


THE REFERENCE SHELF

serves as a public forum, presenting articles on timely controversial questions.
Each number (separately bound) is devoted to a single subject and gives back-
ground information and pro and con arguments from current books and maga-
zines, followed by a comprehensive bibliography.

There are six books in each volume. The subscription price is $7 per
volume, and the books are mailed postpaid to subscribers as published. The
publication schedule is irregular, five or six books being issued each year. The
prices of single numbers still in print are noted below.

The Reference Shelf is regularly indexed in Industrial Arts Index and is
listed in the Cumulative Book Index.

Volume XXV
No. No.
1. New Challenges to Our Schools. 4. Presidential Election Reforms.
Cary. $L.75. ‘W. M. Daniels, $1.75.
2. Television and Radio in American 5. Statehood for Hawaii and Alaska.
Life. H. L. Marx, Jr. $1.75. Edward Latham. .75,
3. Representatnve American Speeches' 6. Aid, Trade, and Tariffs. C. H.
1952-1953, A. C. Baird., $L.75 ﬁr%)s, Jr, and J. M. Kreps.
Volume XXIV
No. No.
1. Political Ethics and the Voter. 4, Crisis in the Middle East. Edward
T. A. Rousse. $L.75. Latham. 5.

2. Federal Taxes. C. H. Kreps, Jr. 5. The United States and Interna-
$1.75. tional Organizations. R. E. Sum-

3. Representative American Speeches: mers. $1.75
1951-1952, A. C. Baird., $1.75. 6. Latin America in the Cold War.
‘W. M. Daniels. $1.75.

Volume XXIII

No. No.
2. Representative American Speeches: 6. Gambling in America. H. L. Marx,
950-1951, A. C. Baird. $L.765. Jr. $L.75.

4. America’s Weapons of Psychologi-
cal Warfare. R. E. Summers.

$1.75
Volume XXII
No. No.
3. Representative American Speeches: 6. The Investigating Powers of Con-
1949-1950, A. C. Baird. §L75. gress. J. E, Johnsen. $1.75.

4, The Welfare State, H. L. Marx,
Jr. $L.76.



KANSAS CITY, MO. PUBLIC LIBRARY

TuE R 4
T

R
0345485

stinued)

00001

No. i
2. Representative Ameri &
1948-1949, A. C. 1

B 342.9 L35s

R0

2

Kangag City
Public Library

This Volume is for

REFERENCE USE ONLY

[aviivaxilva

[YaYii7axiivaviivaxiivavivaxiiveivaxivexi

1 the Communist Party Be
lawed? J. E. Johnsen, $1.50.

1 Nations or World Govern-
it. J. E. Johnsen. T5c.

tine: Jewish Homeland? J. E.
nsen, $1.25

ring the Voting Age. J. E.
$1.2

nsen. .25,

isentative American Speeches:
2-1943. A, C. Baird. $1.25.
istituting the League of Na-
1s. J. E. Johnsen. 50c.

E:slosed Shop. J. E. Johnsen,

Summers and H. B. Summers.
$1.25.

3 Federal

Regulation of Labor
Unions.

J. V. Garland. $1.25.

= .‘,j...anent Price Control Policy.

10. A Federal Sales Tax.

E. Johnsen. $1.25.
E. R.

Nichols. $1.25.












THE REFERENCE SHELF

Vol. 25 No. 5

STATEHOOD FOR
HAWAII AND ALASKA

Edited by
EDWARD ‘I:,ATHAM

T

THE H. W. WILSON COMPANY
NEW YORK 1953



Copyright 1953
By The H. W. Wilson Company

Printed in the United States of America
Library of Congress Catalog Card No. 53-5512



PREFACE

The question of whether and when to admit new states to
the Union is both as old as the country itself and as new as to-
day’s newspaper.

The debate has often been sharp in the past, but the diver-
gence of views has probably never been more marked than it is
now. Perhaps this is because, in the Hawaiian and Alaskan cases,
Congress is called upon to consider factors which are different
from those which have heretofore governed. If and when these
two territories are admitted, a precedent will have been estab-
lished—to the effect that ethnic differences and lack of contiguity
are no barrier to statehood.

The difference of opinion in Congress and elsewhere is due
largely to the importance given these new factors, but there are
other questions as well: Can these territories afford statehood?
What is the danger of the Communist influence becoming pre-
dominant? Have we definitely promised these territories state-
hood? If so, when should that promise be fulfilled? Would
there be any effect militarily? How about world opinion? Do
the people of Hawaii and Alaska really want statehood? Would
some other status be better for them and for us? What about
monopoly interests?

These and other questions have been raised, and it is the
purpose of this book to set forth some of them, without going
into statistical or legalistic detail.

Some of the points of view presented are highly controversial.
Needless to say, in no case should the content of an excerpt be
construed as necessarily reflecting the opinions of the editor or
publisher.

Acknowledgment is gratefully made to the publishers and
individuals who so courteously granted permission to reprint ma-
terial, and to those who have so kindly permitted the use of their
facilities for research.

EpwaRD LATHAM
April 1953
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FACTORS AFFECTING BOTH TERRITORIES

EDITOR'S INTRODUCTION

Some of the articles and items brought together in this sec-
tion relate to territories and statehood in general, while others
deal specifically with factors affecting both Hawaii and Alaska.

The long article “The Territory as a Unique Political Sub-
division,” by Marcos E. Kinevan, may prove useful in giving the
reader a clearer idea of just what territorial status means and of
the several types of territorial administration that have been de-
veloped by the United States.

Selections from the Congressional Digest list the present
United States territories and describe the legal requirements for
statehood. The influence of partisan politics on the current situa-
tion is considered in the concluding articles in this section.

UNCLE SAM’'S TERRITORIES TODAY*

A certain amount of confusion often arises over use of the
terms ‘‘territories,” “organized territories,” “‘possessions,” ‘“‘de-
pendencies,” etc.

Hawaii and Alaska, for example, are frequently referred to
as “‘organized territories” while other outlying districts are called
“‘possessions” or “‘unorganized territories.” Both usages are tech-
nically incorrect.

The United States Constitution refers to all lands, legally af-
filiated with the United States but not part of the Union proper,
as “territories” and by no other term. Congressional authority to
legislate in such cases can be applied only on a “territorial” basis.

Several differences, however, have grown out of the “or-
ganic” acts by which Congress has set up systems of local govern-
ment in the territories.

39 e

1 From an article in Congressional Digest, an independent monthly featuring
controversies in Congress, pro and con. 26:267. November 1947. Reprinted by
permission.
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[Five] such acts are currently in effect—for Hawaii, Alaska,
Puerto Rico, [Guam and the Virgin Islands. In the organic acts
of Hawaii and Alaska, provisions of the United States Constitu-
tion were formally extended as applicable to all tetritorial affairs.
This was not done in the other . . . cases. So a distinction has
arisen in the status of Alaska and Hawaii (which also applied to
earlier territories that are now States). Via a number of United
States Supreme Court decisions it has been established that
Hawaii and Alaska are “incorporated within the Union” by their
organic acts—no other territories today are so incorporated.

Technically, then, Hawaii and Alaska are “incorporated ter-
ritories” ; all others are “unincorporated territories.”

Since the two terms are cumbersome and sound alike, it has
become customary to refer to Hawaii and Alaska as Territories
with a big “T” and to consider the remaining territories as *“pos-
sessions.”

In each instance where Congress has formulated a territorial
organic act, however, it has extended United States citizenship.
The people of Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, {Guam} and the
Virgin Islands are all citizens of the United States.

THE TERRITORY AS A UNIQUE
POLITICAL SUBDIVISION 2

Our conceptions of the status of territoriality have their in-
ception in the famed Ordinance for the Northwest Territories,
a measure adopted by Congress under the Articles of Confedera-
tion to provide for governing a large area of land ceded to the
national government by four of the original states. A clause in
the subsequently adopted Federal Constitution gave Congress
power to . . . dispose of and make all needful Rules and Reg-
ulations respecting the Territory or other Property belonging to
the United States. . . .” The First Congress, in reenacting the
Ordinance without substantial change, created a political form
as novel to the contemporary world as the republic that estab-

2 From “‘Alaska and Hawaii: From Territoriality to Statehood,”’ by Marcos E.

Kinevan, associate editor, California Law Review. California Law Review. 38:
273-92. June 1950, Reprmtcd by permission.
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lished it. The Ordinance granted fundamental civil and political
tights to inhabitants of the territories, including local government
and representation in Congress by a nonvoting delegate. It also
provided that, upon meeting certain conditions, the territories
were to be admitted to the Union as states. This basic pattern
was applied in subsequent years in providing for the government
of later acquired areas. . . .

Congress may legislate directly for a territory or transfer that
power to a locally elected body. . . . The practice prior to the
Spanish-American War was to delegate to the territorial legisla-
ture power to legislate with respect to all rightful subjects not
inconsistent with the Constitution and laws of the United States.
A change in this practice occurred after this war, when Federal
control was extended to noncontiguous tropical territory in-
habited by relatively backward peoples of different races, who
spoke a different language and lacked experience in self-govern-
ment. Following precedent in this situation might have led to
undesirable consequences. In order to justify governing these
areas differently, the Supreme Court, in the Insular Cases, de-
veloped a legalistic distinction between a territory “incorporated”
into the United States as an integral part thereof and an “un-
incorporated” territory. The difference is of importance primarily
in determining the extent to which constitutional safeguards
apply, and also in excluding certain territories from early con-
sideration for statehood.

Although this distinction is now established, it is not clear
just when a territory is “incorporated.” The line of demarcation
is not between an “organized” territory, which has an organized
government of its own with a local legislature, and an ““un-
organized” territory. . . . One thing common to all “incorpo-
rated” territories is the express applicability of the Constitution.
This, appatently, is prerequisite to becoming an “integral part”
of the United States. Alaska and Hawaii are considered as the
only incorporated territories still remaining, although prominent
constitutional writers have cast some doubt upon the status of
Hawaii. . . .

The procedure for transforming a political subdivision from
a territory to a state is relatively simple. Usually the people of
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the territory petition Congress to be admitted. Assuming that
incorporated territories have what has been termed an “inherent
right” ultimately to become states, nevertheless it is within the
absolute discretion of Congress to decide when they will be
admitted. If Congress favors admission, it passes an enabling
act, which sets forth certain conditions which must be met by
the territory before it becomes a state. Admission may be refused
if the conditions are not met. A constitution, which must comply
with congressional specifications, must be framed, ratified by the
people of the territory, and submitted to the President. If the
constitution is satisfactory, an election of state and other officers
is conducted by the territory. Upon completion, the President
proclaims the results, and the territory is then deemed admitted
by Congress as a state. When a territory becomes a state, it is
invested with the same powers possessed by other states. Any
attempt by Congress to diminish these powers is ineffective, un-
less the attempted restrictions can be brought within the con-
stitutional powers of the national government.

The distinction between incorporated and unincorporated ter-
ritories is also important in determining what constitutional
limitations exist in legislating for a territory. Several cases imply
that once a territory is incorporated, it is entitled to the same
constitutional protection as a state; an unincorporated territory is
protected only by “fundamental” constitutional limitations. A
complete classification of those parts of the Constitution that are
“fundamental”” has never been made. The Constitution has been
expressly extended by Act of Congress to both Alaska and
Hawaii, yet Federal legislative power over territories is still con-
sidered plenary. This curious anomaly serves to delimit, to a
nebulous extent, the restrictions imposed upon Congress by the
Constitution. . . . The extent to which constitutional limitations
may be abrogated is still unsettled. It is highly improbable that
any of the safeguards of the Bill of Rights may be violated.

The extent to which constitutional restrictions apply is further
complicated by the fact that the only reference in the Constitu-
tion to territories is that empowering Congress to dispose of or
make all needful rules and regulations respecting them. The pro-
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hibitions of the Constitution are expressed in terms of “States”
or the “United States.” The preliminary question becomes, then,
one of whether “States” or “United States” as used in a particular
context is to be given a narrow meaning, as applying only to
the states, or is to be interpreted more broadly as encompassing
the states, territories and District of Columbia.

It is unlikely that Congress is bound by the express consti-
tutional requirement of uniform treatment of “‘states” when leg-
islating for either incorporated or unincorporated territories.
The pertinent uniformity provisions concern duties, imposts and
excises, and the prohibition that . . . no preference shall be
given by any regulation of commerce or revenue to the ports
of one State over those of another.” It has been held that the
uniformity limitation upon indirect taxation was not violated
by a statute that applied only to the states and the District of
Columbia. Likewise, Congress, in its capacity as a local legis-
lature, has validly levied a tax upon businesses in an incorporated
territory, the proceeds of which were to be used for expendi-
tures within the territory. Nor is Congress prohibited from
giving preference to the ports of the states over those of a
territory. . . .

The power of Congress to enact economically discriminatory
legislation has never been seriously questioned, and has been
exercised repeatedly. In 1934 Congress passed the Jones-Costigan
Sugar Act which, among other things, empowered the Secretary
of Agriculture to fix quotas on the importation of sugar. The
original enactment even referred to Hawaii as a “foreign” area.
Designed to protect the mainland sugar interests, this legislation
placed Hawaii in an at least theoretically disadvantageous posi-
tion. . . . Proponents of statehood have vociferously objected to
the quotas as limiting shipments of refined sugar to the main-
land to 3 per cent of “‘capacity.” However, the bark is worse than
the bite, for Hawaii has never refined more than 3 per cent of
its raw sugar, and there has been no substantial difference in
the total tonnage of raw and refined sugar exported to the main-
land before and after the enactment. Nevertheless, the Act is
indicative of what Congress can do if it sees fit. The Federal
Highway Act . . . clearly emphasizes the extent of permissible
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congressional discretion in denying grants-in-aid to the terri-
tories. . . . It is therefore apparent that Congress can not only
give preference to the states over the territories, but also to one
territory over another. . . .

Not all discriminatory legislation has been undesirable to
all interests within the territories. In 1932 the Hawaiian sugar
industry, in order to maintain an adequate supply of cheap labor,
was able to exert sufficient influence to incorporate in immigra-
tion legislation a provision enabling Hawaii to continue import-
ing Filipinos, if necessary for labor. Until recently Chinese
laborers wete prohibited from entering the United States from
Hawaii, although they could migrate from the United States
to Hawaii.

About the only certain thing that can be said concerning con-
stitutional limitations as applied to territories is that they are
uncertain. “Fundamental” restrictions, such as those imposed by
the Bill of Rights, are applicable to incorporated territories. Be-
yond this there is no fixed pattern. Discriminatory treatment of
territories under the uniformity provisions suggests that, at least
as far as economic prohibitions are concerned, Congress may in
its discretion choose to regard the territories as “‘states,” or as
what they are—a political unit of markedly inferior status. ...

As stated above, the form of government and participation
accorded the inhabitants of a tetritoty is within the discretion
of the Federal Government. The organization and operation of
the local government, and the limits of its power, are determined
from congressional enactments—primarily the organic act. The
Organic Acts of Alaska and Hawaii provide for the establish-
ment of a territorial government, consisting of an executive,
legislative and judicial branch. The President, with Senate con-
firmation, appoints the governor and secretary of both territories
for four-year terms. The secretary performs duties comparable
to those of a lieutenant-governor. . . .

Congress regulates suffrage rights, which it can subsequently
abridge or modify. The power of the territorial legislatures ex-
tends to subjects of legislation not inconsistent with the Con-
stitution, the laws of the United States, and the Organic Acts.
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The Organic Acts, especially in the case of Alaska, contain
numerous restrictions on this legislative power. Many of the
limitations of the Alaskan Act were inserted because passage
depended upon placating certain “vested” interests. . . .

Since the Constitution places the supreme legislative power
over territories in Congress, the territorial legislatures are only
agents exercising their power at the sufferance of Congress. The
governor of the territory must forward copies of all new legis-
lation to the President. Although all territorial enactments are
subject to disapproval by Congtess, they remain valid until abro-
gated. Federal legislation of the same scope and purpose super-
sedes similar territorial legislation. Although generally the later
of two legislative enactments governs, acts of Congress which
are merely inconsistent with the organic act will not be applied
to the territories; but those which clearly express a purpose to
supervene the organic act are applicable. In spite of the express
prohibitions and the congressional veto power, territorial legis-
lation, for the most part, is similar to that enacted by the
states. . . .

The district courts of both Alaska and Hawaii are “legis-
lative” courts, created by Congress in the exercise of its terri-
torial power, as contrasted with the “constitutional” district
courts created under Article III of the Constitution.

ADMISSION OF NEW STATES 3

The United States Constitution touches on the admission of
new states at only one point, Article IV, Section 3, Clause 1,
which reads:

New States may be admitted by the Congress into this Union; but
no new States shall be formed or erected within the jurisdiction of any
other State, nor any State be formed by the Junction of two or more
States, or parts of States, without the consent of the Legislatures of the
States concerned as well as of the Congress.

The implication that Congress may enact separate statutes
to govern the procedure of admission of new states to the Union
3 From *'Statehood Under the United States Constitution,”’ an article in Con-

gressional Digest, an independent monthly fe;tu.ting controversies in Congress, pro
and con. 26:259-61. November 1947. Reprinted by permission.
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by virtue of this clause is usually conceded, but Congress has
not done so. Instead, a procedure has grown up over the long
period of United States expansion which has become the accepted
custom. Congress may, if it wishes, alter this procedure. How-
ever, all bills designed to admit Hawaii or Alaska as states con-
tinue in the accepted manner. There are seven main steps.

1. Petition to Congress for passage of an enabling act to
allow admission. This step, which is not mandatory but which
is always followed, is taken by the legislature of the territory.
The territorial legislature passes an appropriate resolution re-
questing statehood and forwards it officially to the Congress of
the United States.

2. Passage of the enabling act by Congress. In taking this
step Congress acts just as on any ordinary legislation. A majority
vote of both Houses is required plus the signature of the Presi-
dent. The act authorizes the territory to call a constitutional
convention for purposes of adopting the United States Constitu-
tion and formulating its own state constitution and sets forth
the process and requirements for admission. . .

3. Meeting of the constitutional convention. As provided
in the enabling act, the convention is called, delegates to the
convention are apportioned and elected and their number speci-
fied. The convention adopts the United States Constitution and
drafts the constitution which will govern the territory when it
becomes a state.

4. Ratification of the new state constitution. When the con-
vention has completed its work, it submits the new constitution
to the people of the territory for their vote. If approval by
majority vote is not obtained the convention usually reconvenes
and works over the constitution until it is acceptable. When it
has been ratified, it is certified approved and sent to the Presi-
dent of the United States with a statement of the votes cast.

5. Action by the President. If the President finds the new
state constitution to comply in all respects with the requirements
set forth in the enabling act, he approves the document and so
notifies the governor of the territory. In the event of his dis-
approval, the convention reconvenes in the territory to make
the necessary changes in the constitution.
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6. Election of officers under the new constitution. When
the governor of the territory has received word from the Presi-
dent that the constitution is approved, he issues a proclamation
calling for the election of all officers of the new government as
provided in the constitution. These officers, legislative, executive,
and judicial are elected (plus the appropriate members to Con-
gress) and the President is so notified.

7. Final proclamation of statehood. When all steps up to
this point have been taken, the President issues a proclamation
announcing that the territory of so-and-so is now deemed to be
a full-fledged state of the United States and that the territory
no longer exists. This is the final and formal act of statehood.
At this time all territorial officers cease their functions and the
new state government begins.

NATIONAL PARTY PLANKS ON STATEHOOD *

The Republican party and the Democratic party are com-
mitted irrecoverably to immediate statehood for Hawaii. Pledges
to that end were incorporated in the 1952 national platforms
of both major parties during the July conventions in Chicago.
Both platforms were adopted by their respective delegations
without a dissenting vote.

Here is the history of the national party planks on statehood:

REPUBLICAN PARTY
1952
We favor immediate statehood for Hawaii.
We favor statehood for Alaska under an equitable enabling act.
We favor eventual statehood for Puerto Rico.

1948
We favor eventual statehood for Hawaii, Alaska, and Puerto Rico....

DEMOCRATIC PARTY
1952
Alaska and Hawaii. By virtue of their strategic and geographical
locations, Alaska and Hawaii are vital bastions in the Pacific. These
4 From Statebood for Hawaii; hearings before the House subcommittee on

Territories and Insular Pessessions. Superintendent of Documents. Washington,
D.C. 1953. p59-60.
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two territories have contributed greatly to the welfare and economic de-
velopment of our country and have become integrated into our economic
and social life. We therefore urge immediate statehood for these two
territories.

1948

We urge immediate statehood for Hawaii and Alaska: immediate
determination by the people of Puerto Rico as to their form of govern-
ment.

SHOULD PLATFORMS GOVERN??®

1t is said, “Admit Hawaii to statehood. To do so is carrying
out the Republican party platform.” The Democratic party plat-
form goes a step farther and says, “Admit Hawaii and Alaska.”
If these platforms have irrevocably bound us; if these pro-
nouncements in convention have placed hoops of steel around
our consciences; then, there is no need for Congtress to assemble,
debate, and vote, and a Congress is useless. It would be much
simpler for the President, elected on a platform, to draw up a
decree, sign it, and it become binding in law. No congress-
man is expected to be a robot; on the other hand, he or she
must be free to vote on any issue according to his or her con-
science. . . .

Few congressmen had the privilege of participating in the
writing of either of the party platforms, but every member of
congress is confronted with a solemn duty of casting their vote
here. By voting according to our consciences, we can do great
service to our party and we can make our party better and more
receptive to the heartbeats of the people, rather than to well-
organized minorities. We might as well admit now, that if Con-
gress had passed everything in party platforms, our way of life
would already have been destroyed.

WHY HAWAII ALONE? ¢

In his State of the Union message President Eisenhower
urged that statehood to Hawaii “should be granted promptly,

5 From remarks of Congressman E. L. Forrester (D., Ga.) in the United States
Hou;es 5of Representatives, March 9, 1953. Congressional Record. 99:1843.4. March
2,1 .

¢ From ‘‘Statehood for Alaska,” by Ernest Gruening, former governor of
Alaska, 1939-53. Harper's Magazine, 206:72-7. May 1953. Reprinted by permis-
sion.
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with the first election scheduled for 1954.” The plétforms of
both political parties had promised immediate statehood to Ha-
waii, he stated.

