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t h ro u gh o ut my ten ye a rs in ac adem i a . In actu a l i ty, the proj ect com m en ced ,
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tinue to examine the anomalous legal status of the residents of Puerto Rico.
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ju s ti ce and, in parti c u l a r, the su bord i n a ti on of L a tinas and Latinos within the
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ical Race Theory movement.
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wri ti n gs , and would be em b a rra s s ed by this ack n owl ed gem en t , he perhaps did
not give en o u gh credit to the role em o ti ons played in my ef forts to con firm
his impression of my potential as well as how emotions concerning injustice
i n s p i red these re s e a rch ef fort s . Non et h el e s s , wi t h o ut his ti reless ef fort s , s core s
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a teacher to my most important pupils, I perhaps remind them too often of
my pride in deconstructing dominant perceptions of what it is to be a Latino
in gen eral and a Pu erto Rican in parti c u l a r. In many re s pects this proj ect is
p a rt of that legacy and repre s ents its spiri t , but ulti m a tely it is my ch i l d ren
that are by far my most cherished accomplishments and lasting legacies. Ka-
terina, my pride and joy, your brilliance and kindness keep me in a perpetual
s t a te of awe . Ch ri s ti a n , my “m i n i - m e ,” your intell ect and bo u n dless en er gy
a m a ze me and con ti nu o u s ly keep me on my toe s . Ni ch o l a s , your sneaky -
smarts and familial charisma scare me—and you are only five. Andres, your
toothless smile lights up my worl d . No matter what ac ademic battles I lose
and what rej ecti ons I receive , I take one look at my tre a su re s , and I am re-
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As with everything I do, the te ach i n gs of my parents alw ays provi de me
with the strength to play my small part as an intellectual engaging in impor-
tant soc i a l , po l i ti c a l , and legal deb a te s . Th o u gh I wi ll alw ays miss them , I
know they are by my side, probably smiling. Their pride in their culture and
qu i et dign i ty arm me with the con f i den ce to undert a ke this Herculean task
that seeks to provide a voice to millions who have too long been silenced. In-
deed, despite the hegemonic force of colonialism that has distorted and even
crippled many colonized peoples’ ability to accept all aspects of their identity,
this book is an ef fort to em brace the less accepted aspects of the Ca ri bbe a n
peoples’ distinct identities. Instead of the too common Caribbean aspiration
to become more Western or European in general and Spanish in particular, a
n o t - s o - su btle theme of this work is to qu e s ti on We s tern aspira ti ons and at the
same time to make a small effort to embrace the beautiful and proud African
and indigenous roots of most of this country’s colonial subjects.

The com p a ra tive analysis of the ei ght island co u n tries ex a m i n ed here is not
only an effort to address the similar history of subordination of these people
but is also an attem pt at coa l i ti on building and consciousness ra i s i n g. In other
words, this project is an effort to answer the invariable question posed to any
a ut h or ad d ressing Un i ted States overseas co l on i a l i s m—a n d , in fact , the qu e s-
ti on po s ed to this aut h or on nu m erous occ a s i ons by both sch o l a rs of co l or
and their wh i te co u n terp a rt s : “O f a ll the human ri ghts abuses in the worl d ,
why should I care about the voting rights of Puerto Ricans or some other is-
landers?” The answer to this question is twofold. First, the theoretical under-
pinnings of the United States itself is premised on constructs of equality and
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inclusion. In fact, the very notion of the status that represents full member-
ship within the society—the citizen— has an egalitarian basis. According to
this co u n try ’s rh etori c , a ll who hold the status of c i ti zen are full and equ a l
m em bers of the body po l i ti c . Th erefore , the sys tem a tic denial of the full com-
plement of rights of a group of citizens just because of racial constructions or
colonial fictions needs to be exposed and addressed in order to challenge the
rh etoric that is su ppo s ed to be the fo u n d a ti on of dem oc rac y. Secon d , and per-
haps more importantly, a comparative study of the subordination of millions
of Un i ted States citi zens who are of d i f ferent races po ten ti a lly hei gh tens the
i n terests of racial minori ties as well as other gro u p s , wh o, a f ter being ex po s ed
to the magnitude of this disenfranchisement, may appreciate the relevance of
this issue to their lives. Related to this point, a goal of this work is to have all
who read it contend with the fact that, during a key period in American his-
tory wh en this co u n try lega lly def i n ed who were the “Am eri c a n s”— f rom
roughly 1850 to 1920—this country undertook a habitual exercise of exclud-
ing every major minority group within the country, including African-Amer-
i c a n s , i n d i genous people of this land, Mex i c a n - Am eri c a n s , terri torial island
people, and Asian-Americans. In each case, the United States Supreme Court
and Congress defined these people as less than full members of society. Thus,
to the qu e s ti on , “Why should I care abo ut the probl ems of the people of
Pu erto Ri co,” a rises the answer: “ Because the disen f ra n ch i s em ent of the Pu erto
Rican and all other island colonial people is emblematic of the United States
historical treatment of all of its racial minority groups.”

