit agroforestry literature 

similarly notes that breadfruit’s potential as a staple has long been underestimated and that its 

versatility in fresh and processed forms makes it well suited to local food systems and crop 

portfolios that reduce market risk (Elevitch et al., 2018). HUC’s strategy of developing products, 
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working with schools, and collaborating with organizations focused on replacing imported flours 

therefore reveals a crucial feature of socialization: a food staple becomes socially meaningful not 

only when it is grown, but when infrastructures of use, circulation, and familiarity are built 

around it. 

The case of HUC shows that socializing ʻulu involves far more than increasing 

production. It requires re-establishing ʻulu as a culturally grounded staple, situating it within 

regenerative forms of cultivation, and building the institutional, educational, and market 

infrastructures that allow it to circulate again in everyday life. In this sense, HUC functions as a 

mediating institution between ancestral significance and contemporary conditions. It draws from 

the historical importance of ʻulu in Kānaka ʻŌiwi landscapes while also responding to present 

concerns over food insecurity, ecological degradation, and dependence on imported foods. The 

cooperative thus offers a concrete example of how a staple crop can be re-socialized through 

collective organization, farmer ownership, agroecological practice, and public education. Rather 

than treating ʻulu as only a commodity or only a symbol, HUC’s work shows how the crop can 

be restored as a living relation among land, community, and food in Hawaiʻi (Meilleur et al., 

2004; Elevitch et al., 2018). 

Socializing ʻUlu as (ʻAi)dentity 

But when the cultural understanding of ʻulu has been almost lost like not knowing how to 

cook it, aka me, how can it be resurrected? In other words, how can you start to restore 

(ʻai)dentity? If the displacement of ʻulu from everyday practice marks a rupture in Kānaka 

foodways, then the restoration of (ʻai)dentity must be understood as more than the return of a 

single ingredient to the plate. It requires the reactivation of social, cultural, and pedagogical 

relations through which ʻulu once circulated as knowledge, staple, and responsibility. In this 
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sense, the question is not only how ʻulu can be consumed again, but how it can be resituated 

within contemporary formations of mālama ʻāina, food sovereignty, and collective memory. One 

productive way to approach this problem is to examine the institutions and texts already engaged 

in this work of re-socialization. By turning to a concrete case, it becomes possible to see how 

Kānaka food practices are not simply remembered, but materially and symbolically reconstructed 

in the present. The HUC offers such a project, demonstrating how the restoration of ʻulu operates 

simultaneously through cultivation, education, and the renewal of cultural practice, particularly a 

cookbook. 

Another HUC Case-Study to Show Us 

In Sam Choy’s ʻUlu Cookbook from the Hawaiʻi ʻUlu Cooperative (2021), ʻulu becomes 

a contemporary symbol of sustainability, sovereignty, and (ʻai)dentity negotiation. Produced 

collaboratively by celebrity chef Sam Choy and the Hawaiʻi ʻUlu Cooperative. As such, it is both 

cookbook and guide, a reflection of how the current generation of Hawaiʻi’s people navigate the 

tensions between modern consumption, ancestral responsibility, and environmental stewardship. 

The cookbook is a site of cultural production that bridges ʻike Hawaiʻi with local and global 

sustainability discourses. HUC refer to the cookbook as a “textual farm,” cultivating memory 

and futurity through recipes, personal reflections, and community narratives. The book discussed 

major themes such as ʻulu as epistemology and sustainable practice, culinary revitalization as 

cultural regeneration, and the politics of localism and (ʻai)dentity in Hawaiʻi’s sustainability 

movement. These themes demonstrate how the reemergence of ʻulu functions as both a material 

and symbolic site where Hawaiʻi’s people negotiate who they are and who they wish to become 

in a world shaped by colonial histories and climate precarity. 
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The cookbook situates ʻulu within a genealogy of Kānaka epistemology and relational 

genealogy. “I loved ʻulu from the first bite. My dad would take the ʻulu really ripe and bake it, 

smeared with butter, brown sugar, and cinnamon,” (Choy, 2021, 2). ʻUlu is emblematic of ʻike 

kūpuna that is ecological, communal, and intergenerational. Choy’s framing of ʻulu aligns with 

the return to abundance. His recipes and commentary invoke ʻike Hawaiʻi rooted in relationships 

and processes as the world is not to be controlled but cared for. An example of this is his recipe 

for “ʻUlu Kulolo” which he writes, “Kulolo was traditionally made with taro straight from the 

loʻi and fresh-grated coconut meat. The secret was the key ingredients were fresh. In this version, 

ʻulu stands in for some of taro, adding layer of complexity” (Choy, 2021, 163). The 

understandings from our kūpuna are tied to understanding our relationship with ingredients and 

drawing from these intellectual genealogies allows us to think outside the box. Other recipes like 

“ʻUlu Poi” and “ʻUlu Luau Stew” also convey the same thought process (Choy, 2021). The 

HUC’s collaborative authorship embodies this ethos materially, making the book itself a form of 

collective sustainability practice to pass down to generations. For the current generation, 

particularly young Kānaka farmers and chefs, ʻulu is more than a crop; it is an educational and 

political framework for living pono in the Anthropocene. 

