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 [Reader: please note that this article was written in Sri Lanka where I did not have access to a good library and I have been compelled to trust my fast fading memory.  You might also want to ignore the two appendices, though the second one that deals with the early formulation of the apotheosis of Cook and the idea of “mythopraxis” by Gavan Daws might prove important.  I shall summarize my argument during the actual presentation.]

When Akeel Bilgrami first invited me for a seminar-discussion on the Captain Cook controversy thirteen years after the publication of The Apotheosis of Captain Cook, I thought it would give me an opportunity to meet Marshall Sahlins and mend fences as it were in a friendly discussion.  This I felt was especially necessary because Sahlins, anticipating my well publicized Huxley Memorial lecture in 2003 entitled “Cannibal Talk: Dialogical Misunderstandings in the South Seas,” made a spirited response in which he assumed, erroneously, that the paper dealt with my affirming the non-existence of anthropophagy.  Unhappily the title of my Huxley lecture was a misnomer because I changed it without notice and dealt instead with “Quartering and cannibalism and the discourses of savagism,” that has reappeared as chapter 8 of Cannibal Talk.  In that book I make the case that the eyewitness or hearsay accounts that Sahlins and others take to be literally true were for the most part a species of “cannibal talk.”  I state that anthropophagy might well occur during human sacrifices, either as a symbolic consumption of the victim or as an act of actually eating the consecrated flesh; or more rarely during conditions of ethnic and religious rage.  Furthermore, following Peter Hulme I reserve the term “cannibalism” to the widespread if not universal fantasy that the “Other” is going to eat one alive or dead; and “anthropophagy” as the actual consumption of human flesh.  I sometimes had to blur this distinction because in European discourse “cannibalism” can refer to both the fantasy and the reality of anthropophagy.  In my book I discuss the various “forms of anthropophagy” in both Europe and Polynesia though the primary emphasis is on the discourses of anthropophagy or of “cannibal talk.”    


I can sympathize with Sahlins declining a “confrontation” because I too began to have my reservations about the reality of “fence-mending.”  I had also thought that this conference would be scheduled before the publication of Cannibal Talk, thus providing me a venue for presenting my new ideas on the “discourses on the Other” that arose out of the confrontations of Europeans and Polynesians.  Much more than in my Captain Cook book I saw dialogical misunderstandings (and understandings) as talk that occurs on both sides of the cultural-ethnic divide, a phenomenon I am very much familiar in contemporary Sri Lanka.  Beyond that I see “cannibal talk” as a parable for the troubled world in which we live today.


Because my book Cannibal Talk appeared in May this year I haven’t the enthusiasm to repeat what’s in it.  Cannibal Talk begins with Cook and develops into a larger discourse on what I call “savagism,” encompassing the noble and ignoble variety that anticipates Said’s Orientalism;
 and the later chapters deal with European myth-making and story telling about the Other, much in the spirit of the subtitle of my Cook-book, European mythmaking in the Pacific.  It is hard to reiterate what is in the two books but because I feel I have nothing new to say I told Akeel let’s forget about this whole business.  Unfortunately, he had already fixed the date and time and had invited Mick Taussig and Ian Hacking as discussants and the question of backing out was out of the question.  I then had a bright idea: what about responding to two reputable anthropologists who have recently written voluminous tomes on Captain Cook, and whose work has direct or indirect bearing on my own work and Sahlins’s.  First, there is Nicholas Thomas’s Cook: The Extraordinary Voyages of Captain Cook, a heroic title that resonates with much that has been written about Cook.  The second is a magnificent trilogy on Cook by Anne Salmond, the first two focusing on the interchanges between Europeans and the Maori.  It is the last volume of this set The Trial of the Cannibal Dog: Captain Cook in the South Seas that parallels Nicholas Thomas and in my opinion a much better work that touches on the themes that interest us here, among many other issues that I will not deal with. (See appendix 1, for a further critique of both Thomas and Salmond.)

The third voyage: a requiem for Captain Cook

I will interrogate Thomas and Salmond because I find this a convenient way of returning to a theme that cannot fire my imagination any longer, the apotheosis of Captain Cook.  Hence this paper is my requiem for Cook as far as I am concerned.  In this requiem I will present a reconsideration of my views on “practical rationality” that has provoked considerable ire among scholars and I will unashamedly defend my own position.  I will apologize to the reader if much of the material is repetitive.  


The third voyage was to discover the Northwest Passage that again proved a failure, like the search for the Southern Continent of the earlier voyage.  Most scholars following Beaglehole are of the opinion that after two grueling expeditions Cook settled down in 1775 with a comfortable sinecure at Greenwich Hospital and he was in no condition to undertake a third voyage.  Thomas denies this and there is no way to prove either hypothesis except that, irrespective of whether Cook wanted to undertake this journey or not, it is not surprising if his physical, if not psychical energies, were stretched to the limit and it would seem that a third voyage could only exacerbate them.  Thomas objects strongly to the idea that Cook’s last voyage was any different from the first in respect of violence: “It is supposed that Cook suffered lapses in his abilities, curiosity and decisiveness; more antagonist commentators claim that he became detached, irrational and violent. It is not hard to understand why the tale has been told in these terms: we like it when a great character’s life exhibits a rise and fall, and may perhaps be seduced by the notion that the colonizer might collapse, like Conrad’s Kurtz into some black hole of evil.” (T, 376)But Thomas adds that the worst violence occurred in New Zealand early on when the man was supposedly sane.  Then “the terrorism of Tonga was succeeded by relatively peaceful months on Tahiti, by brief savagery on Moorea, by trauma in Raiatea ….” (376)

For me, Thomas’s examples constitute naïve psychologism: even those who suffer from serious psychoses are not psychotic all of the time and they have brief and sometimes extended moments of sanity and clarity of thought.  And though I refer to Cook’s irrationality I would hesitate to use the word insanity or psychoses to describe him.   A quantitative analysis of violence, in terms of the number of people shot as in New Zealand must be substantiated by the quality of the violence on the third voyage and indeed violence against the self-worth of Polynesian nobility that was dramatically different in the third voyage.  These aristocrats were humiliated in Tonga and Tahiti but the significance of these actions are minimized by Thomas.  Further, it is not only those hostile to a “great character” who thought of Cook as irrational during this last period but, more significantly, so did some of the ships’ journalists and even his most devoted subordinates for whom he was a father figure.  Therefore, let us get back to Thomas’s own description of the troubling events of the third voyage substantiated by the much more sensitive analyses of Anne Salmond, focusing on the qualitative shift in the nature of violence beginning with Tongan island of Nomuka, rather than New Zealand.


If we accept Thomas’s account that Cook remained the old Cook in this voyage, we are faced with some problems.  Thomas’s Cook “rarely flogged islanders before” but now he did for “theft” producing “some disquiet” among the natives.  Thomas seems to agree with Cook that those who were flogged “made no more impression than it would have done upon the Mainmast.”  But then adds that Cook “continued to flog frequently and with increasing severity without reporting particular punishments in his journal” but instead talked about the “superb fish soup made with coconut milk” that Finau, a chief, brought him. (T, 316)But Salmond adds that on May 9 a chief who stole an iron bolt when he came aboard with Finau was given a dozen lashes till a large hog was delivered as ransom. (S, 328)Anderson noted the severity of this action, especially keeping a chief confined in a painful posture till the ransom was paid.  Meanwhile in the sister ship Discovery, Clerke “ordered local thieves to have their heads shaved, a mark of great humiliation.” (S, 28)


