
I N T R O D U C T I O N Got Blood?

TOWARD THE END OF MY TIME IN GRADUATE school in the 1990s, I traveled

from California to attend a family pā‘ina (party) in Anahola, Kaua‘i, to

celebrate the birthday of my cousin’s baby boy. The party was held at my

uncle’s house, and he was excited to host such a huge gathering to mark his

grandson’s first year of life. This uncle is my father’s younger brother, and

when I turned one year old, he helped host a lū‘au (feast) that my grand-

parents threw for me as well. My parents brought me to the island from

southern California, where I was born and raised, so I could be feted by my

‘ohana (family). At this more recent occasion, as I sat between my grandma

and my uncle, I was confronted about my light skin color by the baby’s other

grandfather, who is German and Kanaka Maoli (Native Hawaiian). This was

surprising for two di√erent reasons: he himself is very light-skinned, and I

had already introduced myself to him earlier to acknowledge the linking of

our families. Although his son and my cousin had not married (not a

problem given the prevalence of ‘‘common-law’’ partnerships among many

Kānaka Maoli), they were, nevertheless, now ‘ohana because of their chil-

dren. He came right up to me and pointed his finger three inches from my

nose while he demanded I tell him ‘‘how much Hawaiian blood’’ I have. I

smiled politely, reintroduced myself, and reminded him that I was sitting in

between my Kanaka Maoli grandma and uncle. Still, he insisted that I recite

a fraction to answer his question of ‘‘how much?’’ But I refused.

I felt attacked and disrespected by his choosing my skin over kin—

treating me as haole (white person or foreigner) and denying my connection

to ‘‘our’’ family. I thought his insistence especially rude because he was on

what I consider my home turf, even though I don’t reside there, because I am

part of the host family. He used the question of blood quantum as a stand-

in for addressing my geographical distance as a Hawaiian living outside

Hawai‘i and to negotiate the boundary between insider and outsider, where

notions of blood framed his assessment of me in determining my legitimacy

and authenticity.
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2 INTRODUCTION

Before I could get into it with him, my grandma yelled, ‘‘She’s got more

than you! And the next time you see her, she’s gonna be a professor!’’ Even

though both assertions were true, he didn’t look satisfied. And so my uncle

then interrupted with something else: ‘‘She get, she get about 51 percent.’’ I

found it unsettling that my uncle felt as though he had to qualify me in some

way by suggesting I had more than half Hawaiian blood quantum, but this

was his way of making sure I was recognized as belonging. I turned away

from both men to focus on family members who were playing music and

o√ering special hula for the night when I heard my uncle trying to soothe

him: ‘‘No worries, you know why? Our grandson, he get plenty Hawaiian

blood, plenty.’’ Here it seemed he was assuring the other man that their

grandson would never be questioned in the way I had been.

Among many Kānaka Maoli, my story is typical; we are up against chal-

lenges to our racial ‘‘integrity’’ that aim to undercut our genealogical ties.

These challenges are tied to popular notions of cultural authenticity and

biological di√erence through the use of blood quantum, notions that have

been reinforced by the law. Blood quantum is a fractionalizing measurement

—a calculation of ‘‘distance’’ in relation to some supposed purity to mark

one’s generational proximity to a ‘‘full-blood’’ forebear (4/4, 1/2, 1/4, 1/8,

1/16, 1/32, 1/64 . . . ). Blood quantum logic presumes that one’s ‘‘blood

amount’’ correlates to one’s cultural orientation and identity. Thus, it is no

surprise that my uncle chose to assign me 51 percent of Hawaiian blood,

because the state of Hawai‘i currently defines ‘‘native Hawaiian’’ identity by a

50-percent rule. The basis for my uncle’s defense of me was a direct legacy of

this racist policy, the origin of which is the focus of this book.

The contemporary legal definition of ‘‘native Hawaiian’’ as a ‘‘descendant

with at least one-half blood quantum of individuals inhabiting the Hawaiian

Islands prior to 1778’’ originated in the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act

(hhca) of 1921 in which the U.S. Congress allotted approximately 200,000

acres of land in small areas across the main islands to be leased for residen-

tial, pastoral, and agricultural purposes by eligible ‘‘native Hawaiians.’’∞ This

legislation originally emerged as an attempt by Hawaiian elites to rehabili-

tate Kānaka Maoli who were su√ering from high mortality rates—connected

to the nineteenth-century depopulation brought about by colonial dispos-

session—as well as disease and poverty tied to urbanization. Yet paradox-

ically, while the earliest formulations of the proposal leading to the act were
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GOT BLOOD? 3

intended to encourage the revitalization of a particular Hawaiian demo-

graphic, the act simultaneously created a class of people who could no

longer qualify for the land that constitutes the Hawaiian Home Lands terri-

tory. This historical division is still at play in the contemporary sovereignty

movement and is manifest in the current federal legislation before the U.S.

Congress threatening to transform the Hawaiian national independence

claim to that of a domestic dependent nation under U.S. federal policy on

Native Americans.

This book critically interrogates the way that blood racialization con-

structs Hawaiian identity as measurable and dilutable. Racialization is the

process by which racial meaning is ascribed—in this case to Kanaka Maoli

through ideologies of blood quantum. In contrast, I examine Kanaka Maoli

genealogical practices and kinship and how they di√er from the U.S. colo-

nial imposition of blood quantum. Many Kānaka Maoli contest the federal

and state definition of ‘‘native Hawaiian’’ at 50 percent not only because it is

so exclusionary but because it undercuts indigenous Hawaiian epistemolo-

gies that define identity on the basis of one’s kinship and genealogy. Thus, I

emphasize the strategic, socially embedded, and political aspects of these

indigenous practices. The blood quantum rule operates through a reductive

logic in both cultural and legal contexts and undermines expansive identity

claims based on genealogy. While some assume genealogy is a proxy for race,

I argue that blood quantum racial classification is used as a proxy for ances-

try, with destructive political consequences for indigenous peoples. I pri-

marily focus on the legal construction of Hawaiian indigeneity in order to

analyze the implications for historical claims to land and sovereignty. Pro-

viding historical context for the hearings on the hhca, I analyze the debates

that led to the passage of the legislation in order to account for how the U.S.

government came to racialize Kanaka Maoli through blood quantum and

why the definition of ‘‘native Hawaiian’’ was set at 50 percent.

The state of Hawai‘i continues to use the 50-percent blood quantum rule

to manage and evaluate claims to indigeneity. Once administered by the

Hawaiian Homes Commission created by the U.S. Congress, the respon-

sibility for implementing the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act of 1920 was

transferred to the state in 1959. This directive was set by the U.S. federal

government as a condition of Hawai‘i’s admission to the union in 1959, a

forcible inclusion that is currently contested by Hawaiian sovereignty activ-
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4 INTRODUCTION

ists who challenge the very legitimacy of statehood. Since 1959, the state

Department of Hawaiian Home Lands has administered the program and

therefore verifies applicants’ eligibility based on the blood rule. Although

proof of Hawaiian blood quantum is required to qualify as ‘‘native Hawai-

ian,’’ there has never been any territorial or state administrative mandate for

documenting the fractional breakdown of ancestry on vital records.≤

In trying to secure lease lands, applicants are required to submit primary

documents to show that they qualify as ‘‘native Hawaiian.’’ These forms of

evidence can amount to up to thirty notarized documents, along with an

application more than thirty pages long to substantiate a claim of eligibility.

Necessary documents include certified copies of certificate of live birth,

certificate of Hawaiian birth (for people who did not have a birth certificate

recorded at the time of their birth but can secure a witness who can testify to

the circumstances of their birth), and certificate of delayed birth. In the

event that the Vital Records Division of the Department of Health does not

have a birth certificate for an applicant’s parents or grandparents, the de-

partment will issue a ‘‘no record’’ certificate, which must also be submitted

to the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands. For applicants who were

adopted, the Family Court in Hawai‘i may be able to assist, while access to

out-of-state adoption records varies from state to state. Secondary docu-

ments to substantiate one’s identity as a ‘‘native Hawaiian’’ include certified

marriage certificates, certified death certificates, and records in relation to

baptism, marriage, divorce, military service, death, as well as hospital and

employment records from the State of Hawai‘i Archives, state courts, public

libraries, and U.S. census records. Other document resource centers include

the Bureau of Conveyances, Circuit Family Court, and the Kalaupapa Settle-

ment O≈ce (which holds records on Hawaiians held at the former ‘‘Leper

Colony’’ who were aΔicted with Hansen’s disease from 1865 on), and of

course, the vast Family History Centers of the Church of Latter-Day Saints.

As a result of gross mismanagement on the part of the state—violations of

the congressional stipulation to administer the lands in trust—over 20,000

‘‘native Hawaiians’’ remain on the waiting list, while only 8,000 have been

granted leases since 1921.≥ Still, there are numerous benefits for those who do

manage to secure a lease. The annual lease rent is only one dollar per year

with a ninety-nine-year lease, and a lease term that can be extended for an

additional hundred years to allow a lessee to pass a homestead from genera-
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GOT BLOOD? 5

tion to generation. There is also a seven-year exemption from real property

tax, complete exemption of tax on land, with minimal real property tax after

the first seven years (in select counties). Although lessees cannot use the

lease land as equity to obtain loans, they have access to low-interest govern-

ment loans (subject to the whims of Congress) and can use the equity in

their property to obtain loans.