Beyond ecological sustainability, Sam Choy’s ʻUlu Cookbook performs a kind of cultural 

revitalization. Choy’s recipes, such as ʻUlu Chowder, ʻUlu Hash, and ʻUlu Poke, blend 

Indigenous or endemic ingredients with global influences while still centering ʻulu as the cultural 

and culinary anchor of the dish. In the recipe “Simple ʻUlu Poke with Cucumber,” he does a 

blending of ʻulu and cucumber as poke creating new but genealogical tied dishes (Choy, 2021, 

31). Historically, the displacement of ʻulu as a staple, replaced by imported rice and wheat flour 

during the plantation era, reflected deeper patterns of cultural dispossession (McGregor, 2007). It 
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reframes culinary practice as resistance to colonial economies that rendered Hawaiʻi dependent 

on imports. By reviving ʻulu recipes and reintroducing them to contemporary audiences, Choy 

and the cooperative engage in cultural regeneration as a deliberate effort to restore ea to Kānaka 

food systems. An example is his “ʻUlu and Kālua Spring Rolls” as he writes, “This recipe 

reflects a fusion of culinary styles—spring rolls from East combined with Hawaiian-style kālua 

pork. Kālua refers to foods cooked in an overground oven—an imu—but kālua pork is readily 

available in supermarkets to make this finger food doable at home,” which speaks about the 

fusion cooking brings forward a new way of cuisine in Hawaiʻi that is both local and rooted in 

Kānaka knowledge (Choy, 2021, 20). ʻUlu mediates a dialogue between past and future, teaching 

that sustainability is not achieved through innovation alone, but through the reanimation of 

memory. 

Embedded within Choy’s project is a politics of localism as a complex negotiation of 

what “local” means in a multicultural Hawaiʻi still shaped by settler colonial structures. Choy, 

himself of Kanaka and Chinese descent, bridges this tension through his culinary identity as both 

“local boy” and “Hawaiian chef.” “For people who can’t come to Hawaiʻi, I take my upbringing 

and cooking style to them. Its Hawaiian food blended with Asian and taste from all over the 

world. I call it Hawaiian fusion.” (Choy, 2021, 3). This inclusive framing echoes the plantation-

era ethos of “local,” where diverse immigrant communities found common ground in shared 

foods. Yet such inclusive rhetoric risks flattening Indigenous specificity (Trask, 1999). Choy’s 

text walks this line carefully. While the recipes celebrate multicultural adaptation, such as ʻUlu 

Curry and ʻUlu Tempura, they consistently center ʻike ʻāina. A particular example is his “ʻUlu 

Spam Musubi” as he replaces the rice with ʻulu (Choy, 2021, 27). A deeper look is drawing other 

genealogical connections like his ʻUlu Hōʻiʻo Salad” as he writes, “The native fern known on 
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Maui as ‘pohole’ is called hōʻiʻo on the other islands, warabi in Japan, pako among Filipinos, 

and gosari in Korean. In English it’s known as fiddlehead fern. Whatever the name, it’s a dark 

green veggie with curly shoots that adds intriguing taste and texture to this salad” (Choy, 2021, 

38). The cookbook credits Kānaka farmers, kupuna, and ʻāina as the true sources of knowledge, 

maintaining a genealogy of place even amid global flavors. This dual positioning reflects the 

lived hybridity of Hawaiʻi’s present generation; to be Kānaka today often means to be both 

Indigenous and local, to claim ancestral connection while engaging global networks. In this 

sense, Choy’s ʻulu project functions as “routes” rather than “roots” as a dynamic, circulating 

form of identity that remains grounded even as it moves (Clifford, 2001). 

ʻUlu becomes a praxis of liberation. As the cooperative notes, “Every ʻulu tree we plant is 

an act of independence” (Hawaiʻi ʻUlu Cooperative, 2021). This statement collapses the 

boundaries between ecological restoration, food sovereignty, and national sovereignty. The 

cookbook’s form, which is collaborative, multilingual, community-based, embodies this political 

vision. It rejects the extractive model of “celebrity chef” authorship in favor of communal 

authorship that mirrors Indigenous governance systems. While Sam Choy’s ʻUlu Cookbook may 

seem commercial in format, its structure mirrors the pedagogical methods of Kānaka 

epistemology transmission. Each recipe is framed not simply as instruction but as story; rooted in 

farms, people, and practices. Such reflections transform the text into a teaching document; a 

form of moʻokūʻauhau that records both genealogies of plants and genealogies of people. A 

particular recipe is his “ʻUlu Sweet Potato Poke” as he writes, “Let go of the idea that poke must 

contain fish. The word poke means to slice, so it suits any preparation of diced foods, from tofu 

to ʻahi. In this case, ʻulu and sweet potato are mixed with familiar poke flavors of soy sauce and 

sesame oil” (Choy, 2021, 30). In this pedagogical sense, the cookbook performs Indigenous 
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learning environments as learning that is relational, cyclical, and experiential (Meyer, 2008, 

2025). When contemporary readers, especially young locals and Kānaka returning to farming, 

engage with these stories, they are participating cultural interface, where Indigenous and Western 

knowledges meet, overlap, and sometimes conflict (Nakata, 2007). The cookbook operates 

precisely within this interface as its design and recipe are modern, but its ethos remains ancestral. 

It teaches that knowledge survives not by isolation from modernity, but by transforming 

modernity itself. 

In reviving ʻulu as a contemporary staple, Choy and the cooperative articulate a vision of 

sustainability that honors both continuity and innovation. The recipes that blend ʻulu with 

modern techniques like ʻUlu Gnocchi, ʻUlu Pancakes, ʻUlu Tacos, demonstrate the adaptability 

of Kānaka foodways without compromising their core values of care, balance, and reciprocity. 

