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Political Economy of Tourist Colonialism in Hawai’i:

A Reading of Ikezawa Natsuki’s Hawai’i Kiko

Mari Yoshihara

Travel and tourism has been one of the most visible and influential forms of

globalization.  Whether it was by the scientific explorers, evangelists, entrepreneurs, sailors,

soldiers, migrant laborers, or transnational businesspeople, the physical movement of people

to places away from “home” has always, at least on a certain level, been the prerequisite for

other forms—i.e. economic, cultural, geopolitical—of globalization.  Even as developments

in telecommunication have reduced the need for physical travel in certain sectors, they have

simultaneously increased the need, ability, and/or desire for travel among various segments of

the world’s population.  While tourism is distinct from other forms of travel in that its

primary objective is leisure and entertainment, it is equally, if not more, predicated upon the

conditions of modernity and postmodernity, and plays a significant role in both reinforcing

and reconfiguring national, racial, regional, class, and gender hegemony.  Particularly in the

age of late capitalism, tourism reshapes and renegotiates the notions of the “familiar” and the

“exotic,” “culture” and “nature,” “modernity” and “authenticity,” “labor” and “leisure,”

according to the interests of not only the tourist industry but also of tourists themselves who

carry diverse cultural and socioeconomic baggage as well as the hosting “natives” whose

relationships to and stakes in tourism are equally diverse and complex.

Since the Euroamerican “discovery” of the islands in the eighteenth century and

especially since U.S. statehood in 1959, Hawai’i has been an appealing object of the tourist

gaze, and the politics and culture of the local community have been significantly shaped by

the prime importance of tourism in the islands’ economy.  Along with whaling, plantation

agriculture, missionary movement, and the military, tourism has structured Hawai’i’s material
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and discursive relationship to the U.S. continent, Europe, and Asia in ways that are

specifically racialized, classed, and gendered.  The logic of tourism has basically positioned

Hawai’i and its people as the exotic, feminized Other that offers a relief from the tourists’

rigorous (post-)industrial life in their “home” in the urban metropole but is also safely tamed

and assimilated into the comforts of Western modernity.1  Such a construction is consistent

with what John Frow has called a “politics of nostalgia for a premodern world,” which posits

the objects of the touristic gaze not only spatially anterior but also temporally back in relation

to the modern subject.2  As Paul Lyons has argued, such nostalgia needs to be examined in the

located context which foregrounds the race/class dynamics of touristic relations, and the

critique of nostalgia needs to bring to the center the indigenous and settler peoples affected by

tourism.3

In the case of Hawai’i, this dynamics is complicated as the prominence of Japanese

tourists reconfigure the historical relationship between white “guests” vs. nonwhite “hosts,”

both in racial and economic terms.  Especially since the 1980s, Japanese tourists have more

than doubled in number, and their spending--which is more than double that of visitors from

the U.S. mainland--has become a critical source of the islands’ revenues.  Thus, even though

Japanese represent only 25% of the annual number of tourists to Hawai’i, their presence is

much more visibly marked in the islands than that of tourists from the mainland and other

parts of the globe.  While the collapse of Japan’s bubble economy has significantly

diminished Japanese tourist spending in Hawai’i, the presence of Japanese tourists remains of

central importance to the islands’ economy, which manifests itself most visibly in the streets

of Waikiki and Ala Moana Shopping Center on the island of Oahu.

                                                
1 Jane C. Desmond, “Picturing Hawai’i:  The ‘Ideal’ Native and the Origins of Tourism, 1880-1915,” positions:
east asia cultures critique 7.2 (Fall 1999): 459-501.

2
 John Frow, “Tourism and the Semiotics of Nostalgia,” October 57 (Summer 1991): 140.

3 Paul Lyons, “Pacific Scholarship, Literary Criticism, and Touristic Desire:  The Specter of A. Grove Day,”
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The economic impact of Japanese tourism in Hawai’i goes hand in hand with the

discursive position which Japan assumes in relation to the islands.  The dominant Japanese

view of Hawai’i today can be seen in the proliferating travel guides and narratives, the

popularity of hula, Hawaiian music, and (presumably) Hawaiian “fashion” among young and

not-so-young Japanese.  An opening passage to a guidebook to Hawai’i exemplifies the view:

Hawai’i is close.
After all, is “America” that is close to Japan.  It is where two million

Japanese visit every year.  It is where direct flights depart from seven international
airports in Japan—Sapporo, Sendai, Fukuoka, Nagoya, Kansai, Haneda, and Narita.
You leave Japan at night, and the next morning you’re already at the Honolulu
Airport.

Hawai’i is fun.
After all, this is the “southern island” we all dream about.  Even “Shonan [a

popular beach in the outskirts of Tokyo] in summertime” is really like a half-pint
imitation of “Hawai’i of our dreams.”  Of course we prefer Hawai’i, the real
paradise.  Of course we prefer the “Hawai’i” where exotic beauties welcome us by
dancing hula and putting a lei around our neck.  The dream is no longer beyond our
reach.  The blue ocean, the blue sky, beaches, pool, restaurants, shopping. . .
anything is attainable.