A modest breach in the 50-percent rule was registered in 1992, when the

state of Hawai‘i passed statutes allowing ‘‘native Hawaiian’’ leaseholders to

designate a direct descendant as a successor under the lease if they meet a

blood quantum criterion of one-fourth Hawaiian blood. And in 1994, the

state extended this provision to permit grandchildren of native Hawaiian

leaseholders to become successors if they meet the quarter blood rule (Gar-

cia 1997: a1).∂ U.S. Congressional amendments to the act in 1997 now allow

direct descendants of ‘‘native Hawaiians’’ to inherit family leases so long as

they can prove they are at least ‘‘1/4th Hawaiian’’ (B4). Prior to the 1997

congressional amendments, a grandchild of a leaseholder had to qualify as

‘‘native Hawaiian’’ by the 50-percent rule in order to become a successor to a

lease, even though in 1982 the Hawai‘i state legislature provided for a spouse

or child of a leaseholder to inherit a lease if an individual can prove one-

fourth Hawaiian ancestry (ibid.).∑ The 1997 amendment to the hhca begs

the question as to why these lands should not be opened up now to those

who can prove one-fourth Hawaiian ancestry, as direct lessees. Also, despite

this amendment, the requirement of having to prove eligibility based on

blood quantum in order to secure a lease to Hawaiian Home Lands has led

many Kānaka Maoli to see ‘‘50 percent’’ as the authenticating criterion for

Hawaiian identity, the acceptance of which reveals an uneasy contradiction.

On the one hand, those who abide by the rule in social contexts are acquiesc-

ing to the U.S. government’s dictate as to who counts as ‘‘native Hawaiian,’’

while, on the other hand, they disregard the U.S. government’s revision of

that standard. Hence, those who do not meet the 50-percent blood rule are

often seen as ‘‘lesser than,’’ where Kanaka Maoli are divided into two classes

with one assuming dominance over the other.

Many Hawaiians and non-Hawaiians have become invested in blood

quantum as proof of indigeneity and rely on the fractionalizing measure-

ments of one’s ‘‘blood amount’’ as a marker for cultural orientation and

identity, even though the racial categories this logic depends on are the
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6 INTRODUCTION

product of relatively recent colonial taxonomies. ∏ These concerns with

‘‘measuring up’’ reflect a growing anxiety among Hawaiians that is all too

common. In both day-to-day and legal contexts, blood is often evoked to

stand in for race, indigeneity, and nationhood—and it can be used to mean

any or all of these depending on the specific political agenda of any given

moment.

Why 50 Percent?

There are multiple investments in changing the legal definition of Hawaiian

identity, and the law itself becomes the ground upon which Kanaka Maoli

are compelled to negotiate the politics of identity on American terms. As

aspects of identity concerning collective property entitlements are often

consequential with respect to the law, the legal definition also implicates

the construction of Hawaiian peoplehood. In Colonizing Hawai‘i: The Cul-

tural Power of Law, Sally Merry examines the imposition of Western law in

Hawai‘i in the nineteenth century and how it transformed the community of

Hilo (2000). Her important study specifically examines American colonial-

ism and the racial and cultural subjugation of Native Hawaiians, where law

served as a core institution of colonial control and therefore an important

site of struggle implicating social relations, and thus identity.

The congressional hearings on the hhca legislative proposal provide a

critical genealogy for the 50-percent racial criterion that continues to deter-

mine land leasing eligibility. I analyze the congressional debates leading up

to the hhca between February 1920 and December 1921, before the Commit-

tee on the Territories, and include an examination of the role of Hawaiian

and non-Hawaiian elites in the territory. Three sets of hearings were held

between 1920 and 1921: first, the U.S. House of Representatives Hearings

before the Committee on the Territories in February 1920; second, the U.S.

Senate Hearings before the Committee on the Territories in December 1920,

during the Sixty-Sixth Congress; and third, the U.S. House of Representa-

tives Hearings before the Committee on the Territories in June 1921, during

the Sixty-Seventh Congress. The transcripts from these hearings serve as the

primary documents for my case study.

I focus on this particular period and legal context to see how the U.S.

government redefined Kanaka Maoli identity through blood racialization.

By analyzing the debates and discussions held within hearings, I theorize the
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GOT BLOOD? 7

racialization of Hawaiians through the enactment of the hhca, examining

how it undermines broader land and sovereignty claims. This book, then,

accounts for the ways the blood quantum definition of 50 percent was

determined as the criterion for Hawaiian land leasing eligibility within the

context of U.S. colonial land appropriation and its implications for the

contemporary sovereignty struggle.

The legal construction of Hawaiian identity has received little to no

attention from scholars or activists. While the 50-percent blood quantum

standard is common knowledge among Kanaka Maoli, no one has previously

undertaken a comprehensive history and analysis of what led to this particu-

lar determination.π It is most common for people in Hawai‘i to suggest that

the 50-percent rule was created because the U.S. government thought that

Kanaka Maoli would die o√ to the point that eventually no one would count

as Hawaiian using that criterion. Because the 50-percent rule is the legacy of

the colonial sugar industry in the Hawaiian Islands—where the white Ameri-

cans controlling sugar plantations helped to establish a minimum blood

quantum requirement so they would eventually gain control over more

Hawaiian land—many Kānaka Maoli assume that they also anticipated (and

even hoped for) Native demise. In other words, it is thought that, by measur-

ing identity through 50-percent blood quantum, U.S. legislators presumed

Hawaiians would eventually no longer qualify for lands. However, the ex-

pressed purpose of the Kanaka Maoli elites who first proposed the hhca was

to save the ‘‘dying Hawaiian race’’ by restoring them to rural life.

So, paradoxically, the 50-percent rule was in part created to encour-

age Hawaiian survival and physical rehabilitation, not the disappearance of

Kanaka Maoli; the original concern with Hawaiian rehabilitation was fig-

ured as an intervention in the condition of an endangered people. The 50-

percent rule was first used by congressional representatives who distin-

guished among Kanaka Maoli in order to identify those whose very existence

was viewed as threatened and thought to be in need of social and biological

regeneration. The stated aim of the legislation was to enable Hawaiians to

escape the tenements and slums in Honolulu; back on the land, they might

‘‘till the soil and become self-supporting and raise healthy, happy fami-

lies and become homeowners, new blood would be gradually infused into

the race and it would thrive as it did in the days when it was in its prime’’

(Hawaiian Homes Commission 1922:3). A gesture toward that time of Ha-
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8 INTRODUCTION

waiians’ ‘‘prime’’ entailed a valorization of the rural, where identification

with the soil was part of a broader American social movement as it neatly

coincided with distorted notions of Hawaiian ‘‘tradition’’ in relation to

land.∫ A key part of the hhca’s attempt at repopulation through relocation

was the link between the renewal of Hawaiian ‘‘blood’’ and reconnection to

the soil that would tie Kānaka Maoli back to land and agriculture rather than

technology and industry.

Initially, Kanaka Maoli leaders’ calls for Hawaiian rehabilitation focused

on indigenous mortality and reproduction, where they linked Kanaka Maoli

survival to the reoccupation of Native lands. Their proposal was premised

on recognition of Hawaiian citizenship under the kingdom as they dealt

with unresolved land rights. But the problem was in articulating that aware-

ness of these historical claims within the confines of American law, citizen-

ship, and racial categories. Although billed as a proposal to allot lease lands

for Kanaka Maoli rehabilitation, in the end the hhca actually served as a

policy of broad land dispossession, which accounts for why it is still looked

upon with some suspicion—especially given its massive failure. The di√erent

arguments about who exactly needed rehabilitation and what constituted

rehabilitation, given its broad meaning, and how Kanaka Maoli eligibility

would be defined raised many historical questions—most notably the matter

of how the United States came to claim the land in the first place. After the

unilateral U.S. annexation of Hawai‘i in 1898, the U.S. government’s favored

option of ‘‘returning Hawaiians to the land’’ rather than returning land to

the Hawaiians was a typical colonial stance. It is not surprising, then, to find

that Hawaiian blood quantum classification originates in the dispossession

of Native claims to land and sovereignty.

The blood criterion emerged as a way to avoid recognizing Hawaiians’

entitlement to the specific lands that were desired for the leasing program.

I document here the discursive shift from a reparations and entitlement

framework to one formulated on the basis of welfare and charity. The key

players in the hhca hearings redefined ‘‘need’’ in racial terms by using blood

quantum as an indicator of social competency, where those defined by the

50-percent rule were deemed incapable of looking out for themselves. As

Linda Gordon puts it in another context, regarding the history of welfare

from 1890 to 1935 for single mothers, they were ‘‘pitied but not entitled’’

(1994).Ω Hence, in the quest to control Hawaiian land and assets, blood
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GOT BLOOD? 9

quantum classification emerged as a way to undermine Kanaka Maoli sov-

ereignty claims—by not only explicitly limiting the number who could lay

claim to the land but also reframing the Native connection to the land itself

from a legal claim to one based on charity. I make the case that blood

quantum was not necessarily an inevitable way of defining who would count

as Hawaiian in the act and I further map the alteration of an open definition

of ‘‘native Hawaiian,’’ where at first there was no designated blood quantum

—since the program was intended for all Hawaiians ‘‘in whole or in part’’—

to the end result of the 50-percent determination. In tracing the shift, this

case study explores the discursive constructions of ‘‘full-blood’’ and ‘‘part’’-

Hawaiians that emerged in the debates.

Blood quantum is a manifestation of settler colonialism that works to de-

racinate—to pull out by the roots—and displace indigenous peoples. Be-

cause Hawaiian racial and legal definitions are intricately connected to

struggles over indigeneity and political status, this book asks how the hhca

land policy relates to concepts of citizenship, native rehabilitation, and en-

titlement—all of which are inflected by race, class, lineage rank, and gender

di√erences among Hawaiians. How is Hawaiian indigeneity made and un-

made in the service of competing political interests of di√erent national-

isms—those of the Hawaiian sovereignty struggle and the United States—

that can support or erode sovereignty claims? In the context of the hhca,

and indeed U.S. policy in general, the logic of blood dilution through legal

and popular discourses of race displaces indigeneity and erodes indigenous

peoples’ sovereignty claims.