Salmond interestingly points out that because Cook had to inform Tongans that they came from “Brittanee,” Finau at least recognized that Cook was not a chief “but a commoner who had risen to be a famous navigator” and in a hugely hierarchical and status conscious society “this made a difference to how Cook and his men were regarded.”
  (S, 329).Thus when the son of a chief was insulted, several planned to kill Cook, an action that did not take place owing to Finau’s intervention.
  Given this context I find it hard to believe that Tongans sometimes were “actually affectionate” to Cook, as Thomas thinks.  It is the case that Cook soon learned to drink and enjoy the local kava sitting in a circle with some chiefs but Tongan chiefs were routinely flogged for theft until ransoms were paid.  Unhappily even Salmond seems to think that such violent flogging of Tongans might have endowed Cook with mana, something quite preposterous given the fact that Cook was punishing and humiliating those very chiefs reeking, one might say, with mana and tapu or sacredness.  (S, 238-39)The culmination of violence in Tonga occurred in Tongatapu when one of the kids and two turkey cocks went missing, an event I also have discussed in some detail.  But Salmond’s confirmatory account in worth noting.  Thinking that the chiefs were responsible Cook ordered three large canoes to be confiscated and “he stormed ashore in a rage, where he commanded the marines to arrest Paulaho [an important chief and erstwhile friend] his brother and Finau until the animals were returned.  When they saw the Tu’i Tonga and the Tu’i Kanakapolu [both sacred chiefs] under guard the people began to cry out loud, and Paulaho’s little grandson begged that his grandfather should be freed.”  (S, 342) Only when the great chief Paulaho saluted Cook, acknowledging in effect his subservience were the chiefs released.  There were further confrontations but the people seemed to realize the power of the marines “with their bayonets drawn.”  (S, 342)The saga ended when eventually the animals were returned.  And, says Salmond, though the Tongans were already short of food they made a huge presentation of supplies to the ship and not surprisingly “they were extremely resentful.” (S 342)In another Tongan island even when no thefts occurred, people threw stones and chunks of wood at the sailors, and Cook ordered the soldiers to fire with small shot.  Some officers were pelted with coconuts; three Tongans were arrested, one of them being Paulaho’s attendant and though Paulaho pleaded with Cook for his release “Cook ordered this man to be tied to a tree, flogged with seventy two lashes and his arms scored with a knife below the shoulders” and, I might add, in the form of a cross cut to the bone which also Thomas confirms.  Both mention the cutting of ears of some thieves (S, 344); and Thomas reiterates that “Tongans were subject two, three and even six dozen lashes” which he recognizes were illegal because the admiralty permits only a dozen lashes with a cat o nine tails.  (T, 322)But how Thomas could maintain the idea of the “rational” Cook in this context puzzles me somewhat.  


What is striking is that some of the minor officers noted Cook’s cruelty though Salmond thinks that Cook was “not unlike local leaders” because in Tonga violence by chiefs was commonplace.  But then she goes on to record that their kinds of violence against ordinary folk was somewhat different from Cook’s.  But if Salmond is right, and if Cook was acting like the local chiefs in respect of violence to the natives (and also drinking endless kava, as both she and Beaglehole point out) then it is at least plausible that Cook has in Kurtz fashion taken over some of the features of imputed savagery, at least temporarily.  And Cook watching a ritual of Inasi for the son and successor of the same Paulaho “removed his captain’s hat, let down his hair and stripped to the waist” to the horror of his own men and to the horror of the native population owing to Cook’s “breaches of tapu, which risked the anger of the gods, endangering both the new crop of yams and the Tu’i Tonga and his successor.” (S 348)Unhappily, for Salmond this display was nothing but “avid ethnographic curiosity” and Thomas feels Cook’s actions has a “resonance, for anyone who has ever done anthropological fieldwork,” not a flattering commentary I am afraid on our profession. (T, 329)I suggest that Cook’s role as “proto-ethnographer” in Tonga cannot be isolated from the larger context that I have just presented.  He certainly possessed ethnographic curiosity but what is striking is his defiance of native tapu, his whipping of chiefs in imagined native fashion, his drinking endless kava with chiefs around the kava circle, his humiliating of native chiefs before their own people, as the chiefs also probably did to their own commoners.  And how could one explain this proto-ethnographer ordering the ship’s barber to incise a cross on a native shoulder, cutting off native ears and violating admiralty rules on flogging?  His taking over of what I had called a Kurtz persona is not, I now think, a wholesale incorporation but an introjection of bits and pieces of the imagined “savage” chief.


Tahiti was the next stop and Cook stayed there for about forty five days.  For Cook and his crew this was the ideal place and one he knew best.  To begin with the third visit was both peaceful and eventful and Cook was at his ethnographic best with his fantastic description of a human sacrificed made by Tu, his friend, as a preliminary to a war with Eimeo or Moorea whose chief was Mahine.  This is the kind of peaceful spell in the third voyage that Thomas thinks vindicated Cook’s normality.  But unfortunately as both Thomas and Salmond (and I) document, this was a brief respite before Cook’s irrationality burst forth again.  He was not only a friend of Tu of Tahitinui but he felt that Mahine of Eimeo was in mutiny against his sovereign Tu, bringing in European notions of kingship totally inapposite to the situation in the Tahitian islands.  


Thomas, Salmond and I have all mentioned the violence on Moorea/Eimeo and once again, as in Tonga, the immediate provocation being the theft of a goat, that libidinous creature that Cook strongly cathected.  Though Salmond does not use the word, Cook’s rage was hugely “overdetermined.”  He blamed the chief Mahine for the theft and sent him “a message threatening severe reprisals unless the animal was returned” but instead another goat went missing (S, 367).  That very evening the goat was returned but the man said that he stole it because the sailor in charge of the animal “had taken his breadfruit and coconuts without payment.  Nevertheless, he was put in irons, to his amazement, and none of his friends were allowed to bring him food or drink while he was imprisoned on the vessel.”  (S, 367)Next morning terrified people had fled to the far end of the island.  Cook sent an armed boat with two petty officers to the south and they were told that a local chief had the goat.  Salmond recounts these events much more graphically than I.  Following the advice of the Tahitian Mai who wanted to shoot everyone on sight, Salmond says that “Cook set off at daybreak with thirty-five armed men, guided by Mai…. At the same time he sent Lieutenant Williamson with three armed boats to the west coast to pick them up once they had crossed the island.  …. As they approached Hamoa’s settlement, Cook and Mai were pelted with rocks, and some warriors were seen running in the woods with clubs and bundles of darts.  According to Bayly, Cook ordered the marines to fire at the man who had hit him with a stone; five or six muskets were fired, the culprit was killed and the bystanders fled to the mountains.  When they reached Hamoa’s village, the people denied that they had seen the goat and Cook flew into a rage, saying that if the goat was not returned, he would scour the mountains for Mahine and capture him dead or alive.  He ordered the men to burn the houses and some canoe-sheds with war canoes still in them, and then went on a rampage along the coast, burning war canoes and houses while Mai and his companions seized canoes and filled them with provisions and plunder.”  (S 367)Then at Varari, on the northwest corner of the island, men with plantain branches tried to placate Cook and implored him not to destroy their canoes.  He spared this and other canoes at Varari because “he was told that these people were Tu’s friends and allies.” (S 368)The next day he threatened the islanders that if the goat was not returned he would destroy all of the remaining canoes in the island.  Lieutenant Williamson reluctantly undertook the task of breaking up the canoes while Cook “led an armed party to Paopao, where they demolished houses, killed hogs and dogs and smashed more canoes, taking away the plants to build Mai a house in Huahine,” another Tahitian island.  What is striking is the strong condemnation of his actions by three junior and senior officers of this action.  And Cook’s response?  “Thus this troublesome, and rather unfortunate affair ended, which could not be more regretted on the part of the natives than it was on mine.” (S, 369)To say with Thomas these acts of gratuitous violence was because Cook was so committed to stocking these islands with his animals; or even Salmond’s that it was due to his friendship with Tu, the enemy of Mahine, betrays, it seems to me, a very superficial understanding of the hugely overdetermined nature of Cook’s destruction of the island and with it the means of its livelihood that would take generations to recover.


