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Covering an area of the Pacific Ocean 
la rger than the co n tin e n ta l United 
States, the more than 2,000 islands 
and atolls of Micronesia—a United Na­
tions s tra teg ic  tru s t territory under 
U.S. trusteeship—are emerging as a 
political entity. Their history since the 
Spanish discovery in the seventeenth 
century is a parade of colonial rule— 
Spanish, German, Japanese, and now 
American. Today, the many islands 
and their diverse peoples are confront­
ing the awesome task of determining 
their political future. Hampered by 
differences in culture and language, 
and by attitudes fostered under years 
of paternalism, the islanders must be­
gin to develop an identity as Micro- 
nesians.

As most commentary on Micronesia 
has been written by outsiders, this 
book is most welcome—an evaluation 
and viewpoint of a Micronesian who 
has been a student of Micronesian 
history and a close observer of the 
territory’s political development. In 
Carl Heine’s view, Micronesia is stand­
ing at the crossroads between political 
decolonization and autonomy or fur­
ther dependence on a “ neglectful” 
trustee, the United States. The ques­
tion becomes, which road to national­
ism should be taken?

Here the author attempts to provide 
a basis for further discussion of M icro­
nesia’s future, and offers alternative 
so lu tions: com ple te  independence 
from the United States; a return to 
traditional ways of life; the formation 
of a Free Associated State of Micro­
nesia aligned with the United States.
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Preface

I W A N T TO ADMIT that in this book I have committed the 
cardinal sins of oversimplification, overgeneralization, and pro­
pounding value judgments. No one can write about the present 
political upheavals in Micronesia without inviting charges of 
vagueness and arousing others to positions of controversy. No 
one can write about the diverse, complex, and often confused 
world of emerging Micronesia without feeling inadequate to the 
task and even guilty about the results of his efforts.

Yet the task of writing such a book was compelling. One 
Micronesia I knew was the one conveyed to me through the oral 
tradition. Yet from the time I was taught to read, and especially 
during the last fifteen years, I came to discover, through a con­
siderable amount of literature written by non-Micronesians, an­
other Micronesia. And I came to realize that the Micronesia of the 
oral tradition and the Micronesia of the written literature are not 
the same and that, although the assessment of the “outside ob­
server” was nice to have, most of the time it was not a true 
reflection of the real Micronesia I thought I knew.

This book, therefore, is about the Micronesia that I, a Micro- 
nesian, have come to know. It is not necessarily the Micronesia 
that official Washington knows, or the Micronesia of the anthro­
pologist, geographer, or missionary. In short, it is the Micronesia 
of the insider rather than that of the visitor, however much a 
student of our land he may be.

One must almost have to be a Micronesian to understand the 
nature of this great dilemma, and to appreciate the intensity of
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feeling it arouses. It is a dilemma posed by the availability of more 
than one course of action. To simply cast away the yoke of 
Western colonialism is not enough, for there is disagreement at 
home between those who desire to preserve the old archaic servi­
tude system and those to whom that desire is just as repugnant as 
the retention of colonialism. The scope of the Micronesian’s in­
ternal struggle at the crossroads is, therefore, twofold.

The consolidation of national feeling in Micronesia will prove 
much more difficult in the years to come. However, the immediate 
problems of devising a satisfactory posttrusteeship political frame­
work are mucli more urgent. Micronesian leaders are rapidly be­
ing faced with the need to make fundamental choices in both in­
ternal and external policies, choices that will affect the future of 
Micronesia. The structure and philosophy of government they lay 
down now and the direction they give future development, with 
regard to both outsiders and Micronesians, will ultimately decide 
whether the proposed compact of free association with the United 
States will be a blessing or a bitter disillusionment.

There is conflict between the drive for modernization, which 
will mean the material enrichment of the lives of the Micronesian 
people, and the desire to preserve those elements of the Micro­
nesian cultural heritage that are being and would be in ever-in­
creasing quantities threatened bv the modernizing process. Micro­
nesia is caught between opposing ideological forces proposed 
from outside and within.

The second phase of the book deals with why Micronesians 
wanted to decolonize their islands and with how the question of 
unity became a serious threat to the future of these islands and 
with the dilemma facing the decision-makers.

I have presented a subjective view of what the colonial pow­
ers have done to Micronesia with particular emphases on what 
the United States of America is doing in Micronesia, what the 
Micronesians are doing, and whv thev are doing what they are 
now doing. The book is about Micronesians’ experience of colo­
nization by outsiders and their attempts to achieve decolonization 
and the building of a future island nation. Colonization is an 
experience that has touched all Micronesians.

For those unfamiliar with Micronesia or with her experience 
as a ward of Uncle Sam, the book may present issues and attitudes 
difficult to appreciate or accept. It may appear to some that I have 
grosslv distorted the American image in Micronesia or that I have
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distorted the issue of Micronesian unity. I have, with as much 
care as possible, attempted to be objective where objectivity is 
required.

My purpose in writing this book is to provide a basis for dis­
cussion of Micronesia’s future by presenting one point of view of 
the range of problems facing Micronesia in her struggle to gain a 
new status, a new way of life, and a new freedom. Certainly, no 
attempt is made to advance final solutions. There are suggestions 
and expressions of political idealogy to be considered. Micro- 
nesians themselves must ultimately find the real solution.

Throughout this book, I have taken the position that the only 
realistic political course for Micronesia is to enter into a state of 
free association with the United States. However, as a Micro­
nesian, I am colonized, and perhaps my feelings may have been 
colored by my own experiences. I have also lived in the United 
States. I do not minimize at all the attraction of the richness, the 
variety, the humor, the liveliness, the sheer vitality that are con­
tained within the American society. I am conscious, too, of the 
large number of Americans who are appalled by the social ills that 
are damaging the United States both at home and abroad. These 
social ills are slowly, but surely, coming to Micronesia too.

The Micronesian colonial experience took a different form six 
years ago when the Congress of Micronesia came into existence. 
It is during this six-year period that Micronesians began for the 
first time to confront the administering authority.
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Introduction

THE DISTANCE between Washington, D.C., and Micronesia is 
great. Washington has ignored this area for a long time. Its policy 
toward Micronesia in the last twenty-odd years has not been con­
sistent. At one time, its policy was to keep Micronesia out of the 
mainstream of the twentieth-century world, a policy popularly 
known in Micronesia as the “zoo philosophy.” This policy was 
rejected by the Micronesians. Eater on, beginning with the Ken­
nedy administration, an altogether different policy was adopted, 
one designed to accelerate the educational, social, economic, and 
political processes. Coincidental with this later approach, attempts 
were made to bring Micronesia politically closer to the American 
system. Actions were taken to incorporate Micronesia as a U.S. 
territory; commonwealth status was also offered. Both were re­
jected by Micronesians.

When it became apparent to Micronesians that Washington 
was in fact disregarding the terms of the Trusteeship Agreement 
and was trying to annex their islands, steps were immediately 
taken by the Congress of Micronesia to institute the process of 
decolonization and the future political status negotiations. Free 
association or independence, should free association prove unac­
ceptable to the United States, were proclaimed the goals of Micro­
nesia by the Congress of Micronesia.

As Micronesia nears the achievement of her goal, however, 
the forces of disunity within our country are beginning to emerge, 
causing great difficulty in achieving a united front and the settle­
ment of the status issue. This dilemma is one of the many prob-
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lems creating difficulty not only between the Joint Committee on 
Future Status and the U.S. delegation, but also between the d i ­
stricts and among the members of the Congress. In addition, there 
is the problem of the conflict between the old and the new, for 
the traditional past is still very much a part of us, as is moderniza­
tion and the rising level of expectations it has brought.

In the quest for change, there is also the problem of identity. 
Can Micronesia find her way to the right form of political status 
for herself? Only time can tell. Micronesia, too, must change in­
ternally; she cannot hope to find her future in this struggle if she 
is unwilling to exact reforms within herself.

Thus, Micronesia’s challenge is not confined to the struggle 
against the outside forces of colonialism, it is also the need to 
recognize and accept internal change where change is necessary, 
necessary not only to Micronesia as a whole, but to the individual 
districts as well.

Economic, political, and social forces are flowing with a tidal 
sweep over communities and villages throughout Micronesia that 
are only half conscious of their occurrence. Wise statesmen are 
those who foresee what time has brought, and endeavor to shape 
institutions and to mold men’s thoughts and purposes in accord­
ance with the change that is silently overtaking Micronesia.

And, so, burdened by internal dissension, challenged by the 
task ahead, Micronesia struggles toward freedom and the building 
of a nation state.
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The
Political
Setting

It is only with the revolution of 
decolonization that the colo­
nized reenters history, begins 
to make history.

—David C. Gordon 
Self-Determination and History 

in the Third World

FOR A LONG TIME, even before the Age of Discovery, the tiny 
islands and atolls that make up the Trust Territory of the Pacific 
Islands, scattered over 3 million square miles of salt water in the western 
Pacific Ocean, have been the home of over one hundred thousand 
Micronesian people. The discovery and colonization of these islands and 
atolls by the Spanish, the Germans, the Japanese, and now the 
Americans, have not changed this historical fact.

In rime of war, and in time of peace, this was their home. Though 
foreign flags were raised, and treaties and trust agreements signed, this 
was their home. Colonialism shaped Micronesia and made its people 
more aware of their geographical distance from and their relationship 
with each other. It helped to decrease the Micronesians’ sense of 
isolation by bringing the islands together under one roof.

Micronesia, the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, includes 
three groups of islands—the Marshalls, the Carolines, and the Marianas. 
These groups of islands are spread over some 3 million square miles of 
ocean, an area larger than the United States, but have a combined land 
area of 700 square miles, an estate smaller than half the state of Rhode 
Island.

Its eastern perimeter in the Marshalls begins about 4,100 miles 
from San Francisco and 2,100 miles from Honolulu and extends 
westerly reaching approximately 6,000 miles from San Francisco and 
4,000 miles from Honolulu.

Its westernmost perimeter is Palau in the Western Caroline 
Islands, which is approximately 400 miles from the easternmost tip of
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the Philippine Islands and about 200 miles from the closest eastern tip of 
Indonesia.

This island empire encompasses over 2,000 islands varying from 
mere coral atolls in the Marshall Islands to volcanic islands in the 
Western Carolines and the Mariana Islands. Its climate is tropical with 
seasonal changes. The temperature ranges from 70 degrees to 85 
degrees Fahrenheit and the humidity is relatively high. Weather 
conditions are also subject to great local variations and to rapid changes, 
especially on the high islands.

The natural economic resources of the Trust Territory are meager. 
Under the present conditions, they are adequate to support the 
population only at a subsistence level. The possibilities for future 
expansion are limited not only because of the small land area but also 
because of the lack of any potential natural resources for further 
development.

The economic welfare and progress of the peoples of Micronesia 
are almost entirely dependent upon agricultural and marine resources, 
imported goods, and large government payrolls.

Agricultural resources are mainly coconut crops, taro, cacao, and a 
limited variety of tropical fruits and vegetables.

Marine resources have the greatest possibility for the future. Large 
quantities of commercially valuable fish exist throughout the entire area.

Micronesia was placed under the International Trusteeship system 
at the San Francisco Conference on April 25, 1945. However, the initial 
submission of a draft trusteeship agreement for the former Japanese 
mandate, now under American jurisdiction, was delayed, primarily 
because of difficulties within the United States, especially between the 
Department of State, which opposed outright annexation, and the 
military, supported by the Congress, who feared that American 
strategic interests in the islands would be impaired if fortification of 
these islands were made subject to Soviet veto. So strong was the 
conflict between the State Department and the military leaders in the 
United States that “a subcommittee of the Senate Naval Affairs 
Committee, composed of Senators Byrd of Virginia and Eastland of 
Mississippi, Democrats; and Senators Tobey of New Hampshire and 
Capehart of Indiana, Republicans, arrived in San Francisco to make 
sure,” 1 lest the American delegation waver on the point regarding U.S. 
interests in the former Japanese-mandated islands. The draft agreement 
was submitted to the United Nations on February 17, 1947. It was 
approved by the Security Council on April 2, 1947.

Interestingly enough, twenty-seven years later, as the United
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Stares and Micronesia confront one another in a new series of 
negotiations, in an attempt to comply with the letter and spirit of the 
Trusteeship Agreement, both sides are again having great difficulty in 
reaching accord. The same group in the United States which has always 
advocated annexation of these islands is still very much active and alive 
today—the military.

But, let us return briefly to the Japanese and American eras. The 
Japanese attempt to integrate the Pacific Mandate (Micronesia) into the 
Japanese empire was abruptly terminated by the attack on Pearl Harbor 
on December 7, 1941. With the end of World W ar II, peace came 
again to the islands of Micronesia. Except for a few of the outlying 
islands and atolls that had not been affected by the war, the end of 
hostilities found Micronesia a shambles and conditions chaotic.

On July 19, 1947, the new Trust Territory was turned over to 
U.S. Navy administration on an interim basis. Military government was 
organized on an emergency status. Title to lands had not been decided, 
nor had the actual role of the United States Navy in the governing of 
the territory. Much of the time, the military was functioning under the 
rules of international war. This was a new experience for the United 
States.

The United States was faced with governing an area taken by 
assault. In Micronesia, all normal conditions of everyday life had been 
disrupted, and it was necessary that law and order be restored at once. A 
starving population waited to be fed and measures to restore economic 
stability needed to be taken. Health services to prevent the spread of 
disease also were needed. There were problems of transportation, 
education, farming, fishing, banking, public utilities, and postal services 
that had to be resolved.

Admiral Chester W. Nimitz was appointed the first military 
governor by the president of the United States. Military proclamations 
were issued under his command. The people of Micronesia became 
accustomed to a new life-style, a style where everything was handed out 
free. Massive operations in the area by the U.S. Navy, accomplished 
with few worries over cost or logistic support, resulted in Micronesians’ 
present fond memories of the military government.

However, in 1951, when the administration of the Trust Territory 
was turned over to the Department of the Interior, reality quickly 
relegated the abundant life under the military government to pleasant 
remembrances. The Department of the Interior did not give out 
anything free. It had a smaller staff, less money to run the area, fewer 
ships, and it showed very little experience in island government and
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island affairs. Although the Micronesian’s attitude toward interior 
department administration has improved considerably during the past 
decade, it does not approach the regard extended to the navy.

Recollections of the Japanese government and its activities in 
Micronesia did not help much the Micronesian trying to paint a better 
picture of the current administration run by the Department of the 
Interior. The Japanese were far superior in the economic activities and 
programs they initiated in the islands. Living under three different 
administrations offered Micronesians an opportunity for comparison 
they could not let pass. The U.S. Navy was good, it defeated an enemy 
who was cruel in time of war, but the Interior Department, which was 
obligated to improve and build a shattered economy, was no match to 
what the Japanese, although oppressive in their administration, had made 
of the economy of the islands.

Beginning in the early part of the last decade, more and more 
Micronesians were gradually brought into the mainstream of the 
government of the Trust Territory. However, there is truth in the 
saying that “you cannot give power in small doses at regular intervals.” 2 
The Congress of Micronesia, created in 1965, became the focus of 
attention throughout Micronesia. A large measure of legislative author­
ity was bestowed on this organization, but soon it proved to be not 
enough, and the new legislators began clamoring for more power and 
authority.

