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Hawaii’s look back after 61 years of “Statehood”


On the 61st anniversary of Hawaii’s entry into the union of States of the United States of America, we find over the years a shifting discussion in public forums and public expectations, moving from celebration, to commemoration, to currently, an avoidance and a questioning of the legitimacy and appropriate voting and its results of Hawaii’s “Statehood’.  We find more people are asking  how can there be support for the maintenance of that status in the face of the evidence of fraud, challenges erupting in land struggles, in court houses, in political campaigns and debates in the Legislature and at international venues addressing members of the United Nations..  
On its 60th year anniversary, there was no noteworthy celebrations of the anniversary. The only nod to the holiday from Hawaii’s governor was a short social media message. The message avoided any support for the legitimacy of the vote taken in 1959.
“Hawaii is unlike any other state in America,” he wrote. “A community of diverse languages, traditions and common values make Hawaiʻi special and why I am proud to be your governor. Let us all work together to make a difference today and create a better and a more sustainable future.”

This shifting emphasis is a direct reflection of a process of decolonization that Hawaii has been engaged in since the 1960s, a process which began with the revitalization of the importance of cultures in Hawaii from pig farmers being pushed out of their farms in Kalama Valley for the “march of progress”, to the greater attention to cultural integrity among the native Hawaiian culture as well as the many other cultures which had been regarded as minority “ethnics” to Hawaii.  This first step of Recovery and Rediscovery, formed the initial stage of Hawaii’s decolonization consciousness - the raising of the importance of cultural integrity followed by a society wide rediscovering of historical events long forgotten in Hawai`i.  One factor influencing this stage was the traditional sailing vessel Hokule`a and the organization, the Polynesian Voyaging Society which swept the Hawaiian Islands with a burst of cultural and historical pride which reached out to all of Polynesia.  Just prior to that, the development of Ethnic Studies in Hawai`I and the impact of the American Indian Movement sweeping across the U.S. mainland.  The Vietnam War also laid heavily upon Hawaii, and prior to that, the American Civil Rights movement’s influence upon Hawai`i.  
The protect Kahoʻolawe movement followed, questioning the supremacy of the US Navy in Hawaiʻi’s political life as the Navy bombed the island in their military practice under the guise that it was necessary for national security purposes.  Led by Hawaiian cultural practitioner and joined by wide community support, even the State Legislature passed resolutions calling for the Navy to cease its bombing activities of the island.

New musical approaches also came to the fore, tracking these early activism with a plethora of songs and musicians who would lift the pride in its audience to new levels of understanding and cultural appreciation, with musicians challenging prevalent views on Hawaiian history, loyalty, royalty, and patriotism.  Names such as Don Ho and Kui Lee leading the pack, bringing a new sense of pride, confusion, and critical debate about “proper” Hawaiian entertainment with the singing of songs such as “Nā Aliʻi” and “Hawaiʻi Ponoʻī,” followed by “God Bless America.”  
Hula hālau

 (Hawaiian dance training schools) multiplied during this period with the graduation of a profusion of kumu hula (hula masters).  The Margaret Aiu Hula Studio changed to the Hula Halau O` Maiki and presently the Halau Hula `O Maiki, its name changes from pre 1950’s to 1974 also reflecting growth of awareness of native Hawaiian culture.

From the underground, a sweep of Hawaiian pride emerged, somewhat uncertain, yet firm in challenging the superiority and supremacy of non-Hawaiians, questioning why gambling and other vices in Hawaiʻi should be controlled by Koreans, Chinese, Japanese, or other immigrants, while Hawaiians and other Polynesians were simply used as “muscle” to keep everybody in line.  Hawaiians under the leadership of “Nappy” Pulawa formed a coalition with Samoans organized under Alema Leota and removed the “non-natives” from power controlling Hawai`i’s gambling.  This “native power” having organized, was now able to put up barriers against the Yakusa invasion from Japan as well as the Mafia from Italian-America, in their attempt to move in on the local market.  The push-back to aggression even by the U.S. underworld was taking place in Hawaii by the growth and maturity of its own local grown talents.
An infusion of local pride was forming and emerging, finding its way into increased popularity in canoeing, local volleyball, and junior golfing in a wide exhibit of local talents.  