For Hawaiʻi’s current generation, navigating globalized identities, climate anxiety, and cultural 

recovery, ʻulu symbolizes both resilience and responsibility. The act of cooking with ʻulu is not 

simply dietary but moral: it demands mindfulness of origin, method, and community. In this 

sense, Sam Choy’s ʻUlu Cookbook is more than a collection of recipes; it is a blueprint for how 

Hawaiʻi might feed itself into the future. 

HUC is a primary example in terms of utilizing reciprocal relations as it centers on re-

connecting with ʻulu to Hawaiʻi as benefit for the environment, the people, and the fruit itself 

(Diver, 2019). ʻUlu is an actor that needs to be socialized back into Hawaiʻi to continue to 

occupy traditional spaces, to continue the rebuilding process to Kānaka culture, and to fight 

climate change in multiple aspects like climate resistance and restructuring the food production 

process. The co-op is committing to educating communities on the significance of ʻUlu and what 

they can do to help and support this crop.  
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Expanding Possibilities through A Sea of Islands 

 There are other projects and organizations across Oceania that are a counterpart to HUC 

such as Island Food Community of Pohnpei in Pohnpei and Pacific Breadfruit Project in Fiji. 

These are just a few examples of a vast amounts of other breadfruit-based initiatives even 

expanding to the Solomon Islands, Tonga, Samoa, etc. (Ulu People, 2021). The people of 

Oceania are connected by an ocean and their past as Epeli Hauʻofa (1994) coined “a sea of 

islands” providing a reimaging of Oceania in terms of migration, shared history, and 

decolonizing the mind (Hauʻofa, 1994). A sea of islands is also referred to as world enlargement. 

The concept profoundly redefined how Oceania should be imagined as not small, isolated island 

nations scattered across vast waters, but as a boundless network of connections sustained by the 

ocean. This was to challenged colonial and Western framings that depicted Pacific Islands as 

“small, remote, and dependent” by asserting that the ocean was not a barrier but a pathway of 

interconnection as “Oceania is us. We are the sea, we are the ocean” (Hauʻofa, 1994). The ocean 

unites rather than divides, and the people of Oceania have long maintained relationships of 

exchange, kinship, and voyaging across its expanse. The positions of Pasifika people are not 

passive recipients of global aid or development but as active participants in a vast, interlinked 

world of knowledge exchange. The ocean becomes a metaphor for relationality and reciprocity 

as values that reinforce the way Pasifika peoples engage with land, sea, and each other. This 

reframing decolonizes the Pasifika imagination by returning agency and vastness to Pasifika 

peoples, emphasizing that their (ʻai)dentity, mobility, and resilience transcend national borders 

and colonial definitions of size and isolation. 

Pasifika knowledge places significance in breadfruit to their people and culture. This is 

possible by connecting and circulating an idea and movement towards a socializing of breadfruit 
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beyond Hawaiʻi and beyond Oceania. Its cultivation, stories, and names traverse Pasifika under 

various linguistic roots from ʻulu in Hawaiʻi, mei in Tonga, to kulu in Samoa showing that its 

genealogy mirrors the migrations and exchanges of Pasifika people themselves. Breadfruit is 

thus both a cultural and ecological connector, symbolizing the shared sustenance and heritage of 

Pasifika’s “sea of islands” (Ulu People, 2021; McGregor, 2007). The socialization of ʻulu 

becomes an act of envisioning breadfruit as a transnational commons as a shared responsibility 

that binds Pasifika peoples through mutual care, movement, and knowledge exchange. 

Connecting Pasifika together through breadfruit is a form of world enlargement as breadfruit is 

more than food it has social and cultural dimensions to Pasifika, and it can be a tool in tackling 

climate change.  

By extending Hauʻofa’s framework, socializing ʻulu becomes an act of Oceanic world 

enlargement. Just as Hauʻofa envisioned Oceania as a living continuum rather than a collection 

of fragments, the circulation of ʻulu knowledge, cultivation methods, and recipes across regions 

reaffirms those transoceanic networks. Collaborative projects such as the Island Food 

Community of Pohnpei and the Pacific Breadfruit Project in Fiji embody this principle by 

building cooperative systems that share germplasm, research, and cultural knowledge across 

borders. These initiatives demonstrate that ʻulu is not merely a crop but a vehicle for solidarity, 

reminding us of that food sovereignty in Pasifika is inseparable from cultural sovereignty. In this 

sense, the sea of islands provides both a metaphor and a model for how ʻulu can move between 

communities, restoring ecological balance and cultural exchange within an interconnected 

Pasifika (Hauʻofa, 1994; Ulu People, 2021). 

Socializing ʻulu through Hauʻofa’s “sea of islands” perspective means envisioning 

breadfruit as a transnational commons; a shared responsibility that binds Pasifika peoples 
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through mutual care, movement, and knowledge exchange. Like the ocean itself, ʻulu’s networks 

flow outward, connecting islands, nations, and diasporas through a shared commitment to 

regeneration and reciprocity. As ʻulu is cultivated in new places, both within and beyond 

Pasifika, it becomes a medium for world enlargement, expanding Indigenous ideas of 

relationality, ecological restoration, and cultural endurance. By rooting ʻulu in Hauʻofa’s 

expansive vision, we see that this movement is not only about revitalizing a crop but also about 

reclaiming the oceanic imagination; one that affirms interconnectedness, abundance, and self-

determination as the foundations of Pasifika resilience (Hauʻofa, 1994; McGregor, 2007; 

Ostrom, 1990). 

