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On August 27, 1862, the much-loved crown prince and heir apparent to
the throne of the Kingdom of Hawai`i died tragically and inexplicably at
the tender age of four. Prince Albert Edward Kauikeaouli Kaleiopapa,
the beloved child of a long line of chiefs, was the only son of Alexander
Liholiho (Kamehameha IV) and Emma Na′ea (Queen Emma). He was
believed to be the last child to be born to a reigning Hawaiian monarch
and the last hope of the Kamehameha Dynasty. Adored by the Hawaiian
public, his birth was celebrated for days throughout the islands. Like-
wise, his untimely death was mourned for years to come as it left his
parents heartbroken and the Hawaiian nation without a constitutionally
recognized heir. One of the Hawaiian newspapers is quoted as saying,
“The death of no other person could have been so severe a blow to the
King and his people.”1 The following year, the King himself died of
grief and despair.2

There are many unanswered questions that shroud this young
prince’s death. The most notable being the still unknown reasons
behind his sudden and fatal illness. While others have retrospec-
tively reevaluated Prince Albert’s medical diagnoses and how he may
have contracted the illness, this paper examines what I believe to
be a larger question surrounding the prince’s early demise, that is,
why was he the sole member of his royal cohort?3 In a society
where children, and particularly ali′i (chief or chiefly) children, were
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valued and cherished, why were there not more young ali′i of his
generation?4

Using settler colonialism as a theoretical framework, this paper
links the dramatic, mid-nineteenth-century decline in ali′i births to the
residential Hawaiian Chiefs’ Children’s School where Prince Albert’s
parents, Alexander Liholiho and Emma Na′ea, along with fourteen
other young ali′i of their generation, attended as children.

The Hawaiian Chiefs’ Children’s School

On May 5, 1840, the young children of Hawai`i’s highest chiefs be-
gan their western education at the residential Hawaiian Chiefs’ Chil-
dren’s School (also known as the Royal School) in Honolulu, Hawai`i.
The school was started in response to a request by Kauikeaouli (King
Kamehameha III) for a teacher to educate Hawai`i’s future monar-
chs. Keenly aware of the changes sweeping over his kingdom, Kame-
hameha III believed that knowledge of the ways of the foreigners who
had begun to settle in the islands was necessary for the kingdom’s
survival.

Under the direction of newly arrived American Congregationalist
missionaries, Amos Starr Cooke and his wife, Juliette Montague Cooke,
the Chiefs’ Children’s residential school opened in 1840 with eleven
royal children aged two to eleven entering as boarders. Over the next
decade, a total of 16 royal pupils would take residence at the school,
including the kingdom’s heir apparent (Alexander Liholiho) and the
next four monarchs of the Hawaiian nation.

Since chiefly power was passed on solely through family relations,
these 16 royal students and their descendants were, exclusively, the only
future rulers that the Hawaiian Kingdom could have. They were “the
hope of the [Hawaiian] nation.”5 However, the lives of many of the ali′i
who spent their childhoods in the Chiefs’ Children’s School were brief.
Several died within a short time of leaving the school. Of those who
survived into adulthood, most died at a relatively young age. While five
eventually became monarchs and a few others lived prominent lives in
the Hawaiian Kingdom, many of their lives were fraught with tragedy.
Perhaps most tragic of all, none of these ali′i were believed to have been
survived by children.6

4Mary K. Pukui, E. W. Haertig, and Catherine A. Lee, Nānā i ke Kumu, vol. 2
(Honolulu: Hui Hānai, 1972), 33.

5Juliette Montague Cooke to Sally Smith, 20 March 1846, Missionary Letters,
Hawaiian Mission Children’s Society Library, Honolulu, Hawai`i.

6Linda K. Menton, “Everything that is Lovely and of Good Report: The Hawaiian
Chiefs’ Children’s School, 1839–1850” (PhD Dissertation, University of Hawai`i, 1982),
323.
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Using settler colonialism as an analytical lens, this paper exam-
ines the royal pupils’ experiences at the school and the effects of this
boarding-school experience upon these young ali′i and their would-
be descendants. It argues that, beyond being woefully inadequate in
preparing the Hawaiian kingdom’s future ali′i for ruling in an era of
foreign attacks on their sovereignty, the Chief’s Children’s School func-
tioned as a crucial node in a larger, settler-colonial “elimination project”
in which American settlers sought to eliminate and replace our Native
Hawaiian society and these Native Hawaiian sovereigns in our native
land.7

Settler Colonialism and the Logic of Elimination

The theoretical framework for this paper draws from the emerging field
of settler colonialism. Until recently, colonialism and settler colonial-
ism were placed within the same analytical frame. Over the past few
years, however, a growing number of scholars have begun to call for
the extrication of settler colonial studies from colonial (and postcolo-
nial) scholarly endeavors. These scholars argue that settler colonialism
should no longer be viewed as a subset category within colonialism.
Instead it should be understood as an antitype category with significant
structural differences that require a distinct field of analytical inquiry.8

Lorenzo Veracini compares the difference between colonial and
settler colonial relations to the difference between a circle and a line.
In colonial states, the colonizers go out to the colonies, take what they
want (natural resources, slaves or indentured labor, and so forth) and
then return home in a circular movement. In settler colonialism, there is
no return home. Instead, the goal of settler colonialism is to transform
the new colony into “home.”9

Patrick Wolfe adds that, unlike conventional colonialism, settler
colonialism is not a master-slave relationship marked by ethnic differ-
ence; it is not a relationship primarily characterized by the indispens-
ability of colonized people (as subordinated and/or coerced labor, for
instance). On the contrary, in the context of settler colonialism, in-
digenous people are fundamentally and necessarily dispensable.10 Wolfe
elaborates

7Ibid., 355–7; Linda K. Menton, “A Christian and ‘Civilized’ Education: The
Hawaiian Chiefs’ Children’s School, 1839–50,” History of Education Quarterly 32 (Sum-
mer 1992): 242.

8See, for example, Lorenzo Veracini, “Introducing Settler Colonial Studies,” Set-
tler Colonial Studies 1, no. 1 (2011): 1–5.

9Lorenzo Veracini, Settler Colonialism (Hampshire, UK: Palgrave Macmillan,
2010), 96–104.