And then to Hawaii: I do not want to repeat the events in Kauai, the first landing.  This was followed by the search for the impossible Northwest Passage and with the unbearable cold of the Arctic and then the return to the island of Hawaii where it’s chief Kalani’opu’u was engaged in a war with the neighboring island of Maui.  Both Thomas and Salmond basically agree with Sahlins’s version of the apotheosis of Captain Cook though neither with the entirety of his thesis.  Let me begin with Thomas.  He sums up Sahlins’s theory that Cook came during the annual ceremony of the Makahiki when “the antagonistic god of war – Ku - was secluded as were his living representatives, ruling chiefs like Kalani’opu’u and their families and associates.” (T, 382)  During this period the cult of the other god Lono was represented not so much by the warrior kings of Ku but by the priests.  In theory Lono’s priests were descended from the original settlers of the land, just like in old England where during one season “Saxons had to withdraw and defer to the gods of the Celts.” (T, 382) Lono’s ascendancy was short-lived because the sacrificial cult of Ku would soon reemerge, after the god Lono had completed the circuit of the island.   Cook arrived during the Makahiki season and circled the island “in the same right-hand direction that Lono was prescribed to pursue.”  Now for an important qualification: “[A]lthough the advent of the British and the conventional Makahiki corresponded approximately rather than absolutely, the Hawaiians were prompted to receive the pre-eminent man among those visitors as an incarnation of Lono.” (T, 384, my italics) And because chiefs are also incarnation of gods “it is neither impossible nor even unexpected that Cook should be seen as a god in this sense, as a new incarnation of Lono, just as Kalani’opu’u was in his way a personification of Ku.” (T, 382)Hence he was called Lono.  Thus, when Cook was taken in procession to the temple he was welcomed as their returning god and fed in “an adapted version of a standard rite, the hanaipu, the welcoming or feeding of Lono.”  Captain King who wrote the journals of the last voyage for the most part had “no notion of what was going on here.” (T, 386) Unfortunately, without endnotes and bibliographic references one is at a loss how Thomas figured this out.


The next event in which Thomas agrees with Sahlins is the death of William Watman of a stroke, after a long disease.  Apparently, the chiefs wanted him to be buried on shore and both groups agreed to his eventual burial in the Hawaiian temple or heiau, the palings and statues of which were taken the previous day as firewood for the ship, which according to one observer “caused a good deal of indignation.” (T, 388)Watman, says Thomas was a human sacrifice but one in which Christian rites and Hawaiian ones “were mixed up” which is fairly close to Sahlins’s interpretation of the event.  Thomas adds that “the case may even have become too obvious to Cook that Watman’s corpse was being treated rather as he knew human sacrifices were treated” in Tahiti (though one wonders how Thomas envisions a resemblance between the awkward rites that combined British and Hawaiian custom and the Tahitian human sacrifice.) (T, 388) Yet, Thomas recognizes that “this was certainly an improvisation – a man who had died naturally would not normally have been sacrificed – but sacrifices were in fact called for, at this time in Ku’s ascendancy, and the Hawaiians appear to have seized the opportunity to cap the king’s power with an appropriation of a British body.” (T, 388)This is a departure from Sahlins for whom Watman was a true sacrificial victim for Ku and simply not an improvisation for political purposes.  But here’s the rub: in all of Polynesia human sacrifices are of living persons killed for the purpose; or in some instances people who have been killed in battle.  It is not as if Hawaiians did not have plenty of their own people as sacrificial victims.  I have not read of a single instance in the cross-cultural record of sacrifices of those who have died of illnesses.  Such an action is not only a violation of normative practice but it would inevitably lead to dire consequences for the society and its people.  If so, how this action could provide Kalanio’pu’u with symbolic political capital is something I cannot understand though the chief could certainly have had the dubious privilege of an “appropriation of a British body.”  I think the Sahlins-Thomas hypothesis of Watman as a sacrificial victim for the god Ku is the one strand in their symbolic interpretation of those fateful events that is flatly wrong.


As we know soon after this Cook left Hawaii for the search once again of the Northwest Passage.  But his mainmast got damaged and he had to return at the time when rituals for Ku, his opposite number, ought to have been in progress.  This return of Lono at an inappropriate time led to the death of Cook, itself a kind of ritual drama enacted on the beach, according to Sahlins.  How far does Thomas go to defend this hypothesis?  He documents very carefully the violence that occurred after the second coming of Cook leading to Cook’s kidnapping of Kalani’opu’u, who is now in effect the god Ku.  The king represented “fecund grace” and his “identity was intermingled with that of his subjects … [his power and vigor] pervaded the gardens, the sexuality and the endeavours of the community as a whole,” a reasonable enough statement and reason enough for the Hawaiians, I would add, to kill the man who kidnapped their king and held him hostage.  Thomas also agrees that Cook took “one hostage too many.”  Yet, Thomas’s conclusion is a watered-down version of the Sahlins hypothesis: “What he [Cook] contemplated was inherently problematic … given his own identification with Lono, the King’s identification with Ku, and the threatening and destabilizing nature of his reappearance, his intrusion in the time of Ku’s sovereignty.”  Cook remains for Thomas the “tall, strange and determined man with a gun in his hand” who “was watched making his way, by people who were puzzled but not yet unfriendly,” contradicting his own preceding account of Hawaiian hostility.  Thomas continues: “there was no way out of the situation.  The air was hot, and a fuse was ready….” (T, 398) This is of course far from Sahlins’s ritual drama.  I suspect the reason is that Thomas knew that there was not the vaguest reference to such a drama in any of the ships’ journalists or in any Hawaiian source.  
This is as far as Thomas would go.  He basically agrees with Sahlins’s argument but leaves a space for Hawaiian improvisation: the Makahiki did not quite occur at the time of Cook’s arrival; it is nothing unusual for a “preeminent man” and an Englishman being welcomed as an incarnation of Lono, rather than Lono appearing in person in a non-Makahiki time; Watman’s burial was a mixed improvisation of Christian and pagan customs though he was in fact a sacrificial victim of a rather unusual sort because corpses are not generally sacrificed.  Cook returned at an unfortunate time that left the Hawaiians puzzled but there was no ritual drama being acted on the sands of Kealakekua Bay.


Now let me briefly state, Salmond’s version of the Hawaiian events beginning with Cook’s initial landing in Kauai and Nihau on January, 1778. She quotes two sources, the ships’ journals and logs and Hawaiian histories from the middle of the 19th century written by native and European evangelicals.  The ships’ sources do mention ceremonies of prostration towards Cook and his officers but she points out that these were simply known as kapu moe and accorded to native chiefs also.  Salmond makes no reference to the fact that none of journalists mention that Cook was addressed as Lono during this early visit.  The native histories are yet another story that I will take up later.  Nevertheless, native texts do contain a multiplicity of retrospective interpretations of Cook and his arrival, says Salmond.  Some thought that the ships were a “visitation from ‘Ku from Kahiki’ [Tahiti], or ‘the hairless ones of Mana’” and others were reminded of a remote ancestor from Tahiti, La’a-i-Makahiki, yet others thought he was Lono-i-ka-Makahiki, coming from beyond the horizon and because the British arrived in Lono’s floating island, they eventually fell back to the idea that Cook was the returning god, Lono.  Unfortunately, neither Salmond nor Thomas deals with the fact that everywhere the British went they had to inform the chiefs that they were from “Brittanee” and in every other Polynesian island this was known and recognized and hence the desire of some Tahitians to visit that exotic land.  The British did inform the Hawaiians also and this was well-known to their chiefs and priests but neither Thomas nor Salmond deals with the implications of this complex issue.