While this work may not pose the answers to correct this co u n try ’s co l o-
nial shame, it does en ga ge in a well - doc u m en ted doctrinal yet cri tical cri ti qu e
of the Am erican co l onial dilem m a — a probl em that for too long has gon e
wi t h o ut the ac adem i c , po l i ti c a l , and social en ga gem ent that it meri t s . If t h e
po ten tial disen f ra n ch i s em ent of s everal hu n d red Un i ted States citi zens in
F l orida du ring the 2000 pre s i den tial el ecti on warra n ted nati onal and gl ob a l
debate, it baffles me why the actual disenfranchisement of millions of United
S t a tes citi zen s , in some cases for well over a cen tu ry, goes vi rtu a lly wi t h o ut
mention.

A central thesis of this book is to document and contextualize what Gun-
nar Myrdal called the American Dilemma—namely, the disconnect between
Am erican ega l i t a rian ideals and the re a l i ty of Am eri c a’s practi ce s . An ex a m-
ple noted here is America’s association with fathering the international effort
to end co l on i a l i s m—the sel f - determ i n a ti on movem en t . Yet , while ch a m p i-
oning that ef fort before the League of Na ti ons and the Un i ted Na ti on s , t h e
very same co u n try was acc u mu l a ting overseas depen den c i e s . Moreover, t h e
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rh etoric of Un i ted States citi zenship has been assoc i a ted with equ a l i ty and ju s-
ti ce , but the historical re a l i ty is that Am ericans have alw ays had great diffic u l ty
defining themselves, and when it came to defining people of color, American
l egal insti tuti ons repe a tedly used legal and moral ficti ons to deny su ch gro u p s
full membership.

While there is great va lue in cri tical narra tive s , and this proj ect may be
deem ed as wri t ten by a mem ber of the second gen era ti on of c ri tical race sch o l-
a rs , this narra tive is also aut h ori t a tively ex h a u s tive and doctri n a l . The proj ect
m ay be de s c ri bed as, perhaps paradox i c a lly, trad i ti onal in its met h odo l ogy yet
radical in its conclusions. Many of the intended readers include not only fel-
low critical scholars who may appreciate both the undertaking and the inter-
s ecti onal analysis but also trad i ti onal con s ti tuti onalists and intern a ti on a l i s t s
who may struggle with the conclusions being drawn, and more importantly,
with the evidentiary basis for those conclusions. However, the bulk of the in-
ten ded re aders should inclu de stu dents of po l i ti c s , a n t h ropo l ogy, s oc i o l ogy,
history, and ethnic studies.

In the con text of co l onial ex p a n s i on , this work wi ll ch a ll en ge Am eri c a n
ethos con cerning dem oc rac y, ju s ti ce , equ a l i ty, and mem bers h i p. This work ,
l i ke all historical dep i cti on s , is a narra tive from a disti n ct pers pective , but this
one is by an ac ademic who happens to be an of fs pring of a co l on i zed and mar-
ginalized people.
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xv

Introduction

New Colonial Ventures?

At the risk of overs t a ting the obvi o u s , the events of Septem ber 11, 2 0 0 1 ,
ch a n ged not on ly Un i ted States forei gn and dom e s tic po l i c i e s , but also the worl d .
On Septem ber 19, 2 0 0 1 , for ex a m p l e , on ly ei ght days after the terrorist attack s ,
G eor ge W. Bu s h’s ad m i n i s tra ti on propo s ed the An ti - Terrorism Act (ATA ) , wh i ch
in its final form was call ed the “ U. S . A . / Pa triot Act .” The act became a federal law
t h a t , in the name of i n c reasing nati onal sec u ri ty, i n c re a s ed the govern m en t’s su r-
vei ll a n ce and po l i ce powers . Rel a ted to the passage of the new anti terrorism law
was a re s tru ctu ring of the federal govern m ent thro u gh the cre a ti on of the De-
p a rtm ent of Hom eland Sec u ri ty. Th o u gh the legi s l a ti on and re s tru ctu ring were
l a r gely vi ewed as nece s s a ry prec a uti on a ry measu re s , c ivil ri ghts groups ra i s ed
con cerns over them because of t h eir impact on indivi dual ri ghts and immigra-
ti on . The spec i fic qu e s ti ons these groups ra i s ed cen tered on the lack of m e a n-
i n gful judicial revi ew assoc i a ted with law en forcem ent agen c i e s’ n ew powers and
the Un i ted States At torn ey Gen era l ’s gre a ter discreti on in detaining non c i ti zen s
because they were bel i eved to be a threat to nati onal sec u ri ty. De s p i te these con-
cern s , the Am erican public and their el ected repre s en t a tives have determ i n ed that
the new law and govern m ental re s tru ctu ring were nece s s a ry sec u ri ty measu re s .