It was asked widely why no mention had been made of our
other territorial candidate for statehood—Alaska. Since Presi-
dent Eisenhower cited the platforms of the two political parties
on Hawaii, what they say about Alaska is pertinent. The Demo-
cratic platform pledge for Alaska was identical with that for Ha-
waii: “immediate statehood.” The Republican plank came out
for “statehood for Alaska under an equitable enabling act.”

President Truman, the first President to endorse statehood
for either Alaska or Hawaii, endorsed both unqualifiedly and
urged action upon the 79th, 80th, 81st, and 82d Congresses. The
two territories have been generally teamed together, though
through separate bills. The reasons for this association are fairly
obvious. They are the only remaining “incorporated” territories
and therefore explicity destined for statehood. . . .

Why, then, was Hawaii alone mentioned in President Eisen-
hower’s message?

One reason why Hawaii and Alaska have been bracketed to-
gether in recent statehood legislation has been the assumption
that under statehood Hawaii would elect Republican senators and
congressmen, and Alaska, Democratic. To be sure neither Alaska
nor Hawaii can be considered a Vermont or a South Carolina;
both would fall into the category of “doubtful” states. However,
on the record, Hawaii has been predominantly Republican, and
while the Republicans in Alaska swept into the legislature in the
1952 election, Alaska’s Democratic Delegate, Mr. Edward L.
Bartlett, survived the Republican landslide. That however is not
the whole story. President Eisenhower, in his message, signifi-
cantly urged that Hawaii should be granted statehood promptly,
“with the first election scheduled in 1954.” Since Hawaii has
already adopted a state constitution, its ratification, and thereby
statehood, can be achieved very quickly by Congress. What the
Administration has clearly in mind is the election of two Repub-
lican senators in 1954 to increase the slender majority of one
which it now holds in the Senate of the United States. The
chances that it will be successful are excellent.
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It is interesting to note that the long standing opposition to
statehood for Hawaii of Senator Hugh Butler, Republican from
Nebraska, who now occupies the powerful and controlling post
as Chairman of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, has vanished in the face of political exigencies, for the
case for Hawaii was just as good five years ago as now. In the
80th Congtess, the Hawaiian statehood bill passed the House and
would have passed the Senate if Senator Butler, then likewise
Chairman, had permitted his Committee to vote it out. . . . There
is no question that had Hugh Butler approved statehood then,
Hawaii would now be a state.

Besides Senator Butler's opposition, and that of the conserva-
tive Republican wing which followed him, there was the opposi-
tion of the Southern Democratic bloc—for wholly different rea-
sons. In the 45 to 44 vote which defeated Alaskan statehood in
the 82d Congress, twenty-three out of the twenty-six senators
from the thirteen Southern states voted in the majority. The sup-
porting minority consisted of liberal Republicans and Northern
Democrats. ‘The Southerners’ opposition—not mentioned on the
floor—was based on their unwillingness to admit any state whose
senators could not be counted on to take the Dixie view on “clo-
ture.” The right to unlimited debate to the point of filibuster
was based on their fear of Federal civil-rights legislation. . . .

Even if the 83d Congress were to pass a statehood enabling
act for Alaska, the mechanics of electing delegates to a constitu-
tional convention, drafting a constitution, ratifying it, would
make the election of state officers, including senators, for Alaska
in 1954 impossible.

What puzzles and distresses Alaskans is that no word of en-
couragement was given to the Alaskan statehood cause by the
President, who, when President of Columbia University, in Sep-
tember 1950, spontaneously espoused statehood for Alaska and
Hawali, saying in a Denver address: “Quick admission of Alaska
and Hawaii to statehood will show the world that ‘America Prac-
tices What It Preaches.”” No sooner had the presidential mes-
sage to Congress in February of this year been broadcast in
Alaska than the territorial House of Representatives, consisting
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of twenty Republicans and four Democrats, by unanimous vote
wired the President in protest against his omission of Alaskan
statehood. That message embodies the hope of Alaskans that
before long the new Republican Administration will also give
Alaskan statehood a nod, and that the Congress will then take
the necessary steps to demonstrate that the good faith of the
United States, in applying the basic American principle of gov-
ernment by consent of the governed, is not based predominantly
on partisan considerations.

HAWAII BILL MIRED *

Statehood for Hawaii was apparently doomed for this
session of Congress {on May 12, 1953} . . . when the Senate
Interior Committee unexpectedly voted to include statehood for
Alaska in the same bill and ordered hearings on the admission
of both territories to the Union.

The committee’s 8-to-7 vote was a serious setback for the
Eisenhower Administration, which has given statehood for
Hawaii but not for Alaska top priority on its legislative program
for this year. Hawaii is traditionally Republican while Alaska
usually votes Democratic. . . .

Senator George W. Malone, Republican, Nevada, was re-
sponsible for the Administration’s defeat in the committee to-
day. The vote followed strict party lines except for Senator
Malone, who crossed over to vote with the seven Democratic
members to add Alaska to the bill and hold hearings on the
combined measure.

Senator Malone later told reporters he was unalterably op-
posed to statehood for both Hawaii and Alaska and voted as
he did to kill any chance of either being admitted to the Union
this year.

Senator Clinton P. Anderson, New Mexico, one of the four
Democratic members of the committee who had previously
supported statehood for both territories, made the motion ap-
proved by the group today.

7 From news article by Jack Steele, assistant chief, Washington bureau, New
York Herald Tribune, p8. May 13, 1953. Reprinted by permission.
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He later issued a statement charging that the Eisenhower
Administration “drove away” supporters of statehood by insist-
ing on the admission of Hawaii alone and thus breaking the
congressional tradition that Alaska and Hawaii be considered
jointly to balance the political effects of their admission.

Joseph R. Farrington, delegate from Hawaii, branded today’s
vote in the committee as the start of a filibuster against state-
hood led by Southern Democtats. He termed the action “most
unfortunate” and an “extremely serious setback” to hopes for
approval of Hawaiian statehood this year.
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BACKGROUND AND GENERAL

EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

Besides dealing with the colorful history of the Sandwich
Islands, as they were called by their discoverer, the first three
articles of this section contain material relating to the present
situation.

The remaining articles deal with the desire of the people
of Hawaii for statehood, monopoly interests, and the question
of Communist influence.

The great majority of witnesses before congressional com-
mittees have testified in favor of statehood. But there is still
debate as to whether this has been so because the people who
opposed statehood fear to express themselves freely. Five articles,
from “More Than Calculation” to “Important Public Trust,”
relate principally to public opinion and the congressional hear-
ings.

g'I‘he next four articles, “The Big Five” to "My Name is
Jack Hall,” consider the extent and danger of monopoly con-
trol. In his testimony, Mr. Hall indicates that he believes the
power of the “Big Five” is at least balanced by that of his
organization, the International Longshoremen’s and Warehouse-
men’s Union. Since Jack Hall has been convicted of Com-
munist conspiracy under the Smith Act, his testimony also has
a bearing on the subject of the last three articles of this section,
the question of Communist influence in the territory.

HAWAII AND THE PACIFIC?

In 1521, aided by the friendly trades, Magellan with three
ships made the first crossing of the Pacific by a European. Others
followed him; and when, after many vain attempts by the
Spaniards to buck the east winds, Urdaneta discovered in 1565

1 From “‘Hawaii and the Pacific: A Survey of Political Geography,”” by Stephen

B. Jones and Klaus Mehnert of the University of Hawaii. Geographical Review.
30:358-75. July 1940. Reprinted by permission.
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a way to recross the Pacific by a northerly route, a regular service
of “Manila galleons” was inaugurated. For more than two
centuries these yearly voyages passed only a few degrees to
the south of the Hawaiian chain, westbound, and only a few
degrees to the north, eastbound, but the prevailing winds and
the east-west elongation of the archipelago preserved the solitude
of Hawaii.

The first north-south navigation of the Central Pacific, per-
formed by [Captain James] Cook, was intercepted by this island
net that stretches over twenty three degrees of longitude. Toward
the end of 1777 Cook sailed from Tahiti in search of the North-
west Passage. On this, his third voyage of exploration, he not
only discovered Hawaii (and paid for it with his life) but also
cleared the way for a trade that within a few years was to lure
more ships than had crossed the Pacific before in a century—
the fur trade between the American Northwest and the eager
markets of China.

To the sailing vessels that transported furs over one of the
world’s longest sea routes, the Hawaiian Islands were an ideal
port of call. Here, after months of hunting and dealing with
Indians on the fur coast, the men found sunshine, rest, fresh
food, and, if the ships were shorthanded, young Hawaiians
ready to go to sea.

Soon the skippers discovered one more reason for calling at
the islands: sandalwood was found and added to the cargoes
of Chinabound ships. Although the trade was slow in starting,
it gained an increasing importance after 1810 when the native
chiefs began to grasp its economic significance. So violent was
the exploitation of the sandalwood of the islands that by 1829
the supply was practically exhausted.

Although fur and sandalwood were dominant for only a few

" years of Hawaii’s history, their influences were far-reaching and
longlasting. A dispute between England and Spain over the
northwestern fur post of Nootka led to Vancouver's voyage and
his influential visit to Hawaii. A “Sandwich Islander,” carried to
New England on a trading vessel, helped inspire the first Ameri-
can mission. Trader influence undermined many Polynesian
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customs, both good and bad, and supplied arms and white
assistants for the wars that culminated in Kamehameha's conquest.
Russian fur traders made a short-lived attempt to occupy the
islands. Most important of all, transpacific trade, from these
small beginnings, has grown and acquired a political significance
far beyond that justified by its money value.

When the fur and sandalwood trade declined, a new factor
emerged to make the islands a rendezvous for an increasing
number of ships—Pacific whaling. In 1819 the first whalers
appeared in Hawaii, and soon they increased from dozens to
hundreds a year. . . .

Through a . . . coincidence, the first missionaries, who were
also to affect the life of the islands in a most profound way,
arrived almost simultaneously with the first whalers. . . . Another
coincidence favored the missionaries in their effort to introduce
Christianity. Unknowingly they had arrived at the opportune
moment when the Hawaiians, upset by the vigorously intruding
West, had overthrown their ancient gods and tabus. . . .

As a port of call on the fur route between America and
China, as a producer of foodstuffs and sandalwood, as a rendez-
vous of whaleships, and as a battleground of rival creeds, Hawaii
couid not help being drawn into the great game of international
politics played by Great Britain, Russia, France, and the United
States.

For several decades England had paramount prestige in the
islands. This prestige resulted not only from their discovery by
Cook but also from the three visits of Vancouver, in 1792-1794,
on his voyage of discovery and negotiation to the American.
Northwest. . . . During Vancouver's last stay in the islands, in
February, 1794, there took place a “cession” of the island of
Hawaii to Great Britain, which might have established a kind of
protectorate. But the British government took no official notice
of it, evidently feeling that the value of an island on the other
side of the world did not justify the obligations that the faithful
execution of the protectorate would bring. . . .

The first challenge to England’s position in the islands
came from a ubiquitous rival of the nineteenth century—Russia.
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In quest of fur, Russians had established themselves on the
northeastern shores of Asia and in the Aleutian Islands and
Alaska and were reaching down the American coast toward
California. The complementary relationship of fur-producing
north and food-producing south encouraged such expansion.
Russia was thus the white power most directly concerned with
the North Pacific, and Russian adventurers dreamed of a North
Pacific empire with Hawaii as a connecting link. Scheffer, a
physician in the service of the Russian American Company,
gained a foothold on the island of Kauai, the king of which,
still undefeated by Kamehameha though voluntarily his sub-
ordinate, declared himself, in 1816, a vassal of Czar Alexander
1. But the Russian government refused to sanction Scheffer’s
action or several attempts by other adventurers. . . .

However, a new political rival soon appeared—France.
French entanglement in Hawaiian affairs came largely as a
result of the hostile attitude taken by the Hawaiian government
toward the Roman Catholic missionaries, who, from 1826 on,
stubbornly tried to establish themselves in the islands. In 1839
the threatening guns of the frigate L’Artemise forced Kame-
hameha IIT to revoke his “Ordinance rejecting the Catholic
religion,” and in the same year the French also forced an unequal
treaty on the king. . . . England, France, and the United States
watched one another narrowly, each hesitating to annex the
islands but sufficiently interested to prevent another from doing
so. In 1842 and 1843 the three powers mutually reassured them-
selves by formally recognizing the independence of Hawaii.

Notwithstanding the excitement of the French interven-
tions, the most serious rivals of the British were the Ameri-
cams. . ..

Most of the whalers and Protestant missionaries were Ameri-
cans. The Americans, including the missionaries, came from a
society in which changes of occupation were common, in contrast
with the consecrated Catholic priesthood. Americans acquired
the main share of the general business of the islands and led
in the growing sugar industry. When the United States acquired
its Pacific coast, when the gold rush brought thousands of
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Americans to California, when transcontinental railroads were
built, the islands were tied to North America with bonds so
close that Hawaii became almost literally part of it. Sugar,
rice, and even citrus fruits were shipped to California. California
children were sent to Honolulu for schooling when the sea
voyage to Hawaii was easier than the mountain and desert
crossing to the eastern states. . . .

Last to enter the melee over Hawaii was Japan. The emer-
gence of Japan as a modern nation in the second half of the
nineteenth century placed a new weight in the Pacific balance of
power. Sensing the situation, King Kalakaua visited Japan on
his world tour in 1881, diplomatically calling himself “an
Asiatic” and planning the betrothal of a Hawaiian princess to
a Japanese prince. Toward the end of the century Japan’s Rising
Sun played a part in warming annexation sentiment in the United
States.

Of many commercial crops tried in the islands, sugar cane
was the first to achieve unqualified success. Although pineapples
are now a good second, sugar retains its leadership in Hawaiian
agriculture. The islands raise, on 6 per cent of their 6400 square
miles, about 3 per cent of the world’s supply. This copious yield
is by no means Nature’s bounty but has been obtained by un-
remitting scientific, technical, and—not least—political enter-
ptise. The fundamental political goal has been access to the
United States market. Other aims, such as unrestricted contract
immigration, have always been sacrificed if the primary goal
could be better reached.

Reciprocal free trade with the United States was the great
desire of the planters under the Hawaiian kingdom. Attainment
of this, in 1875, led to a rapid growth in the industry. A clause
of the treaty is indicative of one American reason for signing:
the Hawaiian king pledged himself to lease or alienate no land
to other foreign powers. Renewal of the treaty in 1887 required
the additional inducement of a concession on Pearl Harbor for
an American naval base. This thin edge of the American wedge
was feared, not without reason, by the future queen, Liliuokalani.

It is beyond the scope of this paper to evaluate all the reasons
for the revolution of 1893. In a remote way it was an echo
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of the French Revolution. The commercial broke with the
feudal, and the more efficient triumphed. In part it was a cul-
tural conflict: America against what remained of Polynesian
Hawaii. The last Hawaiian rulers, unlike their contemporaries
on the throne of England, sought the reality as well as the
form of power. In part the revolution was a step in the quest
for the American market, for the revolutionists were avowed
annexationists. Reciprocity no longer sufficed, for the McKinley
Tariff of 1890 permitted free entry of all sugar into the United
States and gave a bonus to domestic producers.

American sentiment on foreign affairs is seldom unanimous;
hence the change from a refusal of annexation in 1893 to an-
nexation in 1898 is not to be regarded as an about-face. Rising
Japanese power in the Pacific, increasing Japanese immigration
into Hawaii, and a dispute between the Japanese and Hawaiian
governments aroused American interest. The Spanish-American
War tipped the scale. With Guam, taken from Spain, and Wake
and Midway, already American, Hawaii was to be a stepping-
stone. But the globe reveals what the Mercator chart conceals—
that the great-circle route past the Aleutians is the short road to
Asia. Passenger ships may make the Hawaiian detour, for local
traffic, tourist interest, and trade-wind seas; but not until the
coming of seaplanes, for which weather is as important as dis-
tance, has the steppingstone vision become reality.

Annexation as a fully incorporated territory has not settled
all political relationships with the United States. The islands are
in most matters a de facto forty-ninth state; yet there are many
points of misunderstanding. To the islanders, trade with the
mainland is the great objective. To the mainlanders, the islands
are primarily a Pacific spearhead. On this point both imperialistic
and isolationist politicians agree, though they differ as to the pur-
pose of the spear. The white-dominated mainland mistrusts a
land that boasts of its race mixture and is jealous of a rival sugar
producer.

An immediate effect of annexation was the application of
American laws stopping Chinese immigration. Immigration from
Japan was diminished by the gentlemen’s agreement of 1907
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and stopped by law in 1924. The Philippines next furnished
many thousand workers, until recruiting ceased during the eco-
nomic crisis of the early nineteen-thirties. The present trend on
Hawaiian plantations is to mechanize every possible operation
and thus to create semiskilled trades to which island-born men
will be attracted. This Americanization of plantation labor ac-
centuates the cultural and economic adherence of the islands to
the mainland.

The American market demands more sugar than the main-
land itself produces but much less than the combined potentials
of mainland, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Philippines, and Cuba.
As all these areas have either free access or preferential tariffs,
quotas were applied, after four depression years, by the Jones-
Costigan Act of 1934. The Hawaiian Islands received a fairly
liberal quota but were not classed as domestic producers. Island
opinion feared that a wedge was being inserted, to pry offshore
producers from their market. A widespread campaign to ac-
quaint Americans with the fact that “Hawaii is an integral part
of the United States” was begun, and the movement for state-
hood was intensified. This movement is many years old, and
there are other reasons for its existence, but the sugar quota was
the spark that set off the present agitation. As always, the pri-
mary aim, access to market, overruled all others.

In addition to the importance of an assured market for island
crops, there are other arguments for statehood. Hawaii has no
desire to be other than part of the United States. No independ-
ence movement exists, nor, for that matter, does any informed
mainland group advocate relinquishing the islands. The popula-
tion and area of the islands exceed those of several of the smaller
states. The proportion of foreign-born is less than in New York
state. Arguments against statehood are often racial. Doubts are
expressed as to the loyalty and “Americanization” of people of
oriental ancestry. Economic motives urge that island sugar be
kept out of the domestic class. Prejudice, inertia, and confusion
of Hawaii with the Philippines play parts. It is not unlikely that
statehood for Hawaii will depend on national politics. It may
be attained when the party in national power needs more con-
gressional votes and is sure it can carry Hawaiian elections.
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HAWAITI'S STAKE IN STATEHOOD 2

Hawaii has been waiting more than fifty years for statehood.
Before that it took more than half a century to convince Con-
gress on the advisability of annexing these Pacific isles. Had it
not been for the Spanish-American war, and the fear Hawaii
would fall into enemy hands, annexation itself might have been
delayed indefinitely. Even after kings of Hawaii showed an
eagerness to join the United States, Congress was deadlocked in
arguments about “American imperialism in the Pacific.” But all
the while the United States kept a wary eye on other nations sus-
pected of being anxious to “protect” the lush kingdom. . . .

While charging other nations with imperialist designs, the
United States itself almost consummated a treaty of annexation
with King Kamehameha III in 1854. Had the treaty been com-
pleted it would have precluded the current fifty-year battle
for statehood. Article II of the agreement read: “The Kingdom
of Hawaii shall be incorporated into the American Union as a
state, enjoying the same degree of sovereignty as the other
states.”

Though Congress was slow to recognize the importance of
Hawaii’s strategic position as a Pacific frontier, the nation’s press
often took a far-sighted attitude. An editorial in The New York
Herald of June 3, 1854, mixed logic with a bit of whimsy:

. . much valuable ink and paper is spoiled discussing the peculiari-
ties of breeches and buttons, but the Sandwich islands—halfway point

between California and China, and the resort of our immense whaling
fleet—cannot receive a moment’s notice from the government.

Let us have the Sandwich Islands, small-pox, missionaries, volcanoes
and King Kamehameha admitted into the Union without delay.

But Congress had delayed too long—the king died, and his
successor did not care for the proposition. Almost another half
century was to pass before the United States began to heed the
advice of the Herald.

The Hawaiian question was continuously stalemated in Wash-
ington. President Cleveland was a bitter opponent of annexation.

2 From an article by Tom O’Brien, editor of the Hawaii Press. New York
Herald Tribune. Sec 7, p8-9+4. March 29, 1953. Reprinted by permission.
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His successor, President Harrison, favored it. Harrison had an-
other Hawaiian treaty ready for Congress in 1893. Then he lost
the election and Cleveland returned to kill it.

President McKinley turned over a treaty of annexation to
Congress in June, 1897, but it was pigeonholed. Perhaps nothing
would have come of it had it not been for the Battle of Manila
Bay on May 1, 1898. Worried about bases in the Pacific, Con-
gress quickly dusted off the Hawaliian treaty and approved it.

Once annexed, Hawaii seemed forgotten except for taxation
purposes. Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, one of the strongest pro-
annexation leaders, wrote in 1907 what might be regarded in
1953 as a capsule history of Hawaii as a territory:

The islands have come so easily into our system, and so obviously
belong there, that once ours, they have been in a measure forgotten.

It would be unfortunate . . . if, on account of our familiarity with
the islands, we should overlook their value and their meaning to us—
past, present and in time to come.

In time, thirty four years later to be precise, Pearl Harbor
fixed Americans’ eyes on the value and the meaning. World
War II clearly demonstrated that without Hawaii the United
States would not be master of the Pacific. . . .

The recent steps taken in Congress to clear the way to state-
hood were, from Hawaii's viewpoint, long overdue. It feels
ready to take its place among the states. Its home economy is
sound, its educational system of high calibre, and its racial har-
mony a model for the world.

Despite the fact that statehood will undoubtedly mean addi-
tional taxation—under the present territorial status the Federal
Government pays the salaries of the governor, the secretary, cir-
cuit judges and members of the legislature—the citizenry is ready
to accept the burden.

Hawaii’s state constitution, already ratified by the people, pro-
vides for twenty five state senators in place of the present fifteen;
for fifty one members of the house of representatives instead of
the current thirty. Further expense will come because the state
legislature will meet every year, not in alternate years.

The load will be heavy, but with statehood Hawaii's people
realize an end will come to taxation without representation and
they will cease to be second-class citizens of the United States.



34 THE REFERENCE SHELF

Hawaii will take its place in the halls of Congress and active-
ly participate in America’s government.