Hawai’i is easy.
Optional tours, restaurants, and shopping, all of which we can manage only

in Japanese.  There are no other “foreign country” that is so convenient.  We can find
out the latest fashion and scenes in Waikiki in the same way we find out about
Harajuku or Roppongi [popular commercial and entertainment districts in Tokyo],
almost without any delay.  So we have no problem finding out about the things we
want to know, the places we want to go.  Even in Nippon where everyone loves
fashion brands, there is no high brand store that is open from 9am to 10pm.  Where
is this?  --We are in Waikiki.

It looks like America but is not “America”; it looks like Japan but is not
“Japan.”  That is Hawai’i, that is Waikiki.4

While the blatant exoticization, commodification, and materialism seen here may seem

extreme, this kind of narrative in fact constitutes the average Japanese view of Hawai’i today

and demonstrates the discursive power the Japanese now assumes in relation to the islands

and the dymanics of tourist colonialism that supports it.

This paper examines the material and discursive meanings of the tourist gaze in

                                                                                                                                                       
boundary 2 24.2 (1997): 50.

4 Hawai Gokuraku Dokuhon—Sono Saki no “Rakuen” e! [Super-fun Hawaii:  To the “Paradise” Beyond!]
(Tokyo:  Takarajima-sha, 1997), n.p.
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Hawai’i today through a critique of a recently published travelogue of Hawai’i by a Japanese

author, Ikezawa Natsuki.  An analysis of Japanese discourse about Hawai’i offers important

insights into the overt and covert relations in the racial, national, and regional hegemony in

the Pacific Rim today.  Ikezawa’s narrative, which in many ways is very different from

dominant travel literature and representations of Hawai’i in Japan, presents both a critique of

the history of geopolitical and socioeconomic order in the Pacific Rim--i.e. Euroamerican

Pacific--and an example of the new form of nostalgic gaze in which Japan plays a major role

in the discourse and practice of tourist colonialism.  Moreover, the commercial success of

Ikezawa’s book—in less than four years since its first publication, the book has gone through

twelve printings (approximately 40,000 copies)—and the travelogue award given to the book

suggest the immutable capitalist cooptation of today’s liberal postcolonialist critique in

Japan.5

I want to stress here that the book I’m going to critique, Ikezawa Natsuki’s Hawaii

Kiko,6 is certainly not an example of a typically colonialist tour guide which presents Hawai’i

as exotic, foreign, feminized, innocent, pre-/anti-modern tropical islands.  Quite to the

contrary, Ikezawa’s narrative is an extremely nuanced, sophisticated, careful—and one might

add, in many ways “politically correct”—account of the islands’ natural habitat, history,

                                                                                                                                                       

5 The data on the book’s printing was provided by the publisher.  I thank Yujin Yaguchi for helping me find this
information.  In 1996, the book received the JTB Kiko Bungaku Taisho, an award given by Japan’s largest travel
agency to the best travel literature published in the year .  The citation for the book reads: “The author loooks
down at the mouth of the Kilauea, the huge volcano.  He is lured by the beauty of the flowers and learns the
meanings of the leis made out of them.  He imagines the thoughts of the people who first arrived in Hawaii in a
small canoe only with the stars as their guides.  The book is a detailed report based on his two-year travel in
which he explored each of the islands on foot or by boat.  As can be seen from the fact that he chose to
transliterate the word ‘Hawai-i’ so as to be faithful to the indigenous language, the author pays particular
attention to the native Hawaiian culture ranging from the Hawaiian language, hula, lei, and maritime technology.
This is an innovative travelogue which sheds new light on these islands too often discussed in terms of their
aspects as a tourist resort.”

6 Ikezawa Natsuki, Hawaii Kiko (Tokyo: Shinchosha, 1996).  As the author discusses in the text, he
deliberatelytransliterates the word “Hawai-i”in the way which reflects the pronunctiation of the word in the
Hawaiian language, as opposed to the commonly used “Hawai.”  However, the English title on the book’s cover,
Cruising Around Hawaii, does not show an okina (‘) between the two i’s in the word “Hawai’i.”
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culture, and people, which places the native Hawaiian people and culture at the center.  As a

kiko –Japanese literary genre most closely translated as “travelogue”—the book is distinct

from a “tour guide” both in content and form.  It is a first-person account of the author’s

encounters, explorations, and insights.  It does not take the reader to any of the popular tourist

spots; in fact, most readers of the book who  visit Hawai’i are unlikely to try the things the

author does or go to the places he visits.  While the text is very readable and appeals to the

popular audience (Ikezawa is a well-known author of numerous fiction and nonfiction)

through both Ikezawa’s writing and numerous beautiful color photographs and illustrations,

the book maintains an intellectual and at times even scholarly tone, with many footnotes that

demonstrate the author’s extended research, often making references to topics and issues that

are related to but not directly about Hawai’i.  Most importantly, the book demonstrates

Ikezawa’s intelligence, integrity, and sensitivity to the issues of colonialism and political

economy in Hawai’i—in short, Ikezawa is not a typical tourist, and certainly not a typical

colonialist.