Since 1965, rapid changes have been made in the social, economic, 
and political sectors. No indigenous public institution has caused and 
made more changes than has this new agent of change—the Congress of 
Micronesia. The administering authority, up to the time the Congress of 
Micronesia came into existence, had never been challenged nor opposed. 
In this new legislative body, however, it had an adversary.

Let us briefly examine the development of local government units 
in Micronesia. The development of local municipalities, as well as local 
participation of the indigenous people, was encouraged by the naval 
administration, but it was not until April 1957 that the administration 
(now under the Interior Department) actually took steps to begin 
chartering municipalities throughout the districts in Micronesia. The 
main objectives in the chartering of municipalities were “to delineate 
municipal boundaries, define authority, specify taxing and legislative 
powers, set up procedures for the election of municipal officers, and 
outline their duties.” 3 This program continued in every district
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throughout Micronesia. Today there are more than forty-six chartered 
municipalities, encompassing even the remote villages of Micronesia.

In reality, the establishment of local municipalities has been more a 
government sanction of the remnants of the traditional systems than it 
has been the establishment of the Western system of local government. 
For example, the magistrates almost always have been the hereditary 
chiefs and the fact that elections of these officials are staged by the 
government is a misleading one. But, the traditional system is fading 
away, and the actual power of the magistrates has gradually faded with 
it.

The district legislatures of the six regional districts came into 
existence at different times after World W ar II. The Palauan Congress 
(now Palau District Legislature) has the distinction of being the first 
legislative advisory body to be established under the authority of the 
United States military government, prior to the approval of the 
Trusteeship Agreement. The Palau Congress was established on July 4, 
1947, and the Trusteeship Agreement was signed on July 18, 1947. The 
Marshall Islands Congress was proclaimed an advisory body to the civil 
administrator in November 1949; its final approval by the military high 
commissioner came in June 1950.

The Yap Islands Congress (now Yap District Legislature) had 
been in existence unofficially for a number of years prior to the time the 
Interior Department assumed responsibility in 1951 and it was officially 
recognized in that year. This congress for many years served the district 
of Yap without any representation from the outer islands of the Yap 
archipelago whose people had been, in effect, disenfranchised. In 1968, 
by an act of the Congress of Micronesia, a new bill for a charter, which 
included a provision for the representation of the outer islands’ people, 
was introduced and signed into law, thus creating the present legisla­
ture, which represents, for the first time, all of Yap District.

In the Eastern Caroline Islands, the Ponape Islands Congress came 
into existence after the high commissioner approved its charter in 1952. 
In January 1963, the Mariana Islands District Legislature charter was 
finally approved and signed into law. Prior to this time, the northern 
islands of the Marianas were served by the Saipan Municipal Council, 
which has the distinction of being the first local government unit to have 
been chartered pursuant to a directive issued by the United States 
military government on May 28, 1947. On September 25th, in the same 
year that the Mariana Islands District Legislature was chartered, the 
high commissioner granted Truk District Congress its charter.
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These “district legislatures,” established at various times and stages 
of development, came into existence not as bona fide law-making bodies, 
but as advisory bodies to their respective district administrators. They 
were the first training ground for most of the leaders of Micronesia 
today. They gave a somewhat illusory sense of belonging to and 
participation in the government of the districts in which they existed, 
but these six original legislative bodies were successful in that they 
broadened the horizons of local leaders in the development of political 
institutions in Micronesia.4

In this decade, the Micronesian people and their leaders are hopeful 
that a political settlement regarding their future status may be reached. 
Although the islands of Micronesia are small and scattered, weak and 
powerless and less endowed than others in wealth and natural resources, 
they are serious and determined in their pursuit of a better world for 
themselves—a pursuit that hopefully will result in a Micronesia for 
Micronesians, and a Micronesia by Micronesians.

To Micronesians, if it is right that governments should be 
responsible to the governed, then it is wrong for one people to be ruled 
by the government of another. In this context, alien rule and democracy 
are clearly incompatible. Thus, if democracy is considered a condition 
of individual freedom, then alien rule is also incompatible with freedom. 
To Micronesians, alien rule is humiliating. And because Micronesians in 
general share this attitude toward a life under their islands’ present 
political status, it has become necessary that the present trusteeship 
status be renegotiated. In 1969, the Congress of Micronesia, the highest 
legislative body in Micronesia, started to put into morion the process for 
the decolonization of Micronesia. Negotiations have been held in 
Washington, D.C. (1969), Saipan (1970), Hana, Maui, Hawaii (1971), 
Palau (April 1972), Washington, D.C. (July 1972), and at Barbers 
Point, Hawaii (September 1972). All six rounds of discussions were 
attempts at resolving the political situation of these islands.

The coming together of the people of Micronesia has not been 
easy. The incentive for their alliance has been an introduced one—the 
effect of outside forces upon their lives—rather than an internal one 
based on a desire for unity. Indeed, there is a degree of superficiality to 
the quest for a new political status in view of the fact that the diverse 
cultural entities throughout Micronesia have as yet to prove to 
themselves that they can live in harmony. Historically, these are a 
people who lived in complete isolation until they were discovered in the 
sixteenth century and who, since then, have been continuously 
colonized by outsiders.
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T his is the state of affairs in Micronesia circa 1973. T h ere  are 
headaches and enormous problems ahead awaiting to greet the new state 
o f M icronesia whether statehood be in the form of free association with 
the U nited States or complete independence. Let us return in history 
and see w hat has happened during the past four hundred some years, the 
period between the “T rea ty  o f Tordesillas” (1495) and the present 
Trusteeship A greem ent (1947).

NOTES

1. James N. Murry, Jr., The United Nations Trusteeship System (Urbana: 
University of Illinois Press, 1957), p. 36.

2. John Plamenatz, On Alien Rule and Self-Government (London: Long­
mans, Green and Co., 1960), p. 119.

3. Norman Meller, The Congress of Micronesia (Honolulu: University of 
Hawaii Press, 1969), p. 271.

4. Carl Heine, “Micronesia: Unification and the Coming of Self-Govern­
ment,” in Politics of Melanesia, ed. Marion Ward (Canberra: Research 
School of Pacific Studies, Australian National University, and University 
of Papua and New Guinea, 1970), pp. 197-198.
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The
Three

Treaties

Through global conquest the 
dominant Western powers 
worked to reshape the world in 
their own image and thus roused 
against themselves the forces of 
nationalism which are both the 
bitterest enemies of imperialism 
and, perversely, its finest fruit.

—Rupert Emerson 
From Etnpire to Nation

SINCE the mid-seventeenth century Micronesian social patterns have 
been subjected to violent change by the imposition of external social, 
economic, and political forces. The social transformation in Micronesia 
especially has been augmented and aggravated by the domination of four 
successive foreign rulers: Spain, Germany, Japan, and the United States.

The basic principles of government and the social policies of these 
powers, at the time of their controlling the islands, differed considerably. 
Spain ruled under the influence of medieval Catholicism. Germany was 
guided largely by economic imperialism. Japan’s objectives were 
military and economic exploitation. The United States’ administration 
amounts to apathetic paternalism with strategic military considerations.

Whole social and political patterns of life have been modified, 
changed, or destroyed. The problem in the Trust Territory has been 
more acute and serious than in other colonized areas. A seafaring people 
was abruptly subjected to the abuses and the introduced social patterns 
of more advanced cultures and societies. Thus, in Micronesia, historical 
forces have played a major role in shaping the present institutional 
patterns of the indigenous populations.

T reaty of T ordesillas

The earliest act of colonization affecting Micronesia occurred 
around 1494 a.d .; it was linked with the early spread of Christianity and 
the Age of Discovery. Although these events were determined largely 
by historical circumstances and movements occurring in Europe during 
the period of the Renaissance, Micronesia, nevertheless, was affected.

The discoveries made by the early European navigators and the
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beginning of the Renaissance in Europe played a significant role in these 
seemingly remote and isolated islands. The Renaissance stirred men’s 
minds and moved them to learn more about strange and faraway lands. 
It captured the imaginations of such men as Christopher Columbus, 
Vasco da Gama, and Ferdinand Magellan, who, in turn, discovered new 
lands in the New World and beyond.

After the discovery of the West Indies by Columbus, Pope 
Alexander VI, in 1493, divided all newly discovered lands between 
Spain and Portugal. Lands to the west of the meridian 100 leagues west 
of the Cape Verde Islands would go to Spain. This line continued 
around the world, giving India, Africa, and Malaysia to Portugal, and all 
of the New World except Brazil to Spain. According to this dividing 
line, Micronesia fell under the Spanish sphere of influence.

In the year 1494, in the small town of Tordesillas in northcentral 
Spain, Spain and Portugal signed the Treaty of Tordesillas. The treaty 
divided the non-Christian world into two zones of influence. In 
principle, the treaty followed the Papal Bull issued earlier in 1493 by 
Pope Alexander VI, which fixed the demarcation line of newly 
discovered colonies belonging to the two countries. Thus the Treaty of 
Tordesillas became the first formal act of political development that 
indirectly, but decisively, influenced the course of events in the islands 
of Micronesia.

The Age of Discovery in the sixteenth century brought the first 
white man to the shores of Micronesia. It is King Charles I of Spain who 
precipitated the events that brought knowledge of this island empire to 
the rest of the world during that era. To satisfy his desire for wealth, 
gold, and silver, Charles I employed Ferdinand Magellan as captain 
general of His Majesty’s Armada and instructed him to sail to the 
Pacific Ocean. Magellan set sail on March 6, 1521; this event marked 
the beginning of a conquest of Micronesia by Spain and successive 
powers that was to run throughout modern history, to be halted only at 
the end of World W ar II.

Following the signing of the Treaty of Tordesillas, Spain quickly 
gained control of a greater part of the Pacific area, including the islands 
which centuries later were to become associated with the United States 
as the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

In 1668, Spain took the first steps to subdue the islands and bring 
them under direct Spanish domination.

Spain
As early as 1509, the Portuguese had established key bases in the 

Malaysian area. Magellan’s voyage broke up Portugal’s temporary
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hegemony over the Pacific area, including the islands which centuries 
later were to become part of the Trust Territory.1

The introduction of Spanish ideas and methods in the Mariana 
Islands was resisted by conservative elements among the native 
Chamorro population and the conflicts developed into open warfare. 
After nearly thirty years of brutal warfare, the natives were subdued 
and the sovereignty of Spain extended completely over the Marianas. 
The Chamorro, a once proud people numbering approximately 70,000 
to 100,000, were reduced to a population of 6,000 or 9,000. Catholicism 
became the dominant religion at the point of the sword.

In general, Spanish colonial policy in the Marianas was directed 
toward the Christianization and pacification of the natives. Agana, in 
Guam, was made a port of call for vessels plying across the Pacific. In 
later years, the policy shifted to the maintenance of Spanish sovereignty 
in the islands as a bulwark against the imperialistic ambitions of other 
European powers, particularly those of Germany and Great Britain. At 
any rate, Spain made no attempt to exploit or develop the islands 
economically.

Although the Marshall and Caroline islands were regarded as lying 
within the Spanish sphere of influence, Spain made little attempt to 
extend effective control over them until the latter part of the nineteenth 
century. Two earlier attempts had been made by the Spanish to 
establish missions in the Western Carolines, Sonsoral in 1710, and 
Ulithi in 1731. In each case the missionaries were slain by the natives. 
This discouraged the Spanish from further intervention in the Carolines 
until the 1870s.

The Spanish made no attempt at that time to establish administra­
tive operations or colonies in the Marshall Islands. Not until other 
European powers, particularly Germany, sought to gain control of these 
islands did Spain take steps to assert her historical claims.

Although Spanish influence in the Marianas was strong, it did not 
spread much to the rest of Micronesia. Early Spanish settlers in the 
Marianas were disappointed that they could not find gold and silver in 
the new Spanish colony. Their regime, therefore, did not stay long nor 
make any definite plans to colonize the islands. However, the Spanish 
had made their influence felt throughout these waters. The Pacific 
Ocean had come to be known as the “Spanish Lake.” 2

Spain’s involvement in the Pacific lasted almost four hundred years, 
but outside of the Philippines and Guam little remains to suggest that 
the Spaniards were ever here. The history of Spain in Micronesia, 
excluding Guam, is largely the story of a few galleons, a handful of
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military governors, and a small number of priests. When the nineteenth 
century closed, Spain was gone, her memorial, vestiges of her language 
and culture in the Philippines and Guam.3

Germany
The growth of whaling and copra industries in the second and 

third quarters of the nineteenth century put the islands into commercial 
prominence. This, together with imperialistic considerations, made the 
Marshalls and the Carolines objects of rivalries among the Western 
powers.

Germany, in a rapid expansion of her trading activities throughout 
the South Seas, purchased Spain’s Pacific holdings for $4.5 million.4 The 
addition of the northern Marianas and Carolines to the Marshall Islands 
gave Germany complete control over the area forming the present 
Trust Territory, and the German empire was now free to exploit her 
Pacific acquisitions.

The administration of the Marshall Islands during most of the 
German period was distinct in its form and channels of authority as 
compared to the later-acquired Marianas and Carolines. In 1888 the 
German government sponsored the Jaluit Company, a trading com­
pany, in the Marshalls and integrated administrative functions with the 
company’s commercial activities.

The governmental staff was small in the early days of the German 
administration and, in many spheres of activity, assumed a role 
secondary to that of the Jaluit Company. The imperial administrator 
was the company’s chief executive official. He had the authority to issue 
all orders and ordinances necessary for general administration, and could 
levy customs and taxes.

W ith such a small administrative staff it was inevitable that the 
German administration followed the principle of indirect rule, under 
which the primary duty of the administration became the mediation of 
disputes among the chiefs. All economic activity was handled by the 
Jaluit Company.

In summarizing, we can state that the German administration 
succeeded in imposing its control throughout the islands of Micronesia 
without unduly antagonizing the natives. The Germans improved the 
territory considerably. They built roads, improved health and sanitation, 
and explored the islands scientifically for economic potentials. To a 
certain degree, they protected the natives from unscrupulous traders, 
and in general they attempted to ease the movement of the natives into 
the Western world.
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However, the German occupation of Micronesia was brief; it 
ended with the beginning of World W ar 1. Throughout the years of 
German domination, the Japanese traders were also busy in the Pacific. 
The First World W ar marked the beginning of a new era for Japan in 
Micronesia. In 1914, japan entered Micronesia with her European allies, 
and in 1919, at the Peace Conference in Paris, she was awarded the 
former German colonies in the Pacific north of the equator. She ruled 
these islands under a class “C ” mandate of the League of Nations.

T reaty of V ersailles

Japan
For many years Japan had cast an eager eye upon Germany’s 

Pacific possessions. Prior to World W ar 1, Japanese businessmen had 
established a trading foothold in the islands to the fullest extent allowed 
by German policies.