And the nation’s gain? Fulfillment of its promises to Hawalii,
although delayed a half century, will demonstrate to the world
America’s basic sense of fairness and justice towards all sheltered
by its flag. )

The people of Hawaii long ago neared the end of their pa-
tience, if not their pocketbooks. They have been paying the same
rate of federal income tax as citizens of New York and Califor-
nia, yet they do not have a decisive voice in Congress; they can-
not say aye or nay when new laws are drawn nor when new taxes
are levied. Hawaii’s only representative in Washington is a dele-
gate to Congress who cannot vote.

And, though Hawaii has a greater population than four states
and consistently pays more taxes than several others, its people
have not been permitted to vote for the President of the United
States or even for their own governor, who is appointed by the
President. From here it is seen as a clear-cut case of taxation
without representation.

This state of affairs has prevailed now for half a century, and
all the while the most ardent Hawaiians have dreamed of becom-
ing quite another kind of state. With aspirations of statehood
reaching a climax this year, many islanders have been saying
these past few weeks that it’s 1953 or never.

For that reason the passage of the Hawaii statehood bill by
the House of Representatives . . . [in March 19537 was not a
signal for wild celebration throughout the islands. There were
strings attached, for one thing—an amendment that said Hawaii
might have only one Congressman, though its population would
entitle it to two, and another that said admission to the Union
was conditional on final approval by Congress of the new state
constitution. Then, too, Hawaii statehood bills had passed the
House twice before—in 1947 and 1950—only to die in the Sen-
ate. So, islanders saved their cheers for passage by the upper
chamber,

Not long ago, Lawrence M. Judd, governor of Hawaii from
1929 to 1934, while expressing confidence that the Congress
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would grant statehood to these mid-Pacific islands, called for a
showdown.

“I do definitely feel that until such time as Hawaii is granted
statehood, the United States government should desist from col-
lecting all federal income and other taxes from residents of
Hawaii,” he said. “In other words, grant us statehood now. If
not, then stop taking our money until you do.”

The former governor refuted the charge that Hawaii receives
more in federal aid than it pays in taxes. He produced figures to
show Hawaii, in the five-year period prior to 1952, contributed
$485,727,106 in federal taxes, but received federal grants of only
$50,591,892.

Hawaii has come so close to statechood and been rebuffed so
sharply in previous sessions of Congress, there is no wonder that
the “give it another try” feeling wore thin. Even the newly-ap-
pointed governor of Hawaii, Samuel Wilder King, veteran chair-
man of the Hawaii Statehood Commission, has wearily admitted,
“If we don’t get it this time, we must seek a different status.”

As the statehood fight has gone up and down, extremists
have been heard to advocate that Hawaii should break away from
the United States entirely. The idea: Uncle Sam would be much
more solicitous if the islands wete free to woo and win other
nations.

Many local citizens, however, would have been happy all
along to settle for the status enjoyed by Puerto Rico. Burdened
with Federal, territorial and county taxes, the people of Hawaii
look enviously at Puerto Ricans, who pay no Federal income
taxes, have their own constitution and elect their own governor.

A LOOK AT THE ‘STATE’ OF HAWAII #*

There is a chance—the best so far—that Hawaii will be ad-
mitted to the union . . . as the forty-ninth state.

Hawaii, as a state, can give the Republicans two addxtlonal
seats in a closely divided United States Senate, plus two more
Republican seats in a closely divided House. That fact is adding

3 From United States News & World Report, an independent weekly news

magazine published at Washington, D.C. 34:36-7. February 27, 1953. Copyright
1953, United States News Publishing Corporation.
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to the urge of a Republican Congress for favorable action on
Hawaii.

President Eisenhower is asking that Hawaii be made a state.
There is a promise from leaders in both houses of Congress that
the issue of statehood will be brought to a vote.

If approval is voted, a group of Pacific islands will become
the first noncontiguous territory to be added to the American
unjon. Today the nation is made up of individual states, all of
which have borders with one or more other states. Hawaii is an
island group, not tied geographically to the nation. In theory—
so opponents of the action charge—with Hawaii a state, the way
might open to bring other parts of the world into the United
States.

Alaska, also a noncontiguous territory, is separated by Canada
from direct contact with the United States. Alaska might follow
Hawaii, as the fiftieth state, if the Hawaiians’ dream comes true.

The urge to turn the Hawaiian Islands into a state is partly
political and partly economic. Republicans feel that with Hawaii
in the fold, they will be assured of a new block of votes that will
help the party in Congress and in presidential election years.

Sugar and pineapple interests of the Islands feel that, with
statehood, they will always enjoy the special protection that goes
to industries within the American union duting any time when
barriers may be erected against products from outside areas.

Life itself, for individual Hawaiians, actually will not ‘be
greatly different under statehood.

Taxes will stay the same. Hawaiians pay the same Federal
taxes that mainlanders do. Their territorial tax system is com-
parable to the average state’s. It includes an income tax, auto-
license fees, and so on.

Social Security system will be the same. Hawaii is included
in the Federal system now.

The draft will go on as before. Draft applies to Hawaiian
youths the same way that it affects youths on the mainland.

Relief pay, unemployment compensation, application of the
minimum-wage law and the Taft-Hartley Act will not be
changed in any way if Hawaii becomes a state. People of the
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territory are treated now, under these and similar Federal laws,
like the people of any state.

Hawaiians will go on getting FHA loans on their houses,
just as now, if they achieve statehood. Honolulu will get the
same slum-clearance aid from the Federal Government as before.
Veterans will continue to receive the same benefits. The farm
price-support system, sugar quotas, agricultural conservation pay-
ments will remain the same.

Differences will be great, nevertheless, for the Islands’ long-
range prospects if statehood replaces territorial status.

For individuals, the big difference will be that they can take
part in the presidential elections. No presidential candidate has
ever had to fly to Hawaii during a campaign to woo the natives
there. But he might consider the effort worth while if Hawaiians
could vote like other people.

For Hawaii's politicians, there will be four big jobs in Con-
gress where only one—the delegate’s job—exists today. And the
power, prestige, and importance of the jobs will be immeasurably
greater than that attaching to the delegate’s office.

For Hawaii's economic development, statehood will bring im-
mense advantages. As a sovereign state, Hawaii will not be sub-
jected to any restraints that sometimes are imposed on the terri-
tory. One specific example is the prohibition against refining of
sugar in the Islands, now. This limitation was slipped into the
sugar-quota system several years ago.

As a result, Hawaiian interests had to build a 25-million-
dollar sugar refinery in California. Once the Islands become a
State, they can transplant that refinery to the home grounds, or
build 2 new one there, and add fifteen hundred people to
Hawaii’s pay rolls. California gets them now.

Some extra windfalls of Federal aid undoubtedly will be
available also, if two senators and two representatives are bar-
gaining for Hawaii in Washington all the time. For instance,
Hawaii urgently needs some multipurpose water and power proj-
ects. As far back as 1935, the Islanders got $25,000 from Con-
gress to survey the possibilities of a power-and-water project on
Molokai, just like any state in the West.
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Now, a 5-million-dollar project is envisioned on that island.
Local interests may go through with the job on their own. But,
as a state, Hawaii can seek Federal aid to develop less attractive
power and irrigation sites.

Another advantage in statehood, as Hawaiians see it, is that
they will no longer have to scan every proposal, every bit of leg-
islation, to make sure that the key words “and the territories” are
included in the final wording of legislation that Congress passes.

As a state, the Islands will automatically qualify for every-
thing that comes along for the other states. As a territory, they
can be left out if they are not careful. That happened in the
original Social Security bill. It took Hawaiians eight years of
effort to get benefits of the Federal Road Act of 1916, basic
highway-aid law, extended to the Islands. They had the same
trouble getting Federal aid for their “state” university.

With a state’s status, local governmental machinery will not
be caught in Washington red tape and politics, as it now is.
Death or removal of one member of Hawaii’s three-man Supreme
Court often means months of waiting before the President ap-
points a new one. Meanwhile, the Court is completely inopera-
tive.

Sometimes, when the territorial governor’s term expires, the
President waits months to name a new one—and Hawaii’s local
government slows to a crawl. As citizens of a state, Hawaiians
will elect their own governor.

If Congress does decide to approve Hawaii, the union will be
getting a state unlike any ever admitted before.

Texas will be displaced as the biggest state of all, in terms
of area included in the state’s boundaries. Land area of the
Hawaiian Islands is only 6,400 square miles, less than one for-
tieth as big as Texas. But the Islands are an archipelago contain-
ing seven inhabited islands, a sizable island given to the services
for a target, and many tiny atolls scattered over an immense area
of ocean. :

Legally, the new state will reach 1,100 miles southwest from
the main islands to include Palmyra Island, an atoll which is part
of the County of Honolulu.
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The seven large inhabited islands are all clustered together,
separated by a few miles of sea. Formed by volcanoes, these is-
lands have semitropical vegetation, beautiful scenery, and a cli-
mate that will give California and Florida strong new competi-
tion for the title of “‘most salubrious” state.

Military and naval bases dot the Islands, centering around the
multibillion-dollar Pearl Harbor base. United States Federal
Government activity, almost all militafy, is the fourth biggest
source of income. Sugar, pineapples, and tourist trade are valued
at 233 million dollars a year.

Population is 37 per cent Japanese, 23 per cent white, 17.5
per cent Hawaiian or part-Hawaiian, 12 per cent Filipino, 6.5
per cent Chinese, and 4 per cent other nationalities.

Opponents of statehood charge that, as a state, Hawaii will
be controlled by its nonwhites, people alien to American culture.
They say the Islands are a hot-bed of communism, with the big-
gest labor union, which dominates economic life, controlled by
Communists.

Hawaiians answer that their war record proves beyond doubt
their loyalty to United States ideals. The House Un-American
Activities Committee found plenty of Communists, but no cause
to withhold statehood, after an investigation in 1950. Hawaiians
add that, by making Hawaii a state, the United States will prove
its interest in Asia and spike Communist propaganda that Amer-
ica looks down on Oriental peoples as inferiors.

MORE THAN CALCULATION +

Honolulu—Until I visited Honolulu, the plea for statehood
for Hawaii had never made much of an impression on me, de-
spite the proselytizing efforts of Joseph R. Farrington, delegate
for Hawaii, and numerous unofficial spokesmen for the Islands
on their visits to Washington. I listened to their arguments, ac-
knowledged that they sounded pretty reasonable, and then
promptly forgot them. When I thought about the question at
all, T wondered if the campaign for statehood were not the work

4 From “‘Hawaii: Forty-Ninth State?”’ by Ernest K. Lindley, Newsweek Wash-
ington bureau chief. Newsweek. 28:33. July 22, 1946. Reprinted by permission.



40 THE REFERENCE SHELF

of a few special groups with ulterior motives not discernible to
the casual listener. I wondered, too, if most of the Caucasian
population really favored statehood for a territory in which they
are a minority.

A few days here in Honolulu yield convincing evidence that
the demand for statehood is both widespread and intense. In a
referendum just before the war, the vote was two to one in fa-
vor. Those qualified to judge testify unanimously that the ratio
would be much higher now—some say nine or ten to one.

Back of this plea are, of course, some practical considera-
tions. The Hawaiian sugar interests want a voice, and a vote, on
sugar legislation. Other business interests want a voice, and a
vote.

After all, here is a territory with a population of approxi-
mately 500,000, larger than that of half a dozen of the states.
It is represented in Congress by one delegate who can talk but
cannot vote. As a state it would be entitled not only to two
senators, but, if the current population estimate is approximately
correct, to two representatives. It would have four official errand
boys and spokesmen, and they could vote. Also, of course, the
citizens of Hawaii would have the right to vote for presidential
electors.

But there is much more than practical calculation behind the
drive for statehood. There is sentiment. These people are Amer-
icans living on American soil—as no one doubted when the Jap-
anese struck at Pearl Harbor. During the early part of the war,
they were living on our Pacific frontier. They want to be recog-
nized as full-fledged Americans, not as second-class citizens.

It is perhaps not surprising that the American Japanese and
American Chinese and other Americanized Orientals who lost
sons and brothers and husbands on the field of battle should feel

this way. . . .
But the Caucasians or “Haoles” also want the full rights of
citizenship. And the fact that they are a minority . . . does not

seem to bother any of the members of this group with whom
I have explored the subject.
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They talk about the non-Caucasian majority on the Islands,
not with fear but with pride in their success in Americanizing
them and in living with them agreeably. Perhaps nowhere else
in the world do so many races, including the Caucasian, work
and play together so harmoniously. Lines are drawn against
Orientals by exclusive social clubs. Better-class whites seldom
marry Orientals, although some of them marry native Hawaiians.
But in Honolulu there is only one residential district restricted
to “Haoles.” On the beaches, at the night clubs, in civic organ-
izations, and elsewhere the races mingle. It all seems very nat-
ural.

Practical politicians say that, in the territorial elections, the
various racial groups usually do not vote as blocs. There are
Democrats and Republicans and numerous factions within the
racial groups. Perhaps the answer is that when persons of Japa-
nese or Chinese extraction are treated as Americans, they act like
Americans when they go to the polls.

HAWAITAN VIEWS ON STATEHOOD ¢

Although the Hawaiian islanders have adopted a proposed
state constitution by a margin of three to one and both major
political parties call for Hawaiian statehood in their platforms,
opposition to immediate addition of the forty-ninth star to the
American flag has not disappeared among territorial residents.

Statehood advocates in this racial melting pot of the Pacific,
after several near misses, are more hopeful than ever of persuad-
ing Congress to give the islanders full self-government.

Yet it is apparent that some who support statehood on the
record are merely giving it lip service while quietly suggesting it
would be better to wait until certain “problems” are cleared.

One of these mentioned today, as it has been for several
years, is communism. To some islanders the threat of commu-
nism here seems real. To others it is "a bogyman set up by state-
hood opponents to support their arguments.”

5 From an article by Lawrence E. Davis, special news correspondent of the

New York Times. New York Times. p30. August 27, 1952, Reprinted by per-
mission.
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Hiram L. Fong, Chinese-American lawyer and Republican
speaker of the Territorial House of Representatives, declared that
communism was a national problem to be handled on the nation-
al level and if Hawaii had two senators and two representatives
in Washington the problem here could be grappled with more
effectively than under present conditions.

Publicly most leaders of the “Big Five” commercial concerns
in the islands favor statehood on a realistic basis. But its most
outspoken opponent among the island industrialists, Walter F.
Dillingham, has asserted that Hawaii could not “make statehood
go.”

Mr. Dillingham, like other business leaders, deplored “the
stranglehold the unions have got on surface transportation to the
mainland” and struck at labor leaders “‘whose loyalty to the coun-
try is at least questionable.”

To the argument that statehood would put two senators in
Washington to fight for protective legislation for Hawaii, he
replied that “California, which is not an unimportant state and
is represented ably in Washington, has lost millions and millions
of dollars through Harry Bridges,” leader of the International
Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union. This union has
all of Hawaii’s basic industries organized.

Statehood is supported in principle by Jack W. Hall, regional
director of the Bridges union here, as it is by most islanders, but
M. Hall, who is facing trial under the Smith Act with a half
dozen others following an investigation by the House of Rep-
resentatives Committee on un-American Activities, termed Ha-
waii’s proposed state constitution archaic and reactionary, provid-
ing too much centralization of government and too many
appointive and not enough elective officials. [Mr. Hall was con-
victed June 19, 1953, by a Federal jury.}

“If Congress said you can have statehood with this constitu-
tion, I would oppose it,” he added.

Fears are voiced privately by some Caucasians here that if
Hawaii becomes a state, residents of Japanese ancestry will take
over the government by sheer numbers. This argument draws ex-
plosive comment from others, who declare the Nisei think and
act like Caucasian Americans and are every bit as loyal.
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Residents of Japanese ancestry were estimated last January to
comprise 41 per cent of Hawaii’s population of under half a mil-
lion. Hawaiians and part Hawaiians made up 19 per cent, Cau-
casians 15 per cent, Filipinos 13 per cent, Chinese 7 per cent
and all others about 4 per cent.

Racial bloc voting is unknown in the islands, according to
business men and political scientists.

K. C. Leebrick, vice president emeritus of the University of
Hawaii and 2 long-time student of island voting, said if one
racial group ever began bloc voting, others would “gang up on
it.” There is reported to be as much political rivalry among the
Nisei as among the Caucasians.

It is to be expected in a democratic area like Hawaii that if
it wins statehood, it will as a matter of course eventually send
Nisei or Chinese-Americans or Hawaiians to Congress.

“And why shouldn’t we?”” demanded an industry spokesman,
a Caucasian. “Take the Nisei, they are highly intelligent people,
they are Americans, not Japanese, and they are the largest group
here.”

A MATTER OF FEAR®

In regard to this matter of poor attendance of people op-
posed to statehood, the primary reason is a matter of fear. It is
constantly discounted. It is true, but it is the type of thing that
cannot be proved for the reasons which become evident, I hope.
Fear has prevented many from expressing their opposition to
statehood. This is understandable. After early trading and whal-
ing days, Hawaii’s economy depended on a system of peonage—
namely, contract labor on the plantations—controlled by the
overlord owners who, with their hirelings, have continued to
dominate the territory. Our overlords, or vested interests, have
never emancipated themselves from the peonage idea, and by
means of implied threats and pressure tactics have instilled in
otherwise independent thinkers among the wage earners and
small businessmen a fear of expressing their thoughts openly
when not acceptable to the powers that be.

8 From testimony of John F. G, Stokes. In Starehood for Hawaii; hearings

before the House Subcommittee on Territories and Insular Possessions. Superin-
tendent of Documents. Washington, D.C. 1946. p241-50.
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Before scornfully denouncing such fearsome individuals, con-
sider again our geographical situation—isolated by more than
two thousand miles of ocean from the mainland; all transporta-
tion is in the hands of the same vested interests through their
absorption of competitors; and even if we were defiantly inde-
pendent, the cost of travel is prohibitive to most of us. Could
we cross the border of the nearest state on foot, or thumb a ride,
we would feel freer, but the limitation of our geographical situa-
tion makes a perfect setup for control by our overlords. . . .

The control through fear by our vested interests is not exer-
cised openly. Such is unnecessary. It is so well understood by
our local citizens that while many have expressed themselves free-
ly to me as opposing the ideas of the local control, practically
none has dared to do so in public.

UNWILLINGNESS TO OPPOSE OPENLY *

The hearings [in the Senate in 19507} were largely devoted to
listening to the testimony of a picked group of Hawaiian leaders
who were transported here at public expense and who all re-
peated substantially the same line of testimony. Their statements
consisted primarily of a repetition of the statement that all fac-
tions and parties of Hawaii want statehood. Very little informa-
tion was given regarding the physical facts, the political danger,
or the economic problems of statehood. The impression was
sought to be given that no one in Hawaii was opposed.

This impression is contrary to the facts as I ascertained them
at the time of my visit to the territory in 1948. On the occasion
of that visit, numerous persons told me privately that they were
strongly opposed to statehood but dared not say so openly. The
desire for statehood on the part of some elements of the popula-
tion is so strong that it might be economic suicide to appear pub-
licly in opposition. Economic retaliation would surely follow. At
least, that is the fear.

7 From statement of minority views presented by Senator Hugh Butler
(R., Neb.). Included in Statehood for Hawaii; report of the Senate Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs to accompany H.R.49. Jume 29, 1950. (S. Report
no 1928) 81st Congress, lst session. Superintendent of Documents., Washington,
D.C. 1950. p47-59.
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This point is very well exemplified by the statement of Mr.
Charles M. Hite (Senate hearings of 1948, p285) speaking for
statehood and the Democratic committee, in which he says:

I know, and I know Mr. Burns (Republican chairman) knows, too,
in all probability, of various influential witnesses you have had who in

my private home were violently against statehood, who have appeared
up here and given you statements for it.

In any case, the desire of a majority of the Hawaiian residents
should not be the controlling consideration in the Senate decision
on this question. The controlling consideration should be the
welfare of the whole nation, including Hawaii. The desires of
the Hawaiians are only one point to be taken into considera-
tion. . . .

During the last few years the Congress and nation have been
subjected to a concentrated and effective campaign of public rela-
tions, financed by the territorial revenues of Hawaii, in favor of
statehood. Until a very few years ago, few of us seriously con-
sidered the idea of granting statehood to Hawaii. It is the old
story of a well-financed and organized movement in favor of
something, which has been able to overcome in public opinion
the unorganized and nonvocal opposition. Almost any proposal
can be sold to the people if the support for it is effectively organ-
ized and there is no one who makes it his business to oppose it.
That is substantially what has happened on the question of Ha-
waiian statehood.

The Senate, however, has an obligation to consult its own
wisdom and the broad welfare of the nation rather than the
clamorings of the very small group who have a direct interest in
this question. . . .

Instead of giving immediate statehood to Hawaii, I have a
constructive alternative to suggest. A child must learn to walk
before it can rmun. I propose as a substitute that Hawaii should
be granted the right to select its own governor and other high
administrative officials. This power should be exercised without
any of the attributes of state sovereignty, and all sovereign rights
should be retained in the hands of the Federal Government. By
this means the people of the territory will gain substantially all
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those rights of local government that they now desire, but with-
out committing the Federal Congress to a decision which is ir-
revocable.

If the administration of the internal affairs of the territory
under an elected governor is successful, there is no reason why
this measure should not be a stepping stone toward further rights.
In the case of Puerto Rico, several years ago we granted the
people there the right to elect their own governor. This year
[19507 we have given them authority to draft their own consti-
tution for control of their own internal affairs. The traditions of
the people of Hawaii are in their own way as alien to the com-
mon pattern of American development as are those of the
Puerto Ricans. It may be that the Hawaiians will desire a pattern
of development similar to that of Puerto Rico under which they
would have full freedom for local self-government and, at the
same time, would not be bound so closely to the system of laws
and customs of the continental United States.

Puerto Rico is largely exempt from Federal taxation, and
there is no reason why Hawaii should not be granted the same
exemption. 1 freely concede that it is not right they should be
subjected to “‘taxation without representation,” but that com-
plaint can be taken care of as well by exempting them from Fed-
eral taxes as by granting statehood.