However, that Ikezawa is not a typical tourist or colonialist does not mean that his

narrative exists outside of the discourse and politics of tourism or colonialism.  As Edward

Said and other scholars of discourse theory have demonstrated, everyone who writes about a

subject must locate him/herself vis-a-vis the subject, a location which translates itself into the

narrative voice, structure, images, themes, and motifs circulating in the text.7  An analysis of

such strategic location and textual formation reveals the cultural politics underlying the text.

Ikezawa’s narrative both marks and masks the author’s position as a Japanese man traveling

in Hawai’i and the historical position of Japan in relation to Hawai’i and the politico-

economic order of the Pacific Rim.

I will discuss three ways in which Ikezawa’s strategic positioning and textual

                                                
7 Edward W. Said,Orientalism (New York:  Random House, 1978), 20.
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formation take place in the book:  (1) the narrative vision which posits universal humankind

and binary human relations in relation to nature, (2) the positioning as well as erasure of the

traveler/tourist subjectivity, and (3) the focus on native Hawaiian culture and people and the

construction of Hawaiian identity.  All of these interrelated factors work together to construct

a narrative that simultaneously marks and masks the political economy of the tourist gaze, to

present a liberal progressive account of Hawaiian history and culture while leaving the

agency and subjectivity of both the writer and the reader unquestioned. The result is a new,

liberal, postcolonialist narrative of “paradise” which serves today’s tourist colonialism even

as it tries to critique it.  Consequently, the text becomes complicit in the operations of

“histouricism” which Paul Lyons has critiqued:

In seeking at once to “distance and appropriate” the past, histouricism has an oddly
antiquarian spirit.  At the same time, histouricism historicizes tourism as the
redemptive outcome of the spread of modernity.  It does not deny that in the
modernizing process “overthrows” occurred; rather, it frames “overthrows” in ways
that gloss or justify their costs from the vantage point of liberal progressive
promotional narratives.  Such narratives represent Americans as “assuming
responsibility” and “natives” as needing and desiring intervention, as well as sharing
its benefits—which include, paradoxically, opportunities to reappropriate native
customs.  In other words, histouricism discloses tourism as never simple nostalgia, as
never the avoidance of history, but as fetishized history that breaks up otherness in
order to assimilate it to the gazers’ needs.8

Although what Ikezawa presents is not exactly synonymous with the types of histouricism

discussed above—and of course the Japanese author writing for the Japanese audience

positions himself and the reader in a different position than an American one--the text enacts

much of the similar cultural politics.

Universalized human subject and binary human relations

Early in the text, the author constructs a grand narrative vision which situates

Hawai’i as a case study of the relationship between nature and human history.  While the rest

of the text covers diverse themes and topics—ranging from Hawai’i’s environmental history

                                                
8 Paul Lyons, “Pacific Scholarship,” 51-52.
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and the politics of water rights and traditional Hawaiian agriculture to the wonders of hula,

efforts to recuperate and revive Hawaiian language, and the physical and spiritual appeal of

surfing—the overall vision of the narrative maintains this basic “nature--human” perspective.

In the first chapter in which the author tours the island of Molokai, Ikezawa refers to Hawai’i

as the “land which culminates the history of human interaction with nature,”9 and lays out the

overarching vision of his narrative:

How much is to be seen in these islands?  What is the natural environment of this
place, how has human history unfolded here, how have people lived, and how has the
age of modernity changed all of that?  What do people today who have built their
society upon those foundations think, and with what kind of vision for the future do
they live?  The objective of this series of travels is, to put it in rather grandiose terms,
to explore these questions. (21)

Of course, the author is aware of many historical and political issues that are central to the

livelihood of the people of Hawai’i.  However, those issues are subsumed under the grand

rubric of nature and humankind.  He closes the chapter by clarifying such a vision:

There was once such an age [when the relationship between human and nature was
mediated by gods].  Yet today, most of the factors determining our destiny come
either from other people, societies, or nations.  Nature is distanced to the
background, as if it is merely a stage set for the flamboyant drama of humans.  In the
case of Hawai’i, the issues of race, economy, or tourism, military bases—are all
products of human activity.  However, perhaps there will eventually be a time when
we have to once again think hard about the power of nature.  If so, perhaps it is better
to think about it as soon as possible.  Hawai’i is like a model of the world, a place
where one can easily see the relationship between nature and humans.  Precisely in
this place, let us journey from one island to another, tracing history, and in the end
returning to nature.  (36)

By framing the narrative in terms of human relationship and interventions to nature, the

author simultaneously constructs a universalized human subject and a binary relation among

human subjects, i.e. Euroamericans vs. indigenous people.  Such a perspective is not

surprising from the author who has produced many writings dealing with the theme of nature,

environment, and ecology.  It reveals Ikezawa’s sensitivity to and respect for the natural

                                                                                                                                                       

9 Ikezawa Natsuki, Hawaii Kiko, 29.  Further references are made parenthetically in the text.  Translations are
mine.
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environment in which human history has unfolded for a relatively short period of time and his

critique of Euroamerican endeavors and destruction of such an environment.