Salmond briefly mentions the current war between Maui and Hawaii where both leaders and their armies “were locked in combat.”  Kahekeli, the chief of Maui visited the Discovery and met its commander Clerke while later on November 30th his opponent visited Cook on board the Resolution.  Kalanai’op’u, says Salmond, “was anxious to ensure that Kahekeli did not recruit the British as allies.” (S 390)Beyond stating this significant political information, she does not relate it in any way to later events.  She thinks that the overwhelming evidence from later Hawaiian histories suggests that “most identified Cook with their ancestor Lono-i-ka-Makahiki, a former sacred chief of Hawaii, returning from his visit to the far-off land of Kahiki [Tahiti]…. In the case of the Makahiki rituals, Lono came to bring peace, prosperity and fertility to the people, before handing them to Ku, the god of battle, and Cook like Lono had all the signs of ancestral power.”  Nevertheless, because “one man had been shot during Cook’s visit to Kauai and venereal diseases had been introduced … it was not surprising that some Hawaiians thought he was a man, while others identified him with Ku, the god of war, rather than with Lono, the god of peace and prosperity.” (S, 391)


In Salmond’s account, violence directed to his sailors was much more pervasive, than Thomas recognizes.  James Trevenen (who does not appear in Thomas’s story) referred to the “violent motions and stompings on the Deck of Captain Cook in the paroxysms of passion.”  This prompts Salmond to say that “far from being ‘cool’ and ‘rational’, Cook had become ‘hot tempered’ and ‘passionate’ (in anger at least).  Unrestrained passion, however, was the way that ‘savages’ were thought to behave, and Cook’s tantrums were at odds with his reputation for rigorous self-discipline.”  (S, 393) However, like Thomas, she also does not develop the implications of this finding, namely, the idea that Cook’s behavior was “the way that ‘savages’ were thought to behave.”
  


Now let me deal with the crucial event when Cook lands on the island of Hawaii.  It seems, that unlike Thomas, Salmond has no doubt that Cook arrived during Makahiki and hence the enormous jubilance of the people who welcomed him, forgetting of course such jubilance occurred at other places also.
  But for her Cook’s arrival during Makahiki was not all that significant because Cook was identified with the god Lono from very start when he appeared in Kauai.  Further, she makes light of the opposition between Kalani’opu’u and Cook, that is, between the gods Ku and Lono.  On the contrary “Kalani’opu’u as well as Cook was addressed as Lono; with the exchange of names, their life forces were mingled.”  Lono was a family title for members of Kalani’opu’u’s family, including his father who was born during Makahiki and he was given Lono as part of his name by his mother who also was known as Lono-ma-‘I-kanaka.  And when Kalani’opu’u’s father died the priest prophesied that “Lono will come again and would return by sea….” (S, 404)  This is why Cook was called Lono which of course means that he was not only a relation of Kalani’opu’u but also belonged to “a whole line of sacred ancestors.”  In Salmond’s scheme of things Cook coming to Hawaii was simply a return of an ancestor who had already arrived in Kauai and Nihau but because he returned during Makahiki the Hawaiians were especially jubilant.  This means that Cook’s reception at the heiau was a formal welcoming ceremony for Lono.  Unhappily, Salmond neither examines the ritual in any detail nor the symbolic significance of this welcoming ceremony.   She has no choice except to describe this simply as a welcoming ceremony for Lono who has been here before but now providentially appears again during Makahiki.


As far as the death of Watman is concerned she does not entertain the absurd idea that he was a sacrificial offering.  On the contrary, Watman apparently wanted to be buried in the heiau but neither Salmond nor any other scholar can give a reason for this strange motivation of a Christian sailor to be buried in a heathen shrine.  At Watman’s funeral there was expectably a combination of English and Hawaiian ritual.  Finally, and most importantly she does not see the death of Captain Cook as the grand ritual drama that Sahlins describes.  “On this occasion, however, the Hawaiians had many reasons for their anger.  During the previous day, at least one chief had been viciously flogged for taking the armourer’s tongs, and when the tongs were seized a second time, the attack on Palea [the king’s attendant and lover] inflamed local anger.  When cannons were fired and a sailing canoe was chased that morning, tensions were greatly heightened.  And when another chief was shot and Cook tried to take Kalani’opu’u, despite the protests of his people, onto the Resolution, he provoked an explosive confrontation.  …. Seizing a high chief was a terrible offence, and his people were bound to seek vengeance.” (414-15)She says that during this third voyage Cook and his men had become “increasingly violent” and in Hawaii this was a key factor that led to his being killed.  Thus her conclusion: “Despite recent controversies, there is no good morality play, colonial or post-colonial, to be made of Cook’s killing.”  (S, 416)But surely Salmond has missed the morality play implicit in her own previous account: if Cook was the god Lono returning in person during the very first visit to Kauai and Nihau and then on the second visit was welcomed by the priests in their temple, how did the Hawaiians justify their god of fertility and their returning ancestor acting in the violent fashion she details?  Or, if he was Lono why then did the Hawaiians kill him for keeping a high chief hostage when he also was a high chief and a high god?  Or, was it possible that Hawaiians had begun to realize what other Polynesians and some priests in Hawaii at least knew, namely that he was really Captain Cook from Brittanee?  At least Sahlins had the advantage of seeing his morality play carried to its logical conclusion in the death of Captain Cook but not in the language games that Salmond, and for that matter Thomas, employ.

 
There is a further problem, an interesting one that both Salmond and Thomas raise when they criticize those scholars who suggest the arrival of Cook as the god Lono was a European myth model foisted on the Hawaiians.  Not so, they say; Hawaiian sacred chiefs were gods, that is, they were incarnations of the local gods, such that Kalani’opu’u was after all Ku.  Thus Cook being Lono is simply that he is a chief and by definition a deity.  I know of no serious Polynesian scholar who would deny the hypothesis that sacred chiefs (in Polynesia and in other places also) were atua, “gods.”  But we know from Tonga at least there were so many sacred chiefs who were minutely discriminated and graded in terms of deference, honor and respect, such that all were not atua in the same degree and local people could distinguish the various divinities resident in their chiefs.  But of course if Cook was Lono he was a high chief and a high god at the same time.  But Thomas has a problem: if Cook arrived out of the Makahiki season, then was he Lono of the Makahiki or wasn’t he?  Thomas solves the problem in the statement quoted earlier: though not quite a Makahiki arrival “Hawaiians were prompted to receive the preeminent man among these visitors as an incarnation of Lono;” or, that “it was neither impossible or unexpected that Cook should be seen as a god in this sense, as a new incarnation of Lono, just as Kalani’opu’u was in his way a personification of Ku.”  But the problem with this thesis is that Kalani’opu’u, unlike Cook, was already a chief living in Hawaii while Cook was a preeminent Englishmen coming from the outside.  The motivation is still not clear as to why an outsider, however preeminent, should be a new incarnation of Lono, and how is it that the many other preeminent Englishmen dressed very much like Cook were exempt from any divine infusion?  For Salmond there is no problem: people perceived Cook in diverse ways but the Lono hypothesis prevailed in the end and in that sense Cook was an atua, an embodiment of about half a dozen previous ancestors, not just Lono of the Makahiki.  But Salmond is silent about the rest of the crew.  Further, Salmond relies for her information on 19th century “histories” of S.M. Kamakau, an Evangelical convert and Fornander, a European antiquarian and a few others.  But such people did not write histories in our sense and one must be careful of the information that they projected back into the past as truth.  For those of us who believe that traditions are being invented and reinvented all the time, Salmond’s retrospective strategy (of which I also was somewhat guilty during the heyday of my Cook-time) is troublesome.  Further, for some of us, myth-histories must be seen in the context of their times, in the Hawaiian case the histories Salmond quotes with such confidence were formulated after the missionaries burnt native idols and statues and after Christianity was established and the royal family itself embraced the new religion.  Thus it seems to me that we must relate the histories compiled in later times to the changed conditions and the very power structures that influence the construction of myths.
  The fact is the both Thomas and Salmond have to deal with some unpleasant new historical realities: first, the hypothesis advanced by some scholars that there was no Makahiki going on during the period of Cook’s visit.  Second, the Makahiki data that Sahlins uses come from the time of Kamehameha who not only brought the various islands under a single rule, systematizing Hawaiian kingship on the European model for the first time but also systematizing the Makahiki festival, thus posing the unpleasant possibility that the whole isomorphism between Cook’s arrival and the Makahiki might well be empty.  Third, the fascinating experimental work by Ben Finney and his associates at the University of Hawaii showing that Hawaiians were not isolated in their little “island of history” but were able to travel long distances in large boats using traditional navigational charts and techniques.
  Most scholars of Hawaii and the Pacific now recognize the back and forth voyaging and regular contacts between Hawaii, Tahiti and other parts of Polynesia, at least before the end of the 18th century.
  Thus, if Hawaiians at least believed in the tradition of travel to Tahiti (pronounced “Kahiki” in some parts of the Hawaiian Islands), then it is simply impossible that they would have mistaken it was Lono’s mythic home.  At best it was simply a land from which Lono came, and which might fit Salmond’s hypothesis of the returning ancestor though she does deal with it, being unfortunately fixated on the Tahiti-the-land-beyond-the-horizon theme and the paradise of Lono.  No wonder that Ben Finney does not appear in either work. 