Such a line of development would be in keeping with the
precedent we have set for Puerto Rico. It would, in fact, give
a better impression to world opinion than the statehood proposal.
If statehood is granted, we shall be charged, justly or unjustly,
with swallowing up an oriental population in imperialistic fash-
ion. No doubt that charge will be widely believed in Asia and
elsewhere. If, on the other hand, we grant Hawaii all the free-
dom it can desire, but without forcing on it the intimate relation-
ship of statehood, no one can justly charge us with an imperial-
istic policy. .

On the other hand, if the experiment of an elective governor-
ship should prove successful, there is no reason why statehood
could not be considered at a later date. Granting the elective
governorship commits us to nothing definite for the future. It
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makes no promises we can not afford to keep, and it opens the
way to whatever line of development is subsequently desired.

IMPORTANT PUBLIC TRUST &

Initiating statehood on offshore islands is a revolutionary
change for the United States. It should be considered by some-
thing in the nature of a carefully organized convention, like that
which gave us the American Constitution.

The facts about Hawaii are very material, but only after and
if this nation has decided to spread statehood to offshore islands
and thereby change its fundamental character. To give so much
attention to a Jocal, costly, and highly organized propaganda ma-
chine, like that set up to promote statehood for Hawaii, is like
delegating tariff making on steel to the corporations selfishly in-
terested. :

It is indeed a remarkable procedure to send small subcommit-
tees on hurried five or ten-day trips to Honolulu, to listen there
to carefully sifted proponents, reports, and figures, and upon
these impressions to remove the limits of statehood from con-
tinental America.

Of course, we ought not to incorporate Hawaii unless its
people are willing and ready. To that end a plebiscite is valu-
able, if uninhibited. But the overwhelmingly important criterion
is what is best for the United States.

Perhaps I am an idealist. But to me the statehood issue ap-
pears an exceedingly important public trust. In matters of such
transcendent moment Congress must be the trustee for the Amer-
ican people. Under the committee system the Congress must rely
on its major committees and these, in turn, on subcommittees to
search out patiently and without fear or favor the truth of an
issue for the nation.

What happened in Hawaii? I had not realized that lobbying
groups, in questions of this sort, paid for long trips by congres-
sional committees. Yet, if I understand the words of Delegate

8 From statement of Arthur M, Churchill, lawyer of Portland, Oregon. In-
cluded in Hawaii Statehood; hearings before the Senate Committee on Interior

and_ Insular Affairs on H.R.49, S.155, §.1782, May 1-5, 1950. 81st Congress, 2d
session. Superintendent of Documents. Washington, D.C. 1950. p509-12,
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Farrington on page 305 of the House hearings, the expenses of
this committee were paid by the Hawaiian legislature. 1 quote
his language:

“The legislature likewise provided territorial funds to defray
the expenses of the members of Congress who were invited here
to study our conditions. The members of this committee are
traveling under the provisions of that law.”

In such circumstances a committee should use extraordinary
care to avoid partiality. In Hawaii, however, the proceedings ap-
pear to have been unbalanced. Ninety per cent of the record is
filled with prostatehood material. The effect produced is that the
committee had come to Honolulu for the express purpose of giv-
ing the organized proponents a chance to publicize and file their
material. And the fearful opponents? By advertisement they
were directed to “File by Saturday night if you'd talk on state-
hood.” And with whom were they to file? With the attorney
general of the territory, described by one witness (p246) as
“known to be rabid on the subject of Hawaiian statehood.”

The committee had little time. They were compelled to get
back to more important business. Theoretically all witnesses were
limited. But because the affirmative was well-organized, and
divided up its presentation, it did not suffer from being cut off.
Only two or three really effective witnesses appeared in opposi-
tion. One would have thought the committee, in common fair-
ness, would have given them every chance to be heard. On the
contrary the way Mr. Stokes was hurried (p242) and Mr. Alan
cut off (p255, 254) does not reflect happily on the proceed-
ing. .

Such an inquiry should certamly be completely neutral. The
committee in such case is a quasi-judicial body. The House reso-
lution under which they acted directs them to “conduct a study
of the various questions and problems.” Surely such “study”
should be made with an open mind and impartially.

Instead of this I find a singular lack of judicial attitude.
Time and again one or another member argues with an opponent
of statehood or goes out of his way to act as an assistant to Dele-
gate Farrington in bringing out the favorable phases of the testi-
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mony. The impression I get from reading is that they were pro-
statehood from the statt. . . .

It is my conclusion that neither the time available, the spon-
sorship of the trip and the payment of expenses, nor the attitude
of the committee augured favorably for a judicial examination of
the profound questions involved.

For Hawaii to ask for self-government is quite proper. But
essentially she has that already. For fifty years she has had her
own legislature and made her own laws and has chosen the offi-
cials, with limited exceptions, to enforce those laws.

It is true that the President of the United States appoints the
governor and the judges. If the Hawaiians want to elect their
governor I see no great objection to that. By the act of 1947,
effective in 1948, Puerto Ricans have been given the right to elect
their own governor and he is to select his own cabinet. Hawaii
may well be treated similarly.

While the election of judges, anywhere, is of dubious wis-
dom, especially in large cities, because the people have little idea
of judicial qualifications, undoubtedly some local system of ap-
pointment, such as the Missouri plan or that proposed by the
American Judicature Society, might well be worked out. That
should cause no trouble.

But self-government is not what is desired at all. What is
being fought for, by the politicians, by the sugar interests, by the
ILWU [International Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s
Union], is to be given two United States senators. The ‘'self-
government” cry is misleading.

It is quite possible that our traditional territorial framework
is not altogether suitable to areas like Hawaii. Government is
always in process of evolution. The evolution of ours has gone
far since John Marshall entered the Supreme Court.

From time to time totally new forms are required. The
United Nations is new. The British Commonwealths are a new
development. The Hoover committee’s recommendations will
transform much of the administrative machinery of the United
States. Consolidation of Army, Navy, and Air Force into the De-
fense Department surely is revolutionary. Numberless alpha-
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betical agencies came into being during the depression and the
war.

The giving to Puerto Rico the right to choose her own gover-
nor is a case in point. The time may well have come when the
United States should sit down with thoughtful citizens from
the Hawaiian Islands and devise a governmental relationship
which will be in the best interest of both.

To proceed on the theory that because continental areas
became first territories and then states, therefore the same pro-
cedure should be followed with offshore islands is like insist-
ing we should be driving a horse and buggy instead of using a
jet plane or a radio.

Moreover, a form or atrangement suited to Hawaii might not
be adapted to Alaska or Puerto Rico or Guam. Inventiveness
has its place in politics as well as in the realm of physics.

THE BIG FIVE?®

Hawaii is run from five massive buildings within shadow-
reach of each other in downtown Honolulu. Of the men be-
hind desks in those offices, there are probably fifteen who mat-
ter. They sit separately but they act together. Closely bound by
inheritance, intermarriage and a web of interlocked directorates,
they would not act any other way. The “Big Five” are Castle
& Cooke, Ltd.; Alexander & Baldwin, Ltd.; American Factors,
Ltd.; C. Brewer & Co., Ltd.; Theo. H. Davies & Co., Ltd.

The history of the Big Five goes well back into the nine-
teenth century. They grew to their present stature as “‘factoring
companies” for Hawaii's sugar plantations. In 1876 a reciprocity
treaty with the United States opened sugar’s boom era. There
were then ninety plantations in the islands, most of them in-
dependently operated. Many were isolated, some poorly man-
aged; all were beset with problems of financing, shipping, mar-
keting, purchasing, labor supply. For two and one half per cent
of the planter’s gross income, the factoring company took over
the administration of these and numerous other matters. By
able management, the factors put system and stability into the

? From ‘‘Feudal Hawaii: Paradise, Ltd.,”” an article by Stanley High, author,

commentator and lecturer. Reader's Digest. 42:19-23. June 1943. Reprinted by
permission.
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sugar industry and greatly facilitated its rise. . . . Pineapples,
with some of the same Big Five zeal behind them, [are a close
second}. . . .

Meanwhile, the Big Five bought propitiously into both in-
dustries. . . .

Since the Big Five controlled Hawaii’s chief exports—sugar
and pineapples—they also readily negotiated absolute control
of shipping between Hawaii and continental United States.
For Hawaii, two thousand miles from its markets, shipping is a
matter of economic life and death. The Big Five have used it
for both.

Until the Maritime Commission and the war somewhat
rocked the boat, only one shipping company—the Matson
Navigation Co., Ltd.—had free access to the Hawaiian trade.
It is largely owned and wholly controlled by the Big Five. . . .

The Big Five soon acquired other interests. Controlling the
plantations they also controlled the islands’ biggest banking ac-
counts. Today Honolulu has only two banks of consequence—
both Big Five-owned.

Similarly, their control of the plantations gave them the
Islands’ biggest insurance business.

Purchasing for the plantations brought into camp the Islands’
largest volume of wholesale and retail merchandising. Today
. . . the largest slice of the Islands’ merchandising business flows
into Big Five tills.

From Big Five Companies, too, the Honolulu citizen gets
his electricity, gas, water and telephone services. He rides on
Big Five streetcars; goes to Big Five motion-picture theaters;
listens to the Big Five's radio station.

The Big Five controls the large volume of interisland ship-
ping. . . .

Although Hawaii is entirely agricultural, 85 per cent of its
food is imported. Sugar and pineapples take 97 per cent of the
islands’ cultivated land. More food production means less
area for the Big Five's two-crop bonanza; less revenue from
Matson’s sugar and pineapple cargoes to the mainland; less
on the high-paying food cargoes from the mainland. . . .
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With this amazing setup at the top, the man-at-the-bottom
encounters numerous . . . costly items. To build 2 home [for
example] he runs smack into the lumber trust—affiliated with
the Big Five. . . .

If many . . . items are also costly to the plantations, that,
too, the Big Five can face with equanimity. Their two and one
half per cent for factoring is collected not from the plantations’
net profit but from their gross income. To keep up gross income,
therefore, is a major Big Five concern. That concern has some-
times been carried so far as to involve plantations in uneconomi-
cally large production which substantially reduced the net profit.
In such cases, the stockholders’ loss was the Big Five's gain.

Some sugar plantations are owned by many stockholders
and profits therefore have to be widely split. Thus, in milking
the plantations by heavy charges for transportation, fertilizer,
merchandise, machinery and numerous other things, the Big
Five merely transfers the profits from the plantations (with many
dividend mouths to feed) to these other Big Five companies
which have fewer outsiders to be cut in. . . .

The territorial legislature which looks to the average citizen
for votes looks higher up for orders. . . .

That this amazing realm can be kept intact and its rulers
on their thrones . . . is improbable. Rifts have already ap-
peared. . . .

Outwardly the islands remain on the pleasant periphery of
the tropics: seldom too hot, never too cold, always too beautiful.
It is in their inward parts that they are being shaken. The
charming overlords of Hawaii's antiquated domain have for too
long been unwilling to catch up with the times to relish the
present likelihood that the times will catch up with them—
or to know what, in such an event, they can do about it.

ARDENT ADVOCATES *°

The turning point in Hawaii’s prolonged drive [for state-
hood]} came in 1934, when the Big Five, the dominant eco-
nomic power which had opposed statehood decided to support

10 From *‘Alaska_and Hawaii: from Territoriality to Statehood,” by Marcos E.

Kinevan, associate editor, California Law Review. = California Law Review. 38:
273-92. June 1950. Reprinted by permission.
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the movement. This important shift was due, apparently, to a
series of events beginning in the early thirties which, if not
countered, might ultimately have resulted in the Big Five's
nemesis.

These events were highlighted by (1) the Massie case, which
turned public sentiment on the mainland against conditions in
Hawaii. The case, which created a sensation in the mainland
newspapers, involved Massie, a young naval officer, who was
convicted of the murder of a2 Hawaiian whom he believed pa-
ticipated in a gang raping of his wife. The general impression
created in the mainland was that Hawaii was a primitive law-
less place where a woman risked her virtue by going onto the
streets unaccompanied. . . . (2) Assistant Attorney General
Richardson’s report on the administration and enforcement of
criminal laws in Hawaii, which went further and exposed many
nefarious social and economic conditions in the islands. . . .
(3) The Navy’s demand for a commission form of government
for the territory, which resulted in the introduction of a bill
into Congress to place Hawaii under joint Army-Navy control.

Faced by the prospect of closer Federal supervision and con-
trol and looking for something to detract from unfavorable crit-
icism, the Big Five became ardent advocates of statehood.

A CLIQUE IN CONTROL

I have at all times favored giving the people everywhere the
opportunity to establish for themselves a free government
through their own self-determination. But this bill goes farther
than that.

This bill provides that Hawaii shall be admitted into the
Union on equal footing with the original states. If I were not
informed as to conditions in Hawaii I would not say anything
relative to the dangers of giving favorable consideration to
the bill.

Unfortunately Hawaii is controlled by what is referred to
as the Big Five. Five organizations working jointly control the

11 From remarks of the late Congressman Adolph Sabath (D., Ill.) in the

United States House of Representatives, June 30, 1947. Congressional Record. 93:
7913. June 30, 1947.
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islands. They control the production of sugar and pineapples
and other crops and most businesses. Of course, it will be
claimed there are thirty five different sugar companies, which is
true, but they are all controlled and owned by the Big Five, and
this cannot be denied.

Of the population of about five hundred thousand I think 31
per cent are Japanese and somewhere around 20 per cent are
Chinese. I am personally of the opinion that they have been
loyal during the war and I feel they will remain loyal to the
United States; but in view of the control of the islands by the
Big Five I do not know whether we should perpetuate the Big
Five control of Hawaii, as a state, knowing their past record
and activities and how they appeared through their representa-
tives years ago demanding larger and larger quotas of Japanese
for the island for the purpose of obtaining cheap labor. Under
these circumstances 1 know they have not the interest of the
people who live there at heart.

I feel it would be a dangerous thing to allow that combina-
tion to control the sovereign state of Hawaii. As it is now, I feel
the people there should be satisfied with the manner in which the
island is being governed. . . .

I am fearful of this clique that controls that island. I am
fearful of the control they will exercise should it become a
state. . . . I understand the’ War Department and the Navy
Department have approved the present bill, but I feel we should
not look upon it solely from a military point of view. That
statehood may be helpful and beneficial and advantageous from
a military view cannot be argued. With the interest of all
the people of our own country at heart, I doubt very much
whether it would be for the best at this time to grant state-
hood while the Big Five, who virtually control labor, agriculture,
manufacturing, banking, transportation, and public service, still
dominate the economic life of the Hawaiian Islands.

Were it not for this fact, I should naturally be inclined to
favor compliance with the wishes of a majority of the people
of the territory of Hawaii, regardless of their heterogeneous
population. I cannot be quite satisfied, under present conditions,
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that a real democracy and the rights of the people will be safe-
guarded.

MY NAME IS JACK HALL 32

I was born in Ashland, Wisconsin, and raised in California.
I came to Hawaii as a merchant seaman some ten years ago,
and since that time have been connected with the labor move-
ment, except for two years when I was employed with the
territorial department of labor, in the law enforcement section:

This statement is presented in behalf of the International
Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union, and the
workers it represents in Hawaiian industry.

The International Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s
Union, hereinafter referred to as the ILWU, is unqualifiedly on
record for the Territory of Hawaii being granted statehood at
once. . . .

Far sweeping changes in the political and economic life of
the Territory of Hawaii have taken place since a congressional
committee held hearings in Honolulu during 1937 on the matter
of statehood for Hawaii. . . .

Those members of Congress who fear that statehood for
Hawaii would strengthen the economic control of the so-called
Big Five over the workers of these islands may dispel them.
We are confident Hawaii’s workers are now and will remain
free workers shaping their own destiny in accordance with the
democratic processes of our nation and Constitution.

There are members of the Congress who entertain the belief
that statehood for Hawaii would merely mean that the congress-
men from these islands would be handpicked by the Big Five.
That belief is completely erroneous today, in 1946.

It is certainly true, and we in the labor movement have
stated it time and again, that the Big Five dominated the
political life of these islands from the days of royalty until
recent years. The legislature did its bidding.

12 From testimony of Jack W. Hall, left-wing labor leader and organizer recent-
Iy convicted by Federal jury under the Smith Act of a Communist conspiracy to
teach or advocate the overthrow of the United States Government by force and vio-
lence. In Statehood for Hawaii; hearings before the House .Subcommittee of the

Committee on the Territories. Superintendent of Documents, Washington, D.C.
1946. p 131-7.
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If that political control existed today—and thank God it
does not—we would be violently opposed to statehood at this
time.

Much is made of the fact that the people of Hawaii voted
2 to 1 for statehood in the 1940 plebiscite. The opposition at
that time came from workers. It was a vote of protest against
the Big Five control of our political life. The workers felt that
they were safer under the parental guidance of a sympathetic
Congress and the paternal protection of the Interior Department.
Now, however, the people of Hawaii are outgrowing adolescence
and wish to stand on their own feet, shouldering both the rights
and responsibilities of adults, statehood. Today a plebiscite would
reveal the people of these islands are at least 10 to 1 in favor
of statehood.

THE REALITIES OF THE PROBLEM 13

The case against making Hawaii a State of the Union at this
time rests laregly upon the following three propositions:

(1) The single really big labor union in Hawaii, the In-
ternational Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union, which
controls shipping, loading and unloading, sugar, and pineapples,
is itself absolutely controlled by known Communists. Com-
munism has also penetrated very deeply into many of the lead-
ing political and social organizations of the islands.

(2) International communism, through its firm grip on the
ILWU and its influence on the political structure, can completely
dominate the economic life of the islands. By strikes or other
means it can bring all economic activity in the islands to a dead
halt for an indefinite period, and in fact virtually starve them
into submission to its demands. Since the allegiance of Com-
munists is to Moscow rather than to the United States Govern-
ment, this power is likely to be used for political ends rather
than for the attainment of economic goals. It undoubtedly can
and will be used to hamper the rearmament effort and the con-
duct of military operations in Korea.

3 From minority views presented in Siatehood for Hawaii; report of the

Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. (S. Report no314) S i
of Documents. Washington, D.C. 1951. p66-9. ¢ Port no314) Superintendeat
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(3) It would be a terrible mistake to grant statehood to
any territory whose economic life and policy is so completely
dominated by Communists. If statehood should once be granted,
under our Constitution it can never be revoked, no matter how
strong an influence Communists may attain in the new state.

The first two propositions given above are based on irre-
futable facts which have been developed fully on a number of
occasions, particularly in the 1949 report by Senator Butler to
the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, entitled
“Communist Penetration of the Hawaiian Islands,” and in the
minority views as contained in the Senate report on the Hawaiian
statehood bill last year. . . . The facts contained in these two
previous reports have never been challenged or denied by any
responsible source. If the first two propositions given above are
admitted, it seems to us the third necessarily follows as a matter
of simple logic.

None of the facts cited in these exposures of the Communist
situation in Hawaii has ever been denied. The only answer ever
given has been the retort that there are also Communists in most
of the present states. Such an answer does not meet the realities
of the problem.

In none of the existing states is the entire food supply of
the population dependent upon offshore sources as it is in
Hawaii. In none of the existing states is there only one really
big dominating union controlling all the principal industries, and
that one Communist-controlled. In none of the existing states
has communism achieved such a status of toleration, and even
respectability, as in Hawaii.

In some of the states there may be more Communists than
there are in Hawaii today. In none of them has the Communist
minority achieved such a powerful position of leverage over the
vital economic processes upon which the entire life of the com-
munity depends. The threat of communism is not based on the
numerical size of the Communist minority. Communists every-
where, even in Russia, are only a small minority. It is all a
matter of the extent of control wielded by those few Communists
over the economic, political, and social institutions.
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Some proponents of Hawaiian statehood insist that commu-
nism can be controlled as well or better by the people of Hawaii
after statehood has been granted. We do not believe the record
bears out this assertion. Despite repeated exposures of the Com-
munist menace, the power of communism in the ILWU and
other institutions of Hawaiian life has not been destroyed or
even noticeably weakened. There has been a great deal of public
protest and indignation by patriotic citizens of the islands against
Communist influence, but no effective results have yet been
achieved. . . .

The grip held by the Communists on the International Long-
shoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union is particularly dangerous
because of the power of this union to completely control the
economic life of the islands. This union, holding its first bi-
ennial conference {in April 1951} since its expulsion from the
CIO, selected Honolulu as the site for the convention because
its leader, Harry Bridges, knew his strongest supporters were
in the Hawaiian locals. Bridges, now out on bail pending his
appeal from his conviction for perjury, denounced the United
States and all it stood for in his keynote address to the delegates
to the union convention. He was reelected president of the
international union by a tremendous majority, and not one of
the delegates from the Hawaiian locals voted against him. In
fact, not one of the Hawaiian delegates opposed the Bridges
policies at that convention on anything. The convention is well
described in the following paragraphs from an editorial in one
of the daily Honolulu newspapers:

Any illusions that the International Longshoremen’s and Warehouse-
men’s Union would reject its Communist-line policy in time of national
crisis for the good of the nation was promptly and forcefully laid to rest
by the truculent left-wing union’s biennial convention just concluded
here. :

With only a futile and outshouted minority opposition, President
Harry Bridges and his organization led the convention down the Red-
lined path of party line policy straight as an arrow in a carefully staged
and well-executed display of ILWU “democracy.”

The resolutions introduced and “‘yessed”” by instructed delegates con-
demned everything and anything—except Soviet Russia. They implied, to
say the least, that the United States was an aggressor in Korea. They
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built up a struggle for survival between the working class on the one
hand and an unholy alliance of Government and big business on the
other. . . .

Granting statehood to Hawaii might expose our salient
in the Pacific to extreme danger, if the power of communism
there should continue to grow. So long as the islands remain
in territorial status we can be sure that our military and naval
forces will safeguard them adequately, but that may not be
true under statehood. It seems only elementary prudence to
reject any radical changes at this time, at least until they can be
made safely. . . . We feel strongly that Hawaii should not be
granted statehood until we are sure we are not adding a red
star to the forty eight white ones of the American flag.

COMMUNIST PARTY OF HAWAII 14

Public hearings held in Honolulu, T. H., from April 10 to
20, 1950, revealed that the Communist party of Hawaii is a
subdivision of district thirteen of the Communist party of the
United States. . . . The importance of Hawaii to our national
security made this investigation of paramount significance.