However, this grand vision also has other effects on the narrative.  First, by

constructing a universalized human subject and binary human relations juxtaposed to nature,

the text obscures the hierarchies of power among different segments of human population that

have inhabited the islands over the centuries and thus had differential relationships to nature.

Certainly, the author is very sensitive to and does discuss the history of colonialism and

exploitation whereby white Euroamericans manipulated the natural environment and depleted

the resources of the indigenous people.　However, precisely because Ikezawa’s discussion of

hierarchies of power among humans focuses exclusively on those between Euroamericans

and native Hawaiians (the point I will discuss later in more detail), the narrative glosses over

other kinds of power.  Crudely put, human subjects in Ikezawa’s narrative are divided into

two: good natives and bad Euroamericans.  Yet the author does encounter many subjects who

do not neatly fit into such a binary—there are, for example, “good” Euroamericans and other

non-native Hawaiians in the narrative.  Ikezawa handles these subjects by turning them into

versions of the “native,” rather than elaborating on their specific and localized subject

positions in the Hawaiian context.  Such examples are seen in Ikezawa’s account of Father

Damien (24, 62), “Robert” and “Freda” who lost their houses in lava flow (54-57), and

“Sawara-kun”, a young Japanese moved to Maui to surf (228, 247-253).  Thus, complex

relations along the lines of ethnicity, nationality, gender, and class are obscured or subsumed

under the rubric of “human vs. nature” and “Euroamericans vs. native Hawaiians.”

This construction of a universalized human subject and binary human relations also

has another related effect of defining human agency in abstract terms and erasing certain

forms of agency from historical subjects.  Because human history in the islands are narrated

from the perspective of its interactions with or interventions into nature, and because human

                                                                                                                                                       



9

relations are reduced to Euroamericans vs. native Hawaiians, major historical events and

conditions that have dramatically affected the lives in the islands are sometimes relegated to

the background, and historical subjects are sometimes denied/relieved of their agency.  While

Ikezawa makes clear that Euroamerican capitalists, politicians, and missionaries have been

historically responsible for economic, political, and cultural deprivations of native Hawaiians,

he obscures other agents of Hawaiian history.  This is particularly true of Ikezawa’s treatment

of the role of Japan and the Japanese in the narrative.  The most revealing example of this can

be seen in his broad overview of the history of Hawai’i in the first chapter.  After a paragraph

discussing Euroamericans’ aggressive colonial enterprise which forever changed the lives in

the islands, Ikezawa opens a new paragraph with the sentence:  “Then, a big war took place.”

What is notable about this sentence as well as the rest of the paragraph (translated below) is

the curious erasure of agency of historical subjects.

Then, a big war took place.  The islands became the site of the opening of the war,
and numerous battleships were sunk.  Aside from this moment, the islands never
became actual battlegrounds, but the war front was not far away, and the islands
experienced a strange period of prosperity as a base for soldiers en route to the war
front; then eventually the war was over.  The islands were upgraded (although some
question whether this should be referred to as “upgrading”) to the status of a state of
a large country, and agriculture generally declined and was replaced by a more urban
culture which featured the islands as a tourist site.  (30)

In this entire paragraph, there is not a single reference to specific human subjects who were

responsible for the actions he mentions.  Ikezawa does not say that it was the Japanese who

sunk the numerous battleships in Pearl Harbor and initiated the war in the Pacific.  Quite to

the contrary, in the footnote to the phrase about the islands not directly turning into

battlefields aside from the Pearl Harbor attack, Ikezawa states:  “Since the War of

Independence, Americans have never experienced battles on their own grounds [in a war with

foreign enemies].  With the sole exception of the Pearl Harbor attack, they have never even

experienced an air raid.  I think this lack of suffering of their own land turning into

battlefields makes their view of war into a rather optimistic one.” (30, fn 47)  While it is
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certainly true that the experience of the war on the home front was dramatically different for

the Americans and the Japanese because of the lack or the presence of battles fought on or

over their own land (and as a resident of Okinawa, Ikezawa would naturally be sensitive to

such issues), what is significant here is that by telling this history from the perspective of the

“land,” Ikezawa deflects attention from the role of the Japanese in the war to the victimization

of the Japanese by the Americans.  Furthermore, despite the reference to Hawai’i as the site

for its opening, war, as discussed in this paragraph, appears as an abstract, far-away event

devoid of human agency.  In contrast to the previous paragraph where diverse human subjects

are mentioned in specific terms (i.e. Europeans, indigenous people, Hawaiian kingdom,

immigrant laborers from East Asia), this paragraph constructs the “islands” (rather than island

residents) as an entity upon which various historical forces are enacted, rather than as a home

for people with diverse interests, stakes, and forms of agency in historical events such as the

war.