The genealogy of the gods

The preceding account suggests there are several problems with the genealogy of the Hawaiian gods.  Akua, ariki or high chiefs were imbued with tapu:tabu and mana.  They were embodiments of the deities but of varying degrees of power and charisma (tapu), ideas that neither Cook and company nor any of the navigators who followed them had only a foggy understanding.  On the other hand there is the European myth of the redoubtable navigator who is a god to the natives.
  The manner in which these two themes intersect is the issue I now will deal with now.


Let me begin with Thomas’s interesting description of Wallis’s first devastating contact with Tahitians in June 1767 when there were skirmishes in which “mariners kill[ing] Tahitians continued intermittently for a week” and in another instance where the British “fired preemptively on canoes that they thought were going to attack.” (T, 22)Yet an English newspaper reported “that the Tahitians were awestruck and regarded the British as gods” which, says Thomas, “was plainly nonsense.” (T, 22)Here is an interesting piece of information but calling the native apotheosis of the British “plainly nonsense” misses the fact that the press, even before Cook’s voyages, had defined the crew as “gods” to Tahitians, acting, I would say, on a myth of long duration among Europeans that I highlighted in my book.  So with the Maori who gave the British sailors some of their sacred artifacts:  “An obvious but facile explanation might be that the Europeans were thought to be divine beings and therefore appropriate recipients of sacred gifts, but the Maori did not otherwise treat the mariners as gods, either in this place or generally,” once again arguing against a popular Western view current at that time.
  It seems that as far as Hawaii was concerned no such “nonsense” seemed to have occurred.  


William Hamlin has exhaustively discussed the antecedent genealogy of “imagined apotheoses” in “renaissance ethnography” and romance where navigators were treated as planetary deities.
  I have shown the persistence of the planetary myth on board Cook’s ships and Melville’s marvelous spoof of both the apotheosis myth and the sun myth in Mardi (1849).
  In Cannibal Talk I pointed out that this shipboard tradition of the sun myth went into John Rickman’s commentary in the third voyage and into Vancouver’s later voyage (1791-95).
  I added that in the unequal power relations that colonialism produced, the European myth, whether of the apotheosis or of the cannibal can get accepted by the native culture often, but not always, in a process that I have labeled “self-primitivization.”  Thus irrespective of whether Cook’s identification with Lono was one of imagined apotheosis or not, there is little doubt that myths of apotheoses were current in Cook’s time and some of them had become part of ship-board tradition that then was spoofed in Mardi.  


One can therefore be confidant that the pantomime staged in Covent Garden on December 1785, just a year after Cook’s third voyage was published, is a British and European enactment which we now know was reenacted in Edinburgh and then in another guise in Paris.  Much of the text is quoted in my book but let me restate some memorable lines sung by a “chorus of Indians”: 

Mourn Owhyee’s fatal shore

Where Cook, our great Orono [Lono] is no more.

The pantomime ends with an English sea captain speaking of the glory of Britain with the following refrain twice repeated in his speech:

Yet the Genius of Britain forbids us to grieve

Since Cook, ever honour’d, immortal shall live.

And the printed version of the pantomime states that Orono [Lono] is “a Demi-God, or hero and the distinguished title with which the natives honoured Captain Cook,” clearly indicating the manner in which the author of the play interpreted the published text or depicted public gossip about Cook as Lono.  I am suggesting that irrespective of whether Cook was in fact the god Lono for Hawaiians, the English pantomime incorporated Cook into their own tradition of “imagined apotheoses” and into their galaxy of immortal heroes. 

The problem of practical rationality

Perhaps the most trenchant criticism of my book was in respect of my notion of “practical rationality,” a notion that many critics thought had to do with European bourgeois ideology.  My response would be that both everyday empiricism and practical rationality governs the ordinary life of most people and that European empiricist thinking is a philosophical development of a much more widespread form that occurs on the ground in human societies.
  I must also point out that the idea of “different cultures, different rationalities” is also a Western construct but unlike “practical rationality” I will be hard put to find a society that explicitly or implicitly subscribes to it.  Most of our theoretical notions are after all Western in origin though some of us have made a claim that one ought to explore terms from other cultures to enrich the discourse in the human sciences.
  Perhaps the problem is with the term “practical rationality” and I shall now try to justify my use of it.


Let me begin with my uses of “rationality” as I have expounded both in The Apotheosis of Captain Cook and more recently in my book Imagining Karma, admittedly borrowing the term from Max Weber.  Weber is famous for his discussion of Enlightenment rationality entailing the systematization of thought that will eventually lead to a demystification of the world, an idea probably influenced by Nietzsche’s doctrine of the death of god.  But Weber used “rationality” in multiple ways and the quotes that I have oft-times used are as follows: First, rationalization is what "the systematic thinker performs on the image of the world: an increasing theoretical mastery of reality by means of increasingly precise and abstract concepts."  Second, as part of the same statement, Weber added: "Rationality means another thing if we think of the methodological attainment of a definitely given and practical end by means of an increasingly precise calculation of adequate means."
  Shamelessly borrowing a term from medieval scholasticism I used the term “conceptualism” or “conceptual rationality” to examine both Buddhism and other systems of thought whereby a thinker uses abstract concepts to understand the nature of the world and the world of nature, demonstrating that “conceptualism” of my Weberian reformulation blurs the conventional distinctions between science, philosophy and religion.  Conceptual rationality is omnipresent in Buddhism both in its doctrine and its psychological metaphysics or Abhidhamma.
  Nevertheless, conceptual rationality is rare in the cross-cultural record quite unlike “practical rationality” of my Captain Cook-book; and elsewhere I have used the terms “instrumental rationality” or “pragmatic rationality” or “everyday empiricism.”  In my usage instrumental rationality (as Steven Lukes correctly noted) implies not only a calculation of means and ends but also an intervening reflectivity, an assessment of means and also “debates” with others regarding proposed actions.
  I have defined debates as the “contentious discourses that erupt in history” and in ethnographic fieldwork some of us at least are aware of them when our hosts have contentious discourses not only about the issues raised by us about their culture but also regarding our own intrusive presences.
  Debates in my usage are tied to practical rationality but they also spill over to other forms of thought, other rationalities, if you want to use that term.  I cannot think of human life without debates, as I cannot think of human life, or most forms of human life, without pragmatic, instrumental or practical rationality.  


Let me give two examples of my use of “practical rationality” from recent writing.  The first are my studies of Ayurvedic (Sanskrit) medicine that describes illnesses in terms of a complex symbolic system based on the five constituent elements in nature that then become manifest in the body as humors, somewhat paralleling ancient Greek medical science.  On first looking at this symbolic system, it would seem that there is no scope in it for empirical thinking.  But in actual clinical practice, physicians manipulate conventionally given ingredients (humoral essences) in their decoctions, adding one here, deleting another there and so forth gearing the prescription to either the needs of a particular patient or, more radically developing new prescriptions to supplant old ones or even inventing entirely new prescriptions for newly known diseases.  This again is an experimental strategy that reminds one of Western empirical science but it is a strategy, I would say, developed on the basis of everyday empiricism.
  I might add that the sophisticated Hawaiian irrigation and garden techniques and their navigational skills could not have evolved without the kind of instrumental rationality or everyday empiricism that I have highlighted.  And I cannot imagine a society devoid of such a “mode of thinking” that can operate within “modes of thought” or belief systems often enough unfamiliar to the West. 