The Communist party of the Territory of Hawaii began or-
ganization during the year 1938 with the influx of Communist
party members as organizers for the ILWU, which entered the
Territory of Hawaii to organize for the first time the water-
front, sugar, and pineapple workers. Jack Hall, identified by
numerous witnesses before the committee as a long-standing
member of the Communist party, became regional director of the
International Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union. Jack
Hall was an appointee of Harry Bridges, the head of the ILWU,
who was . . . convicted of perjury by the United States courts, in
denying his Communist party membership at the time of natural-
ization. . . .

Upon organizing the workers of the waterfront, sugar, and
pineapple industries, Jack Hall surrounded himself with individ-
uals identified before the committee as members of the Com-

1 From Annual Report of the Commiitee on Un-American Activities of the

United Siates House of Representatives for the Year 1950, H. Report no3249.
Superintendent of Documents, Washington, D.C. 1951. p 16+.
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munist party. These Communists were placed by Jack Hall in
the most strategic positions within the union, thereby assuring
the control of the union by members of the Communist party.
Testimony taken at the hearings revealed that in some instances
individuals recruited into the Communist party were elected to
union offices without knowledge that they were even candidates.
Through this method, a well-knit minority of Communist party
members exercised complete control over the large membership
of the ILWU. Today, therefore, we find a curious situation
where the so-called International Longshoremen’s and Warehouse-
men’s Union has within its membership and under the control
of the Communist party, the workers of the basic industries of
the Territory of Hawaii; namely, shipping, pineapples, and sugar.

To maintain this economic control of the Territory of Hawaii,
the Communist-controlled ILWU has pitted race against race
and creed against creed in any issue where it was losing ground
with the workers. In this matter, a well-knit minority has been
able to maintain rigid control over the rank and file of a power-
ful union.

In recruiting workers to membership in the Communist
party, the Communist leaders of the ILWU were successful in
being able to dupe many workers into joining the Communist
patty. Testimony heard time and again during the hearings dis-
closed that many of these individuals were duped into believing
that they could best serve the cause of organized labor through
membership in the Communist party. However, when the true
Communist philosophy was made known to these individuals,
it not only alienated them, but was responsible for their dis-
associating themselves from the Communist party. It is indeed
encouraging to read the testimony of many witnesses who testi-
fied that when they obtained a true knowledge of Communist
teachings, as contained in the constitution of the Communist
party of the Soviet Union, calling for the overthrow of demo-
cratic governments, .they lost no time in severing their relation-
ship with the Communist party. The fact that many individuals
were duped into joining the Communist party on the pretense
of gaining a labor education does not mean that there is not
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present in the Territory of Hawaii 2 hard core of dyed-in-the-
wool Communists, who are devoted to the overthrow of the Gov-
ernments of the United States and the Territory of Hawaii. It
must be remembered that the Communist movement spread to the
Territory of Hawaii through organizers of the Communist party
who were born and received their Communist training on the
mainland of the United States. The hard core of Communists
presently in the islands is therefore composed of mainland Com-
munists or Hawaiians who were trained by Moscow-dominated
Communists on the mainland.

In addition to their control over the basic industries, the
Communist party in the Territory of Hawaii had gained some
measure of political control through its infiltration of a major
political party. In line with this venture, the Communist party in
the Territory of Hawaii, in 1945, embarked on a most energetic
campaign in an attempt to secure control of the Democratic
party in the Territory of Hawaii. Testimony presented to the
committee at its hearings in Honolulu reflected that at Commu-
nist party meetings in Hawaii during the year 1945 instructions
were given to party members to become active in their local pre-
cinct of the Democratic party in an effort to gain some office or
position within that precinct. These instructions were issued re-
peatedly to Communist party members at Communist party
meetings in the Territory of Hawaii in the year 1945. . . .

During this same period and subsequent thereto, members of
the Communist party were not lax in cartying out the instruc-
tions given them to infiltrate their local Democratic precincts.
[By} a careful survey of the list of delegates who attended the
Territorial Democratic Convention held at McKinley High School
on May 2, 1948, in Honolulu, thirty-four delegates were posi-
tively identified as members of the Communist Party in Hawaii
by witnesses appearing before the committee,

Since the conclusion of the committee’s hearings in Honolulu,
the citizens of Hawaii have taken it upon themselves to “put
their house in order.” The Democratic patty is moving to rid
itself of any and all Communists or Communist influence within
its ranks. Within the Territory of Hawaii, there is in existence
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a legislative committee on un-American activities and a territorial
commission on subversive activities, both embodied with the
power of subpoena and established for the purpose of investi-
gating and exposing any and all subversive activities within the
Territory of Hawaii.

In addition, the national CIO organization . . . conducted
hearings in the city of Washington, D.C., before 2 subcommittee
of the executive board of the CIO to hear testimony and evidence
on the question of expelling Harry Bridges and the ILWU from
the national CIO organization; subsequent to these hearings,
they were expelled.

The hearings of the Committee on Un-American Activities
of the House of Representatives conducted in Honolulu have
served as a beacon light to the people of Hawaii in apprising
them of the degree of Communist activity which has taken place
in their territory. The committee feels that these citizens now
know more of the methods and practices of the Communist
party and are much better equipped to meet any new threat that
may arise as a result of activity on the part of the Communist

party.
COMMUNISTS’ NUMBERS UNIMPORTANT 13

The Un-American Activities Committee of the lower House
discovered a number of known Communists here in Hawaii,
most of whom refused to divulge their political alliance by refus-
ing to admit or deny that they were or are members of the Com-
munist party and took refuge behind their presumed constitutional
immunity. There are undoubtedly hundreds of other Com-
munists in Hawaii who were not located. The actual number
will never be known because all Communists are taught to deny
their identity, but they are here in sufficient force to become a
menace, and, in this connection, there appeared in the Honolulu
Advertiser of Sunday, April 23, 1950, an editorial which is one
of the most astounding articles, coming as it does from a paper

1 From letters of James L. Coke, former Chief Justice of Hawaii. In
Hawaii Statehood ; hearings May 1-5, 1950, before the Senate Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs on H.R.49, S.155, S.1782. 81st Congress, 2d session.
Superintendent of Documents. Washington, D.C, 1950. p122-5.
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supporting statehood, that has come to my attention. I quote as
follows:

Harping on the small number of Communists witnesses at the recent
Un-American Activities Committee hearing were able to say reside in
Hawaii is misleading. The Communist cell system preveats one group
of party members from knowing the number or the identity of their
comrades in sedition. What is important is that the Communists and
their fellow travelers here had sufficient strength to seize and hold the
Democratic party machinery.

Whether there are 130 Communists in Hawaii or 1,300 has little
significance. Some estimates place the total number of Communist card
holders in the whole United States at only 200,000. Postwar investiga-
tions have shown that Hitler controlled Germany with a handful of
Nazis. Mussolini dominated Italy with a small group of Fascists.

In subversive treachery it is what is done, not how many persons
do it, that tells the story. Even one Communist in Hawaii who can de-
ceive innocent Americans into disloyalty is one too many.

This statement supports 100 per cent the contention which
those of us here who are fearful of statehood have been preach-
ing for years—that is to say, that a comparatively small number
of trained Communists can wield tremendous power, . . .

One of the most fallacious representations sponsored by the
proponents of statehood is to the effect that as a state Hawaii
could much more effectively control communism within its
borders. Possibly that statement would be true if the control of
the state remained in the hands of loyal Americans, but let that
control be taken over by a Communist group, then Hawaii is
sunk. The Federal Government would have little legal constitu-
tional power to control the state, but Congress would while Ha-
waii remains a territory have plenary authority to do so.

Jack Hall, of Honolulu, closely allied locally with Mr. Harry
Bridges and repeatedly in the recent hearing and investigation
before the Un-American Activities Committee of Congress iden-
tified by witnesses as a member of the Communist party here in
Hawaii . . . {See “My name is Jack Hall,” p 55} made a public
speech in the grounds of Iolani Palace in Honolulu on Labor
Day, on September 3, 1947, before a large crowd. In that
address, he said, “and never for a second forget that statehood
for Hawaii is our most important political objective. We ache
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for statehood; for self-determination.” Grant statehood and
undoubtedly Mr. Hall and his kind will give fervent thanks
that their prayer has been answered.

If we were living in normal times, objection to statehood
would carry much less weight, but conditions throughout the
world are not only abnormal but are fraught with the gravest
danger to our national life. By retaining Hawaii as a territory,
the Federal Government through Congress could in a moment’s
time make any change it considers conducive to the national
security. On the other hand, if Hawaii is a state, all power
having to do with the internal affairs of the state would be
under the control of the state government. . . .

With this Red army at our back door and gradually moving
closer to us, can we afford to set Hawaii up as a state out in the
middle of the Pacific Ocean with no Federal control—a state
which may very promptly go under the domination of officials
from governor down who are far more friendly to Moscow than
to Washington? I do not say that this will happen, but I do
say that it can happen. Hence, I insist that it is utterly irrational
for us to assume the risk and danger of statehood at this
time. . ..



CONTIGUITY AND REPRESENTATION

EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

Much of the opposition to statehood for Hawaii stems from
the fact that the islands are not contiguous to the present states,
and that the admission of the territory would, therefore, set a
precedent for the admission of other distant areas. The pro-
ponents of statehood feel that the issue should be determined by
Hawaii’s ability to discharge the obligations of statehood, not by
her location.

The argument about representation is an old one. In the
past, senators and representatives of the more populous states
have often objected to the granting of statehood, which means
equal representation in the Senate, to territories having only a
fraction of the population of such states.

NONCONTIGUITY *

The danger of dominant Communist influence in the islands
under statehood is not the only reason for considering this
proposal very carefully before the decision is made to grant
statehood. If statehood is granted, it will represent a radical
departure from all our traditions and previous policies in adding
states to the Union.

In every previous case where statehood has been granted, it
has been given to an area contiguous and partially surrounded
by other parts of the continental Jand area of the nation.

In every previous case, residents of a new state have been
able, easily and cheaply, to cross state boundaries and mingle
with the people of other states. In most cases, in fact, the new

1 From statement of minority views presented by Senmator Hugh Butler (R.,
Neb.). Included in Sratebood for Hawaii; r‘c‘port of the Senate Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs to accompany H.R.49. June 29, 1950. (S. Report no
%328) t;l:f., ggongress, 2d session. Superintendent of Documents., Washington, D.C.

50. -59.
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state has been peopled from the other states. They have been
born and bred in American traditions and American customs.
Their Americanism has been native to them, and it has been
continually renewed and revived by day-to-day contact with
their neighbors across the state lines.

Unfortunately that is not the case with Hawaii. Only a
small proportion of its residents have come to the islands from
the continent. An even smaller proportion will ever have an
opportunity to visit the states on the mainland. It may be true
that the distance of Hawaii in terms of time (by plane) is not
great, but the distance in terms of money and opportunity is
tremendous. Residents of Hawaii cannot take a vacation motor
trip through surrounding states or purchase an expensive €x-
cursion by rail to some resort a few hundred miles away in
another state. The average Hawaiian will never visit the main-
land and will never even come in contact with any except the
tourist class from the mainland.

The result of this isolation from the main currents of Ameri-
can thought and action is to create within the average Hawaiian
an insular outlook. He is primarily concerned with local happen-
ings and problems. It is extremely difficult for any Hawaiian,
other than a member of the well-to-do business and professional
class, to acquire any grasp of national problems. He tends to
see everything purely in terms of Hawaii and its needs. It is
difficult to imagine that this handicap can ever be overcome or
that Hawaiians can ever come to acquire a national view toward
problems.

No such problem existed with respect to the admission of any
of the present States to the Union.

OTHERS WILL BE ENCOURAGED 2

Having been in the Hawaiian Islands twice and having the
privilege of firsthand knowledge on the performance of the
soldiers from Hawaii who fought in Italy, I am sure that no

2 From letter of Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr.—then Republican Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, now Delegate of the United States to the —to Senator Hugh Butler
(R., Neb.), of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. May 25,
1948. Mimeographed for distribution by the Committee.
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valid argument can be offered against the Americanism of the

people of the Hawaiian Islands. The thought of a senator

from the Hawaiian Islands being Chairman of the Foreign Re-

lations Committee, for example, does not bother me in the least.

To these considerations, of course, must be added the important

material contribution which they make to the United States.
This, however, is not, as I see it, all that is involved.

1. We face the fact that if ever we depart from the prac-
tice of confining statehood to areas within the continental limits
of the United States we do, in fact, establish a new precedent.
If we admit the Hawaiian Islands, it is inevitable that people in
Puerto Rico and Alaska will be very much encouraged in their
desire to achieve statehood for their respective areas. We know
that there is already a movement on foot to submit an application
on the part of the British Crown colony of Newfoundland. Some
of us have already been approached. In the Italian election which
passed on the question of retaining the monarchy, there were,
to my recollection, several thousand people who voted in favor
of having Italy join the United States as a state. All these peo-
ple, and no doubt many others, will be encouraged if they learn
that the Hawaiian Islands have been given statehood.

2. The question of enlarging the number of states is one
that does not in any way involve one’s opinion of the people
who live in any particular area. There are, of course, splendid
people in Alaska and Puerto Rico and in all these other places,
and nothing contained in these remarks in any way reflects on
the people who live in those places.

3. Regard should be had to the changes which have taken
place in the organization of nations throughout the world. The
idea of forming a regional group or so-called Atlantic com-
munity is very much to the fore and has been endorsed in
principle by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. This would
mean that certainly places like Newfoundland could achieve
a close relationship with the United States without going the full
distance of having congressmen and senators.

4. The matter of the size of the United States Senate is
something to be seriously considered. As new states join the
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Union, they do not materially change the size of the House but
they do very substantially alter the size of the Senate, in which
they, because of our Federal system, hold even representation
with the largest states. This means that every time we add more
senators to the Senate, we decrease the relative importance of
every existing senatorship. If the Senate gets sufficiently large, it
will be necessary to set up the counterpart of the House Rules
Committee and have a sort of super-committee which will act
as a graveyard or deep freeze for legislation. Then most senators
will cease to be relatively unfettered representatives of sovereign
states. It is not clear to me why the Hawaiian Islands could not
become part of California or why Alaska could not become part
of the state of Washington. This would give them congressmen
in proportion to population. I have not yet seen it stated why
it is utterly essential that so sparsely populated an area as
Alaska should have the same number of senators as the great
state of New York, with its teeming millions of people.

In conclusion, let me repeat that all these factors are at
stake in the question of Hawaiian statehood and, in my opinion,
the Committee . . . cannot completely discharge its responsibility
merely by investigating the Hawaiian Islands. They should also
go into all these matters which so drastically affect the entire
composition of the Senate, the importance of individual senators,
and the future of our government.

NOT MERELY HAWAII AND ALASKA 3

It is foolish to deceive curselves that this transformation will
be limited to Hawaii and Alaska, because these are the only
two “organized” territories. When Puerto Rico or the Virgin
Islands or Guam or Samoa want to enter, such a distinction will
be brushed aside as unimportant.

Perhaps the ablest legal witness for statehood admitted this.

The statehood proponents placed on the stand in Honolulu Mr.
Heaton L. Wrenn, president of the Hawaiian Bar Association.

3 From statement by Arthur M. Churchill, lawyer of Portland, Oregon. In-
cluded in Hawaii Statehood; hearings May 1-5, 1950, before the Senate Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs on H.R.49, S.155, S.1782. 81st Congress,
2d session. Superintendent of Documents. Washington, D.C. 1950. p496-517.
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On page 382 of the House hearings he was asked specifically
whether other islands or possessions would be entitled to be
accepted as states, if they demonstrated a like capacity to manage
their own affairs. He replied: “Why, certainly, I wouldn’t advo-
cate statehood for Hawaii and not advocate it for others, who
had entitled themselves to it.”

No one can prophesy what islands may yet come under our
wing. There is just one logical and defensible place to stop.
That is with the limits of continental United States. We have
gone far enough. We were glad to free ourselves from further
responsibilities in the Philippines. We cannot similarly retreat
from islands necessarily under our aegis. But it would be the
acme of folly to set them up as new states. . . .

Our Federal Government is a highly complex organization.
It involves a Union, not only of forty-eight states, but of
thousands of local governmental units. It covers a far greater
extent of territories and greater diversities of regions and in-
terests than any governmental unit heretofore dreamed of by
men, in which the people compromise and rule, instead of being
submitted to a dictatorship.

Our government becomes increasingly complex. It is highly
experimental. Policies, domestic and foreign, must be approved
by the people. Constantly there must be trial and error. To
harmonize the views of millions of citizens taxes the best brains
we can produce.

Our success, so far as we are successful, rests on an intricate
set of checks and balances. We weigh the legislative versus the
executive versus the judicial; Federal versus state versus local
government; farms versus labor versus capital; South versus
North versus West. We have pressures of competing industries,
endless variation in religious groups, lodges, civic organizations,
racial and national elements, with extreme possibilities of fric-
tion.

Though we are largely of European origin, our differences
are legion. Modern science and the problems of our capitalistic
economy test our capacities to the utmost. Surely we have enough
to solve and to digest without distorting our whole structure
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by starting to incorporate into our constituent state offshore
islands, whose end and number no one can foresee. And . . .
with these would come racial elements whose age-old traditions
and mores are deeply fixed and as alien to ours as anything the
carth has to offer. And they differ equally from each other, as
they do from us.

The real crux of Hawaii’s campaign . . . is to obtain two
senators, with votes to trade.

Adding senators from sundry offshore islands will gravely
affect the balance and efficiency of the Senate. Even ninety six
senators are doubtless many more than the founding fathers had
any thought of. There is far too much need, even with that
number, to trade votes on unrelated issues, in order to obtain
legislative action.

Senators should more and more represent the general national
interest and not be primarily local agents. We succeed as a
democracy, insofar as we do, because we avoid splinter parties.
European parliaments are all too often reduced to helplessness
by diluted representation. Ninety six senators are enough. We
must not become too cumbersome for action.

THE REAL ISSUE ¢

The real issue boils down to this: that the constitutional
structure of the United States is such as not to permit, as a
practical matter, the admission of any such territory as the eight
tiny volcanic islands, two thousand miles off the coast, or any
other similar outlying territory because under the Constitution
there must be two United States Senators from each state.

Much is made of the fact that when some of the existing
states were admitted to the Union their population was less than
that of Hawaii at the present time. The population of Nevada
was less than that of Hawaii, but they were not two thousand
miles off in the wastes of the Pacific. They were admitted at a
time when conditions were very far different from the condi-

* From remarks of Congressman Frederic R. Coudert, Jr., (R., N.Y.) in the

United States House of Representatives, June 30, 1947. Congressional Record. :
7922-3. June 30, 1947. s & nal Record. 93
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tions that prevail today. Who would have the temerity now to
suggest that if it were put up to the people of the United States
anew they would vote to sustain the basis of representation that
now exists in the Senate; to wit, two senators for each state,
no matter how widely the states may vary in number, wealth,
and territory?

The existing states came in as part of the development of
our national continental domain. They were a perfectly inevi-
table, natural development of our own population moving west
and conquering the great virgin continent. Those states were
admitted at a time when the states were still most important
entities—much more so than they are today in this great cen-
tralized new government which has grown up in the last twenty
years. If we begin admitting outlying territory . . . we must
admit that we are confronted with something of far-reaching
significance.

Bear this in mind: These people who are espousing this
measure from outside and the committee itself speak of giving
the Hawaiians self-determination. All right, give them more
self-determination, but do not let them in as a state of the
Union—they and the other territories—to exercise two senators’
worth of self-determination on us in the continental United
States. My objection is constitutional. . . .

Can there be any longer doubt that we are confronted in
this bill with a problem concerning all the territorial possessions
of the United States? What we do on this bill is bound to call
the turn and set the precedent for Alaska, Puerto Rico, and
such other insular territory as we may now or later possess. They
are one for all practical purposes. . . .

So I say, in considering the position we take on this bill,
we must consider all three of those dependencies and determine
whether or not we are to admit them to statehood, with the
two senators that go with statehood and the resultant further
distortion of popular representation in the Congress.
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QUESTION SETTLED LONG AGO?®

[Mr. Coudert] has stated publicly that one of his reasons
for opposition to Hawaii becoming a state is that it would dis-
criminate against the large states, like New York, for instance,
that has, I believe, fifteen million people; that Hawaii would
get two senators with a population of but 500,000 or 600,000;
that consequently New York and all the larger states would be
disctiminated against because of the great variance of difference
in population.

I would say to any of those who hold that way that the issue
of representation in the United States Senate was settled back
in the framing of the Constitution. You know and I know that
the question was fought over then for weeks and weeks. The
large states, of course, did not feel that the smaller states should
have the same number of senators as they. In order to meet
that issue, it was agreed at that time that each state should have
two senators, and that the representation in the House would be
according to population.

I followed the admission of the thirty five states that came
into the Union after the original thirteen, and the question
never came up about limiting the representation in the United
States Senate of the small states or territories like Nevada.

5 From remarks of Congressman Leo E. Allen (R., Ill.) in the United States

glousesof Representatives, March 9, 1953. Congressional Record. 99:1829. March
, 1953,



ETHNIC AND CULTURAL QUESTIONS

EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

Though seldom stressed in congressional debate, an important
factor in preventing the admission of Hawaii to the Union has
been the fact that the majority of her people are of the Mon-
golian race, and that many of them are, therefore, culturally
Asian. A good deal of the argument relates to the degree of
Americanization of these people. The process of Americaniza-
tion is not denied, but the question has been raised whether it
has progressed far enough to warrant statehood. The selections
in this section throw light on the ethnic and cultural aspects of
Hawaiian life.

POPULATION TRENDS IN HAWAII*

Hawaii’s population has increased nearly four times during
the past fifty years, from about 100,000 to approximately 500,-
000. This phenomenal growth is chiefly a consequence of the
improved economic opportunities afforded by the territory and
can largely be traced in the statistics of immigration. During
the first three decades of the present century, Hawaii’s growth
in population was overwhelmingly through the influx of planta-
tion laborers and their dependents. It is estimated that 200,000
persons migrated to Hawaii between 1900 and 1932. Since 1940
there has been another period of extensive movement during
which Hawaii’s population has been increased by 60,000 through
migration alone.