The tra gic attack on New York Ci ty ’s World Trade Cen ter and Wa s h i n g-
ton’s Pen t a gon also direct ly or indirect ly prec i p i t a ted two wars against Mu s-
lim co u n tri e s — one against Afghanistan and one against Ira q . The first of
these en ga gem en t s , the war in Afgh a n i s t a n , h ad worl dwi de su pport since it
was seen as an ef fort to end the tyrannical Taliban regime that harbored the
terrorist gro u p, Al - Q aed a , wh i ch was bel i eved to be the force behind the Sep-
tem ber 11 attack s . The second of these wars was purportedly inten ded to
topple Saddam Hu s s ei n’s regime in Ira q . The Bush ad m i n i s tra ti on’s re a s on s
for initi a ting the Iraq military acti on inclu ded ending that co u n try ’s thre a t
to the Un i ted States by de s troying Ira q’s we a pons of mass de s tru cti on
(WMDs) and term i n a ting Ira q’s ties to terrorist net works su ch as Al - Q aed a .
Yet months after the so-call ed end of the war and de s p i te ex h a u s tive Un i ted
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1. David E. Sanger and Eric Schmitt, “United States Has a Plan to Occupy Iraq, Offi-
cials Report,” New York Times, 11 October 2002.

S t a te s’ ef forts to ju s tify its preem ptive military acti on , no evi den ce of
we a pons of mass de s tru cti on and no proof of Iraqi ties with terrorist gro u p s
were fo u n d . In fact , recen t ly, the ch i ef Am erican we a pons inve s ti ga tor Davi d
Kay announced that not on ly were no we a pons of mass de s tru cti on fo u n d ,
but there were likely no su ch we a pons du ring the peri od before the Un i ted
S t a te s - l ed war. Both the Bush ad m i n i s tra ti on and Bri tish Prime Mi n i s ter
Tony Bl a i r ’s govern m ent have repe a tedly been forced to admit to errors con-
cerning their claims of the gravi ty of the Iraqi threat and its ties to Al - Q aed a .
Pre s i dent Bush even went as far as publ i cly joking abo ut wh et h er the W M D s
were hidden in the Wh i te Ho u s e . Af ter incre a s ed public pre s su re , Pre s i den t
Bu s h , on a more serious note , recen t ly announced an inve s ti ga ti on into this
co u n try ’s intell i gen ce ef fort s . In light of these devel opm en t s , the intern a-
ti onal com mu n i ty qu e s ti on ed the Un i ted State s’ m o tiva ti ons for defe a ti n g
Hu s s ein and occ u pying Ira q .

The Un i ted State s - l ed hosti l i ties provo ked a previ o u s ly largely dorm a n t
global debate concerning American intentions in world affairs. Not since the
Vi etnam War had so many world leaders qu e s ti on ed wh et h er the Un i ted State s
was acting with ex p a n s i onist inten ti on s . Mu ch of this deb a te com m en ced
s h ort ly after the on s et of the Un i ted State s’ m i l i t a ry build-up on the Iraqi bor-
der. On October 11, 2002, a New York Times article reporting on the build-
up observed that the United States “planned to occupy Iraq” and “as long as
the coa l i ti on partn ers ad m i n i s tered Ira q , t h ey would essen ti a lly con trol the
second largest proven reserves of oil in the world, nearly 11% of the total.”1

The United States military mobilization and the Bush administration’s in-
c reasing calls for intern a ti onal acti on against Iraq did not lead to the inten ded
result of creating an international resolve for war. Instead, what resulted was
the commencement of global questioning and criticism of United States pol-
i c y, wh i ch inclu ded den o u n cem ents of perceived Am erican co l onial under-
t a k i n gs . The oppo s i ti on to the Un i ted State s - l ed war against Iraq was not lim-
ited to what may be considered the usual suspects—Islamic fundamentalists
and leftist critics. Increasingly, questions arose concerning the United States’
i n terest in Ira q’s oil re s erves and the spoils stemming from rebuilding the
country after the war. The sources of criticism included recent allies such as
Russia and traditional European allies, including France and Germany. Ger-
man and Fren ch leaders unsu cce s s f u lly tri ed to use Un i ted Na ti ons Sec u ri ty
Council procl a m a ti ons to thw a rt the Un i ted State s’ preem ptive military ac-
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2. Jim Hoagland, “Three Miscreants,” Washington Post, April 13, 2003.
3. See BBC Monitoring International Reports, March 24, 2003: Text of Malaysian Pre-

mier’s Parliamentary Motion Condemning U.S. Action in Iraq.
4. Audrey Hudson, “Gephardt Splits with Daschle on Support for Iraq War,” Washing -

ton Times, March 24, 2003.
5 . Rone Tem pest and Aa ron Si tn er, “War with Ira q , In s i ders’ Mi sgivi n gs : An tiwar Move-

m ent Embraces Di p l omat Who Quit Over Ira q ,” Los An geles Ti m e s , Ma rch 21, 2 0 0 3 . See
also “ Form er Un i ted States Di p l omat Accuses Wa s h i n g ton of Co l onialism over Ira q ,” Agen ce
France-Presse, March 8, 2003.