Our Kēiki 

Looking toward the future, the work of revitalizing ʻulu and other traditional food 

systems invites the next generation to see themselves as inheritors and innovators of a living 

legacy. For the next generations, this means carrying forward the ethics of aloha and mālama 

ʻāina, reciprocity, and collective care into every aspect of our food practices, governance, and 

education. The regeneration of ʻulu across Hawaiʻi and Pasifika is more than agricultural 

recovery; it is a reassertion of ea. It challenges future generations to continue this movement, to 

plant and protect, to learn and teach, and to understand that feeding our people begins with 

feeding our relationships with the land and to each other. 

The next generation will inherit both the climate crisis and the tools of resistance 

embedded in ʻike kūpuna. We should continue to expand the framework of socializing ʻulu 

beyond Hawaiʻi, seeing themselves as stewards in a vast “sea of islands,” bound by kinship and 

collaboration rather than isolation. As the ocean once carried the voyagers who first brought ʻulu 

to our shores, it will again carry the stories, seeds, and solidarities that define our collective 

future. Through this work, they will not only sustain food but sustain (ʻai)dentity, transforming 



Davis 162 

 

fear of scarcity into the practice of abundance. The enduring image of Kū’s ʻulu tree, rooted, 

generous, and resilient, should stand as a living metaphor for what the next generation can 

become; nourished by the past, grounded in the present, and branching outward toward a 

sustainable and sovereign future.  
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Chapter 7 

Noʻonoʻo – A Reflection 

 

E aʻo pololei mākou 

We must learn correctly. 

 

(Kekai Parcuelles – MA Student in Hawaiʻinuiākea & Kuʻu Ipo, 2025) 

 

The Final Bites 

 I want you to join in deep reflection on this journey we’ve taken. The final bites we have 

are the question I sought out to answer. This last chapter is to reflect and digest on the large 

chunks of information by going through the research questions. It is also an invitation; to pause, 

to breathe, and to recognize how each piece of this work has been nourished by the wisdom of 

our kūpuna and the lived experiences of our communities. What began as an inquiry into food 

became a larger exploration of (ʻai)dentity, belonging, and memory. Through this reflection, we 

are reminded that to study food in Hawaiʻi is to engage in an act of remembrance, of reclaiming 

genealogy through taste, language, and collective practice. As we move through each question, 

let us consider how this journey calls us to reimagine our responsibilities to ʻāina, to each other, 

and to the generations still to come. 

How did the food system change from subsistence to commercialized? 

The transformation of Hawaiʻi’s food system from a subsistence-based to a 

commercialized model reflects a larger story of colonial disruption, ecological dislocation, and 

cultural adaptation. The ahupuaʻa once embodied an integrated network of reciprocity between 

land, water, ocean, and community, sustained by ʻike kūpuna and guided by principles of kuleana 

and mālama ʻāina. Food was governance, spirituality, and relational; to cultivate, gather, and fish 

was to participate in a larger system of relation and to perform sovereignty. Food was not simply 

a commodity but part of a genealogical and political relation to place. The transition away from 
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this system did not occur because subsistence “failed,” nor because commercial agriculture 

represented a neutral form of modernization. Rather, it was produced through a long settler-

colonial restructuring of land, labor, and value. The fur and sandalwood trades, followed by 

sugar and pineapple plantations, reoriented the food system toward global markets. Subsistence 

practices declined as foreign industries demanded labor, diverted water, and transformed fertile 

lands into monocropped fields. What was once a landscape of abundance becoming a site of 

industrial dependency, and Kānaka were repositioned from producers within a reciprocal 

ecosystem to laborers in an extractive economy. The Māhele formalized this dispossession, 

converting ʻāina from ancestor to commodity and embedding private property into the society of 

Hawaiʻi. This shift fundamentally redefined food not as relation but as resource, not as kuleana 

but as profit. 

 Transformation did not end with the plantation. Chapter 2 made clear that the change 

from subsistence to commercialization was also ecological and epistemic. Plantation agriculture 

had already severed Hawaiʻi from the ahupuaʻa system’s orientation toward reciprocal 

management and subsistence-based abundance, replacing it with production for export and the 

commodification of land and water. The subsequent rise of the military and tourism deepened 

this transformation by increasing dependence on global supply chains structured to feed transient 

populations rather than sustain local communities. Chapter 3 further showed that plantation 

foods such as pineapple could remain historically important in local memory without functioning 

as stable identity markers in cookbook discourse. That disjuncture matters because it reveals that 

commercialization did not simply alter what was eaten; it altered the symbolic and political 

conditions under which food could signify belonging. In this sense, the shift from subsistence to 

commercialization was not merely the growth of markets. It was the colonial remaking of food 
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into property, labor into extraction, and sustenance into commodity circulation. Yet even within 

this long arc of dispossession, Kānaka (ʻai)dentity did not disappear. It moved through erasure, 

adaptation, and resurgence, and foodways became one of the central mediums through which 

Kānaka continued to resist, remember, and return to relation. 

How are food traditions re-invented? 