10Patrick Wolfe, Settler Colonialism and the Transformation of Anthropology (London:
Cassell, 1999), 1–3.
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The primary object of settler-colonization is the land itself rather than the
surplus value to be derived from mixing native labour with it . . . Settler
colonization is at base a winner-take-all project whose dominant feature is
not exploitation but replacement.11

As Wolfe explains, “settler colonizers come to stay.”12 However,
settler colonialism is distinct from immigration. When you immigrate
to a place, you join or articulate to the sovereignty (the organized soci-
ety, nation, tribe, kingdom, etc.) you find upon arrival. Settlers do not.
Settlers carry their own sovereignty with them, which challenges the
indigenous sovereignty.13 Thus, colonial settlers are continually striv-
ing to displace or eliminate the indigenous people and their indigenous
sovereignty in order to enable nonindigenous peoples’ rightful claim to
the land.14 As Wolfe attests, “Settler colonialism destroys to replace.”15

The ultimate goal of settler colonialism is the elimination of the native
and the erasure of indigenous sovereignty so that the settlers can take
over the land as their own.16

Consequently, indigenous populations in settler colonies are tar-
geted in ways that differ from other colonial relations. For instance,
prior to the abolition of slavery in colonial America, it was in the set-
tlers’ economic interest to expand the exogenous labor population by
importing slaves from Africa and decreeing that any offspring of a slave
would remain a slave.17 By contrast, the colonial settlers’ relations with
indigenous, native populations (whose presence serves as a continual
challenge to the sovereignty of the nonindigenous settlers) was, and
continues to be, largely governed by a logic of elimination.18

Wolfe explains that, because settler colonizers come to stay and
because the physical extermination of the natives is rarely if ever com-
pletely successful, invasion is a structure not an event. Likewise, elimi-
nation is an organizing principal of settler-colonial society rather than
a one-off occurrence.19 The initial invasion of a settler colony is gen-
erally a violent process. However, after the natives have been violently
suppressed with the help of cannons, guns, and alien diseases and the

11Ibid., 163.
12Ibid., 388.
13Veracini, Settler Colonialism, 53–74.
14Andrea Smith, “Heteropatriarchy and the Three Pillars of White Supremacy,”

in Color of Violence, ed. Andrea Smith, Beth E. Richie, and Julia Sudbury (Cambridge,
MA: South End Press, 2006), 68.

15Patrick Wolfe, “Settler Colonialism and the Elimination of the Native,” Journal
of Genocide Research 8, no. 4 (2006): 388.

16Ibid.
17J. Kēhaulani Kauanui and Patrick Wolfe, “Settler Colonialism Then and Now,”

Politica & Società 1, no. 2 (2012): 243–44.
18Wolfe, “Settler Colonialism and the Elimination of the Native,” 388.
19Ibid.
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colonizers begin to establish a colonial society in the natives’ place,
on the natives’ land, the methods by which the remaining natives are
eliminated often shifts to become more “legal” and genteel, and con-
tinues for as long as there is a recurring need to disavow the presence
of indigenous “others.”20

Over time, the logic of elimination that initially informed the
frontier killing transmutes into different modalities, discourses, and
institutional formations. This includes removal, confinement, officially
encouraged miscegenation, child abduction, religious conversion, reso-
cialization in missions or boarding schools, assimilation, exclusionary
blood quantum classifications, and a range of settler-colonial discourses
that eliminate large numbers of indigenous people from official reck-
onings of who counts as “authentic” natives.21

As Wolfe suggests, while the ultimate goal of settler colonialism
is to remove native societies from their land and replace them with
settler ones, it does not mean that every last native has to die. What
needs to be eliminated, from the settlers’ perspective, is the native
society as an autonomous polity originating independently of the settler
social contract, rather than an entire population of human beings.22

Ultimately, settler colonies aim to displace and replace the indigenous
society’s sovereignty.

By applying a settler colonial lens to the little-known story of the
Hawaiian Chiefs’ Children’s School, this paper argues that this small,
missionary-run residential school for the children of Native Hawaiian
ali′i served as a crucial battleground in the settler colonial project. The
ali′i’s children’s freer and more expressive sexual mores, which revered
and celebrated abundant procreation and had, for generations, ensured
the Hawaiian nation’s sovereign survival, were replaced by sexually
repressive, Puritan policies that worked to eliminate future generations
of Hawaiian sovereigns.

Reading Erasures

In my earlier work, I have challenged educational researchers, who are
committed to exposing oppression and recovering the histories and per-
spectives of indigenous and historically marginalized people, to move
beyond the surface study of dominant texts and attend to perspectives
and circumstances that have been buried, written over, or erased.23 This

20Kauanui and Wolfe, “Settler Colonialism Then and Now,” 240–41.
21Wolfe, “Settler Colonialism and the Elimination of the Native,” 388.
22Kauanui and Wolfe, “Settler Colonialism Then and Now,” 241–42.
23Julie Kaomea, “Reading Erasures and Making the Familiar Strange: Defamiliar-

izing Methods for Research in Formerly Colonized and Historically Oppressed Com-
munities,” Educational Researcher 32, no. 2 (2003): 24.
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challenge is particularly applicable to the study of Pacific historiography
where the absence of indigenous voices is a common problem.

The two most readily available references on the Chiefs’ Chil-
dren’s School privilege a dominant, settler perspective. The Hawaiian
Chiefs’ Children’s School 1839–1850 and Amos Starr Cooke and Juliette
Montague Cooke: Their Autobiographies Gleaned from Their Journals and
Letters are secondary sources compiled by a granddaughter of the mis-
sionary teachers of the school, Mary Atherton Richards.24 Both books
consist of abbreviated selections from Mr. and Mrs. Cooke’s journals
and letters and are edited extensively, with material that might be seen
as casting the Cookes in an unfavorable light (such as references to
corporal punishment at the school) having been deleted.

This paper supplements those secondary sources with a number
of lesser-known materials, including the Cookes’ complete, unedited
journals and letters, such as private letters that Mr. Cooke regularly
sent to Rufus Anderson, the secretary of the American Board of Com-
missioners for Foreign Missions, and personal letters that Mrs. Cooke
sent back home to her mother and sister in New England. Addition-
ally, it juxtaposes these haole (foreign), Puritan perspectives with tradi-
tional Hawaiian perspectives (on sexuality, for instance) as discussed by
nineteenth-century Hawaiian authors, David Malo, Samuel Kamakau,
and John Ii, and twentieth-century Native Hawaiian cultural expert,
Mary Kawena Pukui.