The racial complexity likewise of Hawaii’s population has
been greatly increased by immigration during the past fifty years.
Three contrasted population elements, the Koreans, Puerto Ricans,
and Filipinos, have been added to the complicated racial pattern

1 From testimony and statement of Andrew H. Lind, professor of sociology,
University of Hawail. In Statehood for Hawaii; hearings before the Subcommittee

of the House Committee on the Territories. Superintendent of Documents. Wash-
ington, D.C. 1946, p55-68, 559-60.
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which already existed here; and important additions to the im-
migrant Japanese and Portuguese also occurred during this
period. By 1920, Hawaii’s racial complexity had probably reached
its peak with eleven major ethnic or “racial” groups in the
population, Hawaiian, part-Hawaiian, Portuguese, Spanish, Puerto
Rican, Haole or other Caucasian, Chinese, Japanese, Korean,
Filipino, and Negro. In 1920, 57 per cent of the entire popula-
tion of the islands had been born outside Hawaii or continental
United States.

The population movements since 1920 have been chiefly in
the direction of greater integration and interracial solidarity. By
1940, for example, almost four fifths (78.7 per cent) of the pop-
ulation were natives of Hawaii or of continental United States;
and by 1945 this ratio had increased to well over 85 per cent.
Similarly the tendency for the various ethnic groups to intermarry
and thus fuse the population into a single American-Hawaiian
type had proceeded to such a degree that by 1940 it was necessary
for the Census Bureau to combine the Portuguese, Spanish, and
Haoles into a single Caucasian group; and it is becoming increas-
ingly difficult to differentiate accurately between the Hawaiians
and part-Hawaiians.

Hawaii has long been noted for its intermingling of races
and the experience of the past fifty years adequately confirms this
impression. Definite statistics for the early period are unavail-
able, but since 1912 the proportion of marriages between persons
of different racial ancestries has increased from 14.1 per cent to
38.5 per cent. The war has greatly accentuated the trend toward
interracial marriage, but even before the war approximately three
out of every ten marriages in the territory were across the conven-
tional racial lines. Each of the various racial groups has par-
ticipated in the process, some, however, to a greater degtee than
others. Among the immigrant peoples, it is usually those least
adequately supplied with women which intermarry most readily.
Thus the Chinese, Filipinos, and most recently the Caucasian men
have more commonly looked to other groups for their wives than
is true in the Japanese group, for example. The native Hawaiians
have always been noted for their cordial reception of the visitors
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to Hawaii; and this has extended to marriages, as well. During
the 30-year period, for which statistics are available, the average
out-marriage rate for both Hawaiian and part-Hawaiian has been
over 50 per cent. Similarly the smaller groups such as the Span-
ish, Koreans, and Puerto Ricans tend to have high intermarriage
rates. The effect of increasing interracial marriage is reflected in
the number of children of mixed racial ancestry born in the ter-
ritory. During the war years, the ancestry of slightly over one
third of the babies born could be traced to two or more racial
strains.

Visitors to Hawaii frequently express concern regarding the
possibility that a single immigrant group may take possession of
Hawaii’s population by virtue of its capacity to reproduce. Ac-
tually, each of the immigrant groups during the early days of its
residence in the territory tends to have a high birth rate which
slowly declines as the group becomes assimilated into island life.
During the 1890’s and 1900’s, it was the Chinese and Portuguese
immigrants which had the largest families. In the following pe-
riod, the more recently arrived Japanese had the highest repro-
ductive rates. Since 1930 it has been the Filipinos and Puerto
Ricans who have ranked highest in reproduction. It must be
noted in this connection that crude birth rates, computed upon
the total population of a group, may be quite misleading, par-
ticularly with a group made up largely of single men. Thus the
Filipinos show one of the lowest crude birth rates, although,
when figured on the basis of the number of women between the
ages of 20 and 45, their rate is the highest of all the ethnic
groups. The corrected birth rates for all of the racial groups had
been declining during the thirties ; but the war, here as elsewhere,
has resulted in a temporary boom in the number of babies.

There has been a gradual shift in the complexion of the
babies botn in Hawaii during the past twenty five years. In the
eatly twenties, almost 70 per cent of the children born were of
Asiatic ancestry, with the Japanese alone constituting 48 per cent
of the total. Just prior to World War II, the Asiatic births had
declined to 53 per cent, with the Japanese ratio at 34.8 per cent.
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In the postwar period, we may anticipate a further decline in the
ratio of Asiatic births to less than 50.

Examination of Hawaii’s record of population and vital sta-
tistics during the past twenty five years reveals a steady trend
toward a citizen population of numerous racial antecedents, but
unified through their common experience within an American
community.

HAWAILI AND ITS BIRTH RATES?

In the House hearings Delegate Farrington and Professor
Andrew W. Lind seek to create the impression that any problem
from Japanese increase has been ended; that it is not now menac-
ing. This is not true. . . .

It is true that during the depression the Japanese birth rate
dropped from 35.6 in 1929 to a low of 21.4 in 1940. But by
1947 it had again risen to 28.3. It ... dropped off only very
slightly for 1948 and 1949.

But what Mr. Farrington and Professor Lind overlook is the
incredibly low Hawaiian death rate. Nobody seems to die over
there. In 1947, while the Japanese birth rate in Hawaii had
risen to 28.3, the death rate was only 5.3. Speaking for 1947,
the Japanese in Hawaii were increasing 23 per 1,000, or 2.3 per
cent a year. That was even faster than the explosive rate in Japan.

The Chinese, Puerto Rican, and Korean birth rates are simi-
lar, but their numbers were smaller to begin with. The non-
Haole [non-white} peoples are taking Hawaii just as sutely as
a lava flow overruns a volcanic region. In sixteen years (from
1929 to 1947, but omitting 1940, 1941, 1948, and 1949, whose
figures I did not then have), the total Haole births were 16,439
after deducting 600 a year after 1939 for Portuguese and Spanish
from other Caucasian. The total births for all races was 167,106.
Subtracting gives 150,667 as the total of non-Haole births. The
Japanese births alone were 62,961. And the Haole total included
a large increase of births from the temporary war population

2 From statement by Arthur M, Churchill, lawyer of Portland, Oregon. In-
cluded in Hawaii Statehood; hearings May 1.5, 1950, before the Senmate Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, on H.R.49, S.155, S.1782. 81st Congress,
2d session. Superintendent of Documents. Washington, D.C. 1950. p499-502.
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from the mainland. Even then, the non-Haole births were nine
times as great as the Haoles and the Japanese alone nearly four
times as great.

In the face of these figures, the promoters of statehood seem
less than frank when they include thirty five thousand Portuguese
and perhaps up to a hundred thousand white war workers and
their families to make 172,583 Caucasians as of January 1, 1946.
By the official reports, twenty three thousand of these war work-
ers and their families had already gone by January 1, 1950. . . .

The Japanese population in Hawaii is increasing about 4,000
a year and the total non-Haole population about 8,500 to 9,000
a year. . . . What is to become of this endless expansion of hu-
manity? Are they to follow the flood of Puerto Ricans to New
York City? Or will they emigrate to Los Angeles, San Francisco,
Portland, and Seattle? . . .

Nor do I think the peak of babies has been reached. It is the
females who bear the children. In 1900 there were only 13,603
Japanese females in the islands. By 1940 there were 75,985. In
1900 there were 349.2 males to 100 females. By 1940 the ratio
was down to 110.3.

By contrast the Caucasian birth rate went down to 10.1 in
1946, though it rose to 16.2 in 1947. And this included the
Portuguese. If these were deducted, the rate would be substan-
tially lower. And it is probably raised by the temporary war
force also. . . .

The pure Hawaiians have all but disappeared already. When
Captain Cook came they were very numerous. But they fell easy
victims to the white man’s diseases. By 1896 they were down to
31,019 and, in January 1950, to 10,500.

It is true that part-Hawaiians have multiplied to 74,941 as
of January 1, 1950. But this is deceptive. To my mind the cen-
sus of 1940, and the health bureau from that time on, were
guilty of gravely confusing the figures, when they ceased number-
ing the Caucasian-Hawaiians and Asiatic-Hawaiians separately,
and ceased enumerating the Portuguese, Spanish, and other Cau-
casian contract-labor groups separately. From then on they have
used the obscuring term ‘‘Part-Hawaiians” and the term “Other
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Caucasians,” to include Portuguese, etc., whose background and
mores were quite different from the so-called Haole group.

Professor Lind, however, helps us to understand the part-
Hawaiians. He explains that intermarriages have been mostly
with Chinese, Filipinos, Spanish, Koreans, and Puerto Ricans,
who tended to have lesser numbers of their own women.

The figures from 1929 to 1939 fortunately show the distinc-
tion between the Caucasian-Hawaiian and Asiatic-Hawaiian.
While the pure Hawaiian births were dropping from 418 a year
to 166 a year, the mixed Hawaiian increased from 1,817 to
3,425 in 1950. But the Caucasian-Hawaiian births, to 1939,
were decreasing, while the Asiatic-Hawaiians were doubling,
from 823 to 1,504. By now they are probably not less than 2,500
a year, if they were segregated. This only accentuates the facts
that the Asiatics are taking the islands.

The death rate of the pure Hawaiians, meantime, has been
very high. In 1949 it was 26.3 with a birth rate of only 16.2.
Whereas the part-Hawaiians, largely Asiatic-Hawaiians, had, on
the contrary, a birth rate of 46.7 against a death rate of 4.5 per
cent and the Japanese had a birth rate of 26.2 with a death rate
of 5.5 (for 1949).

The proponents of statehood seek to leave the impression that
the islands are just getting well started, that their numbers will
be much greater in the future. . . . This is untrue. Very respon-
sible opinion in the islands believes that Hawaii has 25 per cent
more people now than its normal economy can support.

If 25 per cent (of normal numbers) are to leave, that would
be a hundred thousand. Then if each year, by the excess of births
over deaths, the non-Haole groups add eighty-five hundred to ten
thousand to their numbers, that many additional human beings
must go somewhere else each year.

Who is going to be forced out? Will the easy-going Ha-
waiians survive? That is, the few of them who are left? Will
the Haoles maintain themselves? Or will the islands gradually
be taken over by the rapid-breeding peoples, inured by centuries
of tradition and experience to much lower living standards?
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The world’s experience has only one answer. Just as the
Japanese in prewar days could not compete, in Korea, Manchuria,
and Formosa, with the Chinese and Koreans, whose standard of
living was lower, except for a few officials or white-collar work-
ers, so the rapidly breeding peoples, with their lower standards
of living, will inexorably take Hawaii.

And after the lava flow of children has driven the Hawaiians
and Haoles out, what then of the annual overflow? There can
be but one answer. It will go to the mainland, if permitted. . . .

Color, certainly, is no test of character. Under any coloring,
or lack of it, may lie an extreme of charm and wisdom, of love,
and self-sacrifice. God created many races. Each has a wealth to
contribute to the common heritage. From all these laboratories
have come rich contributions. The West can give much to the
East. And we, in turn, can learn as much, perhaps more, from
the cultures of the Orient, and even from primitive peoples.

Cultured leaders of every race can mingle easily. Friction
rarely results. But mass mixing of peoples with totally different
traditions and mores, drilled in and handed down through the
ages has rarely brought anything but strife and disaster. Whether
we are dealing with Asiatic resentment of Caucasians or with
ignorant prejudices in the United States, friction is close to the
surface.

Human beings are only finite. Emotions and prejudices are
not less real than calm reason. Few of us are so mature that we
are free from childish judgments. And we are all busy. We tend
to hasty opinions. We have little time to investigate the men we
meet. We tend to classify people, not only by color and race,
but by sex, clothing, years in school, and many other factors
which may have little bearing on real character or worth. These
are realities. At any foreseeable time they are inescapable. . . .

Even though our American melting pot is largely European,
it is as yet very, very far from stability. Racial, regional, and
religious cleavages exist everywhere. Surely this is no time to
spread our none-too-stable balance over scattered islands of the
sea, incorporating peoples mixed as perhaps nowhere else on
earth
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If we admit Hawaii we shall plunge ourselves into a racial
and birth-rate mixture that is extreme. Many pressures and pres-
sure-groups are bound to arise out of it. To handle them all tact-
fully and without complaint will require a genius that human
beings rarely possess. The disappointed will charge the United
States with prejudice, selfishness, discrimination. And the racial
world is highly sensitive to such charges, no matter how baseless.

Or if we admit Hawaii and refuse Puerto Rico or Guam or
Samoa, there will be endless recriminations.

The founding fathers would never have believed the time
would come when anyone would suggest that we incorporate into
the Union isolated islands twenty four hundred miles out in the
ocean, consisting primarily of tropical, corporate plantations.
There is only one logical place to stop. That is at the continental
edge.

RACE RELATIONS IN HAWAII 3

Hawaii has just under half a million people. While only a
fifth of them are pure white, four fifths are American citizens,
most of them citizens by birth rather than by naturalization.

The United States census and the bureau of health statistics
at the present time recognize nine such groups: Hawaiian, part-
Hawaiian, Caucasian, Puerto Rican, Japanese, Chinese, Korean,
Filipino, and “All Others.” . . .

In Hawalii, the immigrant groups of different color, mainly
Oriental, have not been set apart . . . but have been kept separate
one from the other like the European immigrant groups on the
mainland. And it is because the European immigrant groups on
the mainland eventually merge with the wider population that it
is possible to predict that the Oriental immigrant groups too will
also finally disappear in the general population of Hawaii.

For the time being they—at least the older generation—are,
however, still separately identifiable by their food, their language,
their clothing, their shelter, their religion, their manners. . . .

3 From an article by Bernhard L. Hormann, professor of sociology, University

of Hawali. Al Abost Hawaii—Thram’'s Hawaiian Annual. p 130-43. Copy-
righted by Honolulu Star-Bulletin. January 15, 1952. Reprinted by permission.
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A ... noteworthy fact regarding race relations in present day
Hawaii is that important differences between members of the
different groups are fast disappearing.

The birth, death and infant mortality rates for all these
groups have in the amazingly short span of a generation ap-
proached the rate of the nation as a whole, and that of course
means that the differences between them are being wiped out.
These trends are important because they indicate the quick spread
of the small family system to the Orientals, thus disproving that
they constitute 2 “Yellow Peril.” The death and infant mortality
rates, among the lowest in the world, bespeak the excellence of
public health in Hawaii.

In clothes, food preferences, style of entertaining, house
styles and home furnishings, accent with which English is spoken,
education and recreation and the manner of disciplining children,
courtship and marriage practices, holidays observed, in all the
intricacies of the daily and annual round of life and the life cycle
of the individual, the members of Hawaii’s various groups are
following less and less the differentiating ways of their ancestors,
and more and more ways which they all share in common.

As a consequence, people in Hawaii pay less attention to
ancestry than a generation or two ago, when the groups were still
new. Curiously enough, as differences grow less, it becomes
necessaty to ask about racial ancestry if one wants to know,
whereas formerly the groups had through their costumes, ges-
tures, and speech, such clear visibility that it was not necessary
to ask.

A . . . feature of race relations in Hawaii is the persistent
cleavage between Haoles [whites] and non-Haoles, where a
greater lag exists in the progressive elimination of differences
and tensions than between other groups. There are several rea-
sons why this is so.

The upper class has been and continues to be occupied mainly
by Haoles, so that, among many people not of this class, resent-
ment has accumulated against Haoles.

Another reason why a serious cleavage between Haoles and
non-Haoles may continue to operate is that the Haole group is
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constantly being reinforced by people from the mainland. In the
future, the other local groups will have to depend almost solely
on births for their survival. Not so with the Haoles.

Many mainland Haoles naturally bring with them the racial
attitudes of the United States whites and have had no experience
in establishing working relations with people of other com-
plexions.

Accumulated resentment among non-Haoles has found few
channels for coming to open expression. In a minor way, how-
ever, relief comes from the telling of jokes on Haoles—in the
inner circle; from providing little hardly noticeable irritations;
from shouting imprecations in heavy traffic, where the anonymity
of the offender is assured, and perhaps by letting it out on mid-
dle and lower class Haoles, including servicemen.

Many of the resentments hark back to ancient grievances
which had their origin on the early plantation. Others are due
to acute sensitivities which exaggerate or distort experiences.
Thus, while the resentments are real enough, their basis is not
necessarily realistic. These resentments, when matched with the
stereotyped notions which persist in the thinking of many Haoles
about the racial groups in Hawaii help us to understand why the
cleavage between Haoles and non-Haoles is one which can con-
tinue to cause misunderstanding and bitterness in local race rela-
tions.

If this cleavage remained, while the differences between the
immigrant groups disappeared, Hawaii would become a com-
munity split in two, and we would be confronted with a per-
manent condition fraught with conflict and bitterness.

Fortunately it is possible to point to . . . [an} aspect of so-
cia] life in Hawaii which tends to counteract this dualism. What
the writer has in mind is the increasing importance of nonracial
group activity, based on common interests and like-mindedness,
socio-economic, religious, professional, and recreational in orien-
tation. By its very nature this cuts across race lines and therefore
operates to weaken them.

With the growth of 2 large middle class the whole organiza-
tion of society is changing. The middle class has assumed im-
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portant proportions only during the last quarter century but is
composed of people of both Caucasian and non-Caucasian an-
cestry, people of American education, who behave the way mid-
dle-class people do on the mainland.

It is further important to realize not only that some Hawai-
ians have long had and a few Orientals have recently achieved
upper-class status, but also that mainland Haoles of the working
class have maintained their identity in Hawaii with this class. At
the collective bargaining table today it is not unusual for manage-
ment to be represented by an Oriental and labor by a Haole.

Because of the change from a two-class to a three-class society
and the separation of race from class, the wall of separation be-
tween Haoles and non-Haoles is breaking down.

Increasingly, the participation in the various aspects of com-
munity life is becoming interracial and finally nonracial. In such
matters as segregation in residential areas, political leadership,
economic leadership, educational opportunity, and community-
wide activities, the trend has been in the direction of ever-wider
participation. . . .

At the most intimate level of life, families that are interracial
are being formed in increasing proportions, and as a result kin-
ship ties are bringing together many people of distinct ancestries.

Out of all this there occurs a final aspect of race relations in
Hawaii, the growth of the “New Hawaiian” people, who,
whether or not biologically mixed, think of themselves primarily
as Americans, as Americans of a peculiar brand—Kanakas. . . .

As part of this new culture, there is a noteworthy tradition:
In its half century under the American flag, Hawaii has had no
riot or other violence of major proportions involving race. There
have been, to be sure, 2 number of crises such as several dramatic
criminal cases, some major strikes, and the attack on Pearl Har-
bor, and these would have had enough racial overtones to have
precipitated open conflict.

The continued absence of open violence therefore bespeaks
a certain restraint, a tolerance which has become traditional in

the islands. . . .
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It can be stated with some assurance that racial lines are on
their way out and that biological mixing will continue, so that by
the end of the century perhaps half the population will be mixed.
A new culture is arising, basically American, industrial, urban—
but with a uniquely Hawaiian cast. . . .

The life of the people . . . is dynamic. Therefore, any state-
ments about them and their ways must be marked “‘tentative.”
This “molten quality” or tentativeness is what makes Hawaii
important to the social scientist, for here he can see processes oc-
curring which he has been able formerly only to theorize about.
Here he can see occurring before his very eyes the fusing of
diverse peoples that has occurred frequently elsewhere—but
never under conditions where systematic scientific observation
was possible.

Here he can see what happens when different ways of meet-
ing situations, different cultures, mingle. Whether the distinctive
new Hawaiian culture will finally become stabilized in Hawaii
we cannot predict.

But whatever happens to it, the year by year record of the
process will be before us. For just as the volcanologists man
their Hawaiian observatory with refined instruments in order to
obtain an accurate continuous record of the making of Hawaii
geologically, so do the social scientists man their “observatories,”
in order to keep an accurate running record of the making of
Hawaii sociologically. If that were all, Hawaii would be unique.

RACIAL WARP AND WOOF +

Visitors to Hawaii characteristically comment on the friendly
relations existing among the several ethnic groups. An Amer-
ican sociologist who had spent several years in the Old South
said, “Humanly speaking, you have no race prejudice in Ha-
waii.” On the whole, it may be said that the several races live
together in relationships which are characterized by harmony and
friendliness.

¢ From article “‘Minority Groups in Hawaii,”” by William C. Smith, author
and professor of sociology at Linfield College, McMinnville, Oregon. Annals of
the American Academy of Political and Social Science. 223:36-44. September 1942,
Reprinted by permission.
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A number of factors have entered into the warp and woof of
Hawaiian life to make it what it is, but there is no such thing
as an unchangeable pattern in the islands. . . . The successive
waves of immigration have brought changes, and no one can
predict the future with accuracy.

The early contacts of Americans and Europeans with the
Hawaiians were of such a nature as to make for friendliness and
association on a basis of equality. The Hawaiians had never
been slaves and they felt no sense of racial inferiority because
of skin color. [In his Interracial Marriage in Hawaji (New
York: Macmillan Co., 1937)] Romanzo Adams calls the Ha-
waijans “an amalgamating race.” They have entered freely into
outside marriages and have not raised barriets against the several
immigrant groups. The Hawaiians have exerted a wholesome in-
fluence and have tended to keep down any incipient antirace
feeling. When the Chinese came upon the sceme, because of
their marked differences, the setting was favorable for develop-
ment of race feeling; but if white men had turned upon the
Chinese because of race differences, the Hawaiians would have
been offended. In this favorable atmosphere the Chinese made
their adjustments, and they were never subjected to the treatment
experienced by their fellow nationals in California.

The New England missionary element has not been without
its influence. At first the Puritan consciences of the missionaries
were placed under a severe strain as they came into contact with
these naive and simple people, but gradually they came to accept
the Hawaiians on a basis of equality, and this attitude has been
transmitted through several generations. The economic life of
Hawaii is largely controlled by descendants of the old mission-
aries, and not being unmindful of the semiannual dividends,
they observe the ritual, at least, of race equality.

The multiplicity of ethnic groups in Hawaii has been a
factor of no small importance. The Chinese were the single
group of different race in the early days of California. Hence
it was easy to attack in one direction. Many years later the
Japanese became the single target. In Hawaii the several races
and race mixtures have made it extremely difficult, if not impos-
sible, to direct a concerted attack upon any single group.
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The mixed-blood group in Hawaii has played a significant
role and will probably become increasingly important. Race
crosses ordinarily come on the fringes, where the undesirable
elements on both sides mix their blood. In Hawaii it has been
far different. In the early days of European contact, Hawaiian
women of royal lineage became wives of white men, and this set
the stamp of approval upon intermarriage. Consequently the
racial hybrids in Hawaii who come from socially sanctioned
marriage relationships have a status far superior to those in
areas whete interracial marriages are forbidden and where mixed-
bloods result from illicit relationships. The mixed-blood is ac-
cepted in Hawaii and many of them are rated highly—the
superiority of the Chinese-Hawaiian is accepted almost as a
religious creed in most circles.