Likewise, in a later chapter which focuses on taro farming and the history of water

rights battles in Waiahole, Ikezawa addresses but also marginalizes the issue of the Japanese

capital in the political economy of contemporary Hawai’i.  As he describes the town meeting

on water rights in Waiahole and explains the history of the battle, he foregrounds the voices

of town residents who protest the corporate capital which, even after the withdrawal from the

operation of sugar plantations, refuses to return the water which logically belongs to the town

residents and instead redirect the water to resorts and golf courses.  Only in a footnote does

he mention that one of the major actors in such corporate exploitation and concomitant

deprivation of Hawaiian residents is the Japanese capital.  (124, fn.42)  In fact, precisely

through this narrative act of obscuring and marginalizing the historical agency of the Japanese

and power relations around the Japanese capital, Ikezawa is able to situate himself in a

synonymous position with his subjects, i.e. native Hawaiians, thus denying self-reflexive

subjectivity for both himself and the Japanese reader, as I will discuss below.
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The positioning and erasure of the traveler/tourist subjectivity

Just as Ikezawa’s narrative often erases agency of historical subjects, the text also

constructs Ikezawa’s own subjectivity in the Hawaii with a curious mix of deliberate self-

positioning and naturalized erasure.  This is most clearly manifested in Ikezawa’s

identification with the native Hawaiians he portrays and in his positioning in relation to

tourists.

For example, Ikezawa’s account of the water rights town meeting mentioned above

is deeply engaging and informative, yet the peculiar situation of a single male Japanese

tourist (although Ikezawa would not like to be referred to as such) driving a rental car to

attend a town meeting in Waiahole is never discussed reflexively.  Even though early in the

meeting he wonders if he has walked into a place where he doesn’t belong (122), such a sense

of self-questioning comes not from his specific subject position in relation to the residents but

from his lack of sufficient knowledge about the issues and history of Waiahole prior to

attending the meeting. (122-126)  In this discussion as well as throughout the narrative,

Ikezawa demonstrates no self-reflexivity about his subject position as a Japanese traveler

observing native people and culture, assumes a bond between himself and his subjects, and

turns their voice into his and vice versa.  In this narrative structure, his own discursive

position as a Japanese traveler, observer, and writer is conveniently erased, obscuring the

specific dynamics between himself and his subjects.

Just as important as the erasure of the author’s traveler/tourist subjectivity is his

positioning vis-a-vis other tourists.  Travelogue’s common narrative strategy of distancing

itself from “ordinary” tourists is used in Ikezawa’s text as well.  The fact that the author

opens his account with his trip to Molokai, one of the Hawaiian islands which hosts the least

number of tourists, is itself revealing of such deliberate self-positioning.  Referring to the

island as a “lonely island,” Ikezawa claims:
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The meaning of the giggling of the lady at the check-in counter at the Kahului
airport finally dawned on me.  She probably wanted to say, “There’s nothing to see
in Molokai.  Nobody goes there.”  But now that I’m here, I should see as much as I
can of this place.  Besides, I like uncrowded places anyway.  One shouldn’t organize
one’s trips with functional motives.  One shouldn’t measure the value of a trip based
on the number of things seen, number of famous sites visited, amount of shopping
done, or number of photographs taken.  Let’s say that a trip is assessed on the basis
of the length of time spent pleasantly.  If this island offers me a nice time, I have
nothing more to ask for. (15)

Thus, the author seems to assume that most tourists do measure the value of trips based on

such things as the number of famous sites seen or the amount of shopping done, and he

clearly distinguished himself from such touristic attitude.

Early in the book, Ikezawa does address the huge impact of tourism in the islands.

In his brief sketch of the island of Kauai, he says, “I must repeat the phrase, ‘the main

industry is tourism,’ which applies to other islands as well, but if that’s the case, perhaps it’s

worth contemplating what tourism means to people today.  For good or bad, it is undeniable

that it is tourism that enables the Hawaiian islands, that are so far away from major

population centers, to maintain the present economic status.” (21)

Yet throughout the narrative, the author makes few remarks about tourism, and when

he does, he clearly does not see himself as part of it.  As far as it appears in the text, he never

stays in a resort hotel, let alone takes part in organized tours of any sort.  He never visits or

talks about any of the popular tourist sites such as Waikiki, Pearl Harbor, or the Polynesian

Cultural Center.  He is an independent traveler driving around the islands on his own, making

contacts with people with various expertise and talking with them in depth.  Sometimes he

doesn’t even go anywhere, and spends his days in his condominium reading.  Conscious or

unconscious, such self-positioning is reflected in the narrative structure as well.  In the

chapter where he summarizes the history of the islands, Ikezawa intersperses historical

accounts with his own.  Such commentaries allow the Japanese readers to relate the

significance of Hawaiian history to their own history as well as ponder the meanings of

human interactions.  In that sense, Ikezawa’s text clearly positions both the author and the
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reader as Japanese subjects and invites the reader to take a critical perspective on the colonial

history of Hawai’i.  Yet it is also important to note that such a positioning is predicated on the

author’s deliberate self-distancing from what the Japanese first and foremost represent for the

local population, i.e. tourists.  In his account of the unification of the Hawaiian islands by