In researching this piece, I have also consulted the more re-
cent writing of contemporary Hawai`i scholars, including RaeDeen
Keahiolalo-Karasuda, Linda Menton, Jonathan Osorio, and Noenoe
Silva, as well as the work of present-day Hawaiian genealogists, Charles
Ahlo and Jerry Walker. Finally, I have considered the subaltern perspec-
tives of anonymous, presumably Native Hawaiian Wikipedia authors
whose vividly detailed but surprisingly little-known accounts of their
ancestors’ experiences at the school have been edited out of the official
Wikipedia articles, dismissed as poorly written, “unsourced claims,”
and relegated to the virtual cutting room floor of the Wikipedia “Talk”
section.

A surface read of the prevailing secondary sources on the school
paints a romanticized picture of a well-intended missionary couple and
“devoted teachers,” who through their “patience . . . and . . . unselfish
labor,” created a happy family life for the young ali′i while providing
them with a liberal education in preparation for their future positions

24Mary A. Richards, Amos Starr Cooke and Juliette Montague Cooke: Their Autobi-
ographies Gleaned from Their Journals and Letters (Honolulu: Daughters of Hawaii, 1970);
Mary A. Richards, The Hawaiian Chiefs’ Children’s School, 1839–1850 (Tokyo: Tuttle,
1987).
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as rulers of a rapidly changing kingdom.25 A closer read, however, that
juxtaposes the missionaries’ accounts with those of Native Hawaiian
and other Hawai`i scholars, and that uses a settler colonial lens to delve
into the documents’ silences, absences, and erasures, exposes a contrast-
ing picture of an exceedingly harsh and repressive school environment
that stripped the ali′i children of their cultural identities and traditions.
As these youth came of age, this school environment nearly eliminated
the royal bloodline by controlling the students’ sexuality and vehe-
mently condemning pre- or extramarital relations while simultaneously
nullifying long-arranged royal marriages and instead, marrying-off the
kingdom’s formerly promised princesses to white commoners.

Procreation and Elimination

Although it was never forthrightly stated, by either the Cookes or by others involved
in the establishment of the Royal School, control of sexuality was an implicit aim of
the moral and physical environment created there.

—Linda Menton26

Colonizers have long known that control over native people’s
reproductive abilities is necessary for their extermination. As Ines
Hernandez-Avila and David Stannard point out, native women have
been historically targeted for wholesale killing in order to destroy In-
dian nations because they have the potential, through childbirth, to
assure the continuance of their people.27 Similarly, Andrea Smith ar-
gues that the sexual violence toward native women and their involuntary
sterilization arises from the colonial desire to “stop them from repro-
ducing.”28

Building upon the important work of Native American scholars
who have exposed the rampant rape, sexual assault, and involuntary
sterilization of American Indian youth in residential boarding schools,
this paper employs settler colonial theory to highlight the more in-
sidious, but nonetheless destructive, methods by which the residential
Chiefs’ Children’s School succeeded in significantly preventing births

25Richards, Amos Starr Cooke and Juliette Montague Cooke, xx.
26Menton, “Everything that is Lovely and of Good Report,” 151.
27Ines Hernandez-Avila, “In Praise of Insubordination, Or What Makes a Good

Woman Go Bad?” in The Chicana/o Cultural Studies Reader, ed. Angie Chabram-
Dernersesian (New York: Routledge, 2006), 198; David Stannard, American Holocaust
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), 118–19.

28Andrea Smith, Conquest: Sexual Violence and American Indian Genocide (Cambridge,
MA: South End Press, 2005), 4.
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among the school’s cohort of Hawaiian ali′i (during their time in the
school and beyond) and consequently led to the near demise of the
Hawaiian monarchy.29

In traditional Hawaiian society, youngsters grew up prepared in
body, mind, and emotions for sexual activity. The attitude that a Hawai-
ian child absorbed was that “the genitalia were revered for their role in
procreation—but this need not take the fun out of intercourse. Sex was
to be enjoyed.”30 As Handy and Pukui explain, in traditional Hawaiian
culture “the sexual act was accepted without shame . . . as being both
creative and one of the supreme pleasures.”31 This was especially true
for “those most important future progenitors,” ali′i children.32

Physical, mental, and emotional preparation for healthy and pro-
ductive sexual activity began soon after an ali′i child’s birth. The geni-
talia of high-ranking infants were given special physical care, involving
preparations of mother’s milk and kukui (candlenut) oil. Special mele
ma′i or genital chants were composed and performed for each ali′i in-
fant in celebration of their sexual organs, which would one day give life
to another generation in the Hawaiian dynasty.33

Hawaiian children grew up with an easy acceptance of sexual mat-
ters. By day, young children often ran around and swam together naked;
the body wasn’t a mystery. At night, both sexes of all ages slept in the
common house or hale noa. As the children grew, their private parts
were covered with pā′ū (skirts) or malo (loin cloths). However, these
parts were not hidden out of shame. Quite the contrary, they were cov-
ered because these reproductive organs were precious and valued; for
through the piko (genitals) came descendants.34

As youngsters showed signs of physical maturity, they received
formal sexual education and preparation for intercourse. Among com-
moners, this responsibility was typically assumed by the grandparents,
with a grandmother teaching the girls and a grandfather teaching the
boys. Young chiefs, on the other hand, usually received their formal
instruction and initiation from an older chiefess, who taught the young
chief timing and how to make the experience mutually enjoyable.35

29See, for example, K. Tsianina Lomawaima, They Called It Prairie Light: The Story
of Chilocco Indian School (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1995); Ward Churchill,
Kill the Indian, Save the Man: The Genocidal Impact of American Indian Residential Schools
(San Francisco, CA: City Lights Books, 2004); Smith, Conquest.