In 1977, the State charges for double murder-double kidnap against the defendant Wilford K. Nappy Pulawa produced the following response which would  shape the challenge of State and U.S. legitimacy across Hawaii for years to come: “I refuse to dignify this court by entering a plea. Instead, I ask, who are you foreigners to come into Hawaiʻi and charge us by your foreign laws. We are not Americans, we are Hawaiians!”

The Pulawa trial marked the longest trial in Hawaii’s history, to that point, calling upon the full power of the State’s prosecution team to imprison this native Hawaiian underworld leader.  The State lost all charges following a jury verdict. 
 That case was soon followed by other challenges to the jurisdiction of the US courts: Hayden Burgess (Pōkā Laenui), Attorney for Mr. Pulawa, declared in Federal District Court before Sr. Judge Samuel King that he was not a US citizen, yet insisted on his right to practice law in all of the courts of Hawaiʻi;
 US v. Raymond Kamaka challenged the government’s taking his family land at Waikāne Valley also claiming his Hawaiian citizenship and the taking of Hawaiian land; 
US v. Lorenzo challenged US taxing authority over himself as a Hawaiian citizen; and US v. John Marsh, a retired Honolulu police officer who questioned US taxing jurisdiction in Hawaiʻi and proclaiming his Hawaiian citizenship. 
In the Hawaiʻi State courts, jurisdiction of the US laws often combined with land issues, such as the eviction of Sand Island “squatters,” most of whom were native Hawaiians who had established a fishing village and were arrested and evicted by the State Department of Land and Natural Resources (State v. Paulo et al
., 1980 ). Another example is Mākua “beach people” blown off the beaches first by Hurricane Iwa and followed in a one-two punch by the State police arresting them as they tried to return to their homes on the beach (State v. Pihana, Naeʻole, Alana et al
., 1982). Many others living along the beaches at Kahe Point, Nānākuli, Māʻili, Keaʻau, and Waimānalo were subsequently arrested, and they too raised the same defense of “Hawaiian sovereignty,” challenging US jurisdiction over Hawaiian citizens and Hawaiian lands.


The “movement” expanded into schools, universities, political debates.  The Office of Hawaiian Affairs (newly formed in the 1978 Constitutional Convention), was approved by a vote of the majority of the Hawaii citizenry as an acknowledgement of the improper taking of Hawaii back in 1893.  The Hawaiʻi State Legislature became the recipient of these many controversies which resulted in raising questions of the legitimacy of title in the “ceded” lands as well as US jurisdiction over Hawaiʻi.   

These questions were also raised at international venues such as the World Council of Indigenous Peoples and the International Indian Treaty Council, reaching the halls of the United Nations in Geneva primarily through the UN Working Group on Indigenous Populations, and receiving attention in New York before the UN General Assembly.


Hawaiian groups, sometimes  
noted for their individuality, began to take a new approach to the Hawaiian sovereignty question, forming Hui Naʻauao, a study group of principally native Hawaiians, to discuss and promote information regarding Hawaiian history, culture, politics, and other matters relating to Hawaiian sovereignty,  One of the major events Hui Naʻauao spearheaded in 1993 was the reenactment of the overthrow of Hawaiʻi one hundred years previously. Hawaiʻi Public Radio transmitted the program live across Hawaiʻi highlighting the events of illegality which occurred 100 years previous.  Hawaii was now fully in the 1st stage of decolonization, Recovery and Rediscovery.


Thirty years following the “Statehood Admission” event, a Dialogue over Hawaii Public Television with Former Governor William Quinn, Former Chief Justice William S. Richardson, Director of the Native Hawaiian Legal Corporation, Mahealani Kama`u, and Sovereignty advocate Poka Laenui (Hayden F. Burgess) was broadcast.  In discussing the legal principles which were to guide the process of free choice in the vote for Statehood for Hawaii, the former Governor who had been head of the Territorial government and the appointed representative of the President of the Untied States, confessed that he had no knowledge of the U.S. obligation to self-determination of Hawaii as a non-self-governing territory.  Former Chief Justice Richardson who had been the Chairman of the Democratic Party and subsequently the Lt. Governor for the State of Hawaii, joined in that confession that they were not informed, and that the only question in their view was whether or not Hawaii should become a State.  The right to choose independence or free association was unheard of.
Involvement of State legislature