I now want to briefly reconsider the arrival of James Cook at Kealakekua Bay on 17 January, 1779, rather than to Kauai and Nihau the previous year.  I did analyze the politics of the time: the unrelenting wars between Maui and Hawaii; the fact that the war was going badly for Kalanio’pu’u; that the chief of Maui did board the Discovery while his adversary Kalanio’pu’u of Hawaii met Cook on the other ship, the Resolution.  And above all I noted that virtually everywhere that Cook went Polynesian chiefs wanted to enlist him in their local wars.  This was so with other navigators also: thus when Marion du Fresne was among the Maori in 1772, the presence of the French affected local politics, so that without the French being aware of it one side managed to get the French soldiers to head their army!
  Political strategies of this sort occurred everywhere in later British colonialism also, and often enough they were coupled with symbolic actions, much like the ceremonial signing of treaties among European nations.  I doubt political power could be divorced from symbolic formations and the installation of Cook as a chief in the Hawaiian temple illustrates this uniquely Hawaiian way of incorporating the foreigner into their scheme of things.  Once installed as a chief Cook could be named Lono and he would be “naturalized” as a chief and an atua.  


I am willing to recognize that cultural memory is a troublesome phenomenon wherein the past can easily and sometimes swiftly become “traditionalized” and revamped.  But I am much more skeptical of distortions of human perception and cognition given to us by our species condition.  Some distortions of perception might occur, but not in the radical way that has been postulated by Sahlins and his defenders.  Thus, Thomas doubts the presence of the Makahiki festival during Cook’s visit and therefore he has to postulate that it was normal and inevitable for Hawaiians to treat Cook, the redoubtable Englishman as a chief cum god, Lono himself, though not necessarily Sahlins’s god of the Makahiki.  Moreover, if Cook did not come during Makahiki, what would Hawaiians make of his circling the island in Makahiki fashion?  Even if one takes the occurrence of the Makahiki festival seriously, there are radical perceptual disjunctions involved: the two huge English ships with a large number of followers who brought with them, true enough, the goods but also the clap, a strange visitation from the god of fertility.  And if indeed Cook had to inform Hawaiians that they were Englishmen from Brittanee and they had a king, then one would expect the Hawaiians to accept that as truth, just as other Polynesians did.  And we know that one priest took on the name “Brittanee” during a ritual name exchange.  Another powerful chief evincing a much maligned practical rationality asked James King about English manners and customs and also “he ask’d after our King, our Numbers, how our shipping was built, and our houses, the Produce of the country, if we ever fought, Who was our God, and such like.”  Another asked similar questions both exhibiting “an understanding of great comprehension.” (Cited in O, 167-68)These discourses would be impossible if they thought Cook was their god Lono but makes perfect sense if it was a response to similar queries by the British and similar information supplied by the latter.  


And then there was the sheer impossibility of the Hawaiian god Lono speaking an unknown language, a kind of discordance that surely everyone would debate about.  Ian Hacking thinks that there were skilled linguists on board the ships.  This is simply not true: Hawaiian and Tahitian are cognate languages but that the English officers could speak the former language does not make much sense, given their very brief stay in the islands.  During the third voyage Cook relied almost exclusive on Mai, the Tahitian who was taken to England during the second voyage and had a smattering of English and was returned to Tahiti on the last voyage.  But there was no Mai in Hawaii and not a single Tahitian on board.  Only Anderson, David Samwell and James King had enough Tahitian to perhaps to comprehend some Hawaiian, reinforced by the language of gestures.  As Samwell says: “not much dependence [is] to be placed upon these Constructions that we put upon Signs and Words which we understand but very little of, and at best can only give a probable Guess at their meaning.”  But key issue is that Cook, the ancestor of Hawaiians or an incarnation of their god Lono could not speak the language and that this did not puzzle the Hawaiians.
  


I cannot help but reiterate that for Sahlins four key events that occurred in Hawaii during Cook’s visit were examples of mythopraxis: the coming of Cook at Makahiki, the welcoming of Cook at the hieau, the sacrifice of Watman, and the ritual death of Cook as a grand enactment between Lono and Ku, even though Ku at that time was being held hostage in the ship.  But some of these concordances I think are absurd, especially the idea that Watman’s corpse was in effect a Hawaiian sacrificial victim and that the death of Cook was a ritual enactment consequent on his returning at an unexpected time.  The kind of rigid parallelism between myth and social action, in this case the myth and ritual of the Makahiki and Cook-Lono’s visit to Hawaii is a species of “wild ethnography” smacking of the early Levy-Bruhl and much like “wild psychoanalysis.”
  Very few are aware that the parallelism between Cook-Lono-and the Makahiki festival was not formulated by Sahlins but rather he as well as Thomas and Salmond were anticipated by Gavan Daws, an modern exponent of Pacific history and travels.  Even the problematic flexibility that Salmond and Thomas bring to the idea of mythopraxis is closer in letter and spirit to Daws’ formulation in 1968 (see appendix 2 for a summary of Daws’ mythopraxis).  


My final note is this: I don’t think the accusation by some Hawaiian scholars that Sahlins’s is a kind of “orientalist” reading of texts is strictly correct.  Rather such thinking represents an ethnographic hazard wherein one tries to describe a local culture in its own terms without reference to larger theoretical issues that tie one form of life with another.  “Thick descriptions” of local culture or works that depict each culture’s inalienable rationality or uniqueness must be guilty of “museologism,” a technique that puts a form of life in a glass case as it were, and which I discuss in some detail in Cannibal Talk.


Appendix 1

Nicholas Thomas’s work, like Salmond’s, is full of detail about Cook’s three “extraordinary voyages” and geared to a large readership of “Cookophiles” and the thousands of public libraries scattered in Great Britain, but particularly so in New Zealand and Australia.  Both books will appeal to those who continue to believe in the Enlightenment persona of the redoubtable sea captain.  Both are well written but Salmond’s is the more interesting read because she focuses on the hero, Cook, and avoids details that can be tedious, for example, Thomas’s description of Cook’s first brief visit to Tiera del Fuego with shallow and uninteresting accounts of native custom by both Banks and Cook who did not think much of those native lives either.  Both books are beautifully illustrated with paintings and sketches by ships’ officers and by the great William Hodges of the second voyage and the not so illustrious John Webber of the last fateful one and many more, exemplifying the stereotype of the South Seas, that neither the voyagers nor their readership, nor the authors of these biographies quite manage to shake off.  This is the vision of a New Cythera, the island of Aphrodite, idealized by the French explorer Louis de Bougainville after paying a brief visit following Wallis’s disastrous sojourn in Tahiti and Cook’s visit in the Endeavour in 1768.  It is with some relief that I see the grim-faced and stern Captain Cook of Hodges painting staring at us in both texts.  The “death of Captain Cook” by Webber is of course ever present.  This painting does not deal so much with the violence of the event but with the nobility of both the Captain and his killers.  The various landings of Cook are also evident but the picture that depicts the crew firing at natives in “The landing at Erromanga” (in Vanuata, formerly New Hebrides) by Hodges is notable for its absence.  Even more disturbing is the beautiful picture of Poetua, a Mona Lisa of the South Seas, that appears in virtually every book on Cook and yet none, as far as I know, has fully recognized the implications of its context.  That is, this pregnant chiefly woman was held hostage in the lower depths of the ship by Cook against her will while her people outside were cutting up their bodies and wailing in grief, demanding her release.  One is left wondering about the mentality of the artist who could produce this idealized portrait in the pitiful context of violence and suffering.