30Pukui, Haertig, and Lee, Nānā i ke Kumu, vol. 2, 75.
31E. S. Craighill Handy and Mary K. Pukui, Polynesian Family System in Ka′ū,

Hawai`i (Rutland, VT: Tuttle, 1972), 94.
32Pukui, Haertig, and Lee, Nānā i ke Kumu, vol. 2, 75.
33Handy and Pukui, Polynesian Family System in Ka′ū, Hawai`i, 93.
34Pukui, Haertig, and Lee, Nānā i ke Kumu, vol. 2, 78.
35Ibid., 79; Lucia T. Jensen and Natalie M. Jensen, Daughters of Haumea: Women

of Ancient Hawai`i (San Francisco, CA: Pueo Press, 2005), 132.
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In contrast to the Puritans, Hawaiians traditionally had few re-
strictions on sexual activity and viewed sex (le′a) as a joyful rather than
sinful act. Le′a is defined as sexual gratification, orgasm, joy, pleasure,
happiness, and merriment.36 As the definition suggests, sexual inter-
course for Hawaiians was filled with pleasure, free of guilt, and light-
ened with merriment and joy. Moreover, Hawaiian society timed the
social recognition of a child’s sexual development to coincide with his
or her biological development, so sexually developed individuals did not
have to wait for years for cultural approval to become sexually active.
Generally, Hawaiian society said, “Yes, they are ready to mate,” at the
same time that nature sent a similar message.37

In traditional Hawaiian society, sexual expression and sexual en-
counters between biologically mature individuals was an acceptable and
healthy way of growing the nation and, in the case of sexual encounters
between ali′i, ensuring the survival of the monarchy.38 There were in-
stances in which the initial mating of high-mana (or high-ranking) ali′i
was kapu or sacred, in which case a high-ranking pair might be restricted
from intercourse with others until their mating had resulted in concep-
tion. But again these initial unions were arranged at sexual maturity so
celibacy was not a long-time state. Once the high-mana descendant was
conceived or born, ali′i could, with social approval, change sexual part-
ners frequently, resulting in a thriving society with large numbers of ali′i
and potential monarchs.39 Kamehameha I, for instance, the grandfather
of many of the students enrolled in the Chiefs’ Children’s School, had
at least 30 female partners, 35 children, and countless grandchildren.40

While premarital sex and sexual relations with multiple partners
on the part of men and women were socially accepted in traditional
Hawaiian society41 by 1829, due to the Protestant missionary influence,
laws that forbade sexual activity outside of marriage began to take ef-
fect in the Hawaiian kingdom with severe penalties for transgressions.42

36Mary K. Pukui and Samuel H. Elbert, Hawaiian Dictionary (Honolulu: University
of Hawai`i Press, 1986), 198.

37Pukui, Haertig, and Lee, Nānā i ke Kumu, vol. 2, 80.
38Ibid., 83–85.
39Ibid., 89–91; David Malo, Hawaiian Antiquities, trans. Nathaniel B. Emerson

(Honolulu: Bishop Museum Press,1951), 135–39; Pukui, Haertig, and Lee, Nānā i ke
Kumu, vol. 2, 89.

40Samuel M. Kamakau, Ruling Chiefs of Hawaii (Honolulu: Kamehameha Schools
Press, 1961), 82; Charles Ahlo and Jerry Walker, Kamehameha’s Children Today
(Honolulu: J. Walker, 2000), 5.

41Malo, Hawaiian Antiquities, 74; Pukui, Haertig, and Lee, Nānā i ke Kumu, vol. 2,
79–80.

42Judith R. Gething, “Christianity and Coverture: Impact on the Legal Status of
Women in Hawaii, 1820-1920,” Hawaiian Journal of History 11 (1977): 195–96; RaeDeen
Keahiolalo-Karasuda, “The Colonial Carceral and Prison Politics in Hawai`i” (PhD
Dissertation, University of Hawai`i, 2008), 65.
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Likewise, although the royal children were born into a Hawaiian society
in which sexual intercourse was traditionally viewed as good, natural,
and a source of both profound pleasure and desirable offspring, during
their confinement at the Chiefs’ Children’s School they were imbued
with new and negative ideas about sex as they learned to connect sexu-
ality with anxiety, sin, and shame.43

The Cookes’ daily lessons in sexual repression and resisting “temp-
tations of the flesh” began with the royal children’s first days as young-
sters in the school. It continued on through their adolescence, and had
far-reaching impacts into their adulthood. For example, within a typical
kauhale, or traditional Hawaiian dwelling, there was a sleeping house
or hale moe where the entire extended family slept on sleeping mats.44

For the ali′i children, who were used to sleeping in the company of
their extended family, sleeping in one’s own bed in a small room in the
strange environment of the Chiefs’ Children’s School was likely to have
been a lonely and potentially frightening endeavor.

From the early days of the school, Cooke was unduly disturbed by
the communal sleeping custom of the young ali′i and devoted tremen-
dous energy to rectifying these habits. From the time that the ali′i
children were quite young, Cooke committed a great deal of effort to
keeping the boys and girls out of one another’s rooms and severely
punished them for what he viewed as transgressions. For instance, a
month after their arrival at the boarding school, amidst talk among the
children that the school was haunted, Moses (ten years) and Lot (nine)
were found the following morning sleeping in the girls’ room. Cooke
remarks in his journal, “I mistrusted Moses & Lot had gone into the
rooms of the girls & went there & sure enough—they were there &
had gone to bed.”45 He chastised the children until “they were much
ashamed” and “tabued” them from “going into each other’s rooms.
Girls with the boys & boys with the girls.”46

Similarly, when ten-year-old Kali was found one morning sleeping
in the girls’ room, he was severely punished. Again, Cooke writes in his
journal, “This morning arose earlier than usual & called the children to
go for a walk. Could not find Kali. He was afterwards found in Emma
ma [and her group’s] room, & I punished him very severely.”47

While in traditional Hawaiian society, ali′i children were cherished
and revered, and would never have been struck by a kahu (guardian),

43Pukui, Haertig, and Lee, Nānā i ke Kumu, vol. 2, 83.
44Ibid., 77; Malo, Hawaiian Antiquities, 122.
45“Amos Starr Cooke Journal,” 16 May 1840, Journal Collection, Hawaiian Mission

Children’s Society Library, Honolulu, Hawai`i.
46Ibid., 16 May 1840.
47Ibid., 16 December 1845.
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Cooke punished the young ali′i with beatings, verbal berating, and/or
isolation.48 He struck them with rulers and rawhides and confined them
to their rooms or a grass hut in the school yard for anywhere from several
hours to several days or even weeks.49

As the older children approached adolescence, Cooke became in-
creasingly distressed by what he described as their “improper conduct,”
and made them sign a purity pledge that stated that they “will not
indulge in licentious conduct or conversation,” “will abstain from all
impure thoughts,” and “will . . . do all in [their] power to promote
moral purity among [them]selves & others.”50