World W ar I provided the long-sought-for opportunity. After 
declaring war against Germany in October 1914, Japan methodically 
occupied the islands of Jaluit on October 3, Yap and Ponape on October 
7, Truk on October 12, Saipan on October 14, and Angaur on October 
31. Neither the Germans nor the natives offered any resistance 
inasmuch as there were no military forces wuh which to defend the 
islands.5 German officials were invited to serve temporarily in the 
Japanese civil service. Most of them declined and were returned to 
Germany.

The history of the Japanese administration is long and complicated. 
Japan’s colonial policy can be summarized in terms of four principal 
objectives: (1) to develop the islands economically to the fullest extent; 
(2) to use the islands as a means of relieving population pressures in 
Japan; (3) to spread Japanese culture throughout the islands through 
education and related methods; and (4) to establish offensive military, 
naval, and air bases in preparation for war.6

The greatest impact upon the natives was made by the influx of 
large numbers of Japanese settlers, particularly in the Marianas, Ponape, 
and Palau. In 193 5, Japanese outnumbered the natives, and in 1938 they 
constituted 58.1 percent of the total population. This readily indicates 
what the social effect must have been upon native customs and 
institutions.7

T rusteeship Agreement

With the defeat of Japan in World W ar II, the disposition of these
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islands was again in question. In 1947, the United States and the 
Security Council of the United Nations signed a trusteeship agreement. 
This agreement virtually gives sole power and authority for the 
administration of Micronesia to the United States.

United States of America
One of the ironies of American history is that between 1850 and 

1920 the United States had several opportunities to acquire all three of 
the island groups—the Marshalls, Carolines, and Marianas.

The foundation of American interest in the Pacific was laid when 
the first American merchant ship, the Empress of China, sailed to 
Canton in 1784. This voyage paved the way for the subsequent 
flourishing China trade.8 The penetration by Americans of the 
Micronesian islands, however, was for a different purpose.

The first occasion when the United States might have found reason 
to occupy the Marianas and the Carolines without protest from Spain 
was during the settlement of the Spanish-American War. For numerous 
reasons, the United States annexed only Guam at that time. The 
primary concern of the Spanish-American conference at Paris in 1889 
was not whether the Carolines and the Marianas should be annexed, but 
what the disposition of the Philippines would be.9 Apathy and ignorance 
on the part of her political leaders and the general electorate among 
other reasons prevented the United States from acquiring the islands.10 
The tenaciousness of this attitude was further revealed after World 
W ar 11 when the question of trusteeship came up during the San 
Francisco Conference in 1945.

Another time the United States had an opportunity to acquire part 
or all of the islands with a minimum of political disturbance was 
following World W ar I. The Japanese had wanted the islands since the 
turn of the twentieth century." The outbreak of World W ar 1 afforded 
Japan the opportunity to declare war against Germany and then quickly 
occupy the islands.

Because she was nor at war, the United States could not intervene 
in the series of negotiations between the three allies. By the time the 
United States entered the war in April 1917, the destiny of the Pacific 
islands was already sealed.12

It took another world war, the Second World War, to bring the 
United States into a position where she could bargain from strength. 
U.S. military forces defeated the Japanese army and navy in the former 
Japanese Mandated Islands, and this gave the United States control of 
Micronesia, which she has retained since 1945.
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In essence, the mandate system of the League of Nations was an 
attempt to put more liberalizing principles into practice. However, in 
the early nineteenth century, most backward and underprivileged 
peoples became subjects of international struggles. It was accepted that 
all colonies existed for the benefit of the mother country. Because of 
these inhumane attitudes, the founders of the League of Nations felt that 
a principle of international accountability, with respect to the welfare of 
non-self-governing peoples, should be instituted. This concept was 
incorporated under the League of Nations’ Covenant. The covenant 
declared that the welfare of peoples “not yet able to stand by themselves 
under the strenuous conditions of the modern world” constitute “a 
sacred trust of civilization.” 13

Beginning in the sixteenth century, the Micronesian islands, 
through a succession of international stewardships, were: a province of 
Spain by virtue of discovery; a colony of Germany by virtue of 
colonialistic and economic interest; the mandated South Sea islands 
under the Japanese empire by virtue of a mandate agreement awarded 
by the League of Nations; and, finally, a trust territory under United 
States control by virtue of military conquest and a trusteeship agreement 
with the United Nations Security Council.

Under all these European and Asiatic powers, the Micronesian 
people were never given an opportunity to make any political choices 
one way or another. It was simply the case of a stronger outside force 
moving in and dominating a weaker and helpless people.

Micronesia has long been a ward of trustees. The history of 
Micronesia in the last five centuries concerns itself with the affairs 
of different nations and their colonial activities throughout the islands of 
Micronesia. It is an account of a people being crushed by preordained 
events, of a people who seemed destined to float with the tide of 
colonialism. The total life-style of these islands has been affected by the 
forces of history, which have played a determinative role in molding the 
people and their lives. The result is perhaps a classic example of 
colonialization at its worst. It is only in recent times that the people of 
Micronesia have gained a greater appreciation of the world outside. In 
the prior period, the Micronesian world seemed to be centered within 
its perimeter of 3 million square miles of ocean area.

Civilization made its imprint in Micronesia for the first time 
through the Spanish, but it did not stop with them. The Spanish laid the 
foundation for the eventual success of organized religion; the Germans 
taught the natives trade, business, and the German language; the 
Japanese brought the Japanese language, boat-building technology, and
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rheir culture. T hey  also taught the Micronesians advanced techniques of 
deep-ocean fishing, as opposed to reef fishing. T hey  developed an 
economy mainly intended to be supportive o f the m other country’s, but 
it was so strong that it was able to absorb the M icronesian people into it 
to such an extent that the people did not feel any sense o f loss and 
alienation within their homeland.

Today, four hundred plus years since Pope Alexander VI divided 
the newly discovered world into spheres o f influence in 1493, the islands 
of Micronesia, now under the United States, are, for the first time in a 
long and dominated history, again charting a new course of their own 
through their own elected leaders. For posterity’s sake, it is urgent that a 
new freedom be acquired for these islands, whose destiny has been in 
the hands of European and Asiatic colonial powers for so long. 
W hatever the future holds in store for these islands and their peoples, it 
is hoped that their destiny never again will be decided by outsiders and 
that the proud peoples o f these islands will be able to live with honor, 
dignity, and self-respect.
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3.

Americans
in

Paradise

Both hosts and guests know 
they must part, and yet the 
parting is painful, because they 
do not know how to do what 
they know they must do.

—John Plamenatz 
On Alieti Rule and 

Self-Government

T O  M OST PEOPLE outside of Micronesia, the word bikini brings to 
mind two-piece bathing suits. But to the inhabitants of the islands of 
Bikini, bikini now means atomic bombs, an island contaminated by 
radioactivity, and a population compelled to leave its ancient home.1

Bikini is a tiny atoll in the central Pacific Ocean—twenty-five 
separate islets adding up to around 1,200 acres of land. There is nor 
much on Bikini today—most of the organic matter was seared and 
blackened by the nuclear tests conducted on the atoll in the late 
nineteen forties and fifties. But Bikini, such as it is, is part of the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands, one of the last two areas in the world 
still included under the United Nations trusteeship system.

There are a number of names attributed to this area of the Pacific 
with its myriad islands. Washington, in its diplomatic jargon, calls it the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and the United Nations with its 
international mind insists that it is a United Nations trusteeship. The 
anthropologists say it is Micronesia, meaning tiny islands. A contempo­
rary writer has styled it “Paradise in Trust,” and another one called it 
“Paradise Lost,” while still another called it “Our Bungled Trust.” To 
ordinary people, it is simply the “South Sea Islands,” land of the noble 
savage, naked girls, happy and carefree people, a distorted picture of 
these islands and their people painted by Hollywood and fiction writers. 
But whatever the name given these islands or the viewpoints the names 
represent, the reality is that the modern world has indeed engulfed this 
island empire, and a new twentieth-century society is now in the 
making.

Micronesia has been under United States administration since the
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end of World W ar II. The advance of Western civilization reached 
Micronesia in the sixteenth century, at approximately the same time that 
it approached the United States.

In recent times, Micronesians have been fairly contented and 
economically happy, especially during the early Japanese era. However, 
as World W ar II approached, the Japanese became more dictatorial. 
They put people to hard labor and took control of their lands and 
agricultural products. They even executed some people whose loyalty 
was not completely in accord with that of the Japanese regime. Thus, 
once again, the people, whose discovery by the Western nations dated 
back to the sixteenth century, were placed in a state of stagnation. 
Under this condition, no real political, economic, educational, and social 
progress could be made.

World W ar II was a “war of liberation” as far as the Micronesian 
people were concerned. Most people were happy to be freed from the 
hardships they had endured under the Japanese regime during the war 
years. By far, the present administration has a greater respect for 
Micronesians. The people have come to like and respect the Americans, 
not necessarily for any accomplishments the Americans may have 
achieved, but, rather, for what they expect might happen under a great 
democracy.

Because of the unfortunate experiences Micronesians have had 
under previous colonial rulers, the adjustments to a new way of life have 
been difficult. Under the Micronesian’s traditional system, life was 
carefree, under the Japanese regime it was greatly regimented. Now 
under the Americans it is another thing.

The American concept of freedom involves responsibility. Free­
dom cannot exist without order. Thus, for a people whose traditional 
lives had been easy and carefree and whose experience under previous 
colonial administrations had been one of submission to domination, 
democracy presents a new kind of experience.

Micronesians are happy and grateful that they can claim association 
with the world’s richest and most powerful nation, but some of the 
headaches and problems of the modern world have also become 
theirs—the difficulties of a money economy, the crying need for 
education, the complicated concern about the political future of the 
territory. True, the twilight of Western colonialization has virtually 
come to an end in this century. But to a certain degree Micronesia is still 
under colonialization’s canopy, and will be for a good many years to 
come.

Micronesia until 1960 was virtually closed to outside news media.
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The territory had been a sort of a government “museum” in which only 
authorized persons were allowed to make visitations and tours. Those 
allowed to visit were usually anthropologists or nuclear scientists. The 
anthropologists came to study the customs and culture, the scientists to 
conduct research and atomic tests. As a result, little was known of 
Micronesia in the outside world.

W hat of the social and educational development? During the last 
twenty-odd years during which Micronesia has been under American 
administration, the U.S. government has spent millions of dollars in the 
territory. In that same period, under the government scholarship 
program, Micronesia produced over two hundred college graduates, a 
few mechanics and technicians, one American-educated medical doctor, 
several lawyers, and a few agriculturists. To a nation which has been 
spending billions of dollars to preserve democracy in Southeast Asia and 
in other parts of the world—and to a nation which has herself revolted 
against colonialism—these conditions, these needs, as they now exist in 
Micronesia, must speak out, for what has been accomplished in 
manpower development has not been enough.

Micronesia was formed and organized into a trusteeship under 
President Truman’s administration. Little interest in these islands was 
shown during the Eisenhower era. Most recently, under the Kennedy 
and Johnson administrations, things have begun to move, and Micro- 
nesians have felt the impact of the renewed interest. However, much 
remains to be done—in health, education, agriculture, and manpower 
training. Under President Nixon’s administration Micronesia is entering 
a new and decisive phase in her political and economic development.

Today, progress is being made in many areas, but at too slow a 
pace. Until recently there were no clear basic policies to guide 
Micronesia arising from within Micronesia. What are the territory’s 
primary objectives? What is the government of Micronesia doing with 
respect to what the people really want? These and many more questions 
have not been given definitive answers. The Congress of Micronesia, 
the administration—all Micronesians—must find the answers.

At the same time, it must be realized that in pursuing a new course 
Micronesia faces many problems—a lack of substantial natural re­
sources, linguistic and cultural differences, lack of trained personnel, 
indifferences to responsibilities, and lack of social and political aware­
nesses. Unless these basic problems are resolved, there is little that can 
be done to attain self-government, self-respect, and a healthy and 
growing society. These problems all stand in the way of achieving social 
and political stability.
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The future seems to offer two things for Micronesians: a challenge 
and an opportunity. The challenge calls for bold and creative leadership. 
Should we move toward the modern world which is gradually engulfing 
us? Should we return to traditional ways? Should we maintain the status 
quo? Or should we seek out a synthesis, based on the belief that there 
are wisdoms from the past which should be retained and reconciled with 
what is acceptable from the present? Micronesia has the opportunity to 
take part in an endeavor that is fraught with problems but that promises 
great rewards. No Micronesian dare deny the grasping of this 
opportunity.

Educated Micronesians are questioning the concept of a closer 
association with the Western world. Many of the older people are not 
interested in developing a relationship with the outside world. But 
today’s leaders must set the goals for twentieth-century Micronesia.

Many perplexing problems have arisen from the introduction of 
Western institutions. The influence of these upon the youth of 
Micronesia cannot be underestimated. These institutions—education, a 
money economy, travel—have changed Micronesian attitudes and have 
been influential in the development of a new life-style. But Microne­
sians cannot continue to live under false assumptions; they cannot 
assume that everything is going to be okay, that the United States will 
continue to make money available. Micronesians must accept some of 
the responsibility for their welfare; they cannot assume that everything 
is going to turn out right automatically.

Life under various administrations has given most Micronesians a 
better perspective from which to judge what is good and what is bad for 
them. It has also taught them to be cautious and to have restraint. Under 
Spanish, German, and Japanese rules, Micronesia made little progress. 
Under the present administration, a new atmosphere has been created, 
which has tended to enhance the wealth of a few and has provided 
educational opportunities for the youth, bur for the older folks, today is 
still yesterday.

The present generation of Micronesians will decide the ultimate 
political destiny of the territory—whether that destiny be a federation of 
many islands, a self-governing territory, an outright territory of the 
United States, or an independent nation. Micronesians must face the 
problems, must strive to loosen the archaic order, and must become 
involved in the modern world. They cannot afford to remain silent and 
indifferent to the outside world.

For those who have accepted modernization, their emancipation 
from the traditional order has already been accomplished. There is
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already a degree of rising expectation for better things, a better life. The 
problems are here. Micronesia must embrace the present with all its 
blessings and problems, aspire to the future with all its promise and 
hopes, and build a new society of Micronesia.

NOTE

1. Bikini atoll was returned in 1969 to the Bikinians. The Trust Territory 
government is in the process of rebuilding the islands so its original 
owners may once again settle there.



4.

Western
Impact

on
Micronesia

Nothing human can be alien to 
us. The fiew world must be 
aired to discover the truth in 
every type of human experience 
and must prepare to profit by 
what it finds.

—R. T. Flewelling 
Conflicts of Power 
in Modern Culture

C hristianity

O f all the Western influences that have affected Micronesia, the 
introduction of Christianity in the seventeenth century had the greatest 
impact on traditional life. This religious revolution, which began with 
early Spanish Catholic missions and later included German and 
American Protestantism and Catholicism, has greatly altered Micro- 
nesian society.