Indigeneity is tied to sovereignty (Wilkins 2007: 45, 51), where the defini-

tions of both are constantly negotiated and constructed in terms of compet-

ing interests (for example, vis-à-vis tribal nations and the United States). But

in the realm of U.S. recognition of indigeneity through federal policy, a

people’s racial di√erence has to be proved as part of their claim to sov-

ereignty. That ‘‘race,’’ ‘‘culture,’’ and ‘‘nation’’ are always inextricably linked

presents a further paradox, since federal recognition of Native status is

primarily framed as a political category, not a racial one (Wilkins 2007: 45–

65). And because indigenous self-determination can never be untangled

from discourses and relations of domination, as Native peoples struggle for

greater self-determination and political power, they simultaneously chal-

lenge and reproduce some of these very same dynamics and processes. Blood
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10 INTRODUCTION

quantum classification continues to have deep cultural resonance in day-to-

day life as it operates in both cultural and legal contexts in terms of how one

may think about race, belonging, and kinship.

With this book, I make three broad interventions. The first is within the

field of Hawaiian studies and political activism, where I argue that blood

quantum is a colonial project in the service of land alienation and disposses-

sion. Blood quantum classification does not allow for the building of Kanaka

Maoli political power because it is ultimately about exclusion, while it also

reduces Hawaiians to a racial minority rather than an indigenous people

with national sovereignty claims. Hawaiian kinship and genealogical modes

of identification allow for political empowerment in the service of nation

building because they are inclusive. The genealogical approach is not only

more far-reaching; it is embedded in indigenous epistemologies whereby

peoplehood is rooted in the land.

My second aim is to tackle the question of blood quantum within the

broader field of Native studies, where there are debates about what con-

stitutes an indigenous person and whether or not indigenous nations’ use of

blood quantum in their membership criteria for determining citizenship is

rooted in U.S. federal policy that was premised on colonial dispossession.

Critiques of tribal uses of blood quantum have been dismissed as antitribal,

and defenses of blood quantum have been used in the service of gauging

cultural authenticity and political commitment (discussed further in chap-

ter 2). Here, it becomes important to delineate the legal details of these cases

since some of the scholarship that has previously addressed blood politics

has too often relied on factual errors.

The third intervention here is within the field of critical race theory,

where land and indigeneity have been neglected in relation to the study of

racial formations and the legal construction of race. Critical race theory—

even though it has expanded to include Latinos and Asian Americans in

addition to African Americans—has tended to o√er a singular logic in ex-

plaining racial subordination in relation to whites and the construction of

whiteness. By failing to consider how the racialization of indigenous peo-

ples, especially through the use of blood quantum classification, in particu-

lar follows what Andrea Smith would call a ‘‘genocidal logic’’ (Smith 2006:

68), rather than simply a logic of subordination or discrimination, critical

race theory fails to consider how whiteness constitutes a project of disap-
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GOT BLOOD? 11

pearance for Native peoples rather than signifying privilege. Mixed racial

family histories have been routinely evoked to disqualify Natives who don’t

measure up for entitlements and benefits; thus this ‘‘inauthentic’’ status of

Natives is both a desired outcome of assimilation and also a condition for

dispossession.

Interrogating the construction of racial categories from the vantage point

of Hawai‘i provides a valuable perspective on the mutual constitutions of

racial definitions and the range of variation in that process that allows for a

discussion of blood constructions in which race functions as both category

and continuum. First there is the issue of blood being perceived as a potent

substance that is often seen as a social ‘‘fact’’ based on culture. Second, there

is the concept of blood quantum as a proxy or measurement of cultural

authenticity and indigenous identity where blood denotes racial and indige-

nous legitimacy in various contexts. Then, there is the attendant question of

‘‘how much?’’ While references to blood can also simply refer to lineality

without referencing quotient, my focus here is on the system of classification

that was specifically devised to quantify ancestry in the service of discourses

of dilution, which then lend themselves to the discounting narratives of

assimilation. In relation to indigenous peoples, U.S. governmental bodies

have used blood quantum classifications both historically and in the present

to appropriate Native lands and to promote cultural and biological assimila-

tion to the advantage of whiteness.

This appropriation of land and resources is both historical and ongoing.

Blood quantum criteria underlie recent court decisions regarding Hawaiian

entitlements, and new proposals, such as federal recognition for Hawaiians

to gain status akin to tribal nations, that are undermining the Hawaiian

sovereignty movement and pushing questions of who counts as Hawaiian to

the surface. Notably, the ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court in 2000 in Rice v.

Cayetano has increased the crisis that now surrounds the contemporary Ha-

waiian sovereignty movement. In Rice v. Cayetano, the Court struck down

Hawaiian-only voting in trustee elections for the state O≈ce of Hawaiian

A√airs. While the state’s defense of the policy rested upon the history of the

Hawaiian Homes Commission Act of 1920, the Court used the 50-percent

blood quantum rule as one of three legal rationales to justify its decision (see

the discussion in chapter 6). In addition, the ruling in Rice has prompted

several more recent lawsuits challenging Hawaiian identity, land, and en-
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12 INTRODUCTION

titlements. The current situation is just one important reason why these

arrangements of the hhca are so important to understand now.

Hawaiians’ Expansive Inclusivity

The configuration of Hawaiians’ ‘‘lack’’ of blood, rooted in colonial land

dispossession and disregard for indigenous sovereignty, is analogous to a

problem highlighted in the work of Epeli Hau‘ofa, who has examined how

the Pacific has been configured to the detriment of Island peoples (Hau‘ofa

1995). He summarizes the persistent image of the Pacific as ‘‘islands in a far

sea,’’ where small island states and territories are considered ‘‘too small, too

poor, and too isolated to develop any meaningful degree of autonomy’’ (89–

90). Hau‘ofa argues that this belittling view is both economically and geo-

graphically deterministic and, moreover, overlooks historical processes and

forms of ‘‘world enlargement’’ carried out by island peoples who transgress

the national and economic boundaries that mark colonial legacies and post-

colonial relationships. As Hau‘ofa reconceptualizes an expansive Oceania, he

describes this ‘‘world enlargement’’ as a vision in which Pacific peoples see

more than just the ever-growing surface of the land as home; they also look

to the surrounding ocean, its underworld, and the heavens above. On the

history of Pacific Islanders, he succinctly notes, ‘‘their world was anything

but tiny, they thought big and recounted their deeds in epic proportions’’

(90–91). Hau‘ofa’s work in this area enables a rethinking of Hawaiian genea-

logical practices in ways that counter blood quantum modes of identifica-

tion and look to a global rather than a national historical framework for

models of decolonization.

Thinking big and recounting deeds in epic proportions also classically

describes Polynesian genealogical recitation. As this book will show, geneal-

ogy is a Hawaiian form of world enlargement that makes nonsense of the

fractions and percentage signs that are grounded in colonial (and now neo-

colonial) moves marked by exclusionary racial criteria. Blood quantum can

never account for the political nature and strategic positioning of genea-

logical invocation. Economically deterministic arguments describing the

islands as too small, too poor, and too isolated resonate with racially deter-

ministic arguments about people with too little, too weak, and too diluted

Hawaiian ‘‘blood.’’ In response, with regard to law, cultural politics, and self-

determination, Hawaiians are emphasizing their genealogical connections

to all Pacific peoples in reclaiming a place in Oceania.
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GOT BLOOD? 13

The 2000 U.S. census confirmed that Hawaiians are a diverse people.

That census marked the first time people could claim more than one racial

designation, and approximately two-thirds claimed at least one other race or

ethnicity, while about half that number identified themselves as Hawaiian

only.∞≠ It should be noted that of those who claimed only the one racial

category ‘‘Native Hawaiian,’’ most are not solely of Hawaiian ancestry but

choose it as their primary identity.∞∞

Social acceptance varies for Kānaka Maoli depending on the context, but

among most Hawaiians anyone of Kanaka Maoli ancestry is typically ac-

cepted as Hawaiian, regardless of racial appearance or blood quantum, be-

cause of a persistent cultural emphasis on genealogy, kinship, and ancestry.

This inclusivity held strong in the face of non-Hawaiian political opposition

to Native Hawaiian entitlements and the sovereignty movement thriving in

the islands in the early twenty-first century. As a case in point, in 2002 the

Kamehameha Schools came under fire in the federal courts for its admis-

sions policy, which had come to privilege Hawaiians exclusively.

The Kamehameha Schools form a private K-12 institution with multiple

campuses, supported by the charitable trust left by Bernice Pauahi Bishop—

a nineteenth-century Hawaiian princess—for the education of orphaned

and indigent children, giving preference to Hawaiians. The lands that the

Kamehameha Schools are situated on are the national lands of those who

descend from citizens of the kingdom. Originally the Ali‘i (chiefs) had

kuleana (responsibility and right) to take care of themselves through private

property, and also kuleana and obligation to care for the maka‘āinana (com-

moners). Following the Māhele of 1848 (discussed in chapter 2), the Ali‘i Nui

did not bequeath lands downward to their children or other heirs. They

bequeathed upward to higher-ranking Ali‘i in line with the traditional prac-

tice in which the highest-ranking Ali‘i would redistribute the land. This left

vast amounts of land in the control of Princess Ruth Ke‘elikōlani, who

bequeathed them to Bernice Pauahi Bishop. When Bishop died, the Bishop

estate and the Kamehameha Schools were created and received the lands.