Purity pledges notwithstanding, as the royal youth reached sex-
ual maturity, their Puritan teachers found it increasingly difficult to
suppress the young ali′i’s budding sexuality. Cooke became obsessed
with monitoring their sexual conduct and was continually exhorting,
recriminating, and punishing them for alleged violations of his rigid
sexual code. He intercepted their love letters, stayed up until the early
morning hours to monitor their nocturnal activities, and punished them
for leaving the school at night by locking them in their rooms and giving
them up to 35 “stripes on the back with a rawhide whip.”51

Two of the most consuming cases for Cooke resulted in student
expulsions. In one case, fourteen-year-old Abigail Maheha was found
pregnant and was quickly married off to a commoner and relocated
to her home island of Kaua′i. In the other case, seventeen-year-old
Moses was caught venturing out at night, presumably to visit and have
intimate relations with the elder chiefess, Queen Kalama, at the nearby
palace (in what may have been Moses’ traditional initiation lesson).
Their alleged “adulterous” behavior was “criminalized” and Moses was
confined in the schoolroom closet for four weeks while the case was
investigated.52 Although the King tried to dismiss the allegations and
urged his wife, the Queen, and Moses to deny any guilt in the matter,
Cooke and his missionary brethren went to extreme lengths to ensure
that Moses received a punishment that would be “serviceable to his
soul.”53 While some called for a public trial, as the settlers had recently
identified “adultery” as a crime punishable regardless of rank, Moses

48John Papa Ii, Fragments of Hawaiian History, trans. Mary K. Pukui (Honolulu:
Bishop Museum Press, 1959), 53–55; Pukui, Haertig, and Lee, Nānā i ke Kumu, vol. 2,
28–29; Keahiolalo-Karasuda, “The Colonial Carceral and Prison Politics in Hawai`i,”
76–80; Menton, “Everything that is Lovely and of Good Report,” 147–51.

49“Amos Starr Cooke Journal,” 30 January 1844.
50Ibid., 28 October 1843; Ibid., 30 October 1843.
51Ibid., 7 June 1839; Ibid., 28 December 1846; Ibid., 22 September 1845.
52Keahiolalo-Karasuda, “The Colonial Carceral and Prison Politics in Hawai`i,”

40; “Amos Starr Cooke Journal,” 9 January 1847.
53Ibid., 25 January 1847; Ibid., 6 January 1847.
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was ultimately brought before the Privy Council to sign a document
that ordered his expulsion from the school and deprived him of control
of his property until he reached adulthood.54

For the young ali′i, who were born into a traditional Hawaiian
society in which sexuality was celebrated as a positive and natural source
of both intense pleasure and desirable offspring, this sexual repression
and severe punishments for alleged “sins” and “shameful” transgressions
must have been both confusing and frustrating.55 In stark contrast with
the Hawaiians’ more relaxed, traditional sexual mores, the moral and
physical environment created at the school demanded that the young
ali′i, upon reaching sexual maturity, repress their sexuality and reserve it
for the confines of legal marriage—which, I will next argue, the Cookes
interfered with as well, as the only acceptable spouses for the most
gracious Hawaiian princesses were, in the Cookes’ estimation, white
commoner men. Ultimately, as the young ali′i reached adulthood, these
combined factors of sexual repression, socially imposed monogamy, and
interferences with prearranged marriages resulted in an extremely low
number of births within this generation of ali′i and the near dissolution
of the royal bloodline.

(Re)Arranged Marriages: Elimination through Miscegenation

I asked [the King] what his opinion was about the girls taking up with foreigners
for husbands if any should offer, & he said “Aole pono” [not right].

—Amos Cooke56

As suggested in the above quote, in 1844, when the eldest of the
princesses was fifteen years old, Cooke had asked King Kauikeaouli for
his opinion about the ali′i girls marrying foreign husbands, to which the
king replied with a resounding “‘A′ole pono.”

In traditional Hawaiian society, the ali′i were believed to be closest
to the gods and imbued with the highest mana or spiritual power.
Because mana was believed to be passed from the gods to the ali′i and,
subsequently, to the ali′i’s descendants, great care was taken to ensure
that high-ranking ali′i conceived children with other high-ranking ali′i
so that their mana was not diluted but instead reinforced and passed

54Ibid., 23 January 1847; Keahiolalo-Karasuda, “The Colonial Carceral and Prison
Politics in Hawai`i,” 65; “Amos Starr Cooke Journal,” 1 February 1847.

55Pukui, Haertig, and Lee, Nānā i ke Kumu, vol. 2, 83.
56“Amos Starr Cooke Journal,” 12 March 1844.
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down to their heir and future ali′i.57 Such betrothals or ho′opalau were
made between families at a young age and were binding—so much so
that Native Hawaiian cultural expert Mary Kawena Pukui attests that
she has “never heard of any [traditional Hawaiian] term or expression
meaning a broken engagement.”58

In spite of the king’s decisive response against the ali′i girls mar-
rying foreigners, three years later the Cookes began to systematically
dismantle the ali′i parents’ long-held betrothal plans for preserving
the royal bloodline by discouraging the ali′i girls from marrying their
intended spouses and, instead, encouraging them to marry foreign com-
moners. For instance, although the Cookes were well aware that the
eighteen-year-old Jane Loeau (daughter of the chiefess Liliha) was long-
betrothed to her former classmate Moses Kekūāiwa, they encouraged
a thirty-five-year-old Caucasian police magistrate and notary republic
from Virginia, John Jasper, to court Jane at the school in the evenings.
They likewise supported Mr. Jasper’s proposal when he informed Mr.
Cooke that “he wanted Jane.”59 Reporting on Jane’s marriage in a
private letter to Rufus Anderson, Cooke describes Jasper as a man of
“temperance, intelligence and morality.”60 Cooke explains

[Jasper] had been acquainted with Miss Jane for about four months, and had
we wished we could easily have broken off their connection. But we did not
wish to, for we thought he would best appreciate the education that had
been given her and make her more happy than any native could, especially
as Moses, for whom she had been intended, was now disgraced and had
manifested no interest in her since he left the school.61

Mrs. Cooke likewise comments approvingly on the match of Jane
and Jasper in a letter to her sister, Fanny. She writes

We cannot see why they may not be very happy . . . Jane plays finely on the
piano, paints prettily, cuts her own dresses, can put the parlor in order etc.,
is not particularly fond of domestic matters but will be by and by.62

Ironically, Jasper turns out to be an alcoholic and a very bad choice
of husband for Jane. As Mr. Cooke acknowledges in a private letter

57Malo, Hawaiian Antiquities, 54–55; Pukui, Haertig, and Lee, Nānā i ke Kumu, vol.
2, 89.