Food traditions are re-invented through acts of remembering, adapting, and reimagining 

ʻike kūpuna in response to the conditions of the present. Reinvention does not mean invention 

from nothing, nor does it imply that tradition survives only through exact replication. Rather, 

food traditions persist because they are carried forward through memory, practice, 

experimentation, and collective teaching. The reinvention is less a break from tradition than a 

form of continuity; an active negotiation between what is remembered and what must be newly 

imagined. Across the chapters, this process appeared in multiple forms. Tamar Luke Paneʻe’s E 

Hoʻolako Mau preserves Kānaka food knowledge as living instruction rather than archival 

nostalgia. Sheldon Simeon’s Cook Real Hawaiʻi translates fishing, poke, and communal food 

practices into a contemporary local register. Sam Choy’s ʻUlu Cookbook and HUC shows how a 

staple once displaced from everyday life can return through new culinary forms, educational 

work, and cooperative production. In each case, tradition is neither static nor abandoned. It is 

reworked through contemporary kitchens, cookbooks, oral histories, and community initiatives 

that keep ancestral knowledge in motion while responding to new economic and ecological 

realities. 

Chapters 4 through 6 demonstrate that reinvention is also a political practice of 

resurgence. The kūpuna narratives tied to Kalama Valley and the Hawaiian Renaissance make 

clear that restoration begins with recovering the relationships to ʻāina, language, and collective 
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responsibility. The return to cultivating kalo, ʻulu, and other canoe plants, the restoration of loko 

iʻa and loʻi, and the socialization of ʻulu through the HUC all illustrate that reinvention is 

simultaneously cultural, ecological, and pedagogical. It is not about returning to a frozen past, 

but about re-engaging ancestral methods within a changing world. Communities and individuals 

reclaim practices that were once marginalized or displaced and transform them into living, 

evolving forms of knowledge. For this reason, I repeatedly insist that authenticity is better 

understood as relational than replicative. To re-invent food traditions in Hawaiʻi is to reactivate 

them through practice, to allow them to speak to present crises such as climate adaptation, food 

dependency, and sustainable governance, and to carry them forward as forms of sovereignty 

rather than as consumable remnants of the past. 

How is (ʻai)dentity negotiated through foodways? 

(ʻAi)dentity is negotiated through foodways because food is one of the primary ways 

people in Hawaiʻi narrate belonging, memory, and relation to place. Yet these negotiations are 

not neutral. They occur within a settler-colonial context where Hawaiian identity, Local identity, 

and mixed identity are not interchangeable labels, but distinct social formations with different 

histories and political implications. Chapter 3 made this especially visible. The statistical 

findings show that Hawaiian identity is most strongly associated with cumulative Kānaka 

cultural density, language, practice, and Indigenous or endemic ingredients, while Local identity 

operates through a different set of signifiers tied more to collective hybridity, plantation histories, 

and shared social life than to explicit Kānaka markers. The oral histories deepen this pattern by 

showing how Local identity was materially formed through labor, gendered work, and 

community-making in plantation and cannery settings, even as that localism remained entangled 

with Native dispossession. In this way, foodways become a medium through which people 
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negotiate layered forms of identity; Kānaka, local, mixed, and contested. Food is where these 

identities are narrated, performed, blurred, and sometimes strategically held apart. 

At the same time, I show that Kānaka (ʻai)dentity exceeds the symbolic performance of 

food labels. It is not reducible to whether a dish is called “Hawaiian,” nor to the mere presence of 

certain ingredients. Rather, Kānaka (ʻai)dentity emerges when food is embedded within 

epistemic and relational frameworks grounded in ʻike kūpuna. As Chapter 5 demonstrates 

through ʻahi and poke, foods can circulate widely across Hawaiʻi’s multiethnic foodscape while 

still retaining traces of Kānaka resonance, but their significance depends on the framework in 

which they are situated. Likewise, Chapter 6 shows that ʻulu is not just a crop but a site where 

sustainability, genealogy, and future-making converge. In re-engaging ancestral foods like ʻulu, 

people are not only restoring an ingredient but reconstructing a sense of self grounded in ʻike 

kūpuna. The act of cultivating, preparing, and consuming ʻulu becomes a negotiation between 

what was inherited and what must be reimagined to fit the current social, environmental, and 

cultural realities of Hawaiʻi. This process unfolds not only in individual choices, but in 

communal and educational spaces, cultural kipuka, where food becomes a living expression of 

ʻike Hawaiʻi. Within these spaces, (ʻai)dentity is formed relationally, through collective 

engagement and shared stewardship of ʻāina. When ʻulu is cultivated, cooked, and distributed as 

part of community-based governance, it reinforces that (ʻai)dentity is not an individual 

possession but a reciprocal relationship between people, land, and ancestors. 

The negotiation of (ʻai)dentity through food reinvention reflects a broader decolonial 

movement toward sovereignty, sustainability, and belonging. As ʻulu and other ancestral foods 

are reintroduced into daily life, they serve as bridges between Kānaka and local communities, 

between Hawaiʻi and the wider Pacific. The reimagining of ʻulu across Pasifika, within 
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Hauʻofa’s “sea of islands,” illustrates that (ʻai)dentity is not bound by land alone but flows 

through oceanic and cultural connections. Across oral histories, cookbooks, and contemporary 

food movements, (ʻai)dentity emerges as a living practice of relation; relation to ʻāina, to kūpuna, 

to community, and to the political conditions that structure who gets to claim authenticity, 

locality, or sovereignty. Foodways negotiate identity because they are where these relations 

become material, embodied, and repeatable. To cook, fish, gather, or share food in Hawaiʻi is 

therefore never merely to eat; it is to position oneself within histories of dispossession and 

resurgence, and to decide whether one will reproduce colonial belonging or participate in the 

restoration of Kānaka life and land. By reclaiming and re-socializing traditional foods, the 

current and future generations redefine who they are and how they relate to one another, shifting 

from dependency to self-determination. (ʻAi)dentity, then, is not static but fluid; rooted in 

memory, shaped through action, and nourished by the collective act of eating and living in 

balance with ʻāina. 