The hybrids have been a factor in keeping down race prej-
udice. In hybrids the characteristic physical features are rubbed
off and it is less easy to classify and categorize them. The hybrid
group is intermediary and many have attained positions of
leadership. They have an advantage in that they can represent
several groups. On the whole, the hybrids seem to be closer to
the Hawaiians than to any other group. The Hawaiians form
a sort of magnetic core which attracts all varieties of mixed-
bloods. The group of mixed-bloods, which is increasing both in
size and in prestige, will continue to stand for race equality. . . .

But our tourist friend must remind himself that Hawaii
is neither California nor Alabama, and all too often he does
not appreciate the real situation. He has grown accustomed to be-
havior in certain areas, and when that does not appear on the
surface in the familiar forms, he concludes that in Hawaii there
is neither prejudice nor discrimination and that all is beautifully
idyllic. . .

Life in Hawaii and race relations cannot be understood
apart from the plantation system. In this system white men
provide the capital and a high-grade technology, while those of
different color supply the necessary brawn. There are marked
differences in the roles played by these two groups. The white
group has the power and exercises the control, while the manual
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laborers are accorded a status of inferiority. Status is inextricably
intertwined with the plantation system and is not necessarily de-
pendent upon race. . . .

Each importation of labor brought new realignments of the
various population groups. . . . Each new group took its place
at the bottom of the occupational pyramid and for a time all
would be well. But gradually they would become restless and
demand a share of the positions of responsibility and dignity.
Such intrusions into tabooed territory were not accepted gra-
ciously. . . .

When race relations in Hawaii are examined with care, a
paradoxical situation becomes evident. It is a matter of tradition
and principle that there is or should be no prejudice. That is a
doctrine to which the leading spokesmen for the territory sub-
scribe, and practically all members of the community feel bound
to maintain it. Race equality is visible on every hand—in the
freedom of intermarriage, in the absence of legal segregation
in school or in residential areas, and in the ease with which
members of the different races mingle at various social functions.

Beneath this apparently calm surface, however, are found
inequality, discrimination, prejudice, cynicism, and bitterness.
The plantation system, in spite of the doctrine of race equality,
has manipulated the importation of laborers from the several
sources so that a small group of white Americans are in con-
trol not only of the sugar industry but of all aspects of life
in the territory.

Much is said about the educational opportunites in the
islands, and the young people are urged to use them in order
to become good Americans. They are told about the “room at
the top” that is open to all on an equal basis. The children
go through the schools and even through the university looking
forward to the days when they will play important roles in the
further unfolding of the great American epic of which they have
read so hopefully in their schoolbooks. Many, however, are
awakened quite rudely from their dreams when, with diplomas in
hand, they seek employment. Then they find barriers, some of
them very subtle, to be sure, while their Caucasian classmates,



88 THE REFERENCE SHELF

protected by vested rights, move unopposed into the preferred
positions.

This disillusionment has brought mutation in the attitudes of
the Hawaiian-born sons and daughters of Oriental ancestry “from
one of unquestioning endorsement of the existing order to one
of complete rejection of their former loyalties.” ®

Evidences of prejudice and race consciousness have not been
open and public in Hawaii. The outward show of equality and
friendliness has been sufficient to keep the mutterings of dis-
satisfaction well underground. But what of the future?. . . We
are hopeful but not too confident.

HAWAII—THE ALMOST PERFECT STATE?®

Particularly at this time, with the United States so deeply
concerned with problems in the Orient, Hawaii has a fourfold
significance for us. First, she is our island bastion in the Pa-
cific. Second, she disproves Soviet accusations that imperialism
and racism are our national policy. Third, she dramatizes to the
mainland that Americans of most diverse backgrounds can live
together in harmony. And fourth, she demonstrates that 500,000
Americans, twenty-five hundred miles distant in the Pacific, can
successfully work out their destiny democratically. . . .

Pearl Harbor, our largest naval base, was effectively used
in World War II, and during the Korean war Hawaii has
amply proven her value as an airlift transfer point. Hawaii also
is headquarters of our trusteeship of the Pacific islands.

Hawaii’s real and symbolic value as a melting-pot is im-
measurable. The fact that a majority of Hawaiians is of Oriental
extraction disproves allegations of racism made against us by
Communists . . . With a high color visibility obtaining among
the residents, they are nevertheless strongly behind ethnic
equalitarianism. This is more than can be said for the main-
land, where maladjustment between Negroes and whites, Cath-
olics, Protestants and Jews, foreign-born and native-born often

5 A. W. Lind, Ecomomic Succession and Racial Invasion in Hawaii (Chicago,
1936), p410.

8 From an article by Edward L. Bernays, noted expert on public relations.
New Leader. 33:10-13. November 20, 1950. Reprinted by permission.



STATEHOOD FOR HAWAII AND ALASKA 89

has popular sanction, sometimes expressed in enactment of laws
and sometimes in their violation. Hawaii shows that the most
diversified groups can work together and solve their problems
successfully.

Hawaii's health, social welfare, educational, and other gov-
ernmental services top those of many states. . . . This fine record
has been made under local guidance, since the territory elects
its own officials, except the governor, secretary, Territorial Su-
preme Court and Circuit Court judges, who are appointed by
the President. . . .

Hawaii has reached many of her goals. She has attained
political self-sufficiency, with high standards of democratic liv-
ing and economic self-containment. She clearly deserves state-
hood. Despite these accomplishments, however, some gaps still
need to be bridged. . . .

The mid-nineteenth century speeded up Hawaii’s agricultural
growth. But the native Polynesians did not want to become
plantation workers. Plantation owners imported workers from
Portugal, Norway, Italy, Russia, Poland and the United States
without success. In the 1860’s, Chinese coolie labor was im-
ported to tend the sugar cane. This was followed by successive
waves of Koreans, Japanese, Puerto Ricans and Filipinos.

The second generation of immigrants—Oriental and Occi-
dental—accepted American ideals and deserted the plantations
for the villages and cities, where they sought education, became
tradesmen and professionals. Plantation owners, desperate for
labor, scoured the world for new labor.

This continual search for labor is the reason why Hawaii
is a melting-pot. Acculturization of first, second, and third
generation Americans went on at an astonishing rate. The
United States-descended white plantation owners in control of
the island economy remained plantation-minded and feudal. In
the two-class system of owner-and-worker, the white planters
lived like colonial masters, asserting their white supremacy in
major and minor ways. The factoring system centralized this
process of social, economic, and political dominion. A few com-
panies controlled much land; a handful of them represented
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the plantation owner in every transaction; and the workers were
exploited economically, socially, and politically.

The group in social control of Hawaii today stems from
these origins. It is known loosely as the “Big Five,” although
actually it covers more than five organizations. Some eighty
white corporation directors practically dominate the socio-eco-
nomic life of the islands, and, until recently, political life, too.
Whites arriving from the mainland are a liberalizing influence,
but pressure is exerted on them by resident white families to
“confine their more intimate social life to Haoles [whites].”
Local top-drawer Haoles are accessible only to mainland visitors
with good introductions. The system of land tenure clinches
the hold of these Haoles, for much of the land is trusteed and
rented on lease-holds. A land-hungry population feels frus-
trated. . . .

The inhabitants of Hawaii have long ceased to believe that
all white men are gods. The public schools, of course, have
emphasized American ideals to a whole generation. With this
growing democratic consciousness, the new generation of
Americans of Oriental background threw off the political yoke
of the Big Five. co

Absorption of foreign Occidentals is accepted on the main-
land. But the problem in Hawaii is supetficially different be-
cause Oriental faces are different. . . .

The relationship between Americans of Caucasian back-
ground and Americans of Oxiental origin deteriorated despite the
extraordinary wartime record of regiments made up of Americans
of Japanese background. The whites in power resented the new
Americanism of the “awakened foreigners.”

All this is not visible to the naked eye of the tourist. He
sees all sorts of Americans with different kinds of faces and
assumes they are in complete harmony with one another. But
we found crippling maladjustments in Hawaii that need to be
eliminated. And they can be eliminated, for the great majority
of Hawaiians are people of good will and profoundly patriotic.

In 1947, several businessmen’s organizations, including the
Hawaiian Sugar Planters Association, the Chamber of Commerce,
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and the Hawaiian Employers Council, expanded their public re-
lations effort to cope with the situation. Unfortunately, their
emphasis was placed mainly on words instead of on the realities
behind the situation. The Hawaiian Economic Foundation . . .
was formed at this time and helped matters somewhat.

Such disharmony as exists can be blamed for the most part
on the little group of myopic men who constitute an expanded
Big Five, who are outmoded and outdated in their attitudes and
policies, and who are still trying to run the islands. Among
them are businessmen, bankers, some educators and professional
men. They try to maintain social and economic control in spite
of their small number and against the wishes of the great ma-
jority. They have power, but they respond to public opinion
only when it is expressed vigorously in social or political action.

An analysis of rumors which I uncovered in talking with
962 people led me to this conclusion. Research at Harvard and
other universities has proved conclusively that the spread of
rumors indicates either economic or psychological insecurity.
Aggression expressed through gossip or rumors is 2 common
weapon of hostility against a group or individual. Rumors in
Hawaii fall into two categories: (1) ethnic rumors that deal with
relationships between Caucasian and other ethnic groups, and
(2) economic rumors that play up the middleman, and the
man in the street, as victims of the Interests, the Big Five, Big
Business. The rumors point out that big business is trying to
tighten its control, is causing unemployment, is increasing prices,
and is using bank credit and shipping as its means of control.

Rumors cannot be laughed off, because they reveal human
relations. Attitudes toward one’s fellow-man, one’s job, and
one’s community as expressed in such rumors can make or halt
progress.

Here are rumors about ethnic groups that we picked up from
Caucasians: “Japanese are clean, maintain group solidarity, do
not think but have a good memory.” “Chinese are amning, are
good businessmen.” “Filipinos are emotional.” “Hawaiians are
happy-go-lucky.” “Koreans are hot tempered.”
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Hawaiians of Oriental background give the other side of
the picture; they deplore:

1. Segregation of families of Oriental background in cer-
tain residential districts. This leads to bad feeling among the
victims of this discrimination and provides an opportunity for
agitators.

2. Segregating homes of white supervisors. This prevents
groups from learning about one another and creates hard feeling.

3. Separate Chambers of Commerce along ethnic lines.
This leads to strong blocs in business that weaken its unity.

4. The educational trend to private schools and away from
public schools. This eliminates the impact of the public school
as the common meeting ground for future generations.

5. The practice of chain stores and bank branches of se-
lecting personnel to conform with local ethnic population groups.
This hurts rather than helps business in the long run.

6. The practice of some sales organizations, such as in-
surance companies, of selecting sales teams in ethnic groups to
compete with others who concentrate sales efforts on those
groups. This should be discouraged. The practice of selecting
contact men for ethnic reasons, to parley with certain groups
(whatever may be the immediate requirement of the situation),
does not lead to long-time adjustment. This accentuates differ-
ences instead of similarities.

7. Americans of Oriental background are often paid less than
Haoles for the same job. The fact that some Oriental firms
practice discrimination, too, is no justification for this.

8. There is antagonism against the practice of asking for
racial extraction and father’s job on employee record cards.
Rightly or wrongly, many do not want to put down that their
father was a plantation worker.

9. Some firms hire Haoles on the basis of friendship, family
relationship, or social prestige; or because Haoles don’t like to
be subordinated to non-Haoles. This is a common complaint.

10. Employment want ads specifying certain ethnic groups
cause antagonism.
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11. Constant accusation that non-Haoles have limited op-
portunity in big business firms; that executives are brought in
from mainland universities, passing over students from the Uni-
versity of Hawaii.

12. Social discrimination is bitterly resented. Corporation direc-
torships are held by the men who are also key men socially.
The leading clubs . . . bar membership to Americans of Oriental
background.

13, The University maintains certain customs irksome to
members of certain ethnic groups. Students are required to
specify race on matriculation. Americans of Oriental background
say it is difficult to attain positions of importance, pointing out
that among numerous deans none is of Oriental background
despite the fact that the University is tax-supported. The Uni-
versity might well assume leadership in educating and broadening
the viewpoint of our citizens on these matters. Another leading
educational institution, the Punahou School, has a small, rigid
quota for Americans of Oriental background.

14. Another source of friction is the practice among some
University societies of restricting membership either entirely or
almost entirely to certain ethnic groups. A parallel feeling of
humiliation is caused by the registration of racial extraction on
cards for certain courses.

These specific charges of un-American discrimination repre-
sent a few of the reactions expressed in talks with nearly a
thousand people, ranging from top employers to taxidrivers.
They reveal a good deal of frustration, and frustration might
conceivably lead to aggression. There are, of course, other
equally involved intragroup relations that need adjustment. There
are imperfect relations between Americans of Japanese and those
of Okinawan background; between Americans of Japanese and
of Korean origin; between Americans of Hakka Chinese and of
Pun-ti origins.

Ethnic prejudices have curious manifestations in Hawaii. An
example is the inconsistent and erratic policy of taking so-called
“racial” statistics.
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Many institutions have their own pet method of classifica-
tion, and in most of them one finds duplications and omissions
that vitiate their findings. The Territorial Bureau of Statistics
uses a ninefold classification which breaks down the inhabitants
into Hawaiian, part-Hawaiian, Puerto Rican, Caucasian, Chinese,
Japanese, Korean, Filipino and All Others. But the Department
of Public Instruction and the Police Department use a different
classification: Hawaiian, part-Hawaijan, Puerto Rican, Spanish,
Other Caucasian, Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Filipino and All
Others. Various institutions reporting to the Territorial De-
partment of Institutions have still other types of classification.
So has the Oahu Prison. The Annual Report of the Department
of Public ‘Welfare uses no racial breakdown.

This shows how little the statistics are actually worth. Only
one kind of mixture is classified in the Territorial Bureau of
Health Statistics—part-Hawaiian. Only Caxcasians and Ha-
waiians are classified for purity. For mixed blood there are
separate and conflicting classifications within the categories.
This unscientific hocus-pocus is still indulged in for “scientific”
reasons.

That this nonsense is not necessaty has been shown by the
Portuguese in Hawaii. Formerly they were classified separately
as "Portuguese.” Persons of Portuguese ancestry protested, and,
as a result, the 1940 census dropped that category. Since then,
Portuguese have been classified as Caucasians. . . .

Intellectuals in Hawaii recognize that the term “race” arouses
resentment; nevertheless, they bow to custom and continue to
use it. . . . A scientific solution was recently proposed by
UNESCO, which urged that the term “ethnic background” re-
place the term “race.” Terms like “ancestry” or “‘ancestral
group” would also be clear without arousing resentment. The
term “race” is used loosely and unscientifically to define nation-
ality, geographic, cultural, and religious origins.

Some argue that the problems I have touched upon here
are delicate and complex, and that progress in solving them must
be gradual. “Don’t force the issue,” they say. “‘Look at the ad-
vances already made.” But speed is necessary because Communist
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agitators are neither gradual nor quiet, and because it is im-
portant that Hawaii continue to disprove to the Far East the
Russian and Communist charge that our national policy is one
of imperialism and racism.

Improvement in intergroup relations is all the more im-
portant because today the situation in Hawaii is so excellent
on the whole. Nothing I have said here is intended to give the
impression that cataclysmic reform is needed in the islands.
On the contrary, Hawaii is possibly as nearly democratic as any
community in the world.

EAST AND WEST HAVE MET -~

The explosive events that began in Korea in June [1950}
reverberated like drumfire among the black mountains and
green valleys of these mid-Pacific islands. Although it lies a
mere nine hours from the West Coast as the Pan American
Clippers fly, Hawaii nonetheless always lives just next door
to the Orient.

Of its . . . residents, only a fifth are Caucasians—what Ha-
waiians call Haoles. Of the native Hawaiians, less than 75,000
survive. The rest are Orientals: Fully a third of the population
is of Japanese ancestry, and the great majority of these are
United States citizens. There are approximately 60,000 Filipinos
and 30,000 Chinese.

Hawaii knows the punch that Asia packs. In Pearl Harbor
. . . the rusting hulk of the battleship U.S.S. Arizona juts out
of the water to memorialize a fateful Sunday almost . . .
[twelve} years ago. . . .

The biggest stumbling block to Hawaiian statehood has
been the distrust, in Washington and among some elements in
the islands, of its Oriental population.

That this block still exists when an Army combat team from
Hawaii, composed of Oriental, Haole, and native Hawaiian GI’s,
has been in action in Korea seems especially shocking to some

TFrom a report by Leonard Slater, Los Angeles bureau chief, Newsweek.
Newsweek. 36:22. November 27, 1950. Reprinted by permission.
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advocates of statehood. Congressional delegate Farrington em-
phasized that reaction when he demanded to know “whether
the narrow, the mean, the distrustful, and prejudiced attitude
of the minority is going to be perrmtted to prevail . in
the face of mounting casualty lists.”

Not all the “narrow, the mean, and the prejudiced” are in
the halls of Congress, however. A bank official, over cocktails
in Honolulu’s swank Outrigger Club (which recently opened its
membership lists to non-Caucasians) commented thus: “We
never should have taught these Japs how to kill white men
in the war. Now they think they're as good as we are.” A
German-born headwaiter in a famous Waikiki Beach hotel
motioned toward his Japanese and Filipino staff, shrugged,
and said: “Don’t forget they are the yellow race. They smile,
but you never know.”

And repeatedly, in doorways, barrooms, mansions, and mili-
tary posts, there came the stealthy salutation: “How would yox
like to have a Jap representing yox in Congress?

J. Dickson Pratt, manager of the 11,000-acre Wahiowa
pineapple plantation whose physician-ancestor came to the islands
with the early missionaries, said about that: “I wouldn't be
afraid to have an American of Japanese ancestry represent me
in Congress. They're Americans just like everybody else. I lost
a son-in-law in the last war so I have no love for the Imperial
Japanese. But Hawaiian-born citizens are as loyal as can be.”

In the last war, all military and civilian intelligence agencies
agree, the record of Hawaii’s Japanese was an excellent one.

In Honolulu, I visited the Memorial Hall, built to com-
memorate Hawaii’s war dead of all races by the Nisei veterans
of the 442nd Combat Team, called by its Italian theater com-
mander, General Mark Clark, “the most-decorated unit in the
entire military history of the United States.”

It was another veteran of the 442nd, a reserve officer, who
first emphasized to me Asia’s impression of Hawaii. He had
been on occupation duty in Japan after the war. “People in
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Japan couldn’t get over the fact that a man with a Japanese face,
with parents born in Japan, was an officer in the American Army.
They'd be just as impressed—even more—if Hawaii became a
state and we all could vote.”

Statehood supporters are convinced that to the billion rest-
less, groping people of Asia, statehood for Hawaii would drama-
tize the principles of democracy for which the United States
stands. . . .

The face of Hawaii today is represented in the society pages
of the Honolulu Star-Bulletin by formal portraits of Nisei,
Anglo-Saxon, and Filipino brides published side by side. It is
typified by the chromium-plated drive-in where slangy Japanese-
American carhops rush double-rich chocomalts to your car or
the business offices where brown-skinned hula maidens practice
the sinuous intricacies of shorthand. It is the brown-skinned
kids in jeans and Hopalong Cassidy shirts sitting in a classroom
and reciting about “our Pilgrim forefathers.”

In Hawaii, East and West have already met. Now it remains
to Congress to solemnize their union.

A PRACTICAL DEMONSTRATION 8

Hawaii is no mere frontier society suddenly emerging into
civilized status, such as Arizona, New Mexico and other former
territories were. It boasts an old and mature culture, a tradition
of independence and self-government which extends back for
centuries, and a constitutional history which is a hundred years
old. In modern times, it has become America’s chief political,
economic and military bastion in the Pacific.

Any consideration of Hawaii's demand for statehood will
therefore have to begin with an analysis of Hawaii’s strategic
relationship to our . . . plans and aims in the Pacific. “If Hawaii
had been a state,” a friend remarked to me in Honolulu last

8 From ‘“‘Hawaii's Claims to Statehood,”’ by Daniel James, editer of the New
Leader, and an Army Information and Education officer on Oahu, T. H., during

World War II. American Mercury, 63:330-6, September 1946. Reprinted by per-
mission.
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winter, “Pearl Harbor might not have happened. At least,” he
amended, “the disaster might have been lessened somewhat.”

If America’s ignorance of Pacific affairs contributed to the
Pearl Harbor tragedy, this can be counteracted in the future by
representatives from the Pacific sitting in Washington. If pre-
paredness was neglected in part because only a territory was
involved, Hawaiian congressmen may be a real guarantee that this
shall not occur again. And finally, if, as seems quite likely,
Hawaii may become the “capital” of new acquisitions in the
Pacific, she will require all of the prestige and influence attached
to statehood to administer them effectively.

A long-term view brings to mind our relationship with Asia,
which is of primary importance in our foreign policy. We have
seen that our basic security is surprisingly sensitive to trends in
that area. Solution of the many problems facing us there will
require great insight and understanding on our part. What could
be more natural, then, than to use as a cultural and political
bridge to Asia those Americans, the Hawaiians, who have most
in common with Asia?

Statehood for Hawaii, with its large numbers of Chinese,
Japanese, Koreans, Filipinos and others from the Pacific and the
Far East, could not fail to produce positive results almost
immediately. For one thing, Asia would see that we did not
fight 2 “white man’s war” and do not intend to pursue a “white
supremacy” policy, but have extended our tradition of equality
to include within our federation an interracial community that
is not only beyond our continental borders but is intimately
related to Asia itself. Asia would also see in Hawaii’s elevation
to the higher status a practical demonstration of our desire to
assist other peoples in fulfilling their aspirations toward greater
freedom. And finally, such an act would go far toward removing
fears that we might revert again to isolationism—for how could
the United States go isolationist with Hawaiian legislators sitting
in its Congress? . . .