On behalf of John Doe (who was not named as plainti√ because of his

status as a minor), the non-Hawaiian boy’s parents charged the Kame-

hameha Schools with violating his civil rights because he was not admitted

to the school. In the early response to Doe v. Kamehameha, defenders of the

school’s policy noted that the U.S. Internal Revenue Service gave the school’s

admissions policy a green light when it deemed the school a nontaxable
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14 INTRODUCTION

charitable trust, for in one sense the school was remarkably diverse, even

though it was for Hawaiians only. They pointed out that of the Hawaiian

students enrolled in the 2001 school year, 78 percent identified as part white,

74 percent said they were part Chinese, 28 percent said they were part

Japanese, and 24 percent identified their other ancestries, including African

American, Native Alaskan, American Indian, East Indian, Arab, and Bra-

zilian (Liptak 2003). As one Kanaka Maoli woman put it: ‘‘Every nationality

goes to Kamehameha School, so it’s not a racial thing’’ (Tanji 2003). Simi-

larly, Governor Linda Lingle told reporters, ‘‘If you look at the ethnic make-

up of the kids at Kamehameha School, they are of every ethnic background

in the book. . . . I think the issue of civil rights is a red herring. It’s not an

issue in any case because every ethnic group is going through Kamehameha’’

(Staton 2003). Although race, nationality, and ethnicity are interchangeably

referenced here by those involved, what is interesting in the representation

of this case is the recognition that for many, Hawaiian only does not neces-

sarily mean only Hawaiian. Regardless, in August 2005, a panel of the Ninth

Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that the racial preferences for Hawaiians that

serve as an ‘‘absolute bar’’ against non-Hawaiians violate the Civil Rights Act

of 1991. However, in February 2006, the Ninth Circuit granted an en banc

review of the case and vacated the August 2005 decision. In December 2006,

in an 8–7 ruling, the full judiciary panel upheld the legality of the Kame-

hameha Schools’ admissions policy based on the educational imbalances

faced by Native Hawaiians that the policy seeks to address.∞≤ Most Hawaiians

appreciate this ruling because the resources used to fund Hawaiian educa-

tion at the Kamehameha Schools are part of our collective inheritance. Still,

there are several other legal attacks on Kanaka Maoli entitlements and re-

sources in the works—all of which are firmly grounded in U.S. law and

principles of ‘‘racial equality’’ without justice (these are discussed further in

chapter 6).

It may be tempting to compare Hawaiians’ practice of counting anyone

with Hawaiian ancestry as Kanaka Maoli with the hypodescent rule used to

define blackness. This tenet, which originated in the United States, is a

theory of identity and kinship which holds that a racially mixed person is

assigned the status of the subordinate group (Harris 1964: 56). Marvin Har-

ris coined the term ‘‘hypodescent’’ and explains that it occurs when ‘‘(a)

descent governs subordinate membership in one of two groups which stand
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to each other in a subordinate relationship; (b) an individual who has a

lineal ancestor, maternal or paternal, who is or was a member of the subor-

dinate group, is likewise a member of the subordinate group’’ (108 n. 3). This

system was created during the Jim Crow period to avoid the ambiguity of

intermediate identity among those of African descent (56). The persistence

of the customary use of the rule grows out of a long history of white enforce-

ment but also from black a≈liation and resistance.∞≥ Even though it is no

longer legally enforced, by and large, African Americans have appropriated

conventions of the rule in the service of racial solidarity in the face of anti-

black racism.

Today, black identity still tends to be regarded as primary for the sake of

collectivity. Kanaka Maoli identification is also about collectivity; however,

that inclusion is not premised on the exclusion of one’s other racial identities

or ancestral a≈liations. Historically, the blood logic used against indigenous

peoples to disqualify them from distinction directly contradicts the one-

drop rule imposed on people of African descent during Reconstruction in

support of white supremacist laws. Thus, the cultural practice of counting

Hawaiians all inclusively might be better described as a theory of hyperdes-

cent because claiming Hawaiianness can be considered a status claim to

indigeneity. That is, there is a proprietary interest if not a property right.

Hawaiians’ traditional form of considering who belongs and who de-

scends from the ‘āina (land) relies on bilateral descent over and above con-

structions of blood quantum. Hawaiians are a people who have historically

treasured and relished encounters with outsiders. Indeed, marriage across

racial lines was legally sanctioned by Hawaiian kingdom law in 1840 (Lind

1980:112), and Kanaka Maoli are still an inclusive people, with a long history

of incorporating outsiders. Yet many point to Hawaiian racial mixedness—a

result of this incorporation, often through intermarriage—as evidence of

indigenous dissolution instead of a sign of cultural resilience. Only by ignor-

ing Hawaiian genealogical practices could exogamy be viewed as a one-way

road to cultural disappearance, where racial purity is confused with survival

and leads to an assumption of inevitable decline. As Donna Haraway posits,

‘‘Fascination with mixing and unity is a symptom of preoccupation with

purity and decomposition’’ (1997: 214).

This notion of ‘‘vanishing Hawaiians’’ was also the basis for a 1995 docu-

mentary film called Then There Were None by Elizabeth Kapu‘uwailani Lind-
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sey Buyers, and a companion book by the same title by Martha H. Noyes. In

the film, Buyers narrates how the Kanaka Maoli population has been trans-

formed by foreign influences with a focus on the demise of the Hawaiian

people, hence the title. She notes that sociologists at the University of Ha-

wai‘i estimate the extinction of ‘‘full-blooded Hawaiians’’ in the islands by

the mid-twenty-first century. Similarly, Noyes’s book begins with a portrait

of the precolonial Hawaiian population. In charting a litany of historical

events from the American missionary presence to the immigration of plan-

tation workers from around the world to the overthrow of the Hawaiian

kingdom, World War II, and an enduring U.S. military presence, Noyes

punctuates each period with a statement that marks the dwindling ‘‘full

blood population.’’ These proclamations, each one page long, highlight the

numerical decline. For example, the first marker states, ‘‘In 1778, there were

between 400,000 and 1,000,000 Hawaiians in the islands. By 1822 there were

only 200,000 pure Hawaiians left alive’’ (Noyes 2003: 11). After several more

pages of pictorial history, we read, ‘‘By 1828 there were only 188,000 pure

Hawaiians left alive,’’ and then a few pages later, ‘‘By 1836 there were 108,000

pure Hawaiians left alive,’’ and so on, until we eventually get the last sum-

mary, ‘‘By 1922 there were only 24,000 pure Hawaiians left alive.’’ What is

missing in this assessment of the state of the Hawaiian population, which

reads almost like a romantic desire for extinction, is the increasing number

of Kanaka Maoli (when one accounts for the racially mixed Kānaka Maoli)

who make up the vast majority of the Hawaiian population today—all part

of the legacy of the initial wave of mass depopulation. This fixation on the

‘‘full-blooded’’ or ‘‘pure’’ Hawaiian erases the survival of the Kanaka Maoli

people overall by relying on unmixed Kānaka Maoli to bear the burden of

representing the ‘‘true Hawaiians’’—a tall order indeed. In the dynamics of

this genocidal logic, the forecast of ‘‘and then there were none’’ predicts a

complete wipeout of the ‘‘pure Hawaiians’’ as though they stand in for all

Hawaiians. But if we look at the entirety of the Hawaiian people and refrain

from obsessing over the so-called full-bloods, the population of Hawaiians

will more than double in the next fifty years, while those residing in the

continental United States will grow at a slightly faster rate (Malone 2005: 1).

Contrasting Positions

Ideas about Hawaiian racial identity cannot be viewed in a vacuum; in a U.S.

context, the continental triangulation of black, white, and Indian racializa-
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GOT BLOOD? 17

tion provides a framework for conceptualizing the Hawaiian, Asian, and

white triangle formed in the colonized islands.

Dominant notions regarding American Indians and African Americans

relate both to each other and to assertions of whiteness that stem from Euro-

American colonization, enslavement, and other forms of domination.∞∂ In

contradistinction to policies a√ecting American Indians, blood served an

opposite purpose for African Americans—one that reflects their disenfran-

chisement, exclusion, and lack of access to U.S. national and state govern-

ment. In defining African Americans, racist notions of blood served to

prevent their access to full citizenship and equal protection. ‘‘Black blood’’

was configured to negate racial amalgamation and precluded identification

as white or Native both discursively and legally.

The persistence of these contradictory logics is vividly shown in the case

of President Bill Clinton, when he asserted that his grandmother was ‘‘one-

fourth’’ Cherokee (Sturm 2004). Yet, despite this assertion, Clinton con-

tinues to be known as a former president who is white, not the ‘‘first Ameri-

can Indian’’ president of the United States. This should come as no surprise

given the enduring racial notions such as ‘‘half-breed’’ and ‘‘blue-eyed Cher-

okee,’’ as well as the expectation that American Indians should have to prove

they have ‘‘indigenous blood’’ in order to qualify as Native. However, if

Clinton had instead declared that his grandmother had been ‘‘one-fourth’’

African American, he would not still be considered a white man.

According to Brian Dippie, ‘‘The national iconography clearly reveals the

distinction so sharply drawn in the 1850s between the ‘submissive, obse-

quious, imitative negro’ and the ‘indomitable, courageous, proud Indian’ ’’

(1982: 92). He notes that ‘‘it remained a popular truism that while ‘red’ and

‘white’ blood blended ‘easily and quickly’ both resisted fusion with ‘black’

blood’’ (267). ‘‘Indian blood’’ was not thought to be ‘‘polluting’’ in the same

way ‘‘black blood’’ was figured. Dippie points to the anxious contradictions

in American policy during Reconstruction. He notes that ‘‘red-white amal-

gamation was being proposed in a context of racial segregation in the South,

imperialism abroad, and nativism at home, all entailing deep distrust, fear,

suspicion, and loathing of darker, ‘inferior’ peoples’’ (250).∞∑

Ben-zvi critically examines the prominent ethnologist Lewis Henry Mor-

gan’s theory of cultural evolution throughout the nineteenth century to

analyze how it was dependent on a conceptualization of racial inheritance

that presupposed the disappearance of the racial category of ‘‘red’’ from the
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U.S. national racial imagination, which maintained a binary between white

and black. Her work explains the shift from a tripartite racial model to a

binary one ‘‘as the simultaneous appropriation of Native American cultures

into and the exclusion of African American cultures from, national culture’’

(2006: 203). Her important work examines these particular frames of racial-

ization by inheritance through Morgan’s evolutionary theory and the con-

solidation of ethnology as a national project, where his conceptualizations

of inheritance, family, and hospitality served as key factors in the ‘‘disap-

pearance’’ of red and its appropriation into white national discourse.