6. John Gray, “For Europe’s Sake, Keep Britain On,” New Statesman, May 19, 2003.
7. Robert D. Kaplan, “Supremacy by Stealth,” The Atlantic, July-August 2003, 65.
8. Ibid.

tions. Russian president Vladimir Putin went as far as denouncing the United
States for engaging in “a new form of colonialism.”2 Malaysian Prime Minis-
ter Mahathir Mo h a m ad acc u s ed the Un i ted States of being “a cow a rdly and
i m perialist bu lly.”3 Rel a ted con cerns were ech oed in the Un i ted States Sen a te ,4

wh i ch inclu ded cri ticism of the Un i ted States ad m i n i s tra ti on by Sen a te mi-
nority leader Tom Daschle, who questioned the propriety of a preemptive at-
tack. These and other concerns ultimately prompted the resignation of John
H . Brown and J. Brady Ki e s l i n g, veteran diplomats stati on ed in the Mi d dl e
East.5 Diplomat Brown concluded that the United States was becoming asso-
c i a ted with unjust manipulative act s . Both dom e s tic and forei gn journ a l i s t s
raised similar concerns. Author and Al-Qaeda terrorist network expert John
Gray recen t ly ob s erved , “[T]he Un i ted States has em b a rked on an imperi a l
m i s s i on [in Iraq] it has nei t h er the means nor the wi ll to su s t a i n . Th ere is
nothing new in Am erican Im peri a l i s m . De s p i te its anti - co l onial sel f - i m a ge ,
the Un i ted States has long en j oyed the privi l eges of em p i re .”6 An At l a n ti c
Monthly magazine article assessing a post-Iraq world also recently acknowl-
edged the United States’ global empire.7 The article summarized the neocolo-
nial global perspective of American foreign policy:

A world managed by the Ch i n e s e , by a Fra n co - G erman dom i n a ted
Eu ropean Un i on align ed with Ru s s i a , or by the Un i ted Na ti ons (an
or ga n i z a ti on that worships pe ace and con s en su s , and wi ll therefore
s ac ri f i ce any principle for their sakes) would be indef i n i tely wors e
than the world we have now. And so for the time being the high e s t
morality must be the preservation —and, wherever prudent, the ac-
c reti on of—Am erican power. . .at this mom ent in time it is Am eri-
can power on ly that can serve as an or ganizing principle for the
worldwide expansion of a liberal civil society.8
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9. Ibid., 68.
1 0 . Ri ch a rd Bern s tei n , “Two Ye a rs Later: World Op i n i on ; Forei gn Vi ews of Un i ted

States Darken After September 11,” New York Times, September 11. 2003, sec. A, p. 1.

The arti cle furt h er illu s tra ted the Un i ted State s’ gl obal influ en ce by noting that
the Pen t a gon divi des the earth into five theaters and that by the 1990s the
United States Air Force had a presence on six of the world’s continents. Fur-
ther, before September 11, 2001, the article observed, the United States Spe-
cial Forces were conducting thousands of operations a year in over 170 coun-
tri e s , with an avera ge of nine “qu i et profe s s i onals on each mission .” Si n ce
September 11, 2001, the United States and its personnel have burrowed deep
into foreign intelligence agencies, armies, and police units across the globe.9

As the Iraqi conflict continued, so did global skepticism of United States’
i n ten ti on s . For instance , on the second annivers a ry of the attack on New York
and Wa s h i n g ton , a New Yo rk Ti m e s a rti cle noted that in the two ye a rs since
Septem ber 11, 2 0 0 1 , “the vi ew of the Un i ted States as a vi ctim of terrori s m
that de s erved the worl d ’s sym p a t hy and su pport has given way to a wi de s pre ad
vi s i on of Am erica as an imperial power that has defied world op i n i on thro u gh
unjustified and unilateral use of military force.”10 Yet, despite the growing in-
tern a ti onal cri ticism and media deb a te con cerning the Iraqi war, m onths after
the war, opinion polls taken in the United States continued to show consid-
era ble su pport for the war. The intern a ti onal rh etoric assoc i a ted with de-
nouncing the United States was, to most Americans, an expected by-product
of being a world leader and perceived libera tor of the oppre s s ed . At hom e , t h e
acc u s a ti on of the Un i ted States as imperialist was essen ti a lly deem ed an un-
fo u n ded distorti on of re a l i ty. De s p i te some dom e s tic and con s i dera ble worl d-
wi de cri ti c i s m s , most Am ericans simply accepted that the Un i ted States in-
terests were to end the Iraqi threat of we a pons of mass de s tru cti on , to libera te
the Iraqi peop l e , and to dem oc ra ti ze that co u n try and perhaps other nei gh-
boring Islamic rep u bl i c s . Po lls at home began to ch a n ge on ly wh en Un i ted
States military casualties slowly continued to rise. Yet in no small part due to
the belief that he is best suited to battle the war on terror, President Bush was
re-elected to a second term in November, 2004.