We Pau 

How was the meal? There was a lot to feast on. Though it may seem a lot, this process 

was meant to be a decolonial, or rather a liberation as I would say. This was a call to all the 

generations (manawa, piko, and maʻi) as I think about my own kupuna who taught me some of 

her recipes and passed her cookbooks down to me. I think about my father who passed his 

seascape knowledge and his recipes. And I think about the position I’m in to give this ʻike to the 

next generation. I wrote it in the manner of generational ties to knowledge and learning. If we are 

to learn about ourselves as Kānaka, let’s learn correctly. The story of Kānaka (ʻai)dentity is one 

of remembering and reimagining. Across oral histories, cookbooks, and community movements, 

we see that the act of feeding is never neutral. It is a living philosophy that embodies kuleana, 

aloha ʻāina, the moʻokūʻahau that bind people to place and knowledge, and many other concepts 
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from ʻike Hawaiʻi. To understand, cook, and eat as our ancestors did is to engage in a practice of 

liberation that resists erasure through care, creativity, and continuity. Mahalo nui loa for coming 

to the meal.  
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Appendix 

A) Community Cookbooks List 

• Cole, Dora Jane Isenberg et al. 1977. The Kauai Museum presents early Kauai 

hospitality: A family Cookbook of Receipts, 1820-1920 Early Kauai Hospitality. Lihue, 

HI: Kauai Museum 

• Iao Congressional Church: United Church Christ. 1994. Our Daily Bread: Centennial 

Cookbook. Wailuku, HI: Iao Congressional Church.  

• Kona Residence. 1992. Kona Kitchens: Award-Winning Community Cookbook, Ed. 2. 

Kailua-Kona, HI: Kona Outdoor Circle.  

• Makawao History Museum. 2014. Look What’s Cooking in Makawao: A Collection of 

Recipes from the Residents and Businesses of Makawao. Makawao, HI: Makawao 

History Museum. 

• Molokai Catholic Community. 2003. Molokai Catholic Community Cookbook 

• Maui Extension Homemakers’ Council. 1967. More of Our Favorite Recipes (Tested 

Recipes): Island of Maui. Wailuku, HI: Maui Extension Homemakers’ Council.  

• Sacred Hearts Society Christ the King Church. 1992. Cook Book: Favorite Recipes From 

Our Best Cooks of Breads and Desserts. Kahului, HI: Christ the King Church. 

• Waianae Coast Comprehensive Health Center. 1993. Waianae diet cookbook. Waianae, 

HI: Example Product Manufacturer 

• Westin Mauna Kea Beach Hotel Employees' Council. 1985. Westin Mauna Kea 

Employees' Cookbook. HI: Mauna Kea Employees Council 
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B) Community Cookbook Codebook 

Variable Definition Value Label 

Epis_H The way Hawaiian knowledge is formed. 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Identity How identity is constructed. 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Identity_H Refer to Hawaiian identity, meaning it is called “Hawaiian” 

or marked as “Hawaiian” but does not mean the practice or 

ʻike is presence. 

0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Identity_L Refer to Local Identity, particular to “local” in Hawaiʻi. 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

ID_H_L_N Hawaiian, Local, both identifiers, or none. This is to create 

a variable for mixing identities. 

0 – None 

1 – Hawaiian 

2 – Local 

3 – Both  

Olelo Used ʻolelo Hawaiʻi, particular huaʻōlelo. 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Olelo_Type A specific type of word used; place name, resource, 

person's name, and other. 

0 – None 

1 – Place 

2 – Resource/Dish  

3 – Name 

4 – Other 

5 – Combo 2  

6 – Combo 3 

7 – All 

Olelo_Type_C Complex Olelo_Type (mixing specific types is clarified). 1 – None 

2 – Place 

3 – Resource/Dish 

4 – Name 

5 – Other 

6 – Place/Resource 

7 – Place/Name 

8 – Place/Other 

9 – Resource/Name 

10 – Resource/Other 

11 – Name/Other 

12 – Place/Resource/Name 

13 – Place/Resource/Other 

14 – Place/Name/Other 

15 – Name/Resource/Other 

16 – All 

Practice Cultural practice in general. 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

 



Davis 185 

 

Variable Definition Value Labels 

Kalo Reference to Kalo 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Uala Reference to Uala 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Uhi Reference to Uhi 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Ulu Reference to ʻUlu 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Pineapple Reference to Pineapple 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Oth_In_Pl Reference to Other Indigenous Plants 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Intro Reference to Introduced Plants 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Plant_Type Indicators of Endemic or Introduced Plants 0 – None  

1 – Endemic  

2 – Introduced  

3 – Both  

Plant_Type_C Indicators of Staple, Other Endemic, or Introduced (mixing 

specific types is clarified). 