Discussing American Indian education policy after 1900, Dippie argues

that ‘‘the situations of the Negro and the Indian were not really analogous . . .

one was earmarked for a segregated, menial existence, the other for full

participation in white civilization’’ (1982: 187–88). The notion of the day

went like this: ‘‘The native population was small—just an infinitesimal frac-

tion of the whole American population—and while a massive infusion of

Indian blood might pollute the national type, the limited amount available

could do no harm and might even do some good. Anyway, the process of

red-white amalgamation was irreversible’’ (248).∞∏ Such a destiny went hand

in hand with assimilation.∞π In accounting for this distinction, it is impor-

tant to note that the decreasing population of American Indians made the

prospects of assimilation more palatable and facilitated the project of ex-

pansion, deracination, and incorporation, while also mitigating anxieties

of miscegenation.

The relationship between U.S. colonialism and indigeneity is critical to a

meaningful discussion of why the relation between blood and land di√ered

so dramatically for black people and American Indians, and for Asian peo-

ples and Hawaiians. This di√erence has to do with the significance of land in

the founding and subsequent expansion of the U.S. nation-state into terri-

tories that are other peoples’ homelands. As Patrick Wolfe explains, settler

colonial societies are premised on displacing indigenous peoples from (or

replacing them on) the land (Wolfe 1999: 1). White Americans positioned

Kānaka Maoli as inevitably disappearing Natives. For American Indians and

Hawaiians, the legacies of forced inclusion within the U.S. nation-state have

worked against collective assertions of political self-determination; both

groups may perceive these U.S. policies as attempts to assimilate them into

mainstream white American individualism. While there are di√erences be-

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://read.dukeupress.edu/books/book/chapter-pdf/641206/9780822391494-002.pdf by guest on 23 M

ay 2023



GOT BLOOD? 19

tween American Indians and Hawaiians in terms of the specificities of Native

racial formations and the shifts within di√ering colonial contexts (especially

given their di√erent timelines and endurances), both groups experienced

the unilateral imposition of U.S. citizenship. Furthermore, like ‘‘red-white

amalgamation,’’ Hawaiian racial mixing with whites and Asians was never

restricted. But government representatives later deployed evidence of this

racial ‘‘commingling’’ to undermine who could count as native Hawaiian.

Governed by white supremacist racism, colonialism and genocide, and slav-

ery, the continental U.S. racial triangulation of white-Indian-black set the

stage for a corresponding and cooperative system specific in Hawai‘i. An on-

island racial triangulation of white-Hawaiian-Asian that developed served as

a formative criterion for establishing blood quantum rules for ‘‘native Ha-

waiians.’’ In the case of Hawai‘i, white supremacist racism and colonialism

worked together with xenophobic anti-immigration sentiments.

In locating and examining works that proposed to address Hawaiians and

issues of interracial marriage, assimilation, and acculturation, I was repeat-

edly struck by the substantial amount of time and space allotted to issues

concerning Asian immigrants in Hawai‘i, including language schools, for-

eign citizenship, community formation, religious a≈liation, and political

demographics. In the blood quantum and legal debates about property and

the hhca, the matter of where the Chinese and Japanese stood in Hawai‘i—

in relation to both whites and Hawaiians—was prominent. Eventually, I

realized that in many ways, some subtle, others crude, the racialization of

Hawaiians was co-constructed in relation to Chinese and Japanese presence

in the islands. As this book will show, both elite whites and Hawaiians

framed the post-overthrow push to rehabilitate Kanaka Maoli in anti-Asian

terms by contrasting Kanaka Maoli as U.S. citizens with the Chinese, and

especially the Japanese, as ‘‘aliens.’’ During the early twentieth century, the

whiteness of American citizenship was sustained by a series of Asian exclu-

sions, and this racialization of Asians as perpetual outsiders would play a key

role in the outcome of Hawaiian blood quantum debates.∞∫ In Hawai‘i,

Asians occupied a racial place comparable to the structural relationship of

African Americans to whites during Reconstruction, where they were con-

sidered an economic and political threat. The emancipation of black slaves

motivated Southern whites to search for new systems of racial and economic

control, and by the 1890s they passed Jim Crow segregation laws to isolate
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and intimidate African Americans. In Hawai‘i, as in the continental United

States, white Americans perceived the Japanese as a distinct danger as both a

source of labor competition and a nationalist threat in the emerging world

order (Gulick 1915; Adams 1924). Japanese presence in Hawai‘i was deemed

antithetical to the goals of Americanizing the islands, especially after World

War I, a concern that had deepened by the time of the hhca debates, when

42.7 percent of the island population was Japanese (Tamura 1994: 58).

This specific comparison between African Americans and the Japanese

was not lost on the social scientist A. F. Gri≈ths, who acknowledged that

Hawai‘i had been able to ‘‘assimilate so many races’’ and credited the process

to Christianity, a lack of social antagonism, the school system, the intermin-

gling of children, successful immigrant labor, and the increase in property

ownership, specifically by the Japanese (1915: 2–5). Gri≈ths also maintained

that ‘‘the Negro as an Illustration’’ was important in analyzing the situation

of the Japanese because both were viewed as a competitive threat to white

supremacists’ economic and political interests (6).∞Ω But, unlike the case for

black people, the goal of dominant white Americans was not to perpetually

segregate Asians; even within the confines of various forms of civic exclu-

sion, such as the enforcement of alien land laws and antimiscegenation laws,

the concern was whether it was possible to Americanize them (Lowe 1996;

Ancheta 1998). In particular, the Japanese in Hawai‘i were considered anti-

thetical to the prevailing idea of what it meant to be ‘‘American’’ in a colonial

territory that already blurred the boundaries of the nation-state, given its

distance from the rest of the country and its cultural, racial, and political

genealogies.

These multiple racializing logics and trajectories were formed along the

forceful lines of white property interests as much as they were informed by

the racial notion of what Virginia Dominguez terms ‘‘blood properties’’

(1986:57). They are also prime examples of what Avtar Brah calls ‘‘di√erential

racialization,’’ ‘‘processes of relational multi-locationality within and across

formations of power marked by the articulation of one form of racism with

another, and with other modes of di√erentiation’’ (Brah 1996: 186; original

emphasis). Brah’s framework enables a rejection of binary racial formula-

tions by exploring ‘‘how di√erent racialised groups are positioned di√er-

ently vis-à-vis one another’’ (15). Brah’s concept of di√erential racialization

opens space for comparative examinations and enables a discussion of both

relational and historical contexts for the racial constitution of Hawaiianness.
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In his comparative examination, F. James Davis contrasts the politics of

race in Hawai‘i with the one-drop rule in Who Is Black? (1991). White Ameri-

cans historically used a one-drop rule against African Americans to define

them as black regardless of their identity or appearance in order to disen-

franchise them. Davis cites Hawai‘i as a place that o√ers an alternative to the

one-drop rule when it comes to race and argues that Hawai‘i, because it has a

tradition of egalitarian pluralism, di√ers from the Southern context. Specifi-

cally, he states, ‘‘Race has been unimportant in class competition and there

has been no systematic segregation or discrimination’’ (111). To support his

claim, Davis points out that in Hawai‘i racially mixed people, rather than

being assigned membership in any one parent group, are perceived and

respected as persons with roots in two or more ancestral groups (112). While

this is typically the case, Davis uncritically accepts the pervasive myth of

Hawai‘i as a site of racial harmony by pointing to the high number of mixed-

race people.

Hawai‘i’s history of colonization and racial domination remains entirely

invisible in Davis’s account. In fact, he naturalizes colonial dispossession:

‘‘There has been no systematic racial segregation and discrimination, either

de jure or de facto, and people generally are scornful of anyone who exhibits

racial prejudice’’ (1991: 111–12). Davis evokes the problematic and clichéd

narrative of the Hawai‘i ‘‘melting pot’’ influenced by the ‘‘aloha spirit.’’ He

further declares Hawai‘i to be a site of racial equality for the racially mixed

and argues that ‘‘despite the eventual wresting of political and economic

power from the original Hawaiians, and some undeniable tensions among

the ethnic groups, the history of the islands has generally not been rac-

ist’’ (111). Here, his use of the phrase ‘‘the original Hawaiians’’ suggests

that contemporary Kanaka Maoli are inauthentic and also masks the blood

quantum policy; hence, ‘‘Hawaiian’’ without the descriptor ‘‘original’’ is

taken to mean all others in Hawai‘i, thus replacing ‘‘Kanaka Maoli.’’ Davis

completely neglects to mention the use of blood quantum laws to define

Hawaiianness, which seems especially curious considering that the focus of

his work is on the ascendance of the one-drop rule defining blackness in U.S.

history in the interest of maintaining whiteness.

The Property of Whiteness and Selective Assimilation

Examinations of Hawaiian racialization must account for forms of identi-

fication that are closely bound to land and identity, as well as to the history
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of property and whiteness. Providing a critical look at the concept and

maintenance of whiteness, I interrogate the legal construction of racial priv-

ilege and domination as they are bound to property and citizenship. Selec-

tive assimilation has played as much of a role in the formation of whiteness

as has exclusion. Because the enfranchisement of Hawaiians entailed the

domestication of a previously recognized sovereign government, the project

of erasing Hawaiian peoplehood through discourses of dilution was essen-

tial. The presumption of Hawaiian assimilability and deracination—in the

service of settler colonialism—was critical to the blood quantum racializa-

tion of Hawaiians, and it was precisely these demands of whiteness that

allowed for this selective inclusion.

Cheryl Harris argues that the very origins of property rights in the United

States are rooted in racial domination (1993: 1716). In detailing the status and

property of whiteness and the legal construction of white identity, she pro-

vides a critical analysis of this racial project in the context of American In-

dian and African American racial construction. Harris notes that although

the systems of oppression that defined the status of African Americans and

Native Americans di√ered in form, both entailed a racialized conception of

property implemented by force and ratified by law (1715). Harris theorizes

that the formation of whiteness was ‘‘initially constructed as a form of racial

identity and evolved into a form of property’’ through the white domination

of African and American Indian peoples (1716). Thus racial identity and

property are ‘‘deeply interrelated concepts’’ implicated in both land dis-

possession and enslaved labor exploitation (1709).