Kamehameha the Great, he ponders what would have happened if the islands had not been

unified at that point in history.  In the middle of that account, the narrative makes an abrupt

jump to the reality of Maui where he is writing the text:

What would have happened if the unification hadn’t been accomplished at that
stage?  [Kamehameha’s] monarchy which lasted for a hundred years afterwards
would not have existed.  Different islands would have been ruled separately, and
each would have had to deal with Western powers on its own. . .  It is not
inconceivable that each island would have been ruled under different power.  In fact,
Samoan Islands were divided into American Samoa and Western Samoa.  Only the
largest and the most valuable island in Micronesia, Guam, became a U.S. territory,
and other islands constituted a federation and became independent.  Was there no
possibility that Japan was to be divided in the eve of the Meiji Restoration?

As such thoughts meander through my mind, a large tourist bus passes by.
Because Lahaina is an old town, the roads are narrow.  From the bus which pushed
its way into the narrow road stepped down a horde of Japanese tourists.  They
divided themselves into groups of a few, walked around, took pictures, and went
back onto the bus.  The ocean is calm but the sun is strong.  The wind feels nice.
(146)

After this abrupt description of tourists, the text returns to Ikezawa’s commentary about the

significance of the unification of Hawaiian islands, with no further reference to the tourists in

sight.  It is implied that the author assumes these tourists he sees do not ponder such

historical issues as the one he has been writing about.  Thus, both in the narrative structure

and in Ikezawa’s stream of consciousness, the tourists are a disrupting force that upsets the

peace of the island life and the coherence of the text.  At the same time, the description of the

bus-full of Japanese tourists heightens the implications of Ikezawa’s historical account by

emphasizing the new economic power that has come to play just as important a role as

Euroamericans in the last two decades, although Ikezawa does not make an explicit link

between Japanese tourism and Hawaiian history.  By portraying the tourists than less than

appealing existence, Ikezawa constructs a position for himself that is distinct from them,
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thereby making himself innocent of Japan’s historical and contemporary complicity in the

continuing disenfranchisement of native Hawaiians.

Construction of native Hawaiian identity

Ikezawa’s text thus creates a historical and cultural narrative which posits human

relations in binary terms between Euroamericans and indigenous people while both marking

and masking his own subjectivity in relation to the people he discusses.  This narrative is

enabled and facilitated by Ikezawa’s deliberate focus on native Hawaiian history and culture

and, in turn, omission of other aspects of Hawaiian history and life.  As a consequence of this

focus and treatment, the narrative constructs a particular native Hawaiian identity which,

although distinct from those created in typically colonialist narratives, serves the discourse

and political economy of today’s tourist colonialism.

As Ikezawa mentions at several points in the narrative, he deliberately chooses to

focus on native Hawaiian culture while leaving out other aspects of Hawaii—such as

immigration, inter-ethnic relations, military, and tourism—from the text.  Such choice,

inclusion, and exclusion are both naturalized and made explicit.  In the body of the book,

there are only brief references to the history of immigration and labor, for example.  At the

end of Chapter Five which summarizes the history of native Hawaiians up to the overthrow of

the Hawaiian kingdom and annexation of the islands to the United States, Ikezawa concludes

the narrative with a footnote:

This is the point in this narrative where I should really have discussed the history of
Hawai’i after annexation, particularly the history of immigrants; yet I have moved
onto the next topic without pursuing that chance.  The histories of immigrants, too,
are filled with grief.  Are such grief of the past to be justified if today’s residents
were to recognize today’s Hawai’i, built upon the history of unending sorrows, as a
peaceful land?  (159, fn. 51)

In the last chapter, Ikezawa again makes clear that he made deliberate choices of his subjects

and topics:

 [Originally I had planned to write with no particular focus about topics I encounter
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as I move from one island to another.]  Yet it turned out that I made each trip into a
reportage.  The reason is simple: I was captivated by the native Hawaiian culture.  I
had planned to address their story as one of the themes, but I had not expected to get
into it quite to this extent.  I began to vaguely understand the depth of indigenous
people’s culture when I went to the island of Hawai’i to visit the volcanoes or went
to Kauai to look at the plants indigenous to these islands.  I felt that their ways of
living had more substantial meaning, something that deserves more than simple
nostalgia.  If I were to write based on the theme of Hawai’i as a place, I could have
discussed many other topics, such as racially diverse immigration from all over the
world (especially Japanese, particularly Okinawans), the atmosphere of multicultural
society that emerged out of it, or the story of tourism which is most familiar to us—
but in the end I couldn’t deal with any of these.  Of course, I think it was all right.
(295)

Exactly why it was all right, Ikezawa does not tell us, except to imply that such a focus

enabled a relatively coherent and engaging narrative through which both the author and the

reader can draw larger meanings about the interactions between land and people.  Ikezawa’s

choice and focus certainly does not invite criticism in itself—in the discursive context in

which Hawai’i is all too often portrayed as a tropical paradise with no complex civilization,

history, or culture, much deserves to be said about Ikezawa’s in-depth exploration of native

Hawaiian culture and his critique of colonialism.  Yet one needs to analyze exactly how

Ikezawa constructs native Hawaiian culture and identity and how such a construction

intervenes in the contemporary discourse and political economy of Hawai’i.