To most Americans, the thought of depicting the United States as imperi-
alist was insulting and simply not credible. Indeed, at home, a public outcry
a gainst Un i ted States cri tics inclu ded calls for boyco t ting Fren ch produ ct s , a n d
even renaming Fren ch fries to “f reedom fri e s .” For most Am ericans the Un i ted
States is not only the leader of the free world but also the great champion of
freedom and democracy. The American psyche would not accept an interna-
tional assertion of United States’ colonial intentions.
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While these intern a ti onal acc u s a ti ons of Un i ted States co l onial inten ti on s
m ay seem unfo u n ded to most Am eri c a n s , Un i ted States history illu s tra tes that
deb a tes con cerning Un i ted States ex p a n s i onism have not been limited to de-
b a tes at the beginning of this mill en n iu m . These deb a tes and co l onial qu e s-
ti ons con cerning this co u n try were focal po l i tical qu e s ti ons one hu n d red ye a rs
a go, at the dawn of the twen ti eth cen tu ry, and even occ u rred one hu n d red
ye a rs before that, at the beginning of the nineteenth cen tu ry. Irre s pective of
wh et h er one rej ects current acc u s a ti ons of Mi d dle Eastern neoco l on i a l i s m , t h e
f act remains that this nati on is an imperial power de s p i te its renu n c i a ti on of
su ch a policy in 1776.1 1 As historian Arnold Lei bowitz ob s erved , “[T]he Un i ted
S t a te s , s om ewhat to its own aston i s h m ent is the worl d ’s largest overseas terri-
torial power.”1 2 In fact , to this day as a re sult of the Un i ted State s’ rel a ti on s h i p
with its island terri tori e s , and de s p i te Am erican percepti on s , t h ere are over fo u r
m i ll i on Un i ted States citi zens and nati onals who con s i der them s elves part of
the Un i ted States yet live in an anomalous and inferi or citi zenship statu s . Th i s
book tells the story of the Un i ted States citi zens and nati onals who owe thei r
a ll egi a n ce to this co u n try as a re sult of h aving been purch a s ed or con qu ered
du ring the Spanish-Am erican War era or of h aving been acqu i red as war boo ty
s temming from the Un i ted State s’ vi ctory over Japan in World War II.

Though the debate concerning Iraq may persist, there is little doubt con-
cerning the Un i ted State s’ co l onial rel a ti onship with its island terri tories in the
Ca ri bbean and the Pac i f i c . Yet som ewhat su rpri s i n gly, the su bju ga ti on and
a l i en a ti on of these Am erican citi zens has until recen t ly gone vi rtu a lly un-
m en ti on ed in Am erican ac ademic and po l i tical disco u rs e .1 3 The story that wi ll
be told here is the little-known account of perhaps history ’s most ef fective ex-
ample of a con ce a l ed form of co l on i a l i s m . A cen tral qu e s ti on po s ed by this
work is wh et h er the secon d - class citi zenship status of the inhabitants of t h e
i n sular terri tories is not on ly mora lly corru pt , as it perpetu a tes xen oph obi c
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and racist assumptions institutionalized over a century ago, but also illogical
and hypoc ri tical in that it con trad i cts the liberal noti ons of equ a l i ty wh i ch
have served as the basis for founding the United States and, particularly, for
its laws with re s pect to citi zen s h i p. This work seeks to doc u m ent the ex i s ten ce
of the dual stru ctu re of the Un i ted State s’ l egal fra m ework—in parti c u l a r, fo-
cusing on the consequences of the disparity between this country’s ideals as-
s oc i a ted with citi zenship and its historical tre a tm ent of its people of co l or. Th e
effect of this disparity has been the creation of a duality whereby only some
in the society are endowed with full citizenship rights; in contrast the less-fa-
vored, namely the people of color, have historically been granted a less-than-
equal form of citizenship.

By ex posing these rel a ti on s h i p s , this book seeks to prom o te recogn i ti on
that any Un i ted States co l onial deb a te should apprec i a te that the Un i ted State s
has a long history rel a ting to co l onialism and that this co l onial history has en-
a bl ed the Un i ted States to establish itsel f as a world power. The people wh o
exist under Un i ted State s’ con trol but are not full mem bers of the body po l i ti c
and who are the focus of this work reside in the island groups of Puerto Rico,
Am erican Sa m oa , Gu a m , the Nort h ern Ma riana Is l a n d s , the Un i ted States Vi r-
gin Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, the Marshall Islands, and the
Rep u blic of Pa l a u . These island groups ex a m i n ed here fall under two cate-
gories: The first are the unincorporated United States territories, and the sec-
ond are the newly cre a ted soverei gn , yet depen den t , island groups of the So ut h
Pac i fic . The islands of Pu erto Ri co, the Nort h ern Ma riana Is l a n d s , Gu a m , t h e
Un i ted States Vi r gin Is l a n d s , and Am erican Sa m oa are so-call ed unincorpo-
ra ted terri tori e s . These island groups are depen dent lands that the Un i ted
S t a tes Su preme Co u rt , in a series of dec i s i ons known as the In sular Ca s e s , con-
clu ded were nei t h er “forei gn” co u n tries nor “p a rt of the Un i ted State s .” Th e
unincorporated territories undoubtedly should be classified as those existing
u n der a co l onial regime because the Un i ted States Con gress has plen a ry or
complete power to govern the territories, including the ability to nullify local
l aws and en act federal legi s l a ti on dict a ting the ri ghts of the inhabitants of
those territories; none of the territories are fully incorporated as states of the
union or are sovereign nations; and although all inhabitants born on the ter-
ritories are United States citizens (nationals in the case of Samoans), they do
not enjoy similar rights as citizens on the mainland and have no voting rep-
resentation in the federal government. These last colonial indicia ensure that
the island inhabitants do not receive the same amount of aid or other gov-
ernment largess provided to similarly situated citizens on the mainland, nor
do these people have the abi l i ty to vo te for pre s i den t , vi ce pre s i den t , or any
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member of Congress. The second category of islands include: The Federated
States of Micronesia, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, and the Republic
of Pa l a u . In intern a ti onal circl e s , t h ey are con s i dered to be auton omous co u n-
tries but are inclu ded herein because of t h eir similar history of a n n ex a ti on and
the existing issues concerning their sovereignty.