0 – None  

1 – Staple Endemic 

2 – Other Endemic 

3 – Introduced 

4 – Staple/Other 

5 – Both 

Plant Reference to Plants 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Limu Reference to Limu (Fish) 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Ahi Reference to ʻAhi 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Hee Reference to Heʻe 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Other_Fish Reference to Other Fish 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Shellfish Reference to Shellfish 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Sea Reference to Sea Animal 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 
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Variable Definition Value Labels 

Sea_Type Indicators of Limu, ʻAhi, Heʻe, Other Fish, Shellfish 0 – None 

1 – Limu 

2 – ʻAhi 

3 – Heʻe 

4 – Other Fish 

5 – Shellfish 

6 – Combo 2 

7 – Combo 3 

8 – Combo 4 

9 – All 

Sea_Type_C Complex Sea_Type (mixing specific types is clarified). 0 – None 

1 – Limu 

2 – ʻAhi 

3 – Heʻe 

4 – Other Fish 

5 – Shellfish 

6 – Limu/ʻAhi 

7 – Limu/Heʻe 

8 – Limu/OF 

9 – Limu/Shellfish 

10 – ʻAhi/Heʻe 

11 – ʻAhi/OF 

12 – ʻAhi/Shellfish 

13 – Heʻe/OF 

14 – Heʻe/Shellfish 

15 – OF/Shellfish 

16 – Combo 3 

17 – Combo 4 

18 – All 

Beef Reference to Cow, Steer, Veal 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Pork Reference to Pig, Boar 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Chicken Reference to Chicken 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Milk_But_Egg Reference to Milk, Butter, Egg 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Oth_Land Other Land Animal (Duck, Sheep, Goat, etc.) 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Land Reference to Land Animal 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 
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Variable Definition Value Label 

Land_Type Indicators of Types of Land Animal 0 – None 

1 – Beef 

2 – Pork 

3 – Chicken 

4 – Dairy/Milk/Butter/Eggs 

5 – Other Land 

6 – Combo 2 

7 – Combo 3 

8 – Combo 4 

9 – All 

Land_Type_C Complex Land_Type (mixing specific types is clarified). 0 – None 

1 – Beef 

2 – Pork 

3 – Chicken 

4 – Dairy/Milk/Butter/Eggs 

(MBE) 

5 – Other Land 

6 – Beef/Pork 

7 – Beef/Chicken 

8 – Beef/MBE 

9 – Beef/Other 

10 – Pork/Chicken 

11 – Pork/MBE 

12 – Pork/Other 

13 – Chicken/MBE 

14 – Chicken/Other 

15 – MBE/Other 

16 – Combo 3 

17 – Combo 4 

18 – All 

P_S_L Reference to Plants, Sea Animal, Land Animal 

(ingredients) 

None 

Plants 

Sea 

Land 

Plant/Sea 

Plant/Land 

Sea/Land 

All 

En_In Endemic or Indigenous Ingredients 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Western Westernized food practice 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Plan_Imm Plantation and New Immigrant (Non-Western) 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 
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Variable Definition Value Label 

Haw_Practice Hawaiian Practice (and vetted) 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Side_App Side dish or pupu  0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Main Main dish 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Dessert Dessert dish 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Drink Drink 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Other Other dish 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Menu_Co Menu or Course Meal 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Type_Dish Indicators of Type of dish 0 – None 

1 – Side_App 

2 – Main 

3 – Dessert 

4 – Drink 

5 – Other 

6 – Menu_Co 

Haw_Scale (KCD 

Index) 

An index that comprised of Haw_Practice, En_In, and 

Olelo. 

0 – No Cases 

1 – 1 Case 

2 – 2 Cases 

3 – All Cases 

Book Corresponds to booklist (alphabetized by authors last 

name). Not much relative to research, personal use. 

Book # Corresponding to a 

personal booklist 

Year Year of book's publication Year # 

Location Location 0 – None 

1 – Hawaii 

2 – Maui 

3 – Lanai 

4 – Molokai 

5 – Kahoolawe 

6 – Oahu 

7 – Kauai 

8 – Niihau 

9 – General Public 
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Variable Definition Value Label 

Type_Group The type of group or individual overseeing project 0 – None 

1 – School 

2 – Church  

3 – Non-Profit 

4 – Business 

5 – Club/Private Society 

6 – Hospital/Medical Center 

7 – State Government 

8 – Museum 

9 – Civilian Service 

10 – Individual 

11 – Community 

Page_Num Page Number Page # (String) 

Recipe Recipe (not including photos) 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Excerpt Excerpt (narratives, photos, details) 0 – None 

1 – Occurs 

Rec_Ex Indicators of Recipe, Excerpt, or Both 1 – None 

2 – Recipe 

3 – Excerpt 

4 – Both 

Text The direct text in the book. Text (String) 
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C) List of Oral Histories and Interviewees 

UHM Ethnic Studies Department’s Women Workers in Hawaii’s Pineapple Industry Volume II 

(1979) 

Helen (Manu) Barnes 

 

Born in Molokai in 1907, Hawaiian-Chinese and spoke fluent 

ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi. She worked as a trimmer and packer for 

Hawaiian Pine Company while also taking on jobs in music, 

entertainment, food service, and wartime messenger work. 

Margaret “Nona” (Ono) 

Chang 

Born in Waialua, Oahu on March 21, 1909, Japanese descendant 

who worked in pineapple canneries both as a young woman and 

later as a long-term employee and forelady at Hawaiian Pine 

Company. Over more than three decades, she held several 

positions in the cannery and maintained strong social ties with 

fellow workers even after retirement. 

Venicia (Damasco) Guiala Born on August 20, 1913 in Batac, Ilocos Norte, Philippines, the 

oldest of her family and holds a college degree from St. William 

College in Laoag, Ilocos. She migrated to Hawaiʻi in 1949 and 

later worked for about twenty years in Dole’s pineapple fields in 

Wahiawā. She also became active in labor and community 

organizations, including serving as president of the Dole 

Whitmore ILWU Women’s Auxiliary during the 1968 strike. 