A race-minded congressional reaction to Hawaii’s demand for
statehood would have serious repercussions throughout the non-
white world, which comprises three quarters of all mankind.
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I AM AMERICAN *

I am an American of Japanese descent. Both of my parents
migrated to Hawaii from Japan more than half a century ago,
and I have never since returned to Japan, not even for a visit.
I was born and educated in Hawaii, and have lived there all my
life, except for about four and a half years—three years while
in service with the Army and one and one half years since
enrolling at the Harvard Law School in Cambridge, Mass., at
which institution I am now [1950} a student.

I am a disabled veteran of World War II, having been twice
wounded in combat in Italy while serving with the One
Hundredth Infantry Battalion. I volunteered for service in
July 1941, six months prior to Pearl Harbor, and was discharged
as captain in December 1945, after four and one half years of
active service. . . .

The record of the One Hundredth Infantry Battalion and the
Four Hundred and Forty-second Combat Team has no doubt
been placed before you. Together they formed what has been
described by General Mark Clatk as “the most decorated unit
in the entire military history of the United States.” They amassed
ten unit awards, including seven Presidential unit citations . . .
and over 5,000 individual awards, including 3,600 Purple Heart
Medals with 500 oak-leaf clusters, 810 Bronze Star Medals with
38 oak-leaf clusters, 15 Soldiers’ Medals, 17 Legion of Merit
Medals, 342 Silver Star Medals with 12 oak-leaf clusters, 1
Distinguished Service Medal, 47 Distinguished Service Crosses,
and 1 Congressional Medal of Honor.

SENATOR TAYLOR. How many men were involved in this?

MR. MATSUNAGA. About 3,600.

In connection with these awards, I could relate innumerable
accounts of individual heroism—of men who have been decorated
and of men who despite performing heroic deeds have gone
into the great beyond without wordly recognition—stories that

9 From statement of Spatk Masayuki Matsunaga jast commander of Disabled
American Veterans of Hawaii. In Hawaii Stateboo hearings May 1-5, 1950,
before the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Aﬂaxrs on H.R.49, S.155,

S.1782. 81st Congress, 2d session. Superintendent of Documents. Washmgton
D.C. 1950. p246-50.
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are grim and stories that are even funny. I would prefer at this
time, however, to answer the question which has been most
frequently asked of me concerning the One Hundredth and Four
Hundred and Forty-second: “What was it that made the One
Hundredth and the Four Hundred and Forty-second fight so
hard?” . . .

I can honestly and sincerely say this: while fighting for the
same ideals as any other American was fighting for, at the same
time every man in the One Hundredth and the Four Hundred
and Forty-second was in addition fighting to prove to the world
that despite his racial ancestry he was as loyal an American as any,
as loyal as any, and deserved the right to be called an Ameri-
can. That was the driving force behind our men which led them
to achieve such an enviable record in American military
history. . . .

It is often said, even by men with combat experience, that
while at the front a soldier forgets about ideals and fights only
for self-preservation. I can truthfully state, however, that those
men whom I saw die at the front did die for ideals—died so
that those whom they left behind would have a better life and
might enjoy the full status of American citizenship despite their
racial ancestry. . . .

Most of the men expressed great hopes for the future. They
were hopeful because they felt deep within themselves that as a
result of their sacrifices at the front, Americans back home
would come to recognize them as plain Americans and not
hyphenated Americans. They were especially hopeful because
while at the front, where a man meant what he said and where
superficiality was nonexistent, men of the Thirty-fourth Infantry
Division and of other units which fought alongside us used to
come up to us and say, “T am proud to be an American, because
you are an American.” . . .

I am confident I speak for all veterans of World War II
who reside in Hawaii when I say that the granting of statehood
to Hawaii will mean to the veteran a final recognition of the
great sacrifices he made in answer to the call from his country.
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NOT PRIMARILY A RACE PROBLEM 1°

This problem is not primarily one of race. There is no reason
why a man of Japanese or other oriental extraction should not
be as loyal a citizen and as good an American as a man of any
other racial extraction. Those who have come to any of the
present states have generally adopted American traditions and
outlooks very quickly. There are some in every state of the
Union.

In Hawaii, however, the various groups of recent arrivals
with oriental traditions predominate and set the tone of the
entire culture. The Japanese are by far the largest single racial
group in the islands . . . . and their numbers are growing as
those of the Caucasians decline with the reverse flow of migra-
tion to the mainland. Furthermore, from a comparison of birth
rates, it is easy to forecast that within a comparatively few years
this one group with its own traditions will completely dominate
the economic, social, and political life of the islands. . . .

As stated above, the question is not of race but primarily one
of alien traditions. It will be extremely difficult to inculcate any
sound concept of American ideals in a group with foreign back-
ground, dominant in its own little area, but isolated from the
rest of the states. If statehood is granted to Hawaii, that may
well come to be one of the greatest problems for future American
statesmanship.

1 From statement of minority views. Included in Statebood for Hawaisr;
report of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs to accompany H.R.49.
June 29, 1950. (S. Report no 1928) 81st Congress, 2d session. Superintendent of
Documents. Washington, D.C. 1950. p47-59.



THE HAWAII STATE CONSTITUTION

EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

With some minor exceptions, there has been no congressional
objection to the proposed constitution of the state of Hawaii,
as drawn up by a special convention in 1950. This constitution
was approved by the people of Hawaii by a vote of three to
one, the principal objectors being the left-wing elements, who
felt it was too conservative.

Readers desiring the full text of the constitution may obtain
it by writing to the Hawaii Statehood Commission, P.O. Box
3775, Honolulu, Hawaii.

SOUND PRELUDE TO STATEHOOD'!

Hawaii has on . . . [eighteen] different occasions petitioned
Congress to grant statehood. . . . '

[A] recent attempt to obtain statehood by means of an en-
abling statute began by the introduction of H.R. 49 by Delegate
Farrington on January 3, 1950. . . .

While H.R. 49 was going through the congressional mill,
the territorial legislature passed Act 334. This act was patterned
largely after H.R. 49; its purpose was to try another avenue for
achieving statehood should the enabling act procedure fail.
Some fifteen states have been admitted to the union by the
alternative procedure of drafting a state constitution and going
to Congress, knocking on the door and asking to be admitted. . . .

The sixty-three delegates, elected by the people at primary
and general elections February 11 and March 21, began their
official task on April 4 {19507. Although the campaign was run
on a nonpartisan basis (there were no party designations on
the ballot), more than 80 per cent of the registered voters cast
their ballots.

. 1From article by Harold S. Roberts, Dean of College of Business Administra-
tion of the University of Hawaii, and a delegate to the Hawaiian State Constitu-
tional Coavention. National Municipal Review. 39:377-82. September 1950. Re-
printed by permission.
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Of those clected, approximately one third had never run
for an elective office before. . . .

The delegates, elected from all parts of the territory, repre-
sented a broad cross-section of the community. Among them
were two pineapple company presidents, two union representa-
tives, a judge of the circuit court, two former attorney generals,
a member of the Board of Regents of the University of Hawaii,
the superintendent of public instruction, one physician, two
dentists, the speaker and vice speaker of the Territorial House
of Representatives, four members of the Territorial Senate, a
number of school teachers and others. Of the five women who
won seats, two are attorneys, two are housewives, and one is a
member of the legislature.

Racially, the convention contained twenty-seven Caucasians,
twenty Japanese-Americans, eleven Hawaiians, and five Chinese-
Americans, generally representative of the population. Politically
there were twenty-nine Republicans, twenty-one Democrats, and
thirteen nonpartisans.

The delegates adopted rules of procedure, elected officers,
set up twenty working committees, and began their deliberations.
Members indicated their preference for committee assignments
on the basis of interest and special technical qualifications.
Committees ranged in size from five to fifteen members. They
studied all the proposals introduced by delegates; invited experts
in the special fields under consideration and held public hearings.

Unlike many political conventions, and for that matter dif-
ferent from the convention which drafted our own Federal Con-
stitution, all committee meetings were open to the public, press
and radio. A weekly report was prepared by the committee on
submission and information which was distributed to many com-
munity groups, which in turn made copies available to mem-
bers. Four radio stations provided time during the week for sum-
maries of the work of the convention. The press provided good
coverage.

As each committee completed its deliberations, it submitted
a detailed report setting forth the scope and character of the
problems before it and the results of its work. At the conclusion
was a proposal which contained the specific language recom-
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mended for incorporation in the proposed constitution. Copies
were duplicated for all the delegates, the press, and community
groups which desired them. These standing committee reports
were then placed on the calendar for full consideration and de-
bate. ’

To provide maximum flexibility and informality of discus-
sion, most of the debate on reports was held in committee of the
whole. Through full and free discussion, completely open to the
press and public, by amendments and suggestions from the floor,
the committee proposals and recommendations were dissected,
paragraph by paragraph, sentence by sentence, and occasionally
word by word.

Unlike the deliberations of many legislative bodies, proposals
underwent substantial modification on the floor. Debates were
frequently intense, sometimes acrimonious. On the whole, how-
ever, the discussions were on a high plane, directed toward the
basic issues under consideration. One rather unusual feature was
that at no time was it necessary to place a limitation on debate.
The rules made provision for such limitation but they were never
put to use.

The committee repotts and proposals approved by the com-
mittee of the whole were sent to the committee on style for ar-
rangement and form. The style committee was under specific
instruction to confine its work to form and style and was pro-
hibited from making any change of a substantive character. It
could and did, however, call attention to discrepancies, omissions,
or conflict, and report to the convention for further instructions
or action. . . .

The convention lasted 110 calendar days. Actually there
were seventy eight days devoted to plenary sessions. At other
times there were committee meetings, hearings and preparation
of committee reports. During the preliminary period of commit-
tee work there were, on the average, twenty to thirty meetings
each week occupying in excess of forty hours of work. No ver-
batim transcript was kept of committee deliberations. Each com-
mittee did keep a brief summary in the form of minutes, and
these were available to the other delegates. These minutes will
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also be part of the record to be kept in the archives with other
official documents.

The convention kept a complete verbatim transcript by means
of electronic tape recordings of all the sessions after April 9.
Over 365 reels—about 87 miles—of recording tape were used.
It has been estimated that approximately five million words were
spoken during the floor debates. . . .

The document signed by the delegates is a product of Ha-
waii and its people. It reflects the thinking of an essentially con-
servative community, but one that is responsive to changing times
and needs. The constitution has borrowed and adapted provi-
sions from the Federal Constitution, the Hawaii organic act, the
Model State Constitution, and the constitutions of the other
states.?

Although it has studied and tapped all available resources,
the final product is unlike that of any other state. It has its own
flavor and features which find roots in the problems and needs
of the community. Typical of these are the provisions dealing
with the Hawaiian home lands, the limitations of bonded in-
debtedness, and the use of assessed land valuations to adjust these
limits, as well as the sections dealing with local government,
drafted in the light of a centralized tax structure and 2 coordi-
nated and centralized system of public education.

The basic conservatism of the constitution is reflected in the
limited number of elective officials. The governor, lieutenant
governor, and members of the legislature are the only elected
officials. Cabinet members and judges of the courts are appointed
by the governor, with the advice and consent of the Senate.
Members of the Board of Education are to be appointed by the
governor from panels nominated by the counties. There is no
provision for the initiative, referendum and recall—so popular
during the first two decades of the century.

The constitution does contain many progressive features
which reflect the forward-looking character of the community.
It provides for reduction in the voting age from 21 to 20. Only

. one state, Georgia, has a voting age of less than 21. A

2 The constitution is summarized in the next selection.—Ed.
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provision recognizing the right to organize for the purpose of
collective bargaining, as a constitutional guarantee, has been in-
cluded. Only three other state constitutions, Missouri, New Jer-
sey, and New York, provide such guarantees.

Many features of the document reflect the best current think-
ing in government. For example, executive departments are to
be coordinated in no more than twenty major departments, to
permit the governor to keep a personal check on the functioning
of the executive branch. There are provisions to eliminate the
pocket veto. The salaries of the governor, the judges, and mem-
bers of the legislature have been increased to attract the best
qualified men to office. Salaries compare favorably with the ten
highest states of the union.

Provision is made for postaudits of state expenditures, as well
as a requirement that the legislature pass the general appropria-
tions bill before passing other finance bills. This may prevent the
last minute rush, so typical of many legislative sessions, which
makes it difficult to give careful scrutiny to final drafts of bills
and leads to political log-rolling and deals. In many other re-
spects recognition is given to practices which are conducive to
good government. . . .

SUMMARY OF THE HAWAIIAN
STATE CONSTITUTION 3

On July 22 [19507 the newly drafted constitution for the
Hawaiian Islands, which seek to become the state of Hawaii,
was signed by the constitutional convention delegates in Hono-
lulu. The document . . . would become effective upon the ad-
mission of Hawaii into the Union.

The prospective constitution, comprised of fifteen articles and
about ten thousand words, follows traditional lines more than had
seemed likely at first. It is reported that the convention started
out to centralize powers in the chief executive but outlined a
government more of checks and balances. . . .

3 From “‘News in Review'' section of the Nationa! Municii f :
405-6. September 1950. Reprinted by permission. one} Municipal Review.  59:
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The convention prescribed a legislature of two houses—a
Senate of 25 members to be elected for four-year terms from six
districts, with from two to five senators from each specific dis-
trict; and a House of Representatives consisting initially of 51
members elected for two-year terms from eighteen representative
districts, with from one to six representatives from each.

The document provides that on or before June 1, 1959, and
in each tenth year thereafter, the governor shall reapportion the
members of the House of Representatives among four designated
basic areas, on the basis of the number of registered voters;
within such areas the number of representatives from each rep-
resentative district shall be determined on the basis of registered
voters—the basic area to be redistricted if an existing district
comes to have less than half the full number of registered voters
required to entitle it to one representative.

The Supreme Court is given jurisdiction to issue a mandamus,
on application of any registered voter within thirty days after the
reapportionment date, to compel the governor to make the re-
apportionment.

The executive power is vested in the governor who, with a
lieutenant governor, is to be elected by the people for a four-
year term, by plurality election. The executive department is to
be organized into not more than twenty regular departments.
The governor is not given the power to appoint department heads
without interference; Senate confirmation is provided for.

The judiciary power is placed in 2 Supreme Court of five
members with seven-year terms and Circuit Courts having judges
with six-year terms; the governor appoints the Supreme and Cir-
cuit Court judges, subject to Senate confirmation. The legislature
may establish inferior courts.

A state auditor is to be appointed by majority vote of each
house of the legislature, in joint session, for a term of eight
years and thereafter until a successor is appointed.

The governor appoints members of the State Board of Edu-
cation, with Senate confirmation, from panels submitted by local
school advisory councils, to be established by law.



108 THE REFERENCE SHELF

Various progressive provisions for public health and welfare,
slum clearance and rehabilitation, conservation and development
of resources and preservation of natural beauty, and plans of his-
toric or cultural interest are included.

Provision is made for home rule for local units.

The right to organize for collective bargaining is protected
for persons in private employment. Those in public employment
shall have the right to organize and to present and make known
their grievances and proposals to the state or other public em-
ployer. The employment of persons in civil service “shall be
governed by the merit principle.”

Amendments to the constitution may be made by convention
or by the legislature, such amendments to be submitted to pop-
ular vote. Such amendments must receive an affirmative vote of
at least 35 per cent of those voting at a general election or, if
submitted at a special election, at least 35 per cent of the total
number of registered voters. The legislature, at least every ten
years, must submit to the electorate the question of calling a con-
stitutional convention; otherwise the lieutenant-governor “shall
certify the question, to be voted on at the first general election
following the expiration of such period.”
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From Semior Scholastic, 56:10. May 17, 1950. Reprinted by permission.



BACKGROUND AND GENERAL

EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

As with the Hawaiian past of the book, this first section con-
sists largely of historical and background material, much of
which relates to the whole question of statehood for Alaska.

As a bargain, the purchase of Alaska from the Russian Gov-
ernment ranks with the purchase of Louisiana from the French
and Manhattan from the Indians. Yet ever since it became a
territory, Alaska has suffered from economic exploitation and
discrimination ; exploitation by those who wanted to get rich and
get out, and discrimination by those who feared the competition
of Alaskan resources.

Politically, the record in Alaska does not reflect much credit
on us as administrators of distant, undeveloped areas. Many Fed-
eral departments and bureaus have had a finger in the Alaskan
governmenta] and administrative pie, and the territory has suf-
fered from the resultant confusion and red tape.

The last two items in this section are on the subject of con-
tiguity, which has not been so hotly debated in the case of
Alaska as in that of Hawaii, possibly because Alaska is on the
North American continent.

THEY NEEDED MONEY?*

Alaska has made long strides since 1867, when we purchased
it from Russia. Its rich resources and its presently important
strategic situation in international affairs has made its previous
owners somewhat jealous of our ownership. . . . “It really be-
longs to us,” their newspapers say, “it was sold by the Czars il-
legally. They betrayed the people of Russia. They were greedy,

1 From statement of Emil Hurja, public relations consultant of Washing-
ton, Dr.C. In Alaska Statehood; hearings before the Senmate Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs. 81st Congress, 2d session. Superintendent of Docu-
ments, Washington, D.C. 1950. p275-80.
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money-mad, and sold out their American possessions from under
the Russian people.” . . .

There is, I believe, ample historical background for just such
Russian statements.

California’s Senator William M. Gwin took up the question
of Russia’s ceding Alaska to the United States in 1859, although
the matter had previously been broached informally. The Rus-
sian Ambassador was asked to communicate with his Govern-
ment, which he did in early January of 1860. DeStoeckl, the
Russian Ambassador, wrote to Gortchakoff, urging negotiations,
pointing to the distance from European Russia and to the diffi-
culties they had had in administering the affairs of the Russian
America Company, lessces of Alaska. He said, and I quote, be-
cause of the aptness of the comment on the present-day affairs of
Russia in the Pacific:

We ought to concentrate our energies in Siberia. . . . There we
are on our own ground and we have the products of a tremendous and
sich province to exploit. We could take part in the extraordinary activity
which is developing in the Pacific; our establishments would rival in
prosperity those of other nations, and with the solicitude which our
august master has devoted to the regions on the banks of the Amur,
we could not help but achieve in this tremendous ocean the high impor-
tance which belongs to Russia.

In 1867, after the negotiations had been opened again, due
to ... William H. Seward, then Secretary of State in the admin-
istration of President Andrew Johnson, we find DeStoeckl, still
earnest in the desire to sell to the United States, getting a secret
telegram from the Czar on March 16, 1867. The Emperor au-
thorizes the sale for seven million dollars and adds: “Try also to
obtain early payment terms and if possible in London with
Baring.”

They needed money.

Exploring the archives, we find two interesting memoranda
written by Theodor Romanovich Osten-Saken, who in 1857
visited Alaska via Siberia, who served Russia in her foreign af-
fairs and became an authority on the geography and exploration
of Russian polar regions.
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Osten-Saken learned of the project to sell Alaska only the day
before the secret conference was held which approved the sale
on the part of Russia’s officialdom. His first memorandum, in
1866, discounts the threat that either England or America, in
their rivalries on the north Pacific coast, would seize the colonies.
And quoting:

They belong in reality only to the future, but it would seem that
the present generation had a sacred obligation to preserve for the future

generations every clod of earth along the coast of an ocean which has
world-wide importance.

Later on, in 1892, Osten-Saken wrote a memorandum for the
archives quoting from his diary of the year 1866:

On December 16, 1866, I learned entirely by chance . . . that a
committee meeting had been called for the following day at which the
question of the sale of our Russian American colonies would be de-
cided. . . . Shaken to the depths of my soul by this news, I sat down
and wrote a memorandum on the subject. . . . On this occasion I
felt it my sacred duty to do everything in my power in order to avoid
the threatening danger.

Coming down to our current day, it was my pleasure, in 1933,
to arrange for a dedication in the Interior Department of a por-
trait copy of Leutze’s painting depicting the signing of the treaty
for the purchase of Alaska. Among those present on that occa-
sion was the then Russian Ambassador, Alexander Troyanovsky.
He spoke of Alaska . . . as the air hub of the world—a vision
that our military advisers tell us today embraces more of truth
than poetry.

ALASKA: OUR DEEP FREEZE 2

The story of Alaskan frustration goes back to the time of our
purchase of the region from Russia in 1867. On the $7.2 million
paid for Alaska, $5.8 million went for Russia’s naval demonstra-
tion in American waters. This was during the Civil War, and
England favored the Confederacy. As a scare to keep the British
away, Russia was induced to send her navy to our East Coast.

2 From an article by Louis R. Huber, newspaperman of Seattle, Wash. Atlantic
Mombl;‘.) 176:79-83. ySepmrﬂ:»c: 1945. Rep:g:ted by permission.
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The Union was grateful for Russia’s help. Oliver Wendell
Holmes wrote a song of appreciation to the nation “Who was
our friend when the world was our foe.” But the fact that Alaska
had been purchased for the paltry sum of $1.4 million was not
generally known then, and the purchase was unpopular. “Se-
ward’s folly” became a stock joke. . . .

Eventually, of course, the truth began to appear. In 1871
a quiet rush started into the Cassiar district in British Columbia,
which is reached through southeastern Alaska. Some thirty thou-
sand prospectors went up the Stikine River in the next ten years;
and by 1883, five million dollars in Cassiar gold had been taken
out. By 1896, on the eve of the yet unsuspected Klondike find,
the entire financial return from Alaska to its new owners was
close to $100 million. Gold production had approached a total of
$15 million; furs, still the leading resource, had brought $35
million; and fishermen had begun to haul from the sea a greater
source of wealth than gold: salmon.

Congressmen could afford to wisecrack about Alaska in 1869;
but in 1896, cold statistics no longer permitted them to do so;
and finally, in 1897, the Klondike forever disposed of the notion
that the purchase of Alaska was “folly.”

With the destruction of the myth of worthlessness, however,
another myth arose. The steamer Portland arrived in Puget
Sound on July 17, 1897, “with a ton of gold”; and Alaska at
once became the national enthusiasm. Scrubwomen and bankers,
from New York to San Francisco, dropped what they were doing
and caught passage for the far North. It is estimated that be-
tween two hundred thousand and three hundred thousand people
invested in some way in the Klondike. Some sixty thousand of
them literally stampeded for the gold ground itself.

Alexander MacDonald, “King of the Klondike,” came out
with fiv