In examining property value as it relates to whiteness, Harris suggests

that whiteness conferred on its ‘‘owners’’ aspects of citizenship that were all

the more valued precisely because they were denied to others (1993: 1744).

Property is a bundle of rights applying to things; it does not simply designate

the thing to which property rights apply but is constituted by the rights one

can assert to those things. Specifically, Harris argues that the property func-

tions of whiteness include the right of disposition (1731), the right to use and

enjoyment, the right of reputation and status (1734), and the absolute right

to exclude (1836). To this I would add the absolute right to include, which is

implied in the absolute right to exclude, but I want to mark it more explicitly

as it extends to the right to selectively incorporate indigenous peoples. Har-

ris suggests as much when she notes that ‘‘the courts played an active role in
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enforcing this right to exclude—determining who was or was not white

enough to enjoy the privileges accompanying whiteness.’’ Later, however, she

conflates the assertion of being ‘‘free of any taint of Black blood’’ with the

‘‘claim of racial purity’’ (1736). She notes that in commonly held views,

the presence of black ‘‘blood’’ metaphorically consigned a person to being

‘‘black’’ whereby ‘‘Black blood is a contaminant and white racial identity is

pure.’’ Harris further adds that recognizing ‘‘or identifying oneself as white is

thus a claim of racial purity, an assertion that one is free of any taint of Black

blood’’ and that the law has played a critical role in legitimating this claim

(1737). But, claiming whiteness by recognizing or identifying oneself as white

is not necessarily a claim to racial purity, and saying that one is not black is

not necessarily tantamount to claiming whiteness. Identifying oneself as

historically white may indeed be an assertion that one is ‘‘free of any taint of

Black blood,’’ but it need not always entail the preclusion of the acknowledg-

ment of another ancestry (for example, Clinton’s Cherokee grandmother).

Constructions of whiteness—especially as they have evolved from iden-

tity into a form of property—have had to allow for a process of selective

inclusion. This can be somewhat accounted for in the right of disposition, as

well, but I want to highlight this point. Although Harris argues that for

American Indians, racial domination entailed the seizure and appropriation

of land in a way that racialized the conception of property (1993: 1715), she

does not mention the blood racialization of American Indians in this pro-

cess. Harris rigorously examines both social and legal discourses of the

meanings of ‘‘bloodedness’’ for black people in exclusive white racial forma-

tions. Yet, while acknowledging the roots of property rights in racial domi-

nation over both American Indian and African peoples, she does not exam-

ine blood quantum policies as they were imposed on American Indians.

An inclusion of Indian racialization would have to engage with the classi-

fications of ‘‘degrees of Indian blood’’ and how they interlock with notions

of ‘‘Black blood.’’ While Harris does not take this up, she does provide two

accounts that enable such a consideration.≤≠ In the first example, Harris cites

Sunseri v. Cassagne, a case in Louisiana in 1938. As Harris describes it, the

case involved a legal suit by Sunseri, who moved to annul his marriage to

Cassagne. He did this on the grounds that she had a trace of ‘‘Negro blood’’

(1993: 1739 n. 140). This example certainly proves Harris’s point that an

individual whose racial identity was at issue and was proven to have ‘‘blood
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[that] was tainted’’ could not then claim to be ‘‘white’’—and that the pres-

ence of blackness, specifically, precluded the upholding of such a claim to

whiteness. However, Harris altogether neglects to discuss the detail that

Cassagne had identified herself as Indian. While Sunseri disputed Cassagne’s

whiteness, Cassagne herself had made a claim to indigeneity, not whiteness

or any sort of purity. Nevertheless, Cassagne’s marriage was annulled be-

cause she was found to be ‘‘not white’’ by virtue of her supposedly having

black ancestors—not because she identified herself as Indian.

In the second example, Harris discusses the Mashpee people’s case, where

tribal identity was dismissed by a Massachusetts court that held that the

Mashpees were not a tribe at the time their lawsuit to assert indigenous land

rights was filed. Harris points out how the court’s ruling erased their dis-

tinctiveness, ‘‘assuming that, by virtue of intermingling with other races, the

Mashpee’s identity as a people had been subsumed.’’ Furthermore, she ex-

plains, ‘‘The Mashpee were not ‘passing,’ but were legally determined to have

‘passed’—no longer to have distinct identity. The erasure was predicated on

the assumption that what is done from necessity under conditions of estab-

lished hierarchies of domination and subordination is a voluntary surrender

for gain’’ (1993: 1765).

My point here is twofold: first, Indian ‘‘blood’’ was disregarded by the

courts in many other contexts precisely because Indianness was also more

than just an identity—it potentially had its own property value and, as such,

whiteness was figured as a solvent, selectively assimilating indigeneity; and

second, because of the property value in Indianness, the presence of black

‘‘blood’’ more often than not precluded one’s ability to successfully claim

Indian identity for those of both black and Indian ancestry.

As I have suggested, we should consider the property functions of selective

inclusion in relation to Harris’s theory of whiteness as property. I liken

this form of assimilation to a sort of usufructuary right for those granted

‘‘honorary whiteness.’’ Usufruct is a contractual and sometimes juridically

imposed arrangement in which the owner of a thing transfers to another

person the rights of use and fruits (as in the fruct) derived from that use

(Black 1990:1544–46). But the owner retains the right to alienate the prop-

erty, similar to the right of disposition that is one of the property functions of

whiteness as theorized by Harris. At the termination of the usufruct, in

general, the rights of use and benefits return to the owner. Benefits can be of
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two types: natural and civil. Therefore, groups who are allowed mobility in

assimilation do not necessarily hold property rights in whiteness; they do not

have the right to exclusive use and/or possession. In other words, usufructu-

ary rights do not grant ownership but may convey use privileges such as

those accompanied with honorary white status. Consequently, selective as-

similation is contingent and it demands the complicity of those wanting

access to that right. The concept of usufructuary rights opens up a space to

think about the selective inclusion of certain racially mixed Hawaiians as

they were racialized as white in the case of the hhca. As the following

chapters reveal, enactment of the hhca entailed problematic assumptions as

to who would and should count as Hawaiian and what that would signify, de-

terminations negotiated against the ever-present history of a stolen nation.

In considering the racialization of indigenous peoples, especially through

the use of blood quantum classification, a genocidal logic of disappearance

is tied to the project of selective assimilation for those Natives who still exist

yet don’t measure up for entitlements and benefits. But these specific rights

are based on sovereignty. Thus, the ‘‘inauthentic’’ status of Natives is a

condition for sovereign dispossession in the service of settler colonialism.

Sovereignty Politics

A series of historical events serves as critical background to contemporary

Hawaiian sovereignty claims. As a people who had formed the Hawaiian

kingdom—recognized as a neutral nation-state by dozens of other countries

during the nineteenth century—Kanaka Maoli hold an unextinguished sov-

ereignty claim to have the independent nation-state of Hawai‘i restored

under international law, as do those descendants of non-Hawaiian citi-

zens of the kingdom (Hasager and Friedman 1994). Treaties negotiated be-

tween the Hawaiian kingdom and the United States were made after the

United States and other nations recognized Hawai‘i as an independent

nation-state.

In 1842, King Kamehameha III dispatched a delegation to the United

States, and later to Europe, endowed with the power to secure the recogni-

tion of Hawaiian independence by the major world powers of the time. Two

of the members of the delegation were Timoteo Ha‘alilio (a chiefly Hawai-

ian) and William Richards (a former missionary) (Osorio 2002: 92). On De-

cember 19, 1842, they secured the assurance of President John Tyler of U.S.
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recognition of the Hawaiian kingdom’s independence; they subsequently

met the third member of the delegation, Sir George Simpson, in Europe and

there secured formal recognition by Great Britain and France. Even though

the Tyler Doctrine of 1842 asserted that Hawai‘i was under the sphere of U.S.

influence, several more decades would pass before the United States would

assert formal colonial control in the islands (Trask 1993: 8).

Importantly, none of the treaties between the Hawaiian kingdom and the

United States concerned land or governance.≤∞ The first treaty was signed in

Washington on December 20, 1849. Its purpose was an agreement ‘‘to enter

into negotiations for the conclusion of a Treaty of Friendship, Commerce

and Navigation,’’ a treaty of perpetual peace and amity between the United

States and ‘‘the King of the Hawaiian Islands, his heirs and his successors’’

(United States 1849). The treaty provided for access regarding commerce

and navigation, such as regulating duties and imports at favored-foreign-

nation rates and allowing U.S. whaling ships access to selected Hawaiian

ports. The second treaty with the United States concerned an arrangement

between the postal services of the Hawaiian kingdom and the United States

and was signed in 1870 (United States 1871). The third treaty, known as the

Reciprocity Treaty, was signed in 1875 and was later supplemented by the

Convention of December 6, 1884 (United States 1875; 1884b). The initial

agreement for commercial reciprocity meant that no export duty was im-

posed on Hawai‘i or the United States and allowed for the exchange of tax-

free goods between the two nations.

The Reciprocity Treaty was critical to the haole elite because they could

sell their sugar to the U.S. market duty-free (Trask 1993: 13). In 1884, the two

nations negotiated a convention to renew and supplement the 1875 treaty,

which allowed the United States privileged access, over other nations, to the

use of Pearl Harbor. The convention, ratified in 1887, specified that the U.S.

government had ‘‘exclusive right to enter the harbor of the Pearl River in the

Island of Oahu, and to establish and maintain there a coaling and repair

station for the use of vessels of the United States, and to that end the United

States may improve the entrance to said harbor and do all other things

needed to the purpose aforesaid.’’ This element of the supplement was most

controversial to Kanaka Maoli because it sacrificed the needs of the average

Hawaiian for those of the sugar planters and the commercial sectors that

supported them, which in turn bolstered U.S. economic leverage in Hawai‘i

(Osorio 2002).