58Handy and Pukui, Polynesian Family System in Ka′ū, Hawai`i, 108.
59“Amos Starr Cooke Journal,” 20 July 1847.
60Amos Cooke to Rufus Anderson, 4 November 1847, Sandwich Islands Mission
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61Ibid.
62Juliette Montague Cooke to Fanny Montague, 28 August 1847, Missionary Let-

ters, Hawaiian Mission Children’s Society Library, Honolulu, Hawai`i.
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three years later: “Jane’s marriage with Mr. Jasper turns out to be a sad
affair. He is, and has been, very intemperate and she has not been any
better for it. The probability is that they will be divorced.”63

A few years later, the Cookes similarly interfered with Bernice
Pauahi’s betrothal to Prince Lot, to whom she was promised in order
to preserve the Kamehameha bloodline. Instead, against the vehement
objections of Bernice’s parents, the Cookes encouraged the courting and
eventual marriage of Bernice to Charles Bishop, a Caucasian customs
collector from New York.

Pauahi was the great-granddaughter of Kamehameha I and was
promised in marriage since childhood to Lot Kamehameha, a former
pupil himself and the future Kamehameha V. While her parents and the
Court were preparing for the marriage of Lot and Pauahi, the princess,
with the Cookes’ backing, nullified the engagement, writing a letter to
her parents saying that “she would as soon have them bury her as to
promise to marry Lot.”64

The Cookes reiterated these sentiments expressing that they would
“much prefer” that she marry the haole (foreign) customs collector,
Bishop, than either of the Kamehameha princes (the heir apparent,
Alexander Liholiho, or the next in line, Lot Kamehameha).65 In a letter
to his sister-in-law Mr. Cooke says

As we have brought [Bernice] along so far, we cannot bear to leave her till
she is lodged in safer hands than those of her own parents, who are kind
enough, but who are ignorant of what civilization consists, and wish their
daughter to be great in their way.66

Crushed with the possibility of losing their beloved daughter to a
foreign commoner, and sensing a conspiracy afoot to break the planned
union of two of the last remaining members of the Kamehameha dy-
nasty, Pauahi’s parents oppose bitterly and censure the Cookes for turn-
ing their daughter away from them. When it is clear that the Cookes
will marry off Pauahi to Bishop without their approval, Pauahi’s parents
refuse to attend the wedding and suggest that she must now look to the
Cookes for all her pono or guidance.

Over the next several years, Bishop became a successful business-
man and Bernice served as his hostess as the couple entertained and
traveled extensively. Lot remained single for all his life and assumed

63Amos Cooke to Fanny Montague, 25 February 1850, Missionary Letters, Hawai-
ian Mission Children’s Society Library, Honolulu, Hawai`i.

64“Amos Starr Cooke Journal,” 7 September 1849.
65Amos Cooke to Fanny Montague, 25 February 1850.
66Ibid.
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the throne to rule as Kamehameha V when his brother, Alexander Li-
holiho (Kamehameha IV), died in 1863 at the age of 29. Lot reigned
for nine years before he became ill and bedridden. It is said that when
Lot was on his death bed he asked Bernice Pauahi to take his place as
his successor, but she declined. Thus, the last reigning Kamehameha
died in 1872 without naming a successor.67

Patrick Wolfe explains that miscegenation has long been used as
a method by which colonial settlers have attempted to dilute the indi-
geneity of future generations of native peoples and ultimately dissolve
the distinction between natives and settlers.68 This is particularly ap-
plicable in the case of marriages between high-ranking ali′i and foreign
commoners, which served to blur the distinction not only between na-
tives and settlers but also between ali′i and commoners. Andrea Smith
and K. Tsianina Lomawaima elaborate that, through the domestic ed-
ucation of Native American girls and the corresponding inculcation
of patriarchal norms into native communities, native women have lost
their place of leadership in their communities and have instead been
transformed into middle-class housewives.69 This was likewise the fate
of many of these female ali′i who, upon marrying haole commoners,
never held the place of prominence that their parents had intended for
them.

At least six of the young ali′i were betrothed to other high-ranking
ali′i from childhood as part of their parents’ plan to ensure the survival
of the royal dynasty. However, due in large part to the Cookes’ interfer-
ence, none of these six betrothals came to fruition. Moses Kekūāiwa, Lot
Kamehameha, Victoria Kamāmalu, and William Lunalio never married
and were single to their death, while Jane Loeau and Bernice Pauahi
were married off to foreign commoners.

The Sovereign Decline

As mentioned earlier, since chiefly power was passed on solely through
family relations, the 16 ali′i students of the Chiefs’ Children’s School
and their descendants were, exclusively, the only future rulers that the
Hawaiian Kingdom could have. However, after spending as many as
ten years subject to the repressive practices of the school, the lives of
most of these ali′i were generally quite brief. Several died within a short
time of leaving the school. Of these sixteen ali′i, only eight lived to
be married. Of the eight, five Hawaiian princesses, with the Cookes’

67Jonathan K. K. Osorio, Dismembering Lāhui: A History of the Hawaiian Nation to
1887 (Honolulu: University of Hawai`i Press, 2002), 147.

68Wolfe, “Settler Colonialism and the Elimination of the Native,” 388.
69Smith, Conquest, 37; Lomawaima, They Called It Prairie Light, 86.
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encouragement, went against the King’s—and often their parents’—
wishes and married white commoners. When Abigail Maheha became
pregnant, the Cookes married her off to a Hawaiian commoner. The
only royal marriage was between Alexander Liholiho (Kamehameha
IV) and Queen Emma Na′ea. This marriage resulted in the birth of the
heir apparent, Prince Albert, who died prematurely and inexplicably at
the age of four.