For Thomas, Cook and Banks were “embodiments of Enlightenment inquiry” though presumably like other officers sometimes “Cook does not mention circumstances and events that reflect poorly upon him.”(T, 59) I think this is true of all voyages of discovery.  Banks not only left out events but “instead actually lied,” especially in relation to the sad events in Tierra del Fuego where he left his two black servants to die in the cold without sending a search party to rescue them.  But for Thomas, Cook at least was a “proto-anthropologist;” he “took the human species as a unity, and he assumed that every particular people had its own variations on broader human institutions.” (T, 65) In Thomas’s account Cook was someone with empathy for the Other.  Thus in this first voyage after a very brief encounter with Australian aborigines, and having fired at them Thomas’s Cook considered Aboriginal peoples to be “incommunicable but unambiguously human” (whatever that might mean) and “very much like himself.”(T, 114) Unfortunately, Thomas does not give us information that substantiates these hypotheses.  Thus during the second voyage in Tahiti Cook alone of the crew felt, says Thomas, “that his expeditions’ impacts on native peoples, at any rate upon the Maori, were not mixed or ambiguous but plainly evil,” though no evidence is given and I know no instance in which Cook engaged in the discourse of evil. (T, 185)


For both Salmond and Thomas, Cook is the founding ancestor of their respective nations, though it is Thomas who gives glimpses of his socialization in the mythic persona of Cook. “In my schoolboy sense of Cook, I always supposed [erroneously he admits] that Endeavour was the name the captain gave the ship, a sort of emanation of the spirit that he uniquely possessed.” (T, 19)”As a kid, I had an image of Cook on his quarterdeck, his eyes scanning the horizon for signs of land.” (T, 203)These stray remarks help us understand Thomas’s ambivalent relation to Cook, documenting acts of irrational and outrageous violence against native peoples and yet attempting to excuse them.  This ambivalence appears in his discussion of colonialism and his hostility or refusal to acknowledge the work of post-colonial theorists, not even to mention them in his “sources and further reading,” somewhat surprising in someone who has written earlier on the impact of colonialism in the region.  Thus, if Cook was a proto-anthropologist he was also only a reluctant colonizer.  “He had been told to take possession of lands, and in this sense he was a colonizer, but Cook’s colonial interventions in Maori life were tentative and tactical” though Thomas recognizes that he paved the way for the later colonial appropriation of New Zealand and Australia, the major figure in the latter being Joseph Banks. (T, 100) This is probably a reasonable assessment of Cook; but everywhere Cook went he did appropriate lands for the crown as he was instructed to and though some of these actions were purely formal, Cook believed in his role as the emissary of the crown, naming lands after royalty and overpowering New Zealand in particularly with toponymy.  In the South Island, Cook mentions that after fixing the Union Jack on the ground “I dignified this Inlet with the name of Queen Charlottes Sound and took formal possession of it and the adjacent lands in the name and for the use of his Majesty, we than drank to Her Majesty’s hilth ….” (T, 110)A pity that Thomas makes no reference to Patricia Seed’s important comparative study that deals with the rituals of “taking possession.”
  But what Thomas does not realize is that taking possession, and overpowering the alien landscape with English names, and above all planting English garden vegetables and releasing stock was a persistent strategy in colonial expansion.  Planting of gardens implied the implanting of colonial or imperial claims.  In Cook’s case some of these actions had great personal meaning to him, particularly planting seeds and the release of English domestic animals.  Hence, his disproportionate anger when gardens were destroyed or neglected and when his animals were stolen.  


Salmond and Thomas are distinguished cultural anthropologists but little theory appears in their work though Salmond implicitly at least tries to deal with problems of interpretation.  One can of course argue that theory need not appear in popular writing but for me at least this is a patronizing gesture because scientific writing at least tries to present to the reading public the significance of thinkers and their discoveries in intelligible prose; and modern biography can hardly escape dealing with intellectual issues and theoretical debates surrounding the protagonist.  To me the most striking forfeiture of scholarship lies in Thomas’s failure to use bibliographical references, which makes it difficult for us to conduct an argument with him.  Even living authors he disagrees with are nameless, for example when he refers to an “enthusiastically venomous speaker” at a conference pointing out errors in Hawkesworth which then leads Thomas to promptly point out Hawkesworth’s errors but not venomously obviously (T, 153, see also T, 263ff for other instances).  One cannot help but contrast Thomas with Beaglehole’s classic biography of Cook.  Beaglehole not only provides detailed and extensive bibliographic references but also has plenty of cross-references to details of Polynesian ethnography available to him in his time.  Salmond has another strategy: she incorporates similar details of Polynesian society and history into the body of the text whereas with Thomas there are only a few such details, the focus being on the extraordinary voyages themselves, with little reference to the extraordinary voyages of the Polynesians who settled in a vast area from New Zealand to Hawaii.

Appendix 2: Gavan Daws on Lono and the Makahiki

It is Daws and not Salmond who first formulated the idea that from his very first visit to Kauai in January 1778, “Cook had impressed the Hawaiians as the reincarnation of one of their principal gods, Lono” who every New Year “returned symbolically from his travels to preside over a festival called the Makahiki.” (D, 26)  On this occasion as well as in the following year Cook arrived during Makahiki, Daws claims without citing any evidence for these assertions.  During that second visit Cook sailed round the island of Hawaii and his ships, without being aware of it, took a course that resembled the Makahiki route “which always went round the island in a clockwise direction.”  “There had never been a Makahiki season like this, and the priests of Lono made the most of it.”  But not the chiefs, who had no real incentive to treat Cook with veneration because they were preoccupied with the war god Ku.  When Cook came for the second time to the island of Hawaii in mid-February, “the Makahiki season was all but over” and by that time “chiefs and commoners alike had had time enough to see far more humanity than divinity among Cook’s men. The second time, too, Lono was in distress, and he dismantled his tall mast and white sails, just as the sticks and kapa sheets of the makahiki procession were dismantled when Lono’s annual reign came to a close.”  (26) Then came the killing of Cook and the violence he instigated followed by the capture of the king.  This “resulted in chiefs, acting in defense of their ruler into an attack on Cook, the insulter of chiefs.” (27) 


Thus far, Daws’s argument contains more mythic enactments than Sahlins’s though both are of the same qualitative order.  But not the conclusion which is close to Sahlin’s but not quite: “It was not the Hawaiians as a people who deified Cook, but the priests of Lono.  It was not the Hawaiians as a people who killed him, but the chiefs and their fighting men, devotees of Ku, the war god, acting as protectors of their ruler, Kalaniopuu, against the incursions of a god who might very well not be a god, and whose period of ascendancy was in any case drawing to an end.  Cook died in a distorted realization of the symbolic conflict that marked the close of the Makahiki season.”  (27)This account is not as rigid as Sahlins’s but it still treats the enactment at Kealakakua Bay in mythopractic terms.  But unlike Sahlins, Daws recognizes the fact that people elsewhere in the Pacific islands planned to kill him and therefore he qualifies his earlier argument by saying that “all this, of course, only throws the question of Cook’s death into the wider arena of chance, but perhaps that is where it belongs.” (28)What is startling is that the historian Daws, with little or no ethnographic experience, has journeyed to the kind mythopraxis that Sahlins advances.  To Daws’s credit he does not postulate the absurd equivalence between the burial of Watman and Hawaiian human sacrifice. 

� I have borrowed the term “savagism” from Roy Harvey Pearce, Savagism and Civilization: A Study of the Indian and American Mind, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988 (1953).


� Cook was only barely conscious of the complexly graded status system in Tonga or in any other part of Polynesia.





� This is based on William Mariner who was stranded in Tonga and left a good account of his stay there.  I am much more sympathetic to William Mariner now but not at the time I wrote The Apotheosis.  In the neighboring island of Tongatapu, Cook and Clerke were asked to strip to the waist when confronting a chief drenched with mana but they refused and the Tongans had to accommodate them.  But it is virtually certain that Cook was not treated with any exaggerated respect as was the case in a less hierarchical society, Hawaii.





� This is the psychic dimension of the “savagism” that I discussed in Cannibal Talk.


� Trevenen noted this anger directed to the crew on their return from the cold north to Hawaii.  By that time “forty-four of the Resolutions crew had been flogged with a total of 684 lashes, compared with nineteen and a total of 288 lashes during her second Pacific expedition” as against the more benign first voyage. (S, 394)The average number of lashes per person was pretty much the same in the last two voyages but a lot more sailors were flogged during the third voyage.