As he starts delving into the history and culture of indigenous people, Ikezawa

explains the meaning of “Hawaiian” identity today.  He explains at the beginning of Chapter

Four:

The theme for this trip is to find out more about the lives of originary Hawaiians.
Therefore, Hawaiian here means not the residents of the state of Hawai’i today but
the native inhabitants and their descendants of Polynesian origin who have lived in
these islands prior to the arrival of Captain Cook.  However, they do not live a
traditional life in isolation from the Caucasian, Japanese, Okinawan, Chinese,
Portuguese, Filipino, Samoan, and other contemporary residents of the state of
Hawai’i.  Their lifestyle is basically that of modern America, and there is a high
degree of race mixture.  They seem to have favored intermarriage with other ethnic
groups from the old times, and today the number of pure Hawaiians is in fact very
small.  Statistically speaking, Hawaiians are said to constitute about 12.5 per cent of
the total population of approximately one million.  But if we were to include
everyone who has any Hawaiian blood, the number rises to 17.9 per cent, and on the
contrary if we were to count only pure blood Hawaiians, the number drops to 1 per



16

cent.
In reality, everyone has descended from multiple strands of blood.  I’ve

once asked about this of my friend Wendell Titcomb who lives in Honolulu.  In his
case, his father is half Hawaiian, quarter English, the remaining quarter German; his
mother is again half Hawaiian, quarter English, and quarter Chinese.  This means
that he is himself half Hawaiian, quarter English, and the remaining eighths are
German and Chinese.  And he considers himself Hawaiian.

Given these circumstances, whether one is Hawaiian or not is to a certain
point a matter of one’s own sense of identity. . . (99-100)

Thus, Ikezawa points to Hawai’i’s racial hybridity, social constructions of race, and

psychological dimension of Hawaiian identity.  Yet Ikezawa does not explain why a man who

is biologically only half Hawaiian chooses to—and/or has been compelled to--identify

himself as Hawaiian rather than his other racial and ethnic backgrounds.  Nor does he provide

the reader with the historical, political, and economic context in which “native Hawaiian”

identity has been constructed and what is at stake for “native Hawaiians” to claim that

identity in order to claim and protect their livelihood today.10  As a consequence, what

emerges out of Ikezawa’s narrative is a kind of cultural essentialism which equates Hawaiian

identity with a particular kind of lifestyle and cultural practices, e.g. taro farming, dancing

hula, learning and trying to revive Hawaiian language, and retracing the path of ancient

Polynesian canoes.  While Ikezawa’s discussion of each of these topics is sensitive to and

critical of the history of colonialism which prompted these movements in recent years, the

tone of the narrative is generally depoliticized.  Thus, the text ends up valorizing these

elements of Hawaiian life as cultural practices rather than as political acts.

All of the narrative structures discussed above contribute to the construction of a

new, liberal, postcolonial narrative of “paradise” which, although very different from a typical

colonialist narrative, serves today’s tourist colonialism in that it fetishizes the notion of the

paradise while veiling the subject position of the traveler/tourist.  The persistent appeal and

                                                
10

 J. Kehaulani Kauanui, “’For Get’ Hawaiian Entitlement:  Configurations of Land, ‘Blood,’ and
Americanization in the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act of 1921,” Social Text 17.2 (Summer 1999): 123-144.
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effectiveness of the discourse of “paradise” is seen most clearly in Ikezawa’s very attempt to

resist such a discourse.  Early in the book, the author evokes the life in the islands prior to

Western contact:

The pattern of people arriving to inhabit a land marks the beginning of human
history.  In just about any place, people did not inhabit a land from the very
beginning.  The only place that can boast such a claim is certain areas of Africa that
are referred to as the place of human origins, and in all other places people came to
inhabit the land through migration from elsewhere.  And in Hawai’i, the migration
took place recently enough for people to be able to trace their routes in legends and
lifestyles even today.  Many people crossed the ocean, spread through the islands,
had offspring, and prospered.  But that alone does not make this place a paradise.
They too fought wars amongst themselves, and natural calamities such as hurricanes
were not rare.  Did the warm weather make life easier than in the North?  Given the
impressive development of legends, songs, and dance, there must have been enough
economic prosperity for people to be able to spend their energy on cultural activities.
The fact that they came here, lived here for a long time, and never discussed
migrating elsewhere seems to show that everyone must have been living in
contentment.  (29)

The brief summary of Hawaiian history after the Western “discovery” which follows this

passage is critical of colonial politics.  Thus, even as the author is careful and reticent about

the use of the word “paradise,” when he does use it, it is in reference to indigenous Hawaiian

life rather than the cliched image of the relaxed, leisurely recreation in an exotic island.