The Sovereignty Advisory Council (SAC) was formed by the State Legislature in 1991 (Act 301), appointing a handful of organizational representatives and individuals to “develop a plan to discuss and study the sovereignty issue.” In 1992 this council submitted a report that detailed the events of the overthrow, questioning the legitimacy of the U.S. takeover of Hawai`i.  A Hawaiian Sovereignty Economic Symposium was held at the William S. Richardson Law School on June 5, 1993, the first in-depth study of the economic consequences of models of Hawaiian nationhood, which was broadcast live by Hawaiʻi Public Radio. 
Although the legislature refused to continue the work of SAC, it subsequently created the Hawaiian Sovereignty Advisory Council (HSAC) by Act 359 in the 1993 Legislative session, to seek counsel from native Hawaiian.  
This council of twenty-one members, appointed by Governor Waiheʻe, visited communities in Hawaiʻi and in America, to obtain opinions on how to proceed with self-governance. HSAC recommended a plebiscite be called, asking the native Hawaiian population whether an election of delegates should be held to propose a form of native Hawaiian governance. The legislature adopted the recommendation.  
In July 1996, 81,598 ballots
 
were sent throughout the world, asking, “Shall the Hawaiian people elect delegates to propose a Native Hawaiian government?” The League of Women Voters did the final tally and reported that 30,423 (37 percent) of the ballots 

were counted, of which 22,294 (73.28 percent) voted YES, and 8,129 (26.72 percent) voted NO.  Delegates were subsequently elected to this Native Hawaiian Convention amid promises by the Legislature and the Office of Hawaiian Affairs that they would support seeing the work of this convention through.  But by 2000, both arms of government refused to continue supporting financially the convention.
The State Legislature in 2011 (Act 195) attempted an end-run around the will of the native Hawaiians expressed in the 1996 Native Hawaiian Vote, by creating a second convention designed for Federal Recognition of Native Hawaiians similar to the treatment of Native American Indian Tribes.  This “Na`i Aupuni” congregation’s election vote count was stopped by the U.S. Supreme Court, questioning the validity of an only native Hawaiian vote.  The candidates (unelected) were all invited to convene, and did so, notwithstanding the Supreme Court’s prior order, held a gathering for 20 days and drafted a document calling for self-determination as contemplated in international law.  Organizers turned the remaining funds to OHA and no ratification of the document has been attempted.
Addressing the legality of Hawaii’s Statehood remains a challenge for the State as the years go by.  More objections to the State’s and Federal jurisdictions will continue to be challenged.  To understand the challenges, we could consider two perspectives or fields of law, 1) International law, and 2) U.S. Domestic Law.
International Law: Hawaii’s admission into the U.S. union of States is not merely a matter of U.S. domestic law but entails consideration and obligations under international standards.  In 1945, the United Nations was formed in which the United States was a founding member and ratified the Charter of the United Nations pursuant to this Constitutional provision for treaty ratification.  The UN Charter is therefore obligatory upon the United States.  Article 73 of the Charter speaks of non-self-governing territories under which the administrating authorities undertook as a sacred trust obligation, to bring their territories to self-governance.  The U.S., one year later, submitted the following territories under this sacred trust obligation to bring them to self-governance.  Alaska, Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, Panama Canal zone, Puerto Rico and Hawai`i.
Over the years, the U.N. clarified self-governance to mean giving the people of the territory choices of how they would relate to the U.N. member - integration, free association, or independence.   This self-governance process was meant to break the chains of colonization, which held territories within the grips of such nations.  This process was one which offered colonized territories a peaceful and sane option for liberation as opposed to the hit or miss uprisings and revolutions which had occurred previously.   As a result, many African countries began their emergence from colonization during these years following the formation of the UN Charter.  Many in the Pacific and Asia regions also followed this process.

In Hawai`i, decolonization went awry.  Rather than permitting the three choices called for by the U. N, the United States limited the choice to “integration”.  In 1959, it placed before the people the question: “Shall Hawaii immediately be admitted into the Union as a State?”  A yes response resulted in Hawai`i’s integration into the U.S. as a State.  A no vote would have resulted in continued territorial status in the U.S. - integration.    The choices of free association or independence were never presented to the people.  No education on these alternatives were presented: no public debates on these matters were conducted.  The U.S. appointed governor never raised the issue.  The Democrats and the Republicans failed to point out the right to these choices.  Nothing came from the campuses of schools and the University of Hawai`i.