In the penultimate chapter of her dissertation on the Chiefs’ Chil-
dren’s School, Linda Menton concludes that thirty-four years after the
opening of the school, “portents of the demise of the Hawaiian King-
dom and Hawaii’s ali′i were all too clear.”70 She explains

By 1874, ten of the original sixteen ali′i children, for whom there had been
so much hope in 1840, were dead. Among the six survivors, David Kalakaua,
Lydia Paki Dominis, Queen Emma, Bernice Bishop, Elizabeth Pratt and
Peter Kaeo, three more would die within the next eleven years; not a single
ali′i, monarch or not, would be survived by children.71

Menton elaborates that, consistent with the Cookes’ teachings,
Hawai`i’s last five rulers apparently led lives of “quite conventional
sexual restraint” and that “there is no indication . . . that any of these
ali′i had illegitimate children.”72 She explains

Given these monarchs’ exalted positions and the general acceptance of chil-
dren, regardless of parentage, that characterized the native culture, there is
no reason to believe that the existence of such children would have been
hidden.73

While I agree that there is little reason to believe that the ali′i and
their families would hide the existence of children born out of wed-
lock, a settler colonial analytical lens suggests that there are potentially
very good reasons to believe that the existence of “illegitimate” chil-
dren (and, particularly, high-ranking ali′i children) might be hidden
by Cooke along with his American foreign contemporaries and their
descendants who sought to eliminate and replace the Hawaiian monar-
chy in order to control the kingdom economically and politically. For
while the ali′i children were sequestered in the Cookes’ school, learning
submission, abstinence, and a practical religious education, the mission-
aries’ children were sent to select schools at home and abroad to receive
business, legal, and political training that was never afforded to the

70Menton, “Everything that is Lovely and of Good Report,” 323.
71Ibid., 322–23.
72Ibid., 343.
73Ibid.
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young ali′i. When these “mission boys” returned home from college,
they became wealthy businessmen and plantation owners who insti-
tuted laws, treaties, and “democratic reforms” favoring white business
interests while restricting Native Hawaiians from voting and land ac-
quisition. They stripped King Kalākaua of his power by forcing him
to sign the Bayonet Constitution of 1887 at gunpoint and eventually
formed the Annexation Club that plotted to overthrow the Hawaiian
monarchy.74

A Counterstory of Sovereign Survivance

Resistance and survival are the weapons of the colonized and the settler colonized.

—Lorenzo Veracini75

According to Veracini, “It is resistance and survival that make
certain that colonialism and settler colonialism are never ultimately
triumphant.”76 Veracini goes on to explain that “structurally differ-
ent demands prompt structurally different relations.”77 Thus, while in
some circumstances the colonized may survive to resist, under other
circumstances they may resist by surviving.

In the case of conventional or franchise colonialism, where the
demand is for labor, the colonized can resist by withholding their labor
and refusing to work for the colonizer. In the case of settler colonial-
ism, however, where the demand is for the indigenous population to
“go away,” the settler colonized can resist by surviving and staying put.
As Veracini explains, natives can resist the settler colonial elimination
project, and corresponding depictions of themselves as fragile, endan-
gered, and disappearing, by “exiting survival on the side of life” and
boldly asserting that “they will not go away.”78

Native American scholar Gerald Vizenor combines these two no-
tions of survival and resistance in a single term “survivance.” As Vizenor
explains, “Survivance . . . means a native sense of presence, the motion
of sovereignty, and the will to resist dominance. Survivance is not just
survival but also resistance.”79

74Osorio, Dismembering Lāhui, 210–11; Silva, Aloha Betrayed, 122.
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Building upon recent calls to shift away from indigenous research
that fetishizes damage, pain, and loss and instead focus on research
that celebrates our indigenous survivance, I conclude this article by
countering the dominant narrative of elimination that pervades this
paper thus far with the uncovering of a virtually unknown story of
Native Hawaiian sovereign survivance, which until now has been buried,
written over, and erased.80

As history shows, any oppressive system—even ones of genocidal
proportions—can have fissures of resistance. While I generally agree
with Menton’s statement that, consistent with the Cookes’ teachings,
Hawai`i’s last five rulers, for the most part, seem to have led lives of
quite conventional sexual restraint, in the remainder of this paper, I will
shed new light on the popularly held belief that none of these ali′i were
survived by children.

For this counterstory, I turn to the case of one of the older Royal
School students and half-sister of Jane Loeau: Abigail Maheha. Accord-
ing to Menton, due to Abigail’s early death and “apparent childlessness,”
she “virtually disappear[ed] from the annals of Hawai`i’s history after the
late 1850s” and was relegated to “the ranks of Hawai`i’s half-forgotten
ali′i.” 81

Abigail’s story has likewise been virtually erased in the Cookes’
letters and journals. When Amos Cooke does mention Abigail in his
writing, it typically is to dismiss or discredit her. For instance, in a
personal letter to Rufus Anderson, Cooke comments

“The dog is turned to his own vomit again, and the sow that was washed, to
her wallowing in the mire.” This is almost true of . . . Abigail Maheha who
has always been rather unpromising . . . For some years, we have thought
she had better be dismissed from the school, but the certainty that she would
be lost if thus dealt with, has constrained us to bear with her till we could do
so no longer. She left the school, the first week in Feb. & was married to an
expelled scholar of the High School, & they immediately removed to Kauai.
She has since had a daughter born July 7th.82

80See, for example, Taiaiake Alfred, Wasáse: Indigenous Pathways of Action and Free-
dom (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2005), 151; Bryan M. J. Brayboy, “Yakkity
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Abigail’s story in Cooke’s journal begins with the discovery
that she may be pregnant and ends abruptly with her being ex-
pelled from the school, married off to a Hawaiian commoner named
Keaupuni, and removed to the island of Kaua′i.83 While contempo-
rary scholars, including Menton, make the logical assumption that
Keaupuni was the father of Abigail’s child, the Cookes never stated this
directly.

In her dissertation, Menton recounts that “when Abigail Maheha
became pregnant . . . the Cookes, Dr. Judd and William Richards
quickly arranged to have her marry her paramour.”84 However, in their
letters and journals the Cookes never refer to Keaupuni as her paramour
or the father of her child—only as her “intended.”85 (In fact, the identity
of the child’s father is never mentioned in any of the Cookes’ letters or
journals, as far as I could find.)