D
ow

nloaded from
 http://read.dukeupress.edu/books/book/chapter-pdf/641206/9780822391494-002.pdf by guest on 23 M

ay 2023



GOT BLOOD? 27

Finally, in 1883 the two nations negotiated a convention between the Post

O≈ce Department of the United States and the Post O≈ce Department of

the Hawaiian Kingdom concerning the exchange of money orders to com-

plement the treaty of 1870 (United States 1884).

The independence of the recognized nation-state of Hawai‘i, however,

was threatened by foreign elites, who eventually formed their own militia,

associated with the U.S. military, called the Honolulu Rifles (Silva 2004: 122).

In 1887, the Honolulu Rifles seized strategic points in the city, and mounted

armed patrols forced the ruling monarch, King Kalākaua, to sign what

became known as the ‘‘Bayonet Constitution,’’ a document stripping him of

his most important executive powers and diminishing the Kanaka Maoli

voice in government (Kent 1993: 54–55; Trask 1993: 14–15). The king was no

longer able to appoint members to the House of Nobles. The Bayonet Con-

stitution created an oligarchy of the haole planters and businessmen by

primarily empowering white Americans and Europeans. The new constitu-

tion gave U.S. citizens the right to vote in Hawaiian elections, while a large

sector of the Kanaka Maoli electorate was excluded through rigorous prop-

erty qualifications, with Asians entirely disenfranchised as ‘‘aliens’’ (Kent

1993: 55). As Jon Kay Kamakawiwo‘ole Osorio points out, it ‘‘was the first

time that democratic rights were determined by race in any constitution’’

under the kingdom (2002: 244). The oligarchy created a new cabinet with

Lorrin Thurston as minister of the interior and C. W. Ashford as attorney

general. Every decision would henceforth require the approval of the cabi-

net, now made up of foreigners. In addition, the king was prevented from

dismissing the cabinet himself; that power was given to the legislature, which

could dismiss any cabinet with a simple majority vote (Silva 2004: 122–26).

Although since this constitution was never ratified properly by the House of

Nobles, it was never legally valid under kingdom law.

Queen Lili‘uokalani attempted to promulgate a new constitution to re-

place the Bayonet Constitution once she succeeded to the throne after her

brother Kalākaua’s death. This act prompted the unlawful overthrow of the

kingdom. In 1893, U.S. Minister of Foreign A√airs John L. Stevens, with the

support of a dozen white settlers and the U.S. Marines, organized the over-

throw of Queen Lili‘uokalani (Silva 2004; Co√man 1998; Trask 1993; Kent

1993; Liliuokalani 1964 [1898]; Fuchs 1961). In response, the queen yielded

her authority under protest because she was confident that the U.S. govern-

ment and President Benjamin Harrison would endeavor to undo the actions
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led by one of the government’s ministers. Within months, Harrison was out

of o≈ce and Grover Cleveland became the next president. Eventually, after

sending an o≈cial to investigate the matter, Cleveland declared Stevens’s

action and the entire overthrow an ‘‘act of war’’ (U.S. Congress 1993b). He

recommended that the provisional government—made up of those who

orchestrated the overthrow—should step down. But they refused and Cleve-

land did not compel them to do so and did not assist in restoring formal

recognition to the queen.

As this struggle for control was taking place, the provisional government

established the Republic of Hawaii on July 4, 1894, with Sanford Ballard Dole

as president. In addition to asserting jurisdiction over the entire island

archipelago, the new republic seized roughly 1.8 million acres of Hawai-

ian kingdom government and crown lands. In an attempt to remove any

doubt that the republic was not rightly ‘‘heir and successor of the Hawaiian

Crown,’’ the new constitution declared the lands ‘‘to be, free and clear from

any trust of or concerning the same, and from all claim of any nature

whatsoever’’ (Spaulding 1923: 16). It was this de facto government that ceded

these same lands to the United States when it illegally annexed Hawai‘i in

1898 (Silva 1998; Co√man 1998).

The United States did not annex the Hawaiian Islands by treaty. Rather, it

purportedly annexed the archipelago through its own internal domestic law;

the Newlands Resolution in the U.S. Congress, despite massive indigenous

opposition. Kānaka Maoli organized into two key nationalist groups. The

Hui Aloha ‘Āina and the Hui Kālai ‘Āina each submitted petitions represent-

ing the vast majority of the Kānaka Maoli; together, their petitions num-

bered over 38,000 signatures, at a time when only 40,000 Kānaka Maoli

(including those who were racially mixed) resided in Hawai‘i (Silva 2004:

151). In the two petitions, Kānaka Maoli clearly stated their opposition to

becoming part of the United States ‘‘in any form or shape’’ (149). The U.S.

Senate accepted these petitions and, in the face of such resistance, found it

impossible to secure the two-thirds majority vote needed for a treaty. Re-

gardless, under President McKinley, pro-annexationists proposed a joint

Senate resolution since all that was needed was a simple majority in both

houses of Congress to get it passed. And so the Newlands Resolution passed

in 1898, creating the façade of annexation with no legal standing outside the

United States (Omandam 1998). In addition, even the constitutionality of

the annexation is questionable.≤≤
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Still, the U.S. resolution provided for the republic’s cession of absolute

title to the public land formerly known as the Hawaiian kingdom and crown

lands, the same lands that would eventually be at the center of debate during

the hhca hearings between 1920 and 1921. The Newlands Resolution also

specified that the existing laws of the United States relative to public lands

would not apply in Hawai‘i. Moreover, the resolution provided that all

revenue derived from the lands would be assigned for local government use

and ‘‘shall be used solely for the benefit of the inhabitants of the Hawaiian

Islands for educational and other public purposes’’ (MacKenzie 1991: 15).

The U.S. government incorporated Hawai‘i as a colonial territory through

the 1900 Organic Act that created specific laws to administer the ‘‘public

lands’’ (U.S. Congress 1900). These laws again stated that these lands were

part of a special trust under the federal government’s oversight.

Like many other colonial territories, in 1946 Hawai‘i was inscribed onto

the United Nations List of Non-Self-Governing Territories. As such, Hawai‘i

was eligible for decolonization under international law. However, the U.S.

government predetermined statehood as the status for Hawai‘i. The 1959

ballot in which the people of Hawai‘i voted to become a state of the union

included only two options: incorporation or remaining a U.S. colonial terri-

tory (Trask 1994: 68–87). By un criteria established just months later in 1960

through the decolonization protocols for colonies on the List of Non-Self-

Governing Territories, the ballot would have included both free association

and independence as choices. In addition—among those who were allowed

to take part in the vote that eventually marked Hawai‘i’s supposed transition

from colonial status—Hawaiians were outnumbered by settlers as well as

military personnel.

The Hawaii State Admission Act transferred the ‘‘public lands’’ (the

stolen crown and government lands ceded by the republic to the U.S. gov-

ernment) from federal to state control (MacKenzie 1991: 26). The Hawai‘i

state constitution provides that lands shall be ‘‘held by the State as a public

trust for native Hawaiians and the general public’’ (article 7, section 4).

Section 5(f ) of the Hawaii State Admission Act details five purposes for the

income and proceeds derived from the leases of these lands. These purposes

include support of public education, the development of farm and home

ownership, public improvements, provision of lands for public use, and ‘‘the

betterment of the conditions of native Hawaiians’’ as defined in the hhca

(Congressional Record, United States Congress, State Admission Act of
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March 18, 1959, 73 Stat. 4. United States House of Representatives). The 1920

hhca was carried through statehood in 1959 when the Territory of Hawaii

acknowledged the trust obligation as a condition of admission to the union.

In doing so, the state also accepted the definition of ‘‘native Hawaiian’’ as per

the 50-percent blood rule that was codified in the 1921 hhca. Although the

state acknowledges its obligation to ‘‘native Hawaiians,’’ the courts have not

delineated the public trust concept and have made it di≈cult for Hawaiians

to pursue trust benefits (Matsuda 1988b: 139).

In the late 1960s, just one decade after statehood, the contemporary

Hawaiian movement was at its nascent stage. Increasingly through the 1970s,

Hawaiians island-wide protested their own social conditions as well as the

displacement of other (mostly Asian) locals as a result of overnight develop-

ment when multinationalization and foreign investments led to a steady

boom in tourism. Developers evicted, dispossessed, and displaced many

Hawaiians and other locals from lands to make way for the building of

subdivisions, hotel complexes, and golf courses. Haunani-Kay Trask notes

that in the early 1970s, communities resisting this kind of development

identified their struggles in terms of the claims of ‘‘local’’ people, which

included both Hawaiian and non-Hawaiian longtime residents of Hawai‘i.

‘‘The residency rights of local people were thus framed in opposition to the

development rights of property owners like the state, corporations, and

private estates’’ (Trask 1993: 91). But as the decade proceeded, Hawaiians

increasingly asserted their rights as indigenous and historically unique from

other ‘‘locals.’’

Due in part to the requests of Hawaiian activists during the 1970s, the

state held a constitutional convention in 1978. At this convention, the vast

majority of voters agreed to the creation of an O≈ce of Hawaiian A√airs to

look out for Hawaiian interests. The oha is organized as a state agency to be

governed by a nine-member elected board of trustees and holds title to all

real or personal property set aside or conveyed to it as a trust for ‘‘native

Hawaiians’’ (defined by the 50-percent blood rule). The oha was also estab-

lished to hold in trust the income and proceeds derived from a pro rata

portion of the trust established for lands that were earlier granted to the state

(MacKenzie 1991: 33). Further, the oha is restricted to using its public lands

trust funds for the benefit of its beneficiaries who meet the 50-percent rule,

while the Hawai‘i state constitution does not establish a source of funding
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for ‘‘Hawaiians’’ who do not meet the 50-percent definition. But because the

State Admission Act did not determine a formula for allocation of public

lands trust income among the five specified purposes, the 1978 constitu-

tional amendment that created the oha did not define the pro rata share

(MacKenzie 1991:33).