While some are currently accusing the United States of colonialism in the
recent con troversy con cerning the Iraqi con fli ct , the Un i ted States has been
acc u s ed of o t h er co l onial ven tu re s , i n cluding its twen ti et h - cen tu ry rel a ti on-
ships with co u n tries su ch as the Philipp i n e s , pre - Ca s tro Cu b a , So uth Vi etn a m ,
Iran, and South Korea. Unlike most of those countries, the territories of Mi-
c ron e s i a , the Ma rs h a ll Is l a n d s , and Palau were form a lly Un i ted States de-
pen dencies and sti ll are largely con tro ll ed by the Un i ted State s . In fact , t h e
Un i ted States federal agency re s pon s i ble for ad m i n i s tering the Un i ted State s
terri tori e s , the Office of In sular Af f a i rs , i den ti fies the Rep u blic of the Ma rs h a ll
Is l a n d s , the Federa ted State of Mi c ron e s i a , and the Rep u blic of Palau as under
the jurisdiction of the United States. Despite the international perception of
s overei gn ty stemming from labels su ch as “ Rep u bl i c s” or “ Federa ted State ,” t h e
Office of Insular Affairs Web site classifies these lands as territories where the
Un i ted States maintains the re s pon s i bi l i ty for ad m i n i s tering and providing as-
s i s t a n ce . In essen ce , the met h od of Un i ted State s’ con trol over these three “s ov-
erei gn s” m i rrors the con tro lling ef forts over the unincorpora ted Un i ted State s
island territories. This unique history of Palau, Micronesia, and the Marshall
Islands closely resembles the stories of the unincorporated United States ter-
ri tories of Pu erto Ri co, the Nort h ern Ma riana Is l a n d s , Gu a m , the Un i ted
S t a tes Vi r gin Is l a n d s , and Am erican Sa m oa . It is for these re a s ons that the un-
incorporated territories and nation-states of Palau, Micronesia, and the Mar-
shall Islands are analyzed and grouped here together.

Wh en one ju x t a poses the Un i ted State s’ po l i tical and legal rh etoric con-
cerning citizenship and self-determination with its colonial adventures, such
an inquiry highlights not only the legal duality mentioned above but also the
inconsistency between the dominant United States vision of itself and the re-
a l i ty of its acti on s . For instance , de s p i te the all egedly neutral and libera ti n g
notions of justice and equality that are the hallmarks of United States citizen-
ship, an examination of America’s nineteenth- and twentieth-century expan-
s i onism reveals that ju s ti ce , f reedom , and full citi zenship largely app ly on ly to
a portion of American society. Central to this analysis is the recognition that
citizenship is a fundamental as well as a foundational identity marker. Theo-
retically, such status is the state sanctioned nonsubordinate privileged status
of the individual in society, one who holds preferred rights and obligations.
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The citizen is the member participant in society. Consistent with both liberal
theoretical construction and centuries of American jurisprudence concerning
c i ti zen s h i p, in a liberal civi l i zed soc i ety, a ll citi zens are su ppo s ed to have equ a l
ri gh t s . With su ch statu s , the po s s e s s or is theoreti c a lly su ppo s ed to bear cer-
tain rights that can be invoked. Since the earliest writings on the subject, it is
recognized that the classic right of the citizen in a democracy is the ability to
elect one’s political leaders, also known as the right to suffrage. The inhabi-
tants of the Un i ted State s’ island po s s e s s i ons bear no el ectoral ri gh t s . Th e s e
people have no say in deciding the leadership of the federal government that
rules them . In deed , an ex a m i n a ti on of Un i ted States history dem on s tra tes that
for many groups who have held the status of c i ti zen , the underp i n n i n gs of c i t-
izenship, namely equality and full membership, have been denied. Instead of
a status wh ere all citi zens share in the same ri ghts in this co u n try, t h ere are
l evels or grades of c i ti zen s h i p. De s p i te the dominant legal and po l i tical dis-
co u rs e , t h ere exist in this co u n try inferi or classes of m em bership wh i ch re-
semble the ancient Greek subordinate class of metics.

