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Introduction 

Since the two closely related terms of race and race relations, used in this 
paper, have been so variously defined and interpreted, it may be well to preface 
what we have to say regarding Hawaii and the Pacific in the context of these 
two terms by at least some working definitions of our own. 

The term race, as applied to man, appears to have gained currency within 
the social sciences as a consequence of the widespread and continuous contact 
between Europeans and the darker complexioned peoples of the world during 
the past two to three hundred years. The vigorous outward thrust of Europeans, 
occasioned by the Commercial and Industrial revolutions, and the subsequent 
and even more widespread mobilization of the populations of Asia and Africa 
have brought about a meeting of peoples of sharply contrasted physical appear- 
ance and culture, unprecedented in the history of the world. It is as a result of 
the sudden—almost traumatic—tecognition of the existence of these newly 
juxtaposed groupings of people that the conception of race has literally been 
forced upon the attention of social scientists. 

For race, as the social scientists somewhat ruefully concede, has its origin in 
the biological sciences, and the efforts to harmonize the biological and social 
conceptions of race have not been wholly satisfactory to either social scientists 
ot biologists. Granting that race, from the biological standpoint, designates a 
population characterized by common, identifiable, and genetically transmitted 
physical traits, the unassailable, albeit unfortunate, fact is that race as scientists 
encounter it means something quite different. As the UNESCO experts were 
forced to confess, “To most people, a race is any group of people whom they 
choose to describe as a race. ... For all practical social purposes, ‘race’ is not 
so much a biological phenomenon as a social myth.” 1 

The incontestable social reality from which the social scientist cannot escape 
is that the people in many parts of the world, including the islands of the Pacific, | 
do classify one another into sharply differentiated groups, which they persist in | 
calling races, even though the identifying hall-marks are frequently cultural ! 
rather than purely biological. As social scientists, we may prefer the term ethnic 
groups, but as long as people generally continue to conceive of themselves and 
others in terms of race, we have no alternative but to take account of these 
facts. We may be justified therefore in defining race functionally as a group of 
people who, because of commonly recognized external traits thought to be gen- | 

"The Race Concept: Results of an Inquiry, (Paris: UNESCO, 1952), p. 12. 



etically acquired, have become self-conscious and are subject to differential 

treatment.” 

The Conceptions of Race and Race Relations Applied to the Pacific 

Since any widespread penetration of the islands of the Pacific by peoples 

from the surrounding continents and Europe is almost wholly confined to the 

nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the literature bearing on race is even more 

restricted in point of time. Almost from the beginning of contacts between 

the Western invaders and the native peoples, however, each group has been 

disposed to regard the others as if they were descendants of a different breed of 

animals—members of different races in the generic sense of that term. Especial- 

ly during the initial period of contact, when the differences between Europeans 

and natives in both appearance and behavior were most impressive, some term 

to reflect these contrasts was clearly needed, and race undoubtedly was a useful 

linguistic device to fill this gap, as the scientific literature of the Pacific during 

the past century clearly indicates. 
The term race relations, on the other hand, applies to a later stage in the 

experience of regions where peoples of diverse ethnic backgrounds meet and 
live together. Some time must necessarily elapse following the initial contacts 

before serious attention is likely to be directed to the nature of the relationships 

between the groups involved. Although a fairly extensive literature on the 
subject of race dates back nearly a century, it is only within the past thirty-five 
years that the term race relations has figured prominently in serious publica- 
tion. Commencing at the close of World War I, when the striking dislocations 
of large civilian populations suddenly created new problems in inter-group re- 
lations, administrators, social workers, and social scientists were compelled to 

give thought not only to the groups which were irritating one another but also 

to the nature of these irritations. Much of the resulting literature was of a fe- 

formist character, designed to remedy the difficulties which the wartime move- 
ments of population had brought about, and this is a quality which still persists 
in a considerable part of what is written about race relations. 

Stimulated, however, by the imaginative and objective approach of two 
American scholarr—W. I. Thomas and R. E. Park—there developed in the 
years after the war a serious effort to discover the common principles which gov- 
ern the interactions between such groups when they meet. An article by Park, 
embodying the central ideas in his theory of race relations and published in 1926 
under the title, “Our Racial Frontier in the Pacific,’? is the first serious effort 

to extend the scientific approach to the study of race relations in the Pacific. 

Romanzo Adams, however, who was Park’s contemporary and admirer, must be 

credited with the first substantial analysis of race relations in any of the island 
areas of the Pacific. His now classic statement of “The Unorthodox Race Doc- 

This is a slight modification of the definition found in A. W. Lind, “Occupation and Race 
appearing in Race Relations in World Perspective (Honolulu, 1956) p. 57. 
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