After World W ar II, many missionaries of both the Protestant and 
Catholic faiths, most of them from the United States, settled in 
Micronesia. They soon spread throughout the six districts of the 
territory. Today, in Micronesia, there are church-affiliated educational 
institutions, such as Xavier High School in the Truk District, a Catholic 
high school. There is Ponape Agriculture and Trade School (PATS) 
run by the Catholic church. In Palau, there is Bethania School for girls 
run by a Protestant sect, the Liebenzell from Germany, and on the 
island of Saipan, there is Mount Carmel High School run by an order of 
the Catholic church. Throughout Micronesia, there are smaller private 
elementary schools run by both Protestant and Catholic churches.

Most of these schools were established after the Second World 
War. Neither the Protestant nor the Catholic churches had difficulty in 
reestablishing themselves in Micronesia after the war. The work of 
earlier missionaries from both groups had implanted the seed of 
Christianity and the basis for continuity existed throughout Micronesia.

The establishment of government-financed public schools after the 
Second World W ar also went smoothly. The people of Micronesia



Western Impact on Micronesia 25

were already literate, they could read and write. It was only the matter 
of learning a new language.

To a great extent, Christianity can be looked at as a unifying force. 
It pacified and helped liberate the general consciousness of the people of 
Micronesia through the teaching of Christian tenets and the activities of 
its schools and missionaries. Among the important figures and leaders 
of Micronesia today are many who are a direct product of the Christian 
establishment in Micronesia.

Micronesia, a very tradition-oriented society, did gain a new 
consciousness as a result of Christian influence. In the past, loyalty had 
always been directed toward the hereditary rulers. Christianity imposed 
a new loyalty and people came to recognize their individuality; through 
this process Micronesians were able to separate themselves from their 
traditional orientation and develop a new feeling of self-respect.

In Japan, where Christianity was also introduced in the sixteenth 
century, just about the same time as in Micronesia, a similar situation 
developed. As one distinguished Japanese historian pointed out, “A 
distinguishing feature of the Meiji youth was a consciousness of 
themselves as individuals, which appears to owe much to the influence of 
Christianity.” 1

Christianity was the first of the unifying forces to affect Micro­
nesia. Its overriding influence was to make Micronesians conscious of 
their new sense of identity and loyalty. Other social forces came much 
later in the growth and development of Micronesia as a polity.

G overnment and G eography

The structure and organization of the various colonial powers, 
from Spain to the United States, introduced yet another experience to 
Micronesians. It was the kind of experience that made Micronesia 
aware, for the first time, of geographical relationships, not only the 
relationship of Micronesia to the rest of the world, but also the 
relationship each to the other of the islands themselves.

The Spanish established their headquarters for eastern Micronesia 
in Ponape, and one in Yap for the western part of Micronesia. The 
Germans established district governments in all the six districts of 
Micronesia. However, German headquarters was situated in Rabaul, in 
New Guinea, which was also part of the German colony at the time. 
The Japanese followed this same pattern in almost every respect, with 
the exception that their headquarters was situated in Koror, Palau 
District. Most recently, the Americans have followed the same pattern, 
but the provisional capital is now at Saipan, Mariana Islands.
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This pattern of government organization imposed by the colonial 
powers had a great impact on Micronesia. Although it is readily 
recognized that the people of Micronesia have had great difficulty in 
unifying their cultural differences, it cannot be disputed that the 
organization made Micronesia a much more recognizable political 
entity, or that conceiving of this vast area as a whole brought otherwise 
unachievable improvements to the island groups. Improvements in 
communication and transportation, for example, helped make Micro­
nesia a smaller world.

The Japanese established a school for trades in Palau, a school that 
brought students from all over Micronesia. To a certain extent, the 
Germans followed this practice. Under the Americans, more schools 
and training institutions drawing students from all districts of Micro­
nesia have been set up. The impact of this process has been to make 
Micronesia a much smaller world, a world that has come to be accepted 
as the home of a people called Micronesians. The Micronesians of today 
accept this fact.

The concept of governing this great area as a whole comprised of 
districts has, more than anything else, helped bring Micronesia forth 
from its traditional background and made it into a new political and 
physical entity. This much can be attributed to the instruments of 
government, whose physical presence gave rise to a new physical and 
geographical unification never before possible.

Liberalism and Feudalism

Christianity is an aspect of Western civilization. In Micronesia, as 
has been noted earlier, Christianity brought about a new consciousness 
and a new loyalty. The Christian God became a new focus of attention 
and for those converted to the Christian faith (an estimated 90 per cent 
of all Micronesians), the focus of a new loyalty. It did not altogether 
replace old traditional loyalty, it was an additional loyalty, one that had 
inherent liberating elements and was able to provide a new attraction.

With Christianity came literacy, and Micronesian Christians did 
not stop with the reading and learning of the Bible. Most recently, 
under the American system of public education, Micronesians began to 
read other books—Plato’s Republic, the writings of John Locke, John 
Stuart Mill, Lincoln, and Jefferson, and other great literature of the 
world.

The education process accelerated when the American administra­
tion instituted a program that offered scholarships and fellowships to 
qualified Micronesians for college-level education abroad. This new
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opportunity brought on a new emancipation of the mind. Nothing in 
the traditional life of Micronesia was left unquestioned by those 
returning from school abroad.

Christianity had helped open education’s door, but it was left to the 
American regime to provide the opportunities for Micronesians to 
expand its limits. Education became a new status symbol for many 
Micronesians. It became the goal of almost every young Micronesian 
growing up in postwar Micronesia.

With Micronesians returning home fresh from the teachings of 
Western secular education, there were bound to be social reforms 
within the established structure of Micronesian society. Liberalism, a 
new force as opposed to the conservatism of traditional ways, was to 
become an element that could not be ignored in both private and public 
sectors of Micronesia.

What forces brought about liberalism in Micronesia? It is difficult 
to pinpoint. However, one aspect of it is clear. The presence of 
Americans in Micronesia since 1945 has helped. In fact, American 
presence provided the soil in which Micronesian liberalism placed its 
root. The generation of Micronesians who are today’s leaders both in 
the administration and in the Congress of Micronesia were the agents of 
change who helped spread the idea of liberalism. This group of 
Micronesians, born late in the Japanese era, went to school right after 
World W ar II. They tasted of a new life-style unequalled by their 
previous experiences under the Japanese or the traditional culture and 
this taste gave them a hunger for change, an overpowering desire to 
innovate and to create a new society in Micronesia.

The confrontation between new ways and old, between liberal 
ideas and feudalistic ideas, is ongoing in Micronesia. There is a feeling of 
vigor, of rising expectation, sweeping the entire scene that is affecting 
social attitudes, social values, the political attitudes of the people and the 
traditional culture. The sacred values and cultural taboos have been 
examined and are being reexamined.

Despite the yearning for and appeal to Micronesia’s past glory by 
student radicals, and a few unenlightened leaders, Micronesia will never 
be the same. The twentieth-century world is too much for a weak and 
outmoded sixteenth-century provincialism to withstand.

Subsistence Economy

Micronesia’s long-stifled economy has been the most affected by 
the events of recent times. It is basically a subsistence economy, 
particularly so in the remote areas of Micronesia. This practice has been
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continued, not by choice, but by the inability of Micronesian merchants 
and, to an extent, the inability of the government to provide the means 
by which the wants and demands of the people of Micronesia can be 
satisfied.

Living and dealing in a money economy is not a new idea to 
Micronesia. Earning money and buying goods and services with it was 
introduced by the Germans and the Japanese, and the Americans 
continued it. The Spanish mainly utilized the idea of gift exchange, and 
stopped at that. This was also the medium of bargain in pre-European 
Micronesia.

Nor did a money economy have any real difficulty in being 
accepted by the people of Micronesia. It is a much superior and easier 
system of satisfying the wants and desires of human beings. It found 
Micronesia a ready customer. The fact that there are people whose lives 
revolve around their taro patch and coconut grove is irrelevant to the 
point, which is that Micronesia as a whole cannot long survive without 
the assistance of a new economy, based on a new medium of exchange.

The few who are living on a pure subsistence economy are doing 
so by necessity rather than by choice. The great population influx to the 
district centers is an indication of the numbers who want to escape the 
hardships of subsistence-level living on the outer islands and who want a 
part of the new economy and life-style. These people have found life at 
the subsistence level unacceptable.

One of the most attractive sights to outer islanders is the approach 
of the field trip ship, not simply because the ship may bring news or 
needed medicine and school supplies, but because the ship also brings 
imported goods and foods. Outer islands’ people and their economy do 
not produce such commodities as cigarettes, coffee, tea, sugar, rice, flour, 
clothing, or even beer. These are basic needs and necessities of the 
Micronesian people. Their subsistence economy cannot produce these 
items. The island economy does provide a few limited items such as 
taro, breadfruit, coconut, fish, chicken, and so forth. However, 
Micronesians have come to like and demand certain commodities that 
only the Western life-style can provide. This desire for imported goods 
has a determining effect on the kind of life and society the people want 
and even on the choice of a political future. Any political alternative 
which can best answer these demands without compromising the 
Micronesian desire for self-government and self-respect will have no 
difficulty in winning the hearts of the people of Micronesia, especially 
the hearts of those living on the outer islands.
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NOTE

1. Masaaki Kosaka, “The Intellectual Background of Modern Japanese 
Thoughts,” in The New Asia (New York: The American Library, 
1965), p. 372.
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If we open a quarrel between 
the past and the present, we
shall find that we have lost the 
future.

—Sir Winston Churchill 
Speech, House of 

Commons, 1940

THE PROCESSES OF CHANGE in Micronesia are largely the 
product of the revolutionary changes provoked by the impact of 
modernity upon the structure of traditional Micronesian societies, and 
upon the values and belief systems of a people conditioned by an 
entirely different historical experience.

These changes are so many, so complex, and so variant that it is 
possible to focus only upon a limited number of them, namely, 
urbanization, secularization, commercialization, and Western education.

The impact of Western civilization, especially twentieth-century 
Americanism, has been great to the extent that it dislocated the 
fundamental bonds of the traditional societies and set in motion many 
processes of change. The accepted Western characterization of the 
traditional Micronesian society as static is on the whole an accurate one. 
The weight of historical evidence seems to support the view that in 
general it is the shock and continuing aftereffects of contact with more 
advanced societies that first cracks and then breaks up the traditional 
social structures of what have been called the underdeveloped countries. 1 

And Micronesia is an underdeveloped country.
Micronesia had remained essentially unchanged for countless 

generations. The influences of Spanish, German, and Japanese rule 
were not strong enough to cause a dramatic influence upon its 
traditional societies. However, it would be wrong to conclude that there 
were no seeds of change, no potential for modernization, sown at that 
time in Micronesia’s “traditional societies themselves.” 2

“Nations, like individuals, are products of heredity and environ­
ment, although in the case of nations heredity is to be sought not in the
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genes but in the social heritage which flows from generation to 
generation to give some national content to men’s minds.” 3 What is 
significant in this statement is that the environment enters into this 
heritage to change the direction of the national stream and to enrich or 
diminish it.

Over the centuries the legacy of the Micronesian peoples has been 
diverted into new channels by the colonial experience. Thus, the 
gradual passing of traditional society from these Micronesian islands is in 
fact the passing of many traditional ways of life. All movements of social 
change alter the ways in which human beings live out their daily rounds. 
The process of modernization powerfully transforms individual life- 
ways.4

The move from the familiar and deeply interpersonal life of a 
family farm or land in an isolated village or island to the strange 
impersonality of a “job” in a busy city or crowded district center with 
unknown persons is one such transformation5—perhaps the one that is 
most often experienced by individuals exposed to the modernization 
taking place in Micronesia today.

It is often customary to relate these changes to the policies of the 
colonial powers, but to do so would be to overlook many of the 
fundamental problems that the Micronesian societies encountered in 
adjusting to the modern world. Borrowing or diffusion is not an 
automatic process. Out of what is offered by the other society a choice is 
made, determined by many complex factors. This is what Metraux and 
Crouzet asserted in their book, The New Asia. The same is very true of 
Micronesia.

Not very long ago it was common for anthropologists and 
government officials to look with some degree of dismay at the 
acculturation process, or at the changes that brought a backward people 
nearer to the Western pattern. They insisted that Micronesians should 
stay where they are, that they would be happier that way. “This may 
possibly have been a reasonable position at one time, but, if so, that time 
has long since passed.” 6 The revolution of rising expectations in 
Micronesia today is unparalleled in all its history.7

Micronesia can be advanced and modernized at a pace much faster 
than its present one. Americans in Micronesia, both in civil service and 
private institutions, have been a stumbling block to a certain degree. 
Government decision-makers have vacillated among the priorities set by 
military considerations and native welfare and the ideals of the United 
Nations charter. The private sector has tried to preserve the institutions 
of the native peoples, believing that wholesale emancipation would bring
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chaos. No one is absolutely sure what the future goal will be; thus the 
attitude of “wait-and-see” has been adopted.

Furthermore, there is little instinctive knowledge of the transitional 
process on the part of many Americans in responsible positions. It is true 
that the American national experience did help Americans gain some 
insight into the process of transition, but the United States as a whole 
developed in a virtually empty continent mainly from British social and 
political foundations; and the British who moved to the United Stares in 
the seventeenth century came from a society which had already gone far 
along the road to modernization.8 To some extent the same can be said 
of the Americans in the United States Trust Territory—they have not 
been deeply touched by the experience of transition in /Micronesia. 
Those who have are in the minority.

Americans are part of a society lucky enough to be “born free”; a 
society that did not have to struggle against the weight of attitudes, 
values, and institutions that accompany traditional societies.9

This is by no means an indictment of the United States 
administration, but if Micronesia is to move forward, it is very 
important that the administration grasp the meaning of this transition 
from a traditional to a modern society and what it means for the people 
experiencing it. Only after understanding this can the administration 
formulate sound policies that are conducive to the modernization 
process.

Among the Micronesians, the small number of Westernized and 
educated elite play a disproportionately powerful role. It is their duty to 
bring the mass of citizens into the mainstream of change in the 
modernization process. If democracy is eventually to emerge, the 
citizens must come to accept its responsibilities, among them the power 
to determine who shall govern and what the direction of public policy 
shall be.10

In any case, in the four principal areas in which the modernization 
process has occurred, the “moving forward” has been almost entirely of 
its own. Though slowly, modernization is still taking place.

The basic shift to urban life, new attitudes of secularization, 
acquiring of Western education, new ways of bargaining with money— 
all are beginning to put an end to landowners as a class and to cut down 
tribal prerogative, giving new rights of freedom of thought and opinion.

U rbanization

The process of urbanization11 commands special attention because 
of two facts: urban centers (district centers) have been the principal
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arenas of acculturation and Micronesian politics are primarily urban 
politics or district politics.

The rural areas have historically been the least and the district 
centers the most Westernized part of Micronesia. In a real sense, the 
rural dweller who moves to a district center takes a long step toward 
becoming Westernized. Urban life is not entirely a new experience for 
most Micronesians.12 The new urban centers established under Ameri­
can administration have accelerated the intensification of the division of 
labor. As Micronesians became increasingly dependent upon their 
occupational specialties or salaried jobs they lost the economic security 
of lineage and the self-sufficient rural community.