This is a ch ron i cle of the histories of m i ll i ons of island people who ex i s t
under United States dominion but do not enjoy the full rights and privileges
held by other citizens. They live in an anomalous status of residing in territo-
ries that are, as the United States Supreme Court described, “foreign in a do-
mestic sense.”14 The constitutional basis for the United States Supreme Court
for upholding the dispara te tre a tm ent of m i ll i ons of i n d ivi duals is the Plen a ry
Powers Doctri n e , wh i ch essen ti a lly means the doctrine of f u ll or com p l ete
powers . The Plen a ry Powers Doctrine is a con s ti tuti on a lly en dors ed instru-
m ent used to ju s tify this co u n try ’s legal du a l i s m . The Plen a ry Powers Doc-
trine essen ti a lly forces Un i ted States co u rts to defer to po l i tical bra n ches of t h e
govern m ent (in practi ce , s pec i fic a lly Con gress) wh en certain groups ch a ll en ge
govern m ental acti on . Accord i n gly, for those whose status is su bj ect to the Ple-
n a ry Powers Doctrine (a status not limited to those residing in the Un i ted
States island territories) a court does not examine whether an alleged wrong-
ful act of the govern m ent has vi o l a ted a fundamental con s ti tuti onal provi s i on ;
i n s te ad the co u rt merely qu e s ti ons wh et h er there has been some ra ti onal basis
for the govern m ental acti on . Th ro u gh o ut Un i ted States history, the Plen a ry
Powers Doctrine and other exclu s i on a ry laws have margi n a l i zed va ri o u s
gro u p s— even those residing within the state s . E s s en ti a lly this doctri n e , a s
well as racist dom e s tic natu ra l i z a ti on laws , h ave provi ded the basis for unequ a l
and unjust tre a tm ent of m i ll i ons of Un i ted States citi zen s . As a re su l t , t h ei r
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subordinate status has led to, among other things, the denial of their partici-
pation in the democratic process (including the right to suffrage), a refusal to
recogn i ze their freedom from slavery, and their deport a ti on and exclu s i on
from the United States. The groups that have been treated as less-than-equal
m em bers of s oc i ety inclu de the indigenous peoples of this land, the inhabi-
tants of United States island colonies, African-Americans, and even recently
a rrived nonwh i te immigrant gro u p s . The com m on thre ad running thro u gh
the historical subordination of these members of society is that they are per-
ceived , in modern day parl a n ce , as “people of co l or.” The ega l i t a rian noti on
of equality associated with the influence of the theory of liberalism on Amer-
ican citi zenship has histori c a lly been abandon ed wh en the theory has been ap-
plied to disfavored groups. Thus, this examination goes further than expos-
ing the disen f ra n ch i s ed status of this co u n try ’s island peop l e ; it also establ i s h e s
historical links between the centuries-long subordination of millions of non-
white citizens.

This story is also necessarily an unflattering examination of this country’s
stance before the international community.15 It is an account of a nation’s in-
s tru m ental role in intern a ti onal movem ents calling for the em a n c i p a ti on of
co l on i zed peop l e s , while at the same time the nati on establishes and main-
tains ex ternal co l on i e s . In fact , a cen tral theme of this work advoc a tes that
po s tco l onial disco u rse is a myt h . Th ere is nothing “po s t” in Un i ted States co l o-
nial discourse. The imperialism that began in the late eighteenth century, de-
spite perceptions, still thrives today. This work will also illustrate the histori-
cal para ll els of the co u n try ’s co l onial ven tu re s . For ex a m p l e , du ring the 1950s,
in the interest of military preparedness, this country transplanted native in-
h a bitants from its co l ony in the Bikini Ato lls and te s ted nu clear we a pon s
n e a rby. Dec ades later, this co u n try ’s military deton a ted pluton iu m - ti pped
thousand-pound bombs on the inhabited island of Vieques near Puerto Rico
for the same purported reason. These bombings would be intolerable acts of
war against forei gn soverei gns and vi rtu a lly unthinkable against citi zens of on e
of the fif ty state s . E m phasizing the su bord i n a ted status of these island peop l e ,
wh en ad d ressing the bom bing on Vi equ e s , Pre s i dent Geor ge W. Bush su g-
gested that some change was needed in this country’s military efforts not be-
cause the Un i ted States citi zens of Vi eques were being bom bed but bec a u s e
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Candidate Bush promised a “humbler” foreign policy; President McKinley, in his first
m e s s a ge to Con gre s s , u r ged “p a ti en ce” with Spain, whose brutal rule in Cuba had provo ked
hu m a n i t a rian and ex p a n s i onist re acti ons in the Un i ted State s . Bush then bru s h ed aside
Ira q’s accept a n ce of a rms inspecti ons and the lack of evi den ce those inspecti ons tu rn ed up;
McKinley glossed over Spain’s peace gestures when he asked Congress to authorize war.