However, in 1980, in response to the new constitutional prerequisite, the

Hawai‘i state legislature set the share at 20 percent. This, no doubt, is be-

cause ‘‘the betterment of the conditions of native Hawaiians’’ was only one

of the five trust purposes detailed in the Admission Act. The one-fifth of the

revenue from these lands is to be transferred to the oha for the benefit of

Hawaiians who meet the 50-percent rule. However, due to state neglect and

conflicts about the trust relationship, the state has still not transferred these

revenues as stipulated.

By the 1990s, after decades of protest and a rapidly growing Hawaiian

sovereignty movement, even federal representatives responded to the call for

the United States to recognize the near-century-long (neo)colonial legacy

that began with the 1893 overthrow. Specifically, Senator Daniel Akaka (D-

HI), with support from the entire Hawai‘i congressional delegation, pushed

for the passage of the 1993 Apology Resolution. Besides delineating an ac-

count of U.S. encroachment and betrayal, the resolution maintains that ‘‘the

indigenous Hawaiian people never directly relinquished their claims to their

inherent sovereignty as a people or over their national lands to the United

States, either through their monarchy or through a plebiscite or referen-

dum.’’ Importantly, the Apology Resolution defined ‘‘native Hawaiian’’ as

‘‘any individual who is a descendent of the aboriginal people who, prior to

1778, occupied and exercised sovereignty in the area that now constitutes the

State of Hawaii.’’ No reference to blood quantum was made. Hence, this

recognition was extended to all Hawaiians in a way that accounts for lin-

eal descendancy. The Apology Resolution has since served as a focal point

for mobilization as passage of the law empowered the islands’ sovereignty

movement throughout the 1990s and increased Hawaiian initiatives for self-

determination.

This U.S. national context is made even more complex by the inter-

national implications of the Hawaiian sovereignty struggle. A range of Ha-

waiian sovereignty projects currently exists. These projects span a variety of

models for self-governance, including proposals for an independent nation-
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state—including restoring of the Hawaiian kingdom—and various proposals

for working within U.S. state and federal policy. Politically, this struggle has

several layers. Neocolonialism perpetuated by the state of Hawai‘i is sub-

sumed and obscured by the U.S. federal government, revealing intersections

and conflicts between competing claims to sovereignty among federal, state,

indigenous, and pro-kingdom governing entities.

Within these competing claims to sovereignty lies the question of which

individuals legitimately have a claim—a question inflected by the 50-percent

definition of ‘‘native Hawaiian.’’ The question is further complicated by the

diminishing number of Hawaiians who can claim they are ‘‘full blooded.’’

Identity and di√erence are implicated by a dominant American history of

defining Hawaiianness through the overdetermined logic of dilution found

in racial discourse broadly imposed on indigenous peoples.

Overview of the Chapters in This Book

As a close reading of the hhca hearing transcripts needs a genealogical

frame, in chapter 1, ‘‘Racialized Beneficiaries and Genealogical Descen-

dants,’’ I focus on the di√erences between the Hawaiian genealogical model

and the blood quantum model. Even though blood has evolved as a meta-

phor for ancestry in Hawaiian contexts, as an administrative procedure it is

qualitatively distinct from Hawaiian genealogical practices, which work in

substantially di√erent ways and to dissimilar ends. Blood modes are exclu-

sive while genealogical ones are usually inclusive. As a classificatory logic,

blood quantum fragments ancestry by dividing parts of a whole and sever-

ing unions by portioning out blood ‘‘degree.’’ Focusing on Hawaiian kinship

practices and genealogical reckoning as they might have been practiced from

1900 to 1920, I explore how cultural models of determining indigeneity

could have prevailed in the hhca discussions had the framework of sov-

ereign entitlement to the lands been sustained. This chapter is integral to

my analysis of the hearings, because I make the case that blood quantum

was not necessarily an inevitable way of defining Hawaiianness through

the hhca.

In chapter 2, ‘‘ ‘Can you wonder that the Hawaiians did not get more?’

Historical Context for the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act,’’ I o√er im-

portant background on the issues of depopulation, rehabilitation, and land

entitlement, as well as those of race, indigeneity, and citizenship. Kanaka
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Maoli su√ering in the early twentieth century had its roots in land and

political dispossession, which helps to explain why Hawaiian elites formu-

lated a solution to the problem in the homesteading proposal which led to

the hhca. Another key issue is the Māhele land division of 1848, whereby the

Hawaiian kingdom first privatized land, because it relates to contestations

over Kanaka Maoli land entitlement that emerged in the hhca hearings. I

also explore the theory that the hhca was modeled after the General Allot-

ment Act of 1887, which has been incorrectly cited as the first U.S. policy to

use blood quantum against American Indians. Finally, I examine the issue of

U.S. citizenship in relation to Hawaiians as it di√ered for the Chinese and

Japanese, a distinction that informs the blood discourses of Kānaka Maoli as

assimilable into whiteness or Asianness and is tied to contestations over

indigeneity and Americanization in the territory.

In chapter 3, ‘‘Under the Guise of Hawaiian Rehabilitation,’’ I detail the

first hearing on the rehabilitation proposal before the House Committee on

Territories. In February 1920, two di√erent parties traveled from Hawai‘i to

Washington, D.C. to present their proposals for use of the soon-to-be-freed-

up lands before Congress. In the early stages of the debate on the proposal,

there was no discussion of blood quantum, let alone criterion. The Hawaiian

elites who mobilized around the rehabilitation proposal justified it by argu-

ing that Kanaka Maoli were entitled to the lands that would be used for

homesteading. This is to say, within a framework of social justice and legal

claims, there was no need to distinguish among Hawaiians when it came to

discussing eligibility—all were entitled, by definition. By the end of this

round of debates, a fractional definition of one-thirty-second blood quan-

tum for ‘‘native Hawaiian’’ emerged.

In chapter 4, ‘‘ ‘The Virile, Prolific, and Enterprising’: Part-Hawaiians

and the Problem with Rehabilitation,’’ I detail the second hearing on the

proposals, this time before the Senate in December 1920, where participants

hotly debated the notion of who really counted as Hawaiian. They drew

sharp distinctions between ‘‘full-blooded’’ and ‘‘part’’ Hawaiians. This chap-

ter focuses on how di√erences among Kanaka Maoli were cited to challenge

the one-thirty-second blood definition. In doing so, they opened the entire

issue of defining Hawaiian by questioning who exactly was considered to be

in need of rehabilitation. Moreover, they eventually went so far as to insist

that the rule defining Hawaiian should be set at ‘‘full blood.’’ In considering a
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criterion limited to ‘‘full blood’’ Kānaka Maoli, the participants from the

Territory of the Hawaiian Islands focused on repopulation as the key form of

rehabilitation, which served to take the focus o√ of indigenous entitlements

to the land in question. In turn, di√erent constructions of Hawaiianness

corresponded to the shift away from recognition of indigenous entitlement

toward the privileging of white property interests in the lands. The re-

habilitation plan was eventually justified as a form of government charity for

Kānaka Maoli, rather than being based solely on their right to the lands.

Written in two parts, chapter 5, ‘‘Limiting Hawaiians, Limiting the Bill,’’

delineates the process by which the bill was revamped in Hawai‘i in early

1921, after it failed to pass in the U.S. Senate. First, I examine how the failure

of hr 13500 in the U.S. Senate resuscitated the question of opening cultivated

lands for the Hawaiian homestead program in the bill because only a small

amount of poor quality land was identified for Kanaka Maoli leasing, while

the business elite—also known as the ‘‘Big Five,’’ the name given to a group

of reigning corporations—was positioned to claim the majority for itself.

The Big Five was considered an oligarchy and was aligned with the Hawai‘i

Republican Party. Together these powerful corporations insisted on holding

on to the prime lands. To make the proposal palatable to the powerful

business sector, Hawaiian elites negotiated changes informally with the

dominant class of white Americans that reflected plantation and ranching

interests at odds with rehabilitative homesteading. As part of these conces-

sions, the blood quantum determination was settled at 50 percent for the

definition of ‘‘native Hawaiian.’’ The second part of the chapter examines the

third hearing before the House Committee on Territories in June 1921, where

the Hawaiian elites explained what happened in the territory with the blood

quantum determination. This, the last of the debates on the measure, en-

tailed justifying the compromise of the 50-percent rule. In these discussions,

more blatant pushes to exclude Asians and a≈rm white property rights

surfaced—all in the service of maintaining the territory as an American

outpost.

In chapter 6, ‘‘Sovereignty Struggles and the Legacy of the 50-Percent

Rule,’’ I focus on the implications of the blood quantum rule on contempo-

rary Hawaiian sovereignty politics. Since the hhca, blood quantum classi-

fications of Hawaiianness have consistently been used to enact, substantiate,

and then disguise the further appropriation of land while they obscure and
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erase sovereignty claims and conceptions of identity as a relation of geneal-

ogy to place. I study the details of the U.S. Supreme Court case Rice v. Caye-

tano in 2000 in order to show how the 50-percent blood rule was a central

factor in the Court’s opinion. The implications of the ruling have proven

pivotal for Hawaiian sovereignty politics because they have intensified the

sense of urgency among di√erent Kanaka Maoli political groups (including

the state agencies which oversee federal funding for Native Hawaiians and

Hawai‘i’s congressional delegation) to pursue their varying agendas and

political visions for resolving the outstanding sovereignty claims heretofore

unadjudicated. Also, I o√er an account of the campaign for federal recog-

nition—which itself relies on the existence of the hhca—and the way that

model relies on a limited form of indigenous self-governance and how the

history of the 50-percent rule looms in the background of the proposal.

Finally, I investigate the implications of the U.S. Apology Resolution and the

segment of the Hawaiian sovereignty movement opposing federal recogni-

tion in favor of independence from the United States and how they reckon

with questions of inclusion and belonging for a potential citizenry under

their envisioned nation-state.
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