The impersonality and competitiveness of life in the district centers 
accentuated their personal insecurity as well as their individualism, 
which became more pronounced as they sought status and prestige 
within the urban life and social structure of the district centers.13

The process of districtization has been the strongest factor in 
breaking the ties of Micronesians to their traditional modes of life. It has 
produced the new elite society that dominates the politics of the various 
districts in Micronesia. Indeed, the territorial politics of the districts is 
largely limited to those within the centers. And as the most Western­
ized elements of the society, members of this elite are the ones most 
responsible for shaping future policies and hence the future development 
of Micronesia.

In the West the modern city is a function of industrialism; in 
Micronesia the district centers are based on commercial and administra­
tive activities. Yet in Micronesia people are being attracted to the 
centers with the expectation that they will be able to find a way of life 
and a standard of living that are dependent upon industrial and 
commercial development. Also, people are being pushed toward the 
centers because of the bankruptcy of the peasant economy, brought 
about by the pressures of migration and commercialization.

The centers produce the territorial leadership, the people most 
influential in defining the expectations of Micronesia as a whole. 
Furthermore, the centers have become a place of intensive acculturation, 
for it is here that Micronesians come into daily and intimate contact 
with all aspects of modernity. From every aspect, districtization, with its 
attendant problems and attractions, is a major acculturating process in 
contemporary Micronesia and a principal means of Westernization.

The process of districtization has produced three groups who are 
now rhe most important elements in Micronesian politics: the current 
Westernized leadership, the restless, aspiring younger generation, and a
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third group which has continued ties with both the centers and the rural 
areas and migrates back and forth between the two. It is this group that 
serves to bring urban political ideas and news of the Western world to 
the rural areas.

Districtization has led to an extraordinary problem throughout 
Micronesia, that of making the political process in the district centers far 
too Westernized, while the bulk of the population is still village-based 
and provincially oriented.

Secularization

Generally speaking, Micronesians are a religious people. The 
Marianas and the Western Carolines, Yap and Palau, are strong in 
Roman Catholicism, bur have a minority belonging to certain of the 
Protestant sects. The Eastern Carolines, Truk and Ponape, and the 
Marshalls are bedrocks of seventeenth-century New England Puritan­
ism, but have a minority of Roman Catholics. Thus, essentially 
Micronesia is a Christian country.

Traditionally, Christianity was the basic bond between the 
colonizers and the colonized. The introduction of American rule, 
whether direct or indirect, weakened and eventually destroyed this tie. 14 

This is not to suggest that all phases of life in Micronesia are now 
dominated by secularism. Throughout Micronesia there are strong 
elements advocating a stronger religious influence or a return to a life 
based on religious principles. Most recently, however, the emphasis of 
secular leaders in government has taken a shift that represents almost an 
attempt to establish new emotional bonds between government and 
citizens.

In many ways the Western impact has greatly narrowed the social 
and political scope of religion and its hold on the people. Secular 
education has weakened the family ties. The change from village to 
urban life has also contributed to a decline in the formal position of 
religion in the lives of Micronesian peoples.

In the rural areas, religion still remains one of the principal bases of 
social identification. In this sense, even if secular institutions have been 
replacing religious ones as the dominant sources of social control, 15 

religion remains an important factor in the social and political life of 
Micronesians. Indeed, no politician, however successful, can dare go to a 
rural village wearing all the banners of modern secularism and expect to 
win a substantial majority of the votes. To do so would be to commit 
political suicide, for, in fact, it would be viewed as a “curse” upon and 
an insult to the pride and dignity of a village.
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As a consequence of colonialism and, most recently, of American­
ism, values, human relations, and institutions have been greatly 
secularized. Ironically, one of the most powerful of the forces furthering 
the process of secularization has been Christian activities. To most 
Micronesians of the younger generation, the church, both Roman 
Catholic and Protestant, represents the last of the attempts blocking the 
road to advancement and modernization. Because the church has been 
too conservative and too fundamental in its approach to the problems of 
contemporary Micronesia, the youth of Micronesia, in rebellion, have 
fled to the government schools and bureaucracies, and in general have 
adopted a more secular attitude toward everything.

The attraction to the “idea of progress” is not limited to Africa, 
Southeast Asia, the Near East, and other parts of the non-Western 
world. The islands of Micronesia have also been greatly affected by it. 
“At the core of this idea is the strong conviction that progress is 
inevitable, and that man can creatively master and shape his own destiny 
through application of the scientific method, the exercise of his 
ever-accumulating wisdom and ever-growing rationality.” 16

In Micronesia, the shift from traditionalism to secularism has 
increased in pace during the past twenty years. Also, it has occurred 
very unevenly among the six districts and among different individuals 
because of the variable character of their cultures and personalities and 
their uneven exposure to the forces of modernity.

In certain spheres of activity secularism may be dominant; in others 
there may be uncritical acceptance of the traditional. Micronesians have 
deep commitments to traditional symbols and sanctions in certain 
matters, but the newly acculturated Micronesians are rapidly moving 
toward greater secularism.

One of the basic characteristics of this move toward secularism is 
illustrated by the Micronesian politician who, on the one hand, attacks 
those elements in his tradition which impair territorial unity, economic 
progress, and social modernization and, on the other hand, praises his 
tradition for the sense of cohesion which it creates.17 He executes public 
policies toward secularization and pays lip service to his past. Indeed, 
secularization has weakened the traditional past and strengthened 
progress toward the future.

C ommercialization

In Micronesia the process of urban growth, the changes in social 
stratification, and the emergence of more secular norms of behavior all 
reflect in large part the impact of Western commercial and economic
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institutions on the whole. This is the first and perhaps the last attempt 
by Micronesia, as a whole, to pull itself out of a static past into the 
mainstream of the twentieth century.

The Micronesians know that if their underdeveloped country is to 
overcome its chronic poverty and backwardness, they must acquire 
tools, fertilizers, roads, factories, power stations, and other materials of 
modern production. For a long time the Micronesians did not 
appreciate, at least until recently, the necessity for far-reaching social 
changes in all the areas in which human beings relate to each other: 
political; economic, including systems of land ownership and use, 
marketing, and finance; the patterns of family life; and the ideals or 
values which determine what people strive for.18

Today, among the most fundamental of the changes sweeping 
through Micronesia and bringing about new social relationships is the 
rapid shift from an almost wholly subsistence economy, based upon the 
cooperative bonds of lineage, to a dynamic money economy based upon 
cash, individual profit, and wage employment.

This shift has weakened the lineage attachment and given birth to 
new social classes, created new values and opened new opportunities 
and methods of accumulating wealth and acquiring prestige.19

Commercialization in Micronesia has, in general, accelerated the 
processes of districtization, secularization, and expansion in the scope of 
the political community. Another reason for the dependence of 
modernization on commercialization is that it is one of the key factors 
causing the changes in values, motivations, and aspirations that are 
associated with the process of modernization.

Commercialization is not simply confined to the private sectors of 
the economy alone; government has subsidized many programs and 
projects. Furthermore, government bureaucracies have attracted people 
to the district centers in the hope of finding economic opportunities. 
Thus, government, by creating these economic opportunities and 
subsidizing many local firms, has given the people throughout Micro­
nesia the feeling that they too might enjoy a higher standard of living. 
This, however, is not to suggest that government solely is providing the 
basis for an expanding economy.

In summing up, trade and commerce have been among the major 
vehicles of Westernization throughout Micronesia for at least the past 
twenty years. They have operated in many ways; for one, commerciali­
zation stimulates trade contacts not only with the outside world, but 
within Micronesia itself.

Land has always been regarded by Micronesians as the chief source
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of wealth, in fact the only major source. By generating an alternative 
major source, trade and commerce challenge, and change, the economic 
positions of the land and the landowners. Thus, the relationship between 
commercialization and Westernization throughout Micronesia is indeed 
powerful and should not be underrated.20

W estern Education

“Development is a state of mind, and people have to develop 
themselves before they can change their physical environment and this 
is a slow process.” 21

American education has been the most revolutionary of all the 
influences operative in Micronesia since the end of World W ar 11, and 
indeed since the imposition of Western rule. It has been the chief 
instrument in the creation of a class destined to rule the future of 
Micronesia. Western education has created this new Micronesian 
elite.22

W e cannot discuss Western education in Micronesia without brief 
mention of the role of Christian missionary societies. Micronesia was 
attractive to the missionaries, their main targets the heathens of 
Micronesia. In early contacts, the missionaries assumed that the 
Micronesians were wicked and immoral, and limited in intellectual 
potential. Thus, they assumed a policy of limiting the education of the 
natives, except for religious education. Although they courted chiefs and 
their families in order to secure toleration of, if not support for, their 
activities, missionaries in general were indifferent to the future and 
status of their converts in these islands.

The great bulk of Micronesia’s leaders today are products of 
government-sponsored educational opportunities abroad. Missionary 
societies have existed in Micronesia since the early sixteenth century, 
but while they taught the natives to read and to write, they never went 
beyond that until very recently.

The general effect of Western education has been spread quite 
evenly over all six districts. It has produced the main elements for public 
leadership of the Trust Territory. It has staffed the technical and 
administrative machinery of all the districts.

A Western education is viewed by most Micronesians as the 
vehicle providing admission into a new world in which power, wealth, 
and comfort are available to all. Thus, more and more Micronesians 
have come to depend in some degree upon effort and achievement in 
education.23

It has also encouraged the belief that success in school would bring
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substantial material rewards. Consequently, a Western education has 
been sought by most Micronesians, especially by those disillusioned 
members of the old traditional societies and practices.

In Micronesia, as in India or other former colonies, a college 
degree, or even a few years of college, has become so essential for most 
white-collar jobs that all who have had the opportunity have tried to 
attend a college or university. The bachelor of arts degree is a passport 
to a job and to membership in the elite.

The Americans, through their educational program, have intro­
duced two very vital things to postwar Micronesia: Western knowledge 
and techniques, and a taste for the democratic way of life. And both of 
these have infinite potentialities.24

At one time illiteracy and ignorance among Micronesians were 
maintained by the Spanish, Germans, and Japanese, and even by some 
religious institutions, as political weapons to keep the natives down and 
to maintain the status quo. Western education, within the last twenty 
years, has made it possible to conquer these obstacles. Western 
education has also stimulated independent political judgment, skepti­
cism, and reflection about the nature of freedom and authority.25 These 
are among the values that education in the Western tradition has given 
to the emerging Micronesians of today.
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6.

Micronesia’s
Response

Contact with more advanced 
societies has been, then, the 
principal force which has 
eroded the structure and values 
of traditional societies.

—M.I.T. Study Group 
Political Modernization

Freedom

Since 1967, the pressures for greater freedom—social, economic, 
and political—have been mounting steadily throughout Micronesia. The 
desire for liberty cannot be equated with the simple need for bread, 
although freedom without bread would indeed be very difficult for 
Micronesia.

The “man cannot live by bread alone” dictum has great validity in 
twentieth-century Micronesia. It would seem that what the United 
States has been trying to do is to satisfy the hungry, needy man, while 
ignoring the inner man, the soul of the newly liberated man of 
Micronesia—the man who is thirsty for self-respect and human dignity. 
This is the man who can go without his daily bread if it means the loss 
of his freedom. This is the new man, the new being in Micronesia that 
one must reckon with.

This new man at this period in the history of Micronesia is 
demanding freedom and self-government. He has read about and knows 
Micronesian history; he is saddened by it, but as a man of reason, he 
understands and appreciates why Micronesia has come to be the way it 
is. Historical experience has helped shape it with little resistance from 
within.

The present round of negotiations between Washington and the 
Congress of Micronesia are the direct results of Micronesia’s search and 
quest from 1961 to the present.

The quest for a greater amount of self-government has its origin in 
the Congress of Micronesia, but there were also individual Micronesians
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who, in their own small ways, had appealed for this right of increased 
self-government.

The 1960s proved to be a decade of decision-making as well as 
dissent for Micronesia. It was during this time that most of those 
Micronesians who had gone overseas to college were returning and 
were giving momentum to the request for greater self-government and 
freedom.

The year 1965 marked a significant turning point in the history of 
Micronesia. The Congress of Micronesia was created and established. 
This body became a focal point of attention both in Micronesia and in 
Washington. The same Micronesian students and leaders who had 
earlier advocated a greater amount of involvement in their government 
were elected to the new Congress.

Within two years after the Congress of Micronesia was estab­
lished, these men caused to be created the first political status 
commission. And with its inception the decolonization process began.

The Future Political Status Commission was created in 1967 for 
the purpose of determining the various political arrangements suitable 
for Micronesia. It was this commission’s recommendation that Micro­
nesia should seek a status of free association with the United States.

In 1969, the name of the commission was changed to Political 
Status Delegation to reflect the change in the nature of the body’s work, 
which had changed from study to representing Micronesia in the first 
round of status negotiations.

In 1970, the name was changed once more and the body became 
the Joint Committee on Future Status, reflecting that the membership 
was composed of individuals from both houses of the Congress of 
Micronesia. Although this was also true of the membership of the earlier 
bodies, their names had not reflected this.

Despite the name changes, the groups are in fact the one and the 
same. There were minor changes in numbers only. The Future Political 
Status Commission had six members, one from each district; the 
Political Status Delegation and the Joint Committee on Future Status 
each had two members from each of the districts.

Under Secretarial Order 2882, as amended, of the Department of 
the Interior, the Congress of Micronesia was created and was given the 
authority to legislate on all rightful subjects of legislation. In 1967, the 
Congress of Micronesia passed Senate Joint Resolution 25, which 
empowered the newly created Future Political Status Commission to 
start charting a new political course for Micronesia. Subsequent select 
committees were created in 1969 and 1970.
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Decolonization is a logical response to an unresponsive authority. 
The impact of Senate Joint Resolution 25 is now being felt throughout 
Micronesia, and by the administering authority as well. In the process of 
decolonization, the Micronesians are asking that the very basic founda­
tion of government in Micronesia be reviewed and upgraded. Even the 
whole United States-Micronesia relationship is being subjected to this 
process.

There is no doubt that the process of decolonization caught 
Washington by surprise. The whole reaction in Washington can be 
summed up in one small incident. In 1969, an official in the Office of 
Territories, Washington, had written to the administration in Micro­
nesia inquiring as to whether the administration wouldn’t be wise to 
veto Senate Joint Resolution 25, which had already been approved and 
was in effect. This was rather ironic since normally resolutions are not 
subject to veto power.

In some countries, the process of decolonization has been peaceful; 
in others, it has been achieved through bloody revolution. This was the 
experience of the United States in its struggle for freedom from 
England. This process, that of self-assertion, is part of the right of 
self-determination. The right of self-assertion is recognized by the 
United Nations; it, however, is not a right easily available to everyone. 
What is available is the right to be liberated from alien masters.

After the machinery for decolonization was set in motion, it 
became clear that this would not be enough. The administering power 
was too slow in responding.

Because of this, the Micronization process was instituted. This 
process is simply a localization of positions within the government 
structure. For over twenty years, Micronesians had been promised time 
after time, that “if and when” any Micronesian is qualified, he would be 
promoted to a position of great responsibility. Such a policy is fine 
weighed on its own merits, but if such a policy were allowed to 
continue, the Americans would be in government and running the 
whole government for the next hundred years.