the people of Vi eques were “our fri en d s .” Moreover, not unlike Pre s i den t
Bush’s recent proclamations to promote democracy in the Middle East, at the
end of the nineteenth cen tu ry, the po s t - S p a n i s h - Am erican War annex a ti on s
of Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines were justified in part to promote
the vi rtues of dem oc rac y. In fact , a recent ed i torial com p a red Pre s i dent Bu s h’s
campaign promise of “a humbler foreign policy” with Spanish-American War
Pre s i dent Mc Ki n l ey ’s promise of p a ti en ce with Spain.1 6 In an era of s el f de-
term i n a ti on and at the culminati on of the dec ade ded i c a ted to the erad i c a ti on
of co l on i a l i s m , this co u n try, wh i ch is purportedly the leader of the free worl d
and the great em a n c i p a tor of the oppre s s ed , maintains a rel a ti onship with mil-
l i ons who live under its flag and are label ed citi zens and yet do not share in
the ri ghts of o t h er citi zen s . Th ey are also not mem bers of a ny auton om o u s
s t a te . Th ey exist under an anomalous status of bei n g, in ef fect , both alien s
and citizens.

The Un i ted States has maintained the mask of em p i re building thro u gh the
use of p s ych o l ogical tools used to fac i l i t a te su bord i n a ti on : a) citi zen s h i p, b )
i n tern a ti onal statu s , c) econ omic depen den c y, and d) Am erican ide a l i s m .
Such tools have served to convince its citizens, the international community,
and the conquered that its relationship with the conquered territorial peoples
is not co l on i a l . The nati on has persu aded the con qu ered peoples of t h ei r
membership in the United States’ body politic through the use of such labels
as “s t a tutory citi zen” and “n a ti on a l .” Thu s , the con qu ered are unwi t ti n gly com-
plicit in this colonial effort. The United States has also found approval from
i n tern a ti onal bodies for its ficti tious grant of a uton omy thro u gh the use of
such thinly veiled euphemisms for colony as “commonwealth status,” “feder-
a ted state s ,” and “f ree assoc i a ti on .” These psych o l ogical or hegem onic tools fo s-
ter a sense of sovereignty despite the legal realities of the relationship.

The final vehicle used to support colonialism is economic dependence on
the Un i ted State s . By keeping its island terri tories econ om i c a lly depen dent on
American public or private investment and thus by promoting a need-based
de s i re for assoc i a ti on , the Un i ted State s , a l ong with its use of dem oc ra tic rh et-
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ori c , f u rt h er fo s ters com p l i c i ty or, as de s c ri bed by som e , “co l onialism by con-
sent.” In such a dependency setting, the territory in which public and private
investment is made, such as Guam, has its economic infrastructure so pene-
trated that crucial decision making power is solely exercised by the influenc-
ing power—in this case by the United States. For instance, while the Repub-
lic of Palau, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, and the Federated State of
Mi c ronesia are recogn i zed as soverei gn lands according to intern a ti onal law,
the United States maintains the responsibility of administering and oversee-
ing aid to these lands. This fact unders cores the limited soverei gn ty held by
them, as well as their dependence on the United States. The psychological or
h egem onic cre a ti ons of c i ti zen s h i p, i n tern a ti onal statu s , and econ omic de-
pen den c y, wh en com bi n ed , h ave served a dual purpose of convincing the con-
quered peoples that they, in effect, exist in an alien-citizen paradox: They live
in a free and auton omous forei gn state , and at the same time they are full -
f l ed ged citi zens or mem bers of the Un i ted State s’ body po l i ti c . These hege-
m onic tools have fo s tered an anomalous and ox ym oronic ex i s ten ce bec a u s e
these peoples are nei t h er mem bers of the Am erican family nor are they mem-
bers of free and autonomous sovereign nations. Hence, these conquered de-
pen dent peop l e s , de s p i te the status con ferred upon them by the Un i ted State s ,
con ti nue to have their freedom and their full citi zenship or mem bership ri gh t s
denied.

This indictment of American colonialism ultimately seeks to challenge the
dominant percepti on of the Un i ted State s’ rel a ti onship with its island de-
pen dencies and attem pts to fo ll ow Franz Fa n n on’s ob s erva ti on that “the co l o-
nia[ist] and imperial[ist] have not paid their score . . . . [ For this re a s on] [w]e
must take stock of the nostalgia for em p i re , as well as the anger and re s en t-
ment it provokes in those who were ruled, and we must try to look carefully
and integra lly at the cultu re that nu rtu red the sen ti m en t , ra ti on a l e , and above
a ll the imagi n a ti on of em p i re .” The fo ll owing pages wi ll take on Fa n n on’s ch a l-
l en ge in an attem pt to decon s tru ct cen tu ry - l ong co l onial undert a k i n gs in order
to ex pose the wron gs of co l on i a l i s m . This ef fort to ex pose these wron gs is un-
dert a ken even though this co l onial set ting is so com p l ex and so su btle that
many who are affected by it actually accept it.