Ikezawa makes a more explicit intervention in the discourse of “paradise” in his

discussion of hula.  As he contemplates what “hula dance” has meant to the popular Japanese

imagination reinforced by Hollywood pictures, he makes a clear and strong critique of the

notion of “paradise” itself.

 But let’s leave the words [“hula dance” as used in Japanese parlance] alone for now.
What was the image that spread with the word “fura dansu [hula dance]” all about?
The prewar song “My lover’s the chief’s daughter” with insensitive lyrics [about
going to Marshall islands and taking the chief’s daughter as a lover], the barbaric,
vulgar, and sexual dance of the southern islands, reinforced by the Hawai’i made in
Hollywood, namely “Wedding in Waikiki” or “Blue Hawai’i—all those
representations of paradise that are convenient for none other than visitors.  The
mode of consumption which turns the sources of Hawaiians’ spiritual life into
commodities for exotic recreation.  Joban Hawaiian Center [a recreation center in
eastern Japan] and its sorts which reproduces its miniatures for the masses.  The
image goes through multiple stages of processing and transforms hula into a
commodity that doesn’t even remotely resemble the original.

In the middle of the Pacific islands were the islands called Hawai’i, where
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people lived, were blessed with nature, and expressed their appreciation for nature
through hula.  If the word “hula dance” captures even a small fragment of this fact,
should we be satisfied with that?

I have no intention of calling Hawai’i prior to the arrival of haoles a
paradise.  A paradise is a definition, a concept, and not a human reality.  To apply the
word to other people’s land is to see those people not as people but an other, abstract
beings, as a product of our own mind.  Even if we were to concede that people who
live difficult lives [in an industrial society] need the fantasy that there is a paradise
somewhere in this world where beautiful women are dancing in grass skirts, such a
fantasy must not be very comfortable for those on whom it is imposed.  That kind of
dynamics between the self and the other is culminated in the word, “fura dansu.”

What we should see is not our own fantasies but the dance itself. (170-171)

Ikezawa is thus very critical of the popular notion of “paradise” which exoticizes, fetishizes,

and commodifies Hawai’i and its people as the Other, and his critique is indeed very

powerful.  Yet despite such a critical framework which informs the entire narrative, Ikezawa’s

text on the whole ends up serving the very tourist colonialism he critiques because of his own

narrative structures and self-positioning discussed above.  Furthermore, in the end, Ikezawa

reappropriates the concept of “paradise” in a way that distances Hawai’i from the Japanese

reader’s positionality.  He closes the book with the following paragraph:

Humans can live and prosper to a limited extent on this earth.  [The history of]
Hawai’i has proven this basic principle of human existence.  Why that principle does
not work well in the modern age, that is another issue.  Yet it is worth looking into
the Hawaiian islands and their people to think about that very issue.  Paradise is
possible, Hawai’i is telling us. (323-324, emphasis added)

This last sentence is used in the advertising strip attached to the book’s cover, which prints

the phrase, “Paradise is possible,” in oversized, color, bold print.  Underneath the sentence is

the phrase, “The Winner of the JTB Travelogue Award.”  The contrast between this

commodified marketing of the book and the he book’s cover—a photograph of a verdant

valley overlooking the ocean, which seems antithetical to commercial tourism--illustrates

both subtle and overt contradictions of the book’s content.  While Ikezawa’s new, liberal,

postcolonialist critique is often in tension with the narrative structures he employs and the

subject position he gives to himself and to the reader.

While the complexity and depth of Ikezawa’s narrative and its commercial success
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make the book particularly worthy of analysis, such a “liberal” critique of colonialism and/or

tourism or the reshaped discourse of “paradise” is certainly not unique to Ikezawa.  In fact,

Japanese writings on Hawai’i today typically adopts a similar voice, critiquing commercial

tourism, the overdevelopment of Waikiki, and commodified materialism.  Almost two decades

since Hawai’i became an attainable, familiar “paradise” for the middle-class Japanese,

authors writing about Hawai’i deliberately distance themselves from such commodified

images of the islands and try to present the “real” Hawai’i.  In order to do so, authors

typically present themselves as different from ordinary tourists from Japan, assuming the

position of closeness with and inclusion in the local Hawaiian life.  Yet such narratives

typically lack self-reflexivity on the authors’ sociopolitical position in relation to their

subjects, reappropriate the discourse of “paradise,” and reinscribe the dynamics of tourist

colonialism in ways that are made to seem more authentic and benign.  The fact that these

“liberal” narratives are often originally commissioned by publications that are closely

affiliated with the tourist industry or are endorsed by it demonstrates the irrevocable

relationship between tourist colonialism and acceptable forms of liberal, postcolonialist

critique.11

                                                
11 Another example of such writing is Nikku Kato, Dare mo Shiranai Hawai—25-nen Kurashita Rakuen no
Sugao [Hawai’i which No One Knows:  The Real Face of the Paradise where I Lived for 25 years] (Tokyo:
Kobunsha, 1998).