Basic to the Micronesian reaction is the fact that promise and bread 
alone are not enough to sustain any man who wants and needs a certain 
amount of dignity and self-respect. This is what Western education and 
religion has given to Micronesia, a sense of worth, a liberated self.

It is difficult to see how this decolonization process could have been 
handled any better than it is being handled now. Micronesians are fully 
aware of their own limitations. They are using only means that are 
proper and legal. I rue, there have been movements recently within and
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without Micronesia that are trying to encourage nationalism as the 
means to settle the political issue, but the Congress of Micronesia is the 
only authorized and legal spokesman of the people of Micronesia.

The leaders and the people of Micronesia are not so ignorant nor so 
nationalistic as not to take note of the fact “that the peoples whose 
imperialism or colonialism [they] condemn are also the peoples who 
gave to the world the principles which gives point to [their] condemna­
tion.” 1

As Professor Emerson, as quoted in chapter 2, has so rightly 
pointed out, colonialism is the bitterest enemy of the Western nations, 
but also it is their finest fruit.

In an inverse sort of way, this legacy is also true to a certain degree 
in Micronesia. The Micronesian self-assertion for greater freedom and 
autonomy is in itself a legacy of Micronesia’s past years of domination 
by colonial powers.

This is the finest fruit of American colonialism in Micronesia. The 
right of self-assertion would never have been recognized nor achieved 
under either the Germans or the Japanese. It is the United States who 
informed Micronesians of their right to self-determination, and it would 
be difficult to think that the United States would look at this process in 
any other way.

Colonialism in Micronesia since 1965 has been a training ground 
for democracy and freedom as far as the Micronesians are concerned. 
This should be understood and appreciated by both Micronesians and 
Americans alike. What the Congress of Micronesia has been trying to 
do these past six years is amend colonialism in Micronesia.

T he Four Principles

In 1970, by a Joint Resolution,2 the Congress of Micronesia set 
forth the following principles and legal rights of the Micronesian people:

1. That sovereignty in Micronesia resides in the people of 
Micronesia and their duly constituted government;

2. That the people of Micronesia possess the right of self-determi­
nation and may therefore choose independence or self-govern­
ment in free association with any nation or organization of 
nations;

3. That the people of Micronesia have the right to adopt their own 
constitution and to amend, change or revoke any constitution or 
governmental plan at any time; and

4. That free association should be in the form of a revocable 
compact, terminable unilaterally by either party.
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The Congress of Micronesia believes and considers these principles 
and legal rights to be paramount and that they should serve as the basis 
for any future association between Micronesia and the United States.

NOTES

1. John Plamenatz, On Alien Rule and Self-Government (London: Long­
mans, Green and Co., 1960), p. 203.

2. House Joint Resolution 87, adopted in 1970 by both houses of the 
Congress of Micronesia.



Self-determination
7 .

The dwarf sees farther than the 
giant, when he has the giant's
shoulder to mount on.

—Samuel T. Coleridge 
The Friend

W H A T  is self-determination? There seems to be a lot of discussion on 
the subject, but one wonders whether'the average Micronesian or, for 
that matter, anybody knows and understands what is really involved 
when politicians and nationalists talk about the right of self-determina­
tion.

One thing is certain, wherever colonialism appears, the concept of 
self-determination will almost always appear. The two concepts are not 
complementary. In fact, one appears because of the other. It is a rare 
situation where self-determination appears without the prior appearance 
of colonialism. It can be argued that self-determination, as a concept, 
came about as a result of international concern, especially after the 
Second World War, as a safeguard against the forces of colonialism.

The most common meaning of self-determination, as understood in 
Micronesia, was proclaimed by and through the United Nations. The 
declaration states that “All peoples have the right to self-determination; 
by virtue of that right they fully determine their political status and 
freely pursue their economic, social and cultural development.” 1

In essence, self-determination is an act of free choice by a group of 
people officially determining how they shall be governed. If this is 
essentially true and acceptable, a question may be asked. Can a group of 
people, through the process of free choice, select a political future which 
is clearly nonindependent in nature? For instance, if Micronesia should 
decide, under United Nations observation and supervision, in an act of 
self-determination, unanimously, to become a territory of the United 
States, will the United Nations accept such a verdict as one that fulfills 
the act of free choice?
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Students, radicals, and other advocates of independence are 
becoming more and more vocal in their use of self-determination as a 
device to end American colonialism in Micronesia. What guarantee is 
there, however, that the people of Micronesia will exercise their 
inalienable right of self-determination in a plebiscite to vote in favor of 
independence as the first choice?

The opposite may turn out to be the choice and desire of the 
Micronesian people. From all indications, it looks like the great majority 
of the people in Micronesia have no real strong desire, at least at this 
time, to sever their present relationship with the United States.

Micronesia is a pluralistic society. There is no Micronesian 
language and, thus, no person can be called a Micronesian by virtue of 
the language he speaks. Collectively and culturally, there is a Micro­
nesian person whose identity may be either Yapese or Ponapean. But 
there is no Micronesian identity. If Micronesia is politically established 
as a country, there may emerge a new identity.

The concept of self-determination has deluded many Micronesians 
into believing that all the evils of colonialism can be ended by the simple 
application of the magic formula of self-determination. Micronesia, 
being a multicultural society, will have to work hard to achieve 
self-determination in a way that will satisfy the aspirations of the six 
districts, not considering the various minority groups and clans existing 
within each district.

In addition, the United Nations, the respected world organization, 
has compounded the problem by championing the cause of all 
underdeveloped, underprivileged countries the world over, including the 
islands of Micronesia. In the case of Micronesia, the world body has yet 
to appropriate one single penny toward the betterment and improve­
ment of Micronesia. On the other hand, the United Nations has done a 
lot by proclaiming lofty and majestic ideals declaring the right of all 
people, able or not able, to stand up on their own feet and be counted in 
an act of free choice, thereby letting the world know they are fighting 
colonialism, a staunch enemy of the United Nations.

There can be no question that the United Nations is performing a 
service in its campaign to end all forms of colonialism in the world. The 
world organization has been consistent in helping to liberate dependent 
and non-self-governing peoples. But the United Nations has given 
insufficient attention to the fact that the situations and conditions of 
regions desiring to rid themselves of the bonds of colonialism are not, by 
any measure, comparable.

For some mini-states or territories, and it is not certain whether or
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nor Micronesia is excluded, the act of self-determination may not be a 
blessing but, in fact, would be chaos and suicide. For instance, one can 
admire the apparent love of freedom of the people of the island of 
Ujelang in the western Marshall Islands. But if they were to opt for 
complete independence from the present domination of the Marshall 
Islands District, such a move would result in starvation and perhaps 
extermination of the whole race of the Ujelangese people. Would such a 
result be acceptable under the rationale that it was initiated by 
self-determination?

Again the question is raised: What do we mean by “self-determi­
nation”? How do we reconcile the right of all peoples to self-determina­
tion and the survival of man as a human being, whether he is one of five 
or five hundred people populating an isolated island in the middle of the 
Pacific Ocean. And do those five or five hundred have just as much right 
to self-determination as the 2.5 million people in Papua New Guinea?

The working formula which has been used since 1946 in all the 
new states that have achieved their independence after World War II 
has imposed the following three main elements as basic ground rules: 
“ (1) All dependent peoples are entitled to freedom. (2) The peoples so 
entitled are defined in terms of the existing colonial territories, each of 
which contains a nation. (3) Once such a people has come to 
independence, no residual right of self-determination remains with any 
group within it or cutting across its frontiers.” 2

Under these three basic ground rules, once Micronesia decides its 
future political status, whether it be independence or otherwise, no 
districts or outer islands will have the right to appeal to self-determina­
tion as justification for a move which might disrupt the “national unity 
and the territorial integrity.” This clearly denies the right of a separate 
existence to any group of people within the new nation of Micronesia, 
whatever political form it might take.

The doctrine of self-determination is, in essence, a doctrine of 
revolutionary change since it authorizes fundamental changes in the 
sources of traditional identity and political power.

This provision for an orderly succession from colonial status to a 
new order rests on shaky foundations as far as Micronesia is concerned 
because such a procedure would disrupt the inner unity of the six 
districts. How would the Marianas, or Truk, or Palau fare under such a 
situation? Equally important is the question of the welfare of the ethnic 
groups within each of the six districts. There is no guarantee for the 
protection of minority groups after self-determination is achieved. The 
irony of the situation is that the “assertion of the universality of the right
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of all dependent peoples to full and free self-determination sits starkly 
side by side with the equally uncompromising denial of such rights to 
groups within their frontiers.” 3

The Micronesian peoples are on the threshold of their first act of 
self-determination. Yet, the political arena is far from settled. There is 
no major consensus among the people favoring either a choice for 
themselves or for any particular group or any ethnic minority group. 
There was a new political group formed in 1971 which favors 
independence as a political status for Micronesia; there are those who 
favor some formal association with the United States; there are those 
who want to maintain the status quo; but the great majority of the 
Micronesian people simply don't know what is going on and perhaps 
could not care less one way or the other.

Those who are seriously concerned about Micronesia’s future 
should she opt for free association with the United Stares, or any other 
type of political status, must equally show some concern for the very act 
of self-determination itself.

Self-determination is that one stroke of the popular will expressed 
through a referendum. Once the votes are cast, there is no returning. 
The result of self-determination will ultimately determine the future 
political life of Micronesia, the kind of life and society one will have to 
live with.

However, the United Nations’ Committee of Twenty-Four has 
generally recognized that “within the framework of the broad principles 
of the right of self-determination and independence, for all dependent 
territories irrespective of size and population, there are special problems 
when a very small territory is concerned, and the United Nations has 
special responsibilities.” 4

Such responsibilities include taking the appropriate steps to ensure 
that the people of these small territories, such as Micronesia, are able to 
express themselves freely on their future status and with full knowledge 
of the options open to them.

There are some misconceptions which relate to small territories, 
many of which have given the impression that independence is the only 
way out of colonialism acceptable to the United Nations. This is not 
exactly so. In certain instances, however, the United Nations Commit­
tee on Decolonization has expressed the view that it should be possible 
for certain small territories to unite with others, to form an economically 
viable state.

If Micronesia should opt for a closer alliance with the United 
Stares, there is nothing to show that the United Nations would not agree
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to this form of decolonization, rather than the attainment of full 
independence, if it is satisfied that this is really the clearly expressed 
wish of the people of Micronesia.

There will be only one act of self-determination available to 
Micronesia. It will have to be in the form of a national referendum, and 
the result will clearly spell out the ultimate status of the new Micronesia. 
Acts of self-determination on the part of individual districts will 
certainly not be acceptable to the United Nations.

As Professor Rupert Emerson of Harvard University has clearly 
pointed out,

. . .  far from being a universal and easily available right, 
the right of self-determination has in fact only on rare 
occasions been made available to certain peoples under 
special circumstances. It has occasionally been asserted as 
one aspect of the right of revolution, in which case its 
legitimacy is likely to be measured in terms of its success.
. . .  In its immediately present incarnation, the loudly 
proclaimed right of all peoples of self-determination must 
actually be read to mean that all overseas colonial peoples 
have a right to be liberated from their overlordship of their 
alien white masters. Once each non-self-governing territory 
has won its independence, its national unity and territorial 
integrity are not supposed any longer to be subject to attack 
by any within or without who might assert a claim to 
continued access to a right of self-determination for 
themselves. . . .

What emerges beyond dispute is that all peoples do not 
have the right of self-determination. They have never had it 
and they will never have it. . . ,s

In the case of Micronesia, with its “mini” position in the world, its 
physical isolation, small land area and population, and the strong 
possibility of secession and fragmentation in the future, no clear-cut 
solution to the problem of self-determination is available. For instance, 
the following question is raised: To what extent can the people 
themselves, alone, either unilaterally or as equals in negotiations, decide 
to change their status? The answer will be different for independent 
states, or states in association, or for protected states than it will be for 
non-self-governing territories where changes in status must be granted 
or agreed to by outside authorities having unilateral or veto powers on 
the subject.

There may be cases where self-determination and secession appear
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to converge. For example, is Anguilla a secessionist territory in the 
unitary state in association with St. Kitts-Nevis-Anguilla, or is it a 
portion of the non-self-governing territory affirming its right of 
self-determination? There should be a distinction made between the 
self-determination of a subunit which has not yet any recognized status 
and an area which has such status. The latter does not have to prove its 
right to self-determination. The former does.

The Marianas, Yap, or Truk may have no difficulty proving their 
independent right to self-determination, but the ethnic groups within 
these districts may have great difficulty in making their case for 
self-determination.

With respect to fragmentation, which may eventually cause great 
problems in the Trust Territory, it must be asked to what extent is 
self-determination always compatible with territorial integrity?

According to paragraph six of U.N. Resolution 1514, “any attempt 
aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national unity and the 
territorial integrity of a country is incompatible with the purposes and 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations.”

Micronesia as a unitary state can resort to the letter and spirit of 
this resolution to assert its claim of territorial integrity, if and when 
fragmentation is contemplated by any of the major districts of 
Micronesia.

Any district that is contemplating secession from the Trust 
Territory union would have great difficulty proving its case before the 
United Nations and the people of the Trust Territory as a whole.

Outside of moral considerations, there would be little room for 
maneuvering in the context of legal considerations, including precedent 
and practice as far as the United Nations is concerned. The five districts 
of Micronesia, whether individual districts like it or not, have every legal 
right to claim and to hold on to any district that may want to secede.

The bargaining position of the Micronesian negotiators may have 
been considerably weakened by the Marianas’ embracing of U.S. 
militarism with open arms and desiring to join Guam. However, the 
Micronesian negotiators are pressing their case by arguing that the 
Marianas secession is clearly disrupting the national unity and the 
territorial integrity of Micronesia. The United States would be hard 
pressed to dispute such a claim because she is conducting separate 
negotiations with the Marianas.

Clearly, independence is a crucial point in the evolution of any 
dependent peoples. But it is a relative concept, subject to various 
interpretations. As far as the United Nations is concerned, independ-
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ence is not the resulting status, but the fact of free choice. If the people 
of Micronesia at a given moment are given a free choice of options, 
including the possibility of “going it alone,” this would mean that they 
have enjoyed a moment of independence, irrespective of what their final 
choice may be.

Real self-determination by U.N. definitions is therefore at least 
synonymous with temporary independence. This aspect is more 
important to the United Nations than the classical notion of independ­
ence. However, unless the people of Micronesia have the unlimited and 
absolute right to determine what future status they want, they will 
never have exercised true self-determination. If lasting independence is 
not one of the available options, self-determination will have been 
denied.

The moment of self-determination in Micronesia is approaching 
rapidly, and it is more than essential that these various points of the right 
of self-determination are clearly understood.

NOTES

1. The United Nations Declaration of the Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and Peoples.
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Series no. 3, U .N. Institute for Training and Research, N.Y., 1969, p. 17.
5. Rupert Emerson, Self-Determination Revisited, pp. 63-64.



8.