Thus, when the United States reported to the U.N. General Assembly in 1959 that Hawai`i had exercised its right to self-governance and in doing so, elected to become a State, it convinced that assembly to remove Hawai`i from the list of territories subject to self-governance.  An intentional perversion of the truth was thus committed to induce the U.N. to deny Hawai`i fundamental right to self-determination by removing Hawai`i from the list of places to be decolonized. 

The “Statehood Process” for Hawai`i was a double fraud.  It not only failed to provide the correct set of choices to be voted upon.  The process altered the “self” who could exercise “self-determination.”  The qualified voters in this process were U.S. citizens who had resided in Hawai`i for at least one year.  Since the American invasion and annexation and during its watch, thousands had migrated to Hawai`i, coming from the U.S., Europe, Asia and other Pacific Islands.  Many were associated with the U.S. military’s presence in Hawai`i.  Others came for employment, education, other opportunities, or escape.  These people who were or took up U.S. citizenship were all permitted to vote.  But those who dared to declare themselves Hawaiian citizens, refusing to accept the imposed American citizenship, those original people who were denied self-governance, could not vote.  
The U.S. controlled the records of voters and the votes.  Only 36.8% of the total eligible voters voted for Statehood.  The total voters who participated in the plebiscite was 39.6% of the eligible voters.   As a comparison of total who voted, the vote numbers were reported as 90% of the votes cast.  But from another perspective, one could see that of the total eligible to vote only 36.8% supported Statehood, the majority of 63.2 were against or did not participate in the plebiscite.  Eligibility to vote was defined by the U.S. in which their U.S. citizens were given the vote, the Hawaiian nationals were excluded.
In an earlier time, 1893, a similar event occurred where the Hawaiian people were cheated in their act of free choice.  When Sanford Dole, acting as President of the Provision Government of Hawaii attempted to legitimize his government, he decided to call a constitutional convention.  He pronounced there would be a convention of 37 delegates, of which he would appoint 19 delegates and the balance would be elected by the people of Hawaii.  However, any voter in this election could only qualify if he undertook an oath promising loyalty to the Provisional Government and disavowing any loyalty to Queen Lili`uokalani.  The vote proceeded with very few Hawaiians participating in this shame called democracy.  Dole proceeded with his convention of 37 delegates and produced a constitution for a new government, the Republic of Hawaii!  The Republic of Hawaii than “ceded” Hawaii to the United States in a process called annexation.  The legitimacy of that chain of historical events which disenfranchised the Hawaiian nationals who remained loyal to their country, and in a step transaction proclaimed a constitution, created a new government, the Republic of Hawaii, and subsequently ceded Hawaii to the United States, are events which today haunt the currently claim of legitimacy of Statehood which is heaped on this history of human rights violations.
This “Statehood” vote and the process of admitting Hawaii into the union of States fell far short of the “full measure of self-government” as contemplated in the United Nations Charter.   The admission into the U.S. should constitute only one of several choices to be offered a people in that exercise of self-government.  One of the important alternative choices which must be offered is independence.  If a people is not offered an alternative but only given the “choice” of becoming a State of the U.S. or remaining a colony or territory of the U.S., and the choice of independence is not posed, one’s “attaining a full measure of self-government” has not been obtained.

The ballot question given to the U.S. citizen voters was, “Shall Hawaii be immediately admitted into the Union as a State of the United States.”  The voters could select a Yes or a No alternative.  “Yes” would result in Statehood.  “No” would leave Hawaii in the status of a territory of the U.S.  Both results would constitute integration within the administering or existing colonial authority - the U.S. government.  Either outcome would not constitute an exercise of self-determination.  36.8% went for the Yes choice, 63.2% walked away or voted No.  Hawaiian Nationals, the only rightful people who should have voted, were simply disenfranchised because they were not U.S. citizens.
The change from a territorial status to a “Statehood” status falls far short of self-determination.  Under either status, the U.S. is left in its superior colonial place - still in control over all foreign relations, control over all military in Hawaii, dictating and directing all national defense and war plans and policies over Hawaii, raising as supreme all of the laws of the U.S. constitution and those of the U.S. central government, and under its Federal Court system, elevating those courts as superior judiciary over all interpretations of laws with respect to their falling within the U.S. Constitution or on matters of affairs addressed by the Federal Government’s laws.  