Suspicions that Keaupuni may not have been the father of Abigail’s
child are reinforced by a letter published in 1847 in the Washington
Daily Union and in 1849 in the Polynesian. An American Commissioner
critical of Hawaiian rulers and the Royal School writes “A few weeks
since, one of these civilized and Christianized young chiefesses was
found enceinte [pregnant] and dismissed [from] the school—they (the
missionaries and government officers) having first found some common
native who they induced to marry her.”86

This begs the question: If Keaupuni was not the child’s father,
who was the father, and why didn’t the Cookes arrange for the father
to marry Abigail? While the predominant conception remains that the
commoner Keaupuni was indeed Abigail’s paramour and the father of
her child, a look at contemporary, subaltern Hawaiian sources suggests
that the father of Abigail’s child may actually have been Abigail’s class-
mate Prince Lot (Kamehameha the Great’s grandson and the eventual
Kamehameha V), in which case the child would have been one of high
mana. However, in order to appreciate the likelihood of this possibility,
one must attend to various subaltern erasures.

An initial Wikipedia search under the topic “Abigail Maheha” is
not particularly revealing. It states:

Maheha was the daughter of High Chief Namaile and High
Chiefess Kuini Liliha . . . She was among those chosen by King Kame-
hameha III eligible for [the] throne of the Kingdom of Hawaii to at-
tend the Chiefs’ Children’s School, also known as the Royal School of

83“Amos Starr Cooke Journal,” 23 January 1847.
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Hawaii . . . She left the school on January 18, 1847 married Keaupuni
on February 3, 1847 but they divorced.87

A look into the “unsource[d] edits” in the “Talk” section behind
the official article, however, reveals the following version of the story,
which has been deleted from the official entry because it “reads poorly”
and “was added without sources”:

[Abigail] was expelled from the Chief’s Children’s School . . . and forced
to live with her adoptive mother, Princess Miriam Kekauonohi. She had to
leave because she became pregnant with a child of then Prince Lot Kapuaiwa.
The scandal had to be covered up by the Cookes, Miriam Kekauonohi, and
the Reverend Bingham with an arranged marriage to a Hawaiian commoner
from Koloa, Kauai while she was six months pregnant. He had attended
Lahainaluna High School but he was not a royal or even a high chief. This
commoner known as Keaupuni, was also the gardener of her adopted mother,
Princess Kekauonohi. Her husband had knowledge about his pregnant wife.
Today, the Keaupuni family still lives on the parcel of land in Koloa, Kauai
that was given to them by Miriam Kekauonohi in exchange for that service.88

The entry continues:

[Abigail] gave birth to a girl named Keanolani in Koloa, Kauai. Prince Lot is
aware of his child’s birth and makes frequent visits to see her at his sister-in-
law’s (Queen Emma) Lawaikai Estate which is located about two miles west
of the old Koloa Landing.89

A similar, Instapedia article concludes

Today, as we look back into time, we realize that what was once considered
a shameful or disgraceful act on the part of Abigail Maheha, was and is in
reality an act that permits the Kamehameha Dynasty to exist in an unbroken
and Direct Line to this very day.90

Thus, while in the majoritarian story,91 Abigail is a “sow wallowing
in her mire,” or one of Hawai`i’s “half-forgotten ali′i,” in this Hawaiian,
subaltern counterstory,92 she is a heroine who, in resisting the Cookes’

87Wikipedia Contributors, “Abigail Maheha,” Wikipedia, The Free Encyclo-
pedia, http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Abigail_Maheha&oldid=503314847
(accessed 12 February 2012).
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513652960 (accessed February 12, 2012).
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agenda of sexual repression and remaining steadfast to her traditional
values, gave birth to a high-ranking ali′i child and resisted the ultimate
elimination of the Kamehameha dynasty.

Digging deeper, if we string together vague, seeming unrelated
entries from Amos Cooke’s journals from nine months before Abigail’s
delivery, we find additional support for this subaltern theory. For in-
stance, a terse entry from Cooke’s journal dated two months prior to
the first mention of the expectation that Abigail is pregnant reads, “This
afternoon Mr. Richards talked with Lot & Ab. The former feels very
much ashamed, the latter little or none.”93 Another entry dated four
days later reads,

Wednesday I had a talk with Lot, & was much pleased with his appearance,
also with Abigail, but did not get so much satisfaction. In the evening Mrs.
C. talked with . . . all the girls upon the subject of virtue, & especially on
the subject of their intercourse with the boys.94

Further research into contemporary Wikipedia erasures (includ-
ing similar accounts that were removed from the official Wikipedia
article on Lot and dismissed as “unsourced claims” in the correspond-
ing “Talk” section) suggests that a number of Hawaiian families from
Koloa, Kaua′i have orally passed down similar stories and have long
believed that Lot and Abigail’s descendants, and thus the royal blood-
line, are alive and well today.95 Through these Wikipedia erasures, I
was directed to the “uncommon research” of Hawaiian genealogists
Charles Ahlo and Jerry Walker, which substantiates this oral history.96

The Preface to Ahlo and Walker’s book entitled Kamehameha’s Children
Today begins as follows:

The history of Kamehameha the conqueror as the originator of the ruling dy-
nasty through four successors, Kamehameha II (Liholiho), III (Kauikeaouli,)
IV (Alexander Liholiho) and V (Lot Kapuaiwa) has been written time and
again. Throughout that history it has been concluded that Bernice [Pauahi]
was the last living Kamehameha heir and descendant. It is simply untrue.97

Drawing upon over 200 pages of genealogical charts that trace,
among others, the descendants of Lot and Abigail through their
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daughter Keanolani, great-great granddaughter of Kamehameha I, Ahlo
and Walker debunk the myth of the end of the Kamehameha dynasty.98

They conclude that “even though the dynasty ended with the deaths
of [Prince] Albert Kaleiopapa, son of Kamehameha IV, and his un-
cle, Lot Kamehameha V,” “there are surviving living descendants of
Kamehameha I” today.99

Conclusion

When the royal children first entered the Hawaiian Chiefs’ Children’s
School in 1840, a kahuna (Hawaiian priest or expert) from Maui proph-
esied that all who entered the school would die. After examining the
school and its policies through a settler colonial lens, we can now see,
in hindsight, the wisdom of this kahuna’s bleak prediction. At the same
time, however, Abigail’s counterstory provides us hope and confidence
that the young Prince Albert was not the last Kamehameha of his co-
hort; for while the story of the Chiefs’ Children’s School is one of
near elimination, it is ultimately, a tale of steadfast Native Hawaiian
survivance.

E mau na hanauna mo′opuna o Kamehameha.
May generations of Kamehameha’s grandchildren continue.

Charles Ahlo and Jerry Walker100
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