Rendezvous
with

Destiny

We cannot preach self- 
determination in Africa and 
Asia while denying it to the 
peoples of our own island 
dependencies, small as they are.

—D. W. Wainhouse 
Remnants of Empire

T H E SEARCH for an ultimate political status for Micronesia—the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, as it is presently named—got 
formally underway in the summer of 1967. At that time the two houses 
of the Congress of Micronesia—the Senate and the House of Repre­
sentatives—adopted Senate Joint Resolution 25, which created a Future 
Political Status Commission, “to insure . . . [that Micronesians] are 
fully cognizant of the issues involved and the range of alternatives open 
to them with respect to their future political status.” 1 The commission 
was directed: (1) to determine the most suitable political alternatives;
(2) to undertake, and recommend procedures for, political education;
(3) to recommend means for ascertaining the wishes of the people; and
(4) to prepare a comparative study of certain other countries that had 
moved from dependency to self-government or independence.

When Congress adopted Senate Joint Resolution 25, few Micro­
nesians, if any, realized what an impact it would have on the future of 
the Trust Territory. Furthermore, it is doubtful whether anyone gave 
serious thought to many of its sociopolitical implications or to its likely 
effect on the Micronesian-American relationship. In fact, however, the 
adoption of the joint resolution marked the beginning of a new and 
decisive phase in the political history of Micronesia.

Micronesia’s relationship with the United States and with the 
United Nations, the position of American strategic and military 
interests, and the functioning of the Trust Territory government 
itself—all have been affected by this joint resolution. In empowering the 
Congress of Micronesia to create its own commission to study and chart 
the political destiny of the islands, it can be considered as the first
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realistic attempt on the part of the Micronesian people, through their 
elected leaders in Congress, actually to begin the decolonization process 
in the territory. This was a very daring move, for—up to that time—the 
administration had neither planned nor proposed a study of the problem, 
and it is doubtful whether it could have been expected to do so.

The Micronesians had waited over twenty years for some sign that 
the Americans would institute a more intensive policy of development, 
and it is rather an understatement to say that they had finally lost 
patience. They came to realize that the United States policy of 
“gradualism” was, in reality, a policy of neglect. Micronesian leaders be­
gan to question the old attitude of “wait and see.” They asked the 
question: “If other countries can achieve their objectives, why can’t 
we?”

Micronesians had come to a point where they were tired of hearing 
promises with respect to the overall development of Micronesia. The 
administration was doing nothing substantial to develop the general 
economy of the Trust Territory. After twenty-two years its agricultural 
program was still in the experimental stage, and no commercial fishing 
industry had been developed. While there had been extensive and 
expensive studies made of the economic potential of Micronesia by 
independent, competent research firms, the administration had done 
practically nothing to implement their recommendations. Lands were 
being taken away for indefinite use-right by the military, and the people 
were not compensated justly. It must be remembered that land 
ownership in Micronesia is an acutely sensitive issue; in a subsistence 
economy, land is the only form of social security.

In the area of human relations, until 1973 the administration 
maintained a double standard (or dual system). This ran through all its 
activities—from creating segregated residential communities to granting 
housing priorities, from fixing pay scales to granting employee benefits 
and privileges. The continued existence of this double standard damaged 
the American image in Micronesia and made it difficult for Microne­
sians and Americans alike to develop a feeling of mutual coexistence.

Perhaps, because Micronesia is a “strategic trust,” the United 
States has had every “right” to erect military fortifications, to condemn 
private lands for military use; but its maintenance of a double standard 
in nonmilitary dealings is without right or reason. Till recently, the 
concept of Micronesia as a “zoo” or “museum” flourished, as a 
consequence of the official policy of keeping the people within the 
boundaries of their islands. The few students who were so fortunate as 
to go abroad for study were limited to a two-year program and were
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forced to return to the Trust Territory at the end of that period. 
Ordinary citizens and businessmen were not encouraged to travel; 
obtaining a passport was very difficult. This policy now has been 
somewhat modified. But its application in the past has crippled 
Micronesia by denying its people the chance to learn and to gain wider 
horizons by visiting the world around them.

The people of Micronesia have become dependent on the adminis­
tration for almost everything, because United States policy has made a 
“pensioner” state out of Micronesia. Improving the people’s welfare 
without corresponding advances toward self-government or independ­
ence has stirred up criticism and has created discontent among 
Micronesian leaders and members of the Congress of Micronesia. This 
general feeling of dissatisfaction was well stated by a United States 
congressman who recently toured the Territory. He said, “Twenty 
years of mismanagement and bungling that is what our record is in the 
Trust Territory.” 2 This confession inspired a former Micronesian 
senator to remark,

W e are in the midst of the twentieth century. The last 
vestiges of colonialism are disappearing. W e Micronesians 
are proud of our rich cultural heritage. W e have found a 
new political awareness with the creating of our Congress.
W e are gaining confidence in our ability to govern 
ourselves.3

While the world spotlight of anticolonialism and decolonization 
remains sharply focused on the larger areas in Africa and Asia, the fact 
remains that there is anticolonialism, if not antipathy toward the Trust 
Territory administration, in Micronesia today. The status commission 
was not created as a device to oppose the Trust Territory administra­
tion, but it has become the focus of frustration and impatience among 
Micronesians and has thus acted as a catalyst for the expression of such 
thoughts in public. This whole range of problems and attitudes is what 
Dr. H. A. Freeman had in mind when he wrote:

The fundamental principle of Trusteeship is that the 
Trustee cannot profit at the expense of the beneficiary; it 
must exercise extreme good faith; it must do everything for 
the beneficiary’s best interest; it must always account for 
what it has done; the trust must come to an end when the 
purpose of the trust is fulfilled and the beneficiary can take 
charge of its own affairs.4
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In principle, the status commission supported this position. The 
commission also felt the people’s sense of frustration, but it realized that 
it had to go a step further than just complaining. It determined to come 
up with an answer and to draw up a plan for the future. Whether the 
Trust Territory administration liked it or not, the status commission 
was an agent of change; it was there to stay, and it ran its full course 
until the mandate given to it was fully accomplished.

The creation of the Micronesian Future Political Status Commis­
sion, under the able leadership of Senator Lazarus E. Salii, of Palau, 
attracted great attention not only in Micronesia, but in the United 
States Congress, the United Nations, and among the American public. 
Since November 21, 1967, when the status commission held its first 
meeting, witnesses have appeared before it, some as advisers, some as 
representatives and advocates of the “United States-Micronesia Partner­
ship” concept—a concept that has never failed to impress members of 
the commission with its extreme narrowness. Members of the Office of 
Territories of the Department of the Interior and of the United States 
Senate and House of Representatives have all, at different times, met 
with the commission and advocated some form of association with the 
United States. Almost every one of these government witnesses failed, 
perhaps deliberately, to mention independence as a possible choice or a 
realistic alternative that could be considered by the commission. Some 
form of association with the United States was always the predominant 
theme.

In the July Session of 1968, the status commission presented its first 
Interim Report to the Congress. The report presented case studies of 
former island dependencies and outlined several tentative proposals with 
respect to future political alternatives. In general, it advised the 
Congress on the range and scope of these choices. The commission felt 
that it needed more time for its work and asked Congress to extend its 
life—a request that was granted in July of last year. The commission 
felt, furthermore, that it needed the services of an expert on the 
constitutional problems of Pacific countries. Professor J. W . Davidson, 
of the Institute of Advanced Studies of Australian National University, 
agreed to serve as a consultant. Upon his arrival in Saipan, in late 
January 1969, he immediately starred a series of meetings with the 
commission. By retaining Professor Davidson, a New Zealander, the 
status commission eliminated several obstacles. First, the commission felt 
free to discuss with him a whole range of problems affecting the 
Micronesian-American relationship; and, second, he was free to dissemi-
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nate his views and opinions as a third party to the Micronesian-Ameri- 
can debate.

Leadership and courage of a high order will be required of the 
Future Political Status Commission. The issues before it are many and 
complex. The overriding one, of course, is the quest for an acceptable 
political status for Micronesia. But questions of timing—in relation both 
to the progress of the commission’s work and to the final selection and 
adoption of the new status—are scarcely less important. In Washing­
ton’s strategic thinking, “Micronesia is a protective screen” between the 
United States and Asia;5 and the commission is aware that there may be 
a massive move into the islands by American military forces, if and 
when they are asked to move out of Okinawa and Japan. Should the 
people of Micronesia delay too long, they may have to face what 
Senator Salii has called “the danger that the ballot [papers] for our 
plebiscite will be printed in Washington.” 6

The moment of truth is fast approaching for the United States in 
Micronesia. Present indications are that the Congress of Micronesia will 
strongly oppose any move by the United States to take more land for 
military purposes, unless large sums of money are paid in return, as may 
be specifically provided in a formal agreement. The United States, for 
its part, has a combined moral and political obligation toward Micro­
nesia. “At the highest level of policymaking, the administration is split 
wide open between the factors of military considerations and humanitar­
ian considerations.” If Washington is not willing to cooperate and 
bargain, the status commission is likely to recommend that Micronesia 
should become independent at an early date.

The three major alternatives open to Micronesians that the status 
commission considered are:

Independence. The commission felt that the whole question of 
independence revolved around the problem of economic development. 
In other words, to what degree can an independent Micronesia become 
economically viable? 1 am of the opinion that there can be no sound and 
stable economic development till the political climate has cleared.

Free association. As a free associated state, Micronesia would be able 
to look to a metropolitan power for aid and assistance, as the Cook 
Islanders look to New Zealand.

Integration with a major power. The commission believed that such 
a relationship with the United States would almost certainly involve the 
continuation of existing American policies toward Micronesia.8
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Within the broad framework provided by these alternatives, many 
differences of detail and of emphasis are possible; but their relative 
merits could not be assessed till actual negotiations with the present 
administering authority began.

Senator Salii expressed the general feeling of most Micronesians 
when he said that he favored “a status which is similar to that between 
the Cook Islands and New Zealand—to be more specific I am thinking 
of a semi-independent state of Micronesia, loosely and very generally 
related or affiliated with the United States. It would mean,” he 
continued, “internal self-government in Micronesia, it would mean that 
the government of Micronesia will be Micronesian, the executive 
branch of the government will be composed of Micronesians who will 
be elected by the people of Micronesia.” 9

In its report, which was presented to Congress in July of 1969, the 
commission recommended the calling of a constitutional convention 
with a large membership representing all sections of the Micronesian 
people. Through debating the various alternatives open to Micronesia, 
the convention would contribute substantially to the process of political 
education, both during its meetings and when its members returned 
home to share their knowledge with the people of their districts. In 
addition, it would perhaps provide guidance as to the questions to be 
asked in the plebiscite, which would determine Micronesia’s future.

Many members of the administration have questioned the forma­
tion of the status commission and have asked whether it is necessary. 
Perhaps it is true that this action by the Congress of Micronesia suggests 
a feeling of ill will toward the administering authority on the part of the 
Micronesian people. But the reasons that necessitated an initiative by 
Congress are admirably suggested by some remarks of Theodore C. 
Sorenson:

One of the basic flaws in our post-war thinking about world 
affairs has been our missionary zeal to assure a decent 
society to others. W e have naturally assumed that our own 
political, economic and social system represents the desired 
standard of decency; and in a vain attempt to foster these 
standards, and suppress the standards of other people, have 
meddled in their internal affairs.10

Micronesians have generally accepted the view that this has been the 
basic flaw in the overall attitude of the Department of the Interior in its 
administration of the Trust Territory. The formation of the status 
commission reflects the general feeling of the Congress of Micronesia
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toward the government of the Territory during the past twenty-two 
years, a period marked by complacency and self-righteousness on the 
part of the Interior Department and the administration in their attitudes 
toward Micronesian problems. It also provides an answer to the question 
of how these unacceptable attitudes can be removed.

Many Americans have regarded the reference to the principle of 
self-determination as just another piece of political jargon accidentally 
included in the Trusteeship Agreement. To Micronesians, on the other 
hand, self-determination is a basic human right, a right possessed by all 
peoples, great or small, rich or poor, a right that no nation can justly 
deny to another. Preaching self-determination in the halls of the United 
Nations but failing to practice it in the field can be a dangerous political 
posture, in Africa or Asia—or even in relation to Micronesia.
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Who

Plans
for

Micronesia?

Modernization is a process,
based upon the rational utiliza­
tion of resources and aimed at 
the establishment of a modern 
society.

—Claude E. W elch, Jr. 
Political Modernization

PRIOR to World W ar II, when Micronesia was under the Spanish, the 
Germans, and the Japanese, planning for Micronesia was always done 
by outsiders. Following the war, the American administration continued 
this process up until the time the Congress of Micronesia was created.

To a great degree, this practice was justifiable in the early years 
following the war because Micronesia was not then capable of assuming 
this kind of responsibility. However, in the more recent period, 
especially since 1960, Micronesia has developed this capability, and yet 
the administering authority continues to display strong paternalistic 
attitudes toward Micronesia and her problems. This attitude in turn 
gave rise to stronger resentment among the educated indigenous 
leadership, a resentment which has been manifested in the actions and 
attitudes of the Congress of Micronesia since its creation.

As a growing and developing country, Micronesia became more 
and more resentful of the fact that important decisions were being made 
for the people of Micronesia without the input and participation of the 
Micronesian people themselves. Plans were developed in Washington, 
D.C., thousands of miles away, and people in Micronesia had to live 
with these decisions whether they liked them or not. Micronesians did 
not feel themselves a part of these plans and, therefore, could not 
embrace them with respect and appreciation.

Long-range planning is very essential, especially in a developing 
society, for those experiencing change. The Japanese, during their 
occupation of Micronesia, made their long-range plans many years 
before they came to Micronesia. True, their plans were Japanese 
oriented and for the benefit of the mother country, but at least they
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were long-range in nature and aimed at specific ends. This was the 
secret of Japan’s administrative success. They were very clear about 
their main objectives and their policies were shaped accordingly.

Micronesians received little in the way of human and institutional 
development, but they were economically happy because they reaped 
the benefits of a large and strong industrial and economic base that the 
Japanese had built.

All human beings, whether advanced or backward, require some 
goals to work toward. The absence of any long-range plans means the 
Micronesians cannot formulate objectives to strive for. This tends to 
create a feeling of instability.

There are two ways of looking at the idea of long-range planning: 
namely, “planning for” and “planning by.” The first starts with many 
experts identifying the needs of the Micronesian people and then 
proceeding to plan specific solutions for these needs. This approach is 
Western oriented, made by American experts who seem to know the 
particular needs of Micronesia. The difference between the Japanese 
and the Americans is that although the Japanese made similar decisions, 
they were at least sure about their overall objectives. On the other hand, 
the American administration is not at all sure. Until recently, Washing­
ton was not sure what it wanted to do with the future of Micronesia. 
The Congress of Micronesia has helped Washington develop its 
political objectives for Micronesia. The Trust Territory government, up 
to the time of the creation of the Congress of Micronesia, had been one 
which functioned on a year-to-year basis.