The U.S., under either political status, would remain in charge of all transmigration into Hawaii, as it had since 1898, transmigration including permanent residence, tourist, and military personnel, and thereby continue to control the population growth and development.   U.S. citizens who were moved to Hawaii and lived in its territory for at least one year, were permitted to vote, hold political office, and act as judges and Governor over Hawaii (during the territorial period, judges and the Territorial Governors, appointed by the U.S. President, need not have resided in Hawaii prior to appointment).

The obtaining of the “full measure of self-government” being the choice of remaining a territory of the U.S. or becoming a State of the U.S. union, left everything as is as a territory, except for sending two U.S. citizens as U.S. Senators and a Representative (depending on the population of Hawai`i to the Congress.  Previously, the territory had only a non-voting Delegate to Congress.  

It is not only for the lack of control of Hawaii’s population for which the Hawaii vote for U.S. Statehood fell short of the full measure of self-government.  The independence alternative would have returned Hawaii’s control over all governance powers to which a sovereign independent nation is entitled.  Independence would restore to Hawaii its’ determination of its use of its territory.  
Under Territorial or Statehood status, the U.S. has maintained control over vast amounts of land (1/3 of Hawaii) as military property where is located command posts for all U.S. military in the Pacific region.  It controls all of Hawaii seas and interior water ways.  It controls all air-flights over Hawaii, as well as all radio waves and other forms of electronic communications.  So vast is its control over communication that it has the power to regulate all newspapers, books, and other print media.  Its control over Hawaii’s education systems extends to licensing of its teachers, control over course materials, and governance over the Hawaii centralized public-school system as well as the private school systems.  
The independence alternative which was not offered Hawaii in 1959 would have given Hawaii the opportunity to have restored all these territorial controls.  Failure to offer the independence alternative was a failure to provide the full measure of self-government.

A country lives or dies, not only on its ability to control its territory and its population, but on its control over its external and internal economic transactions.  The offer of Statehood to Hawaii was not an offer of the full measure of self-government.  Whether we selected Statehood or territorial status, we would have no control of our economic external or internal affairs.  Under the U.S. constitutional structure, the central (Federal) government has reserved unto itself all control over external relation (Article 1, Section 8, U.S. Constitution states in part: 

 
“The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uniform throughout the United States;

To borrow money on the credit of the United States;

To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and among the several States, and with the Indian Tribes;

To establish an uniform Rule of Naturalization, and uniform Laws on the subject of Bankruptcies throughout the United States;

To coin Money, regulate the Value thereof, and of foreign Coin, and fix the Standard of Weights and Measures; 

…

To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of the United States, or in any Department or Officer thereof.)

Under such extensive powers, the Federal government has control over all trade with foreign countries, sets the terms of commerce such as the rates of tariffs, economic sanctions with foreign countries, standards of shipping and use of various ships and where manufactured to port in any State, etc.  

The U.S. determines, collect and retains all Visa controls and revenues, as well as passport, departure and arrival taxes, and controls all foreign traveler’s arrival and departure.  

The Hawaiian independence option would have constituted a return to the status of the Hawaiian nation prior to the U.S. aggression against Hawaii in 1893.  That option would result in the empowerment of Hawai`i in all areas of transmigration, a return to the control and development of its own population as it sees fit for its islands condition, and not as a “spill-over”, vacation mecca, or military installation for the U.S. government.  Failing to have provided the Hawaiian independence alternative was a failure of meeting one’s sacred trust obligation to bring about to the people who were under a non-self-governing status “full measure of self-government.”  

Thus, the international legal measure of self-determination was not met because a double fraud was committed against both the international community and the non-self-governing people of Hawaii.  We did not have the full measure of self-governance by the limitation of only a Statehood choice or remaining a territory of the U.S.  Secondly, the wrong people voted.  It should have been the non-self-governing people, those who came from the population of Hawaii who had their self-governance interfered with by the U.S. intrusion in landing its troops in 1893, and the resulting conversion of Hawaii into the hands of the United States.  