Kame (Sakamoto) Iwatani Born on January 10, 1896, in Yamaguchi-Ken, Japan, was a 

picture bride for Kumeiji Iwatani. She spent decades doing 

plantation labor, laundry work, cooking, and field work for 

pineapple companies. After years of labor in places such as 

Paumalu, Waimea, Leilehua, and Kunia, she retired in 1961 and 

remained rooted in family and community life. 

Maybel (Mamiya) Kozuki Born in Palama of February 21, 1901, was a second generation of 

Japanese immigrant parents from Fukuoka. She began working at 

Hawaiian Pine Company as a teenager and rose to become head 

forelady, eventually serving in cannery leadership for decades. 

Her career reflects both long-term industrial labor and the 

responsibilities women carried in supporting family and 

workplace operations. 
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UHM Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History’s Kōkua Hawaiʻi Oral History Project (2018) 

Edwina Moanikeala 

Akaka 

Born in Honolulu in 1944 and grew up in a politically active 

family that encouraged her to question authority and stand with 

the underdog. She became one of the thirty-two people arrested in 

the 1971 Kalama Valley resistance and remained active 

throughout her life in Native Hawaiian struggles, later serving as 

an Office of Hawaiian Affairs trustee from 1984 to 1996. 

Kehau Lee Jackson Born in 1950 and grew up in Papakōlea, a stable Hawaiian 

Homestead community on the slopes of Punchbowl in Honolulu. 

She was arrested on July 9, 1970, for protesting the eviction of 

Kalama Valley residents before the formal creation of Kokua 

Hawaiʻi, and she later helped shape the early Ethnic Studies 

curriculum at the University of Hawaiʻi before going on to work 

as a comedienne in Australia and New Zealand. 

Francis Kaholi Born in 1952 and moved with his family to Kalama Valley in 

1959, where he grew up in a large extended family connected to 

many of the valley’s residents. As a teenager, he experienced the 

forced displacement of his family firsthand and later recalled both 

the hardships and satisfactions of life in Kalama Valley before 

eviction. 

Lawrence (Larry) 

“Harbottle” 

Kamakawiwoʻole 

Born in Honolulu in 1943 and, by age twenty-seven, was a 

graduate student and teaching assistant at the University of 

Hawaiʻi at Mānoa when he became deeply involved in the 

Kalama Valley eviction struggle. Drawing on organizing 

experience from Berkeley and the Third World Liberation Front, 

he became a key spokesperson and organizer for Kokua Kalama, 

later Kokua Hawaiʻi, helping build support for residents resisting 

displacement. 

Randy Kalahiki Born in 1932 who was a Windward Oʻahu community leader and 

served as executive director of the Kualoa-Heʻeia Ecumenical 

Youth Project, where he worked to support local youth through 

education, outreach, and community programs. He was also a 

grassroots advocate for Native Hawaiian rights, farmland 

preservation, and anti-eviction struggles, including support for 

Kokua Hawaiʻi during the Kalama Valley fight. 

Clyde Maurice Kalani 

Ohelo 

Born in 1950 at ʻEwa Plantation Hospital and overcame major 

physical challenges in childhood, including blindness, spinal 

meningitis, club feet, and a severe speech impediment. He later 

became one of the most dynamic young leaders of Kokua 

Hawaiʻi, was among the thirty-two people arrested at Kalama 

Valley in 1971, and emerged as a prominent advocate for Native 

Hawaiian and working-class communities. 
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UHM Ethnic Studies Center of Oral History’s Limu Project (2018) 

Wallace “Wally” Kiyoshi 

Ito 

Born in Honolulu in 1953 and was first introduced to limu 

gathering with his parents at ʻEwa Beach, though much of his 

early life centered on spearfishing, technical work, and later 

marine biology. He became a key figure in contemporary limu 

education and restoration, helping found the Limu Hui in 2014 

and serving as its coordinator while advocating for the protection 

of Hawaiʻi’s coastal resources. 

Vivian “Vani” Lehua 

Ainoa 

Born in 1937 in ʻUalapuʻe, Molokaʻi, and raised in Kamalō, 

where she learned to gather limu from her mother along 

Molokaʻi’s south shore. After raising a family and helping run a 

family business for decades, she remained active in the Limu Hui 

and in teaching younger generations about limu ʻeleʻele and 

traditional practices. 

Alyson Napua Barrows Born in Honolulu in 1955 and grew up with strong memories of 

gathering and eating limu with her mother in the waters of Kona, 

Oʻahu. After moving to Maui, she became a major leader in limu 

restoration, founding Waiheʻe Limu Restoration, LLC, in 2004 

and continuing to protect, conserve, and replant limu along 

Hawaiʻi’s coastlines. 

Benjamin Villiarimo Born on Maui in 1963 and learned limu gathering from his father 

and grandparents along the coastlines of Wānanalua, where he 

also learned values of reciprocity, family, and resource 

stewardship. A chef by trade, he later dedicated himself to limu 

conservation, cultural education, and community restoration work 

as an active member of the Limu Hui. 

Lily Filimino Born in 1941 and raised on Lānaʻi, though she came to know 

limu more deeply after moving to Maui, where her older sister 

taught her how to gather it. She raised her family in Kahului and 

made limu gathering and preparation an important part of 

household and family life. 

 

 