� A neat example is from Marion du Frense’s voyage to New Zealand in 1772 when an officer du Clesmeur mentions: “At last we had on board the two vessels at least a hundred New Zealanders, who were singing and dancing nearly all the time; and we had trouble getting rid of them, and then only on condition that we should visit them on land.” (Historical Records, 2, 451.  This jubilance did not prevent them from killing Marion and many of his crew.


� A good example of later mythmaking in reference to Cook’s visitations comes from Australia where aborigines developed the “black legend” of Cook that seems quite remote from the actualities of Cook’s visit to them in April 1770.  We cannot extrapolate that unmitigated portrait of malignancy as an empirical reality but it can be contextualized and treated as a “historical reality,” not in relation to Cook’s visit but in relation to the violence against Aborigines by later European settlers, the dispossession of their lands, and the fact that for the white Australians, Cook was their founding ancestor.  Similarly, the later myth-histories that were formulated in Hawaii must be viewed skeptically as empirical history, though they had historical relevance and meaning for their own times.  This does not mean that a critical reading of these texts might not give us information of the past, but not a literal reading in the manner of Salmond. 


� Ben Finney is an anthropologist at the University of Hawaii and a pioneer in reconstructing the large canoes that Hawaiians used to journey to Tahiti and other islands.  


These early attempts were followed by many others in the Polynesian islands reconstructing the kind of canoes and navigational techniques used in their respective islands and traversing between the various islands in this vast region.  The most memorable of these was the flotilla from the Marquesas to Hawaii, the Marquesas now being regarded as the original home of the Hawaiians.  This Polynesian odyssey of “rediscovery” is beautifully described in Ben Finney, Sailing in the Wake of the Ancestors: Reviving Polynesian Voyaging, Honolulu: Bishop Museum Press, 2004. 


�  Finney says that the canoes that the Hawaiians were using at the time of Cook’s arrival were excellent for travel in the Hawaiian chain but not for long voyages.  These large canoes are mentioned in the texts and it is from them that the canoes for the expeditions were constructed.  The question remains: how much before Cook’s arrival did the tradition of inter-island travel cease?  This question cannot be answered now but it is the case that many myths recount voyages to Tahiti and back.  The missionary Ellis noted in the 1820s that Hawaiians believed that the first inhabitants were created by the gods or that “they came from a country they called Tahiti.”  He added that the chiefs believed they descended from divine ancestors whereas ordinary people thought of their ancestors arriving in canoes from Tahiti.  David Malo, the Hawaiian historian, examining myths and chants thought that the Hawaiians originally came from Kahiki (Tahiti).  “Although Malo was certainly aware that Kahiki had other meanings, he was obviously using the term to refer to the South Seas Tahiti.” (Finney, 91).


	I had also thought that because Hawaiians were capable navigators they could scarcely have missed seeing Spanish galleons traveling close to their islands on a well known route from Acapulco to Manila.  Now I am not sure whether this is a plausible hypothesis or not.


� Unless of course we can refer back to Alexander the Great who was also apparently deified by the Asiatic peoples among whom he died. (See Robin Lane Fox, Alexander the Great, London: Penguin Books, 1986, 439.  But the deification of a dead hero is a euhemeristic phenomenon well known in other cultures and I am currently working on that theme in Sri Lanka where virtually every dead person is deified at death among hunting peoples (Veddas) and select heroes among Buddhists.  The only foreigner who was deified in Sri Lanka was the Portuguese general Constantine de Sa killed in battle against a young Sinhala prince who later became Rajasinha II (1635-87).  I think de Sa was deified by the Catholics and treated as a demon by the Sinhala Buddhists, though more research has to be done on this topic.


� This is perhaps even an implicit critique of Salmond for whom the British, if not gods, were goblins to the Maori.  Another current view, but more apt for some Melanesian peoples who on first contact thought the whites to be ghosts or returning ancestors.  If I remember right this comes out nicely in the film First Contact where, sure enough white visitors were taken as ancestors but literally overnight recognized them as humans when sleeping with them.	


� William Hamlin, “Attributions of Divinity in Renaissance Ethnography and Romance, or, Making a Religion of Wonder,” in Journal of Medieval and Renaissance Studies, 24, 1992, 415-47; see also his “Imagined Apotheoses: Drake, Herriot, and Raleigh in the Americas,” Journal of the History of Ideas, 57, 1996, 405-26; and my comments in the second edition of The Apotheosis of Captain Cook, 197-210.


� See Cannibal Talk, 18-23.


� Cannibal Talk, 19.


� For a brief discussion of what I call everyday empiricism see, Imagining Karma, 285-87.  


� This is spelled out in great detail in the section on “metatheory” pp. 236-56, especially p. 242 in my book The Work of Culture: Symbolic Transformation in Psychoanalysis and Anthropology.  Further, Buddhist concepts of no-self, conditioned genesis and the world as constituted of becoming and not Being might have relevance for contemporary thought in the human sciences while others (not me, I am afraid) have pointed out the empiricist imperative that governs Theravada Buddhism. The most persuasive and influential proponent of this position is K.N. Jayatilleka, Early Buddhist Theory of Knowledge, London: George Allen and Unwin, 1963 passim, though Jayatilleke in all fairness does state that this is one strand in Buddhism, though a powerful one.  


�. Max Weber, "Social Psychology of the World Religions", in From Max Weber, Hans Gerth and C.Wright Mills, eds., New York: Oxford University Press, 1976, 293-94.  


� I have extensively discussed the idea of “conceptual rationality” or “conceptualism” in Imagining Karma, especially, pp. 123-24 and 126-29. 


� In Steven Lukes, Liberals and Cannibals: The Implications of Diversity, London: Verso, 2003 in his chapter “Different Cultures, Different Rationalities,” 27-45.


� On “debate” see The Work of Culture, 128-37; specific empirical analyses of such debates are found in Imagining Karma in the chapter, “Imprisoning Frames and Open Debates: Trobriander, Buddhist, and Balinese Rebirth Revisited,” especially, 319-44.


� I have several papers on this subject but the one easily accessible is “Science, experimentation and clinical practice in Ayurveda,” in Charles Leslie and Allan Yound, editors, Paths to Asian Medical Knowledge, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992, 160-76.


� Historical Records of New Zealand, 365.


� Even Anderson wildly mistook simple Hawaiian actions as indicative of their cannibalism, something that the more skilled James King figured out soon enough.  Samwell who, according to Beaglehole, did some good guess work did after all say of a second ceremony for Cook where he was present: “today a Ceremony was performed by the Priests in which he was invested by them with the Title and Dignity of Orono [Lono], which is the highest Rank among these Indians and is a Character that is looked upon them as a Divinity.” (86)Samwell’s is at best a guess though his comes closest to mine, that is, Cook was known as Cook or Toote from Brittanee and that he was installed as a chief in the now famous ceremony at the Lono temple.


 


� No one will deny that Sahlins has done splendid work on Hawaiian ethnography but our discipline is a vulnerable one and one cannot give Sahlins or anyone else to possess a kind of infallibility when it comes to events with a paucity of historical and ethnographic information; or even when there is information available.  Moreover, I show in appendix 2 that Sahlins’s thesis was anticipated almost in toto by Gavan Daws who simply did not have any serious ethnographic training or experience.  I consider myself a reasonably good ethnographer of Sri Lanka, especially Buddhism but my work has been in the Southern, Western and Central parts of the nation.  I am now engaged in fieldwork in the Eastern side among Buddhists and former Buddhists and as I tell my friends (somewhat hyperbolically I will admit) “I am learning something new everyday.”


� The Australian feminist scholar Jeanette Hoorn deals with this theme in her paper, “Captivity and Humanist Art History: The case of Poedua,” Third Text, no. 24, 1998, 14-21.


� Patricia Seed, Ceremonies of Possession in Europe’s Conquest of the New World, 1492-1640, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995. 


� Gavan Daws, The Shoals of Time: A history of the Hawaiian Islands, Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 1974(1968).
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