Instead, the transmigrated population from the United States, along with those others brought in through the United States immigration process, along with the local population who, after over 60 years of living under a dominated U.S. economic, education, and political system, accepted U.S. citizenship were also allowed to vote.  Till today, this disenfranchisement of the Hawaiian nationals continue, not only in the area of voting but in serving in elected office, in jury service, in obtaining a driver’s license, in obtaining employment, in securing bank accounts, in becoming a member of a political party, etc.
Violation of U.S. Domestic Law:

Statehood for the Territory of Hawaii could only be achieved if Hawaii’s status as a territory was legitimate.  If the territory was purloined, stolen, or in some way brought into the possession of the United States in violation of the laws of the United States, than the next step of bringing the territory into the union of States would be invalid.  
 The U.S. confession of the illegalities of international law, the violations of the rights of the Hawaiian people to self-determination, as set forth in the 1993 Apology Resolution, adopted by both Houses of Congress and signed by the President of the United States, gives us a clear record of U.S. aggression into Hawaii and the transactions taking Hawaii. It "acknowledges that the overthrow of the Kingdom of Hawaii occurred with the active participation of agents and citizens of the United States and further acknowledges that the Native Hawaiian people never directly relinquished to the United States their claims to their inherent sovereignty as a people over their national lands, either through the Kingdom of Hawaii or through a plebiscite or referendum" (U.S. Public Law 103-150 (107 Stat. 1510))  That being the case, and until those illegalities are corrected, no further taking of Hawaii is considered legitimate in the face of this earlier aggression.  

The argument could be made that consent of the people could obviate the prior wrong doings.  This is true, but who is to give consent, the people who have been subject to this wrong-doing or a transmigrated people?  And if it is the people who has been done wrong, is their consent informed?  Have such people been properly informed of the wrong-doings and of the opportunity for independence?  Has there been a full and fair opportunity of considering the options of independence, free association or integration within the United States of America?  There can be no consent without a proper knowing.  No consent could have been given because there has been no process of informing the non-self-governing people.  In the “Statehood vote” process, those are the very people who were not allowed to vote while a largely transmigrated people voted along with U.S. military personnel and a re-socialized local population.  No reasonable argument for consent can be made out of these violations against the only people who had the right to self-deermination. 
Conclusion:

Hawaii Statehood Day – what response?  
For a thief, a multitude of excuses or distractions could be attempted; 
  a) Apology, (but no give back) b) Justification, (If we did not steal Hawaii, someone else would have!) c) Denial, (Oh we did nothing wrong. Everybody did things like that.)   d) Benefit/Detriment analysis (If we did not steal Hawaii, you would be worse off today!)  and e) contempt and exceptionalism (We may have stolen it, but we did so fair and square and after all, we are, the Greatest Fighting Force in the World and we’re only here to protect you!) 
For a people placed in a non-self-governing posture, a number of alternative demands can be heard  a) Decolonization by a full return of the rights stolen, i.e., self-determination, and a fair compensation for the years of wrongdoing under colonization;
 b) Immediately cease and desist extended intrusions, i.e. development projects without the consent of the Hawaiian nationals, stop all transmigration into Hawaii from any part of the world without consent, and begin to reverse course of development taken during period of colonization; 
c) Immediate extension of autonomy of the native Hawaiian people equal to that afforded the American natives, for example, the Office of Hawaiian Affairs should be independently funded by proceeds from the “ceded” or stolen lands of Hawaii, and all native Hawaiians and only native Hawaiians should be allowed to seek Trusteeship positions or vote in the selection of Trustees to that office;
d) cease all criminal and civil proceedings against Hawaiian nationals until a bilateral agreement can be formed around such proceedings. 
e) cease the laying of taxes, penalties and other assessments against Hawaiian nationals until a mutual agreement can be reached.
f) cease all land sales contract to those aliens to Hawaii, i.e. no sales to non-residents.
As can be seen from the above, the process of decolonization can be very involved and will take a long time in unraveling all of the hihia or entanglements laid over Hawaii since the U.S. invasion in 1893.  But that describes merely the difficulty, not the impossibility of the task.  The first step to curing this wrong is to admit to it (as was done in the 1993 Public Law 103-150) followed by a stopping any further application of colonization practices including those under the State of Hawaii, and begin to open discussions between the non-self-governing population and the intruding foreigner, the U.S. government.
Poka Laenui (Hayden F. Burgess)
Hawaiian National
�Change to “Hālau hula”?


�Leave as is here.  When used in a Hawaiian sentence, we’ll change it.


�Insert date


�Insert date


�Word choice: Consider “sometimes” instead of highly.


�It may be useful to indicate the origination of this initial list.


�Fact check: Should this be ballots, not votes?


�correct
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