The “planning-by” approach is one which aims primarily at 
helping the Micronesian people identify their own needs and at 
encouraging them to develop their own solutions. The value inherent in 
this approach is to stimulate “planning by” the people; it cannot be 
expected to materialize when there are many competing specialized 
kinds of “planning for” by experts within the existing bureaucratic 
establishment.

One of the ultimate ends of the American administration is that of 
bringing democracy to Micronesia and preparing the people for 
self-government. In the “planning-for” approach, freedom and democ­
racy are at a disadvantage, for they are not complementary to a 
developmental program in which people are being told what to do rather 
than being allowed to become part of the process of planning and doing. 
On the other hand, “planning by” is and can be a great asset to the 
development of a free, self-seeking, and self-confident society. This 
process would give Micronesians the will to learn how to stimulate
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constructive planning and action, and under it, with technical and 
economic aid, programs of development can go farthest.

The chief function of “planning by” is to give the people and their 
communities the desire, the impetus, and the method to use their own 
aptitudes to solve their own problems. The United States Peace Corps is 
based somewhat on this general approach to resolving the problems of 
underdeveloped countries.

The future of self-government in Micronesia depends in great part 
on this approach of letting people plan their own future. A country such 
as the United States, which zealously guards the rights and dignity of 
the individual, can and should realize the enormous advantage of such a 
program, provided it learns how to stimulate the necessary initiative, 
cooperation, and enterprise.

In contemporary Micronesia, the view is prevalent that the people, 
on the whole, want change. Planning must respect everyone’s interest 
and be based on rationally conceived programs. In planning for the 
future, or for any change, people do not merely devise rational schemes, 
or ends, which are then realized by choosing appropriate means. The 
fact is that the plans, the ends, are themselves means; the plans enter into 
the texture of our actions and our thoughts as we transform or transfer 
the laws of society.1

Dr. Bennett says that the planner becomes part of his plans, and his 
personality, his integrity, and his responsibility are all involved in the 
course of events.2 Planning for change as well as for the future does not 
happen in a vacuum, but in a human society. People do not learn to do 
things by merely listening to proposals; they must become part of the 
planning process itself. Micronesians should be encouraged to become 
more active in planning their own political future, and in all changes 
that will affect their lives.

Planning for the future by the people of Micronesia would be a 
demonstration of the ability of man to exercise “choice over his destiny 
and affairs.” 3 This philosophy is very much a part of the United 
Nations charter, especially its section on the right of self-determination 
by dependent peoples. The United States is very sensitive about the 
nature of the world struggle between democracy and dictatorship. The 
“planning-by” and “planning-for” proponents exemplify this very 
conflict.4

C reative Innovators

Ruth Benedict, in Patterns of Culture, said that there are two kinds 
of leaders, the innovators, who initiate change, and the influential, who
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are followed by others.5 Here we are mainly concerned with the 
Micronesian innovators, the supply of influentials being plentiful in 
Micronesia, the latter composed mostly of chiefs, politicians, and 
business leaders.

Whether serving in government bureaucracies, or in public work 
projects, or in private business offices, creative leaders are needed by 
every society. Micronesia needs this kind of people. Furthermore, 
Micronesia must court the kinds of change that will bring enrichment 
and strength, not just any kind of change. There are changes that could 
destroy Micronesian society if they are not carefully screened, such 
changes as governmental imposition of change in native customs made 
without giving due recognition to local wisdom and district will.

While Micronesia must seek out the innovator, she must also be 
careful to safeguard what John Gardner spoke of—the importance of a 
society’s continuity with its underlying purposes and values. These 
purposes and values are relatively durable and enable a society to absorb 
change without sacrificing its distinctive character and style. They 
ensure that a society will not be buffeted in all directions by every wind 
that blows.6

The Micronesian innovator is not simply one who contributes to a 
new way of doing things, he is also the one who contributes to a new 
way of thinking about things.

The innovators cannot operate in a society that is closed and 
restricted, for creativity requires certain amounts of freedom in order to 
come to flower. It is a rare individual who has it in his power to achieve 
the highest reaches of creativity, but many could achieve fairly 
impressive levels of creativity under favorable circumstances.7

Innovators are often the objects of bitter attack and opposition all 
their lives. That is why innovative people often need protection, and 
why a strong tradition of freedom of thought and inquiry is essential to 
continuous growth in progress.8 The innovative Micronesians, until 
recently, have been ignored and not consulted. They should have been 
made part of the policy-planning process from the beginning.

The educated elite of Micronesia is, in a sense, an innovative 
group. They are revolutionary in character; they are demanding 
changes. Circumstances have thrown them into the role of opponents of 
the status quo and the Trust Territory bureaucracy, thus making them 
instruments of change.

Because Micronesia has long been a static society, there is a need 
for innovators who can help bring about changes and make plans for the 
future. Gardner states that no society is likely to renew itself unless its
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dominant orientation is to the future.9 This does not mean ignoring the 
past completely, but the society that is capable of continuous growth and 
renewal not only is oriented toward the future, but looks ahead with 
some confidence. This is to say that an attitude of hopelessness will not 
bring change. A society capable of continuous growth and renewal not 
only feels at home with the future, it accepts, even welcomes, the ideas 
that the future may bring.

The old belief that experience is the most important criterion for 
leadership is no longer true, at least this writer challenges that dictum. 
In the opinion of this writer, experience can be a liability, at least for the 
process of modernization.

The impact of modern science and technology with which the 
younger generation and its innovators are beginning to be identified has 
made the old experienced hand, who acts and thinks in the old ways, 
look somewhat obsolete. But many believe he must remain at the job 
because he is an experienced man. There must be a distinction made 
between the kind of experience that is an asset, and the kind that is a 
liability.

In Micronesia, there is no sophisticated electorate. Mass support 
has been won through the influence of dynamic and vital personalities. 
These men are not only influential, they are also innovators in a society 
that is changing and is being molded by the forces of modernization.

Progress in Micronesia has been slow in terms of human 
advancement. It was stated earlier in this book that people have to 
develop themselves before they can change their physical environment. 
This is a slow process, involving changes in relations between classes 
and races. It requires improvement of governmental organization and 
operations, and the extension of social institutions, courts, schools, and 
health services. These things take much longer than the building of a 
road, a factory, or a Congress office building.10

Habits of thought and conduct are the most stubborn obstacles to 
development.11 Tractors can be shipped to Micronesia, but to use them 
effectively to advance the well-being of the people requires a revolution 
in thinking, as well as the learning of new mechanical skills.

The economic productivity that can be attained through the tractor 
depends on having a large market for the crops it helps to produce, and 
this in turn demands drastic departures from the traditional system of 
local trading.12

McCord states that change is originated by the innovator from the 
outside, the person who does not believe in the usual way of doing 
things. He shows that men alienated from the old society (the Quakers
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in England, certain clans in Tokugawa Japan, the Puritans who came to 
the United States) have had important roles as innovators.15

Micronesia is experiencing its share of this kind of people. They 
are to be found in the younger educated elite who, since the end of 
World W ar 11, have shown dissatisfaction more and more with the old 
ways of doing things.

Both old Micronesia and her trustee cannot long continue to deny 
the role of this change-seeking educated elite. They are performing the 
role of the innovator. They have a definite place in the society that is 
developing. They have a role to play in the private and public affairs of 
the society.

To deny them their role and their place is to deny progress itself. 
The trying of new and innovative ways, especially in Micronesia’s 
formative stages of development, is very important and essential for her 
political future. These innovators are not simply artists, but also political 
leaders who have a great part to play in shaping the course of events 
throughout Micronesia.
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Oceanic history, they have done 
it before. Perhaps, they will do 
it again.

—Douglas L. Oliver 
The Pacific Islands

THE MICRONES1AN PEOPLE alone must decide on the quality of 
life they want for themselves now and in the future. Such questions as 
the following are pertinent: Does Micronesia favor a way of life 
modelled after the Oriental (Japanese)? Or is the Western (American, 
British, etc.) way of life desirable? Or are the Yapese, Trukese, Palauan, 
Marshallese, Ponapean, and Marianas ways of life the best? Or perhaps a 
blend of two worlds, or three, might be the better choice?

These are fundamental questions and unless they are clearly 
defined, understood, and determined at an early date, Micronesian 
political leaders are wasting their energies trying to formulate and 
decide upon the ultimate grand design for a future way of life, or even a 
future type of government, suitable and acceptable to the Micronesian 
people.

If and when a future kind of life is decided upon, the range of 
possibilities will be greatly narrowed, thus allowing the political leaders 
to work and think within a defined sphere of understanding or area of 
choice. However, in the absence of such a definite mandate from the 
people, the Joint Committee on Future Status is of the opinion that it 
can assume that, since Micronesians have lately lived under the 
American system of government and American way of life, this would 
be their natural choice, and there is merit and logic in this belief. The 
so-called American experience or orientation is a reality that must be 
dealt with. Almost all of the younger generation of Micronesians, born 
since 1945, are truly American oriented, and those who were born 
during the latter part of the Japanese era have had an American
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education. These two groups constitute about one-half of the population 
of Micronesia.

Some of those who were at least twenty years of age or older 
during the Japanese period are inclined toward the Japanese, but there 
are not many of them. In fact, many of this group are pro-Western; 
they were old enough during the Japanese period to see how brutal the 
Japanese were in their treatment of the people.

Whether Micronesia decides to opt for free association or 
independence, the inclination of the general public would be for some 
type of association with the United States or a Westernized nation. 
Micronesia, contrary to what some people think, is, by its colonial 
experience very much Westernized. Christianity is a form of Western 
colonization, and Christianity took root in Micronesia during the 
Spanish period and continued to grow during the German period. The 
Japanese spent over thirty years in Micronesia, but there is no Buddhism 
or Shintoism in Micronesia today. This fact alone has made Micronesia 
a natural breeding ground for Western ideas and civilization. Without 
any doubt, the roots of Christianity have taken firm hold in Micronesia.

The status committee would be negligent if it failed to consider this 
point in its negotiation The saying that “you don’t change horses in 
midstream” is very applicable in this respect.

There are those who think that Micronesia’s political future lies in 
the Orient. While this position may be sound and may have merits, 
history does not support such a happening, nor does it seem a logical 
development. Micronesia spent only a short time under the Japanese as 
compared to those years in which the Micronesian consciousness grew 
and developed under the Spanish, the Germans, and now the Ameri­
cans. Our only written literature, the Bible, is translated and modelled 
on the Roman alphabet; our God is the same as the God of the Christian 
world.

The pro-Japanese element in Micronesia is primarily made up of 
the business community and its allegiance appears to be motivated by 
profit, nothing else. Since Micronesia’s economic posture is weak, this 
desire for greater involvement of Japanese business in Micronesia is 
important. But there are considerations other than economic, of equal 
importance, and any decision on Micronesia’s future must incorporate 
these as well.

G eography and M odern T echnology

The problems of governing such a large area need further
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discussion here. There is no question that Micronesia’s peculiar 
geography presents difficult problems. The political problems will not 
be easy to solve, but the operational aspect of the government and all its 
logistic requirements will be even more difficult.

The communication network and transportation system are going 
to play a key role in the success or failure of any future government in 
Micronesia. The transportation and maintenance costs will be enor­
mous, but the entire system will have to be enlarged and service 
improved. W ith the availability of a communication satellite, there 
should be no reason why a complete telephone system cannot be 
installed. This is where science and technology can help provide the 
assistance that are needed to make Micronesia smaller and more 
governable.

The policy of personnel exchange in Micronesia’s public service 
corps will have to be strengthened; this will expand Micronesians’ 
knowledge of themselves and will help to develop a national conscious­
ness. It is hoped that land ownership in Micronesia will be more easily 
accessible to everyone, and that travel between districts will be 
encouraged.

The Community College in Ponape and the Micronesian Occupa­
tional Center in Palau are going to be more important as a greater 
mixture of Micronesians come from every district to study there. These 
two institutions of higher learning will put in their share of bringing 
Micronesia closer together.

Science and modern technology, improved transportation and 
communication systems, exchange of personnel, development of institu­
tions of higher learning within Micronesia—all these will help bring 
Micronesia together and hopefully make it more manageable. The cost 
of these undertakings is outside the scope of this work. Such costs will 
have to be looked at in light of what form of government Micronesia 
will finally choose.

Cultural and linguistic loyalties will present a problem in any 
future government. However, in view of the heterogeneity of culture 
and language, the future government of Micronesia will have to confine 
itself to the use of the English language as the official and common 
medium of communication throughout Micronesia.

Beginning of Political U nity

The question of political unity in Micronesia had its inception in 
1944 when Western concepts and political process were instituted 
under the military government.
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But in 1949, when the United States made its first report to 
the United Nations Trusteeship Council, it briefly outlined 
its plan for the political advancement of the Trust 
Territory. According to that plan, attention would be 
focused initially on the development of self-governing 
municipalities or local government units, then progressively 
the powers of district bodies would be increased, and finally 
territory-wide organs of self-government would be 
developed in which the indigenous population would play a 
substantial, if not a major part.1

The development of municipalities and district legislatures, then 
later the Congress of Micronesia, came at various times and stages of 
U.S. administration. These bodies first came into existence as advisory 
agencies and later were developed into bona fide law-making institu­
tions. The point to remember is that these bodies brought the first 
element of political unity to Micronesia. They helped foster the feeling 
of belonging to a “club.” Although they gave a somewhat illusory sense 
of belonging to and participation in government, they were, neverthe­
less, the initial training ground for most of the leaders in Micronesia 
today.

It was through these legislative “clubs” that the idea of a 
“Micronesia” actually developed and the idea gave rise to a sense of 
political unity among the indigenous leaders of Micronesia. Further­
more, it can be argued that the development of these legislative and 
advisory bodies did help transform the provincialism of most Micro- 
nesian leaders into a wider horizon of nationalism. The history of the 
development of actual nationalistic feelings cannot be covered without 
reference to the Congress of Micronesia, which is and has been the 
breeding ground for Micronesian nationalism.

At present, there is no territory-wide political party with mem­
bership covering all the six districts. Any government of the future will 
have to encourage the development of national political parties if such a 
government is ever to capture the national scene and speak and respond 
as a representative of the people on a national level.

Political parties, although not fully developed in Micronesia except 
in Saipan and Palau, are almost essential to the kind of government that 
the Micronesian people are now used to. Further, they are part of and 
usually associated with representative government. Political parties 
would not be too foreign to the experience of Micronesians who, 
although they do not openly publicize their party affiliations, do



72 The Micronesian Inquisition

nevertheless have certain loyalties and strong affiliations in a traditional 
way.

A political party would simply be a group trying to gain or hold 
political power. Under either free association or independence, Micro­
nesia would find that to run a fair and responsive government, she 
would need people who would be running solely on the merits of certain 
public issues and who would be elected to public office on that basis. 
This would help curb the tendencies in Micronesia toward favoritism 
and bribery in local elections. It would afford political office to men of 
imagination who would prefer to enter an election contest purely on the 
merits of certain broad national issues.

While there is no territory-wide political party at the moment, the 
Truk Independence Coalition may develop into a full-fledged party 
with membership in all districts. If this happened, opposition would soon 
develop, and another party would emerge to challenge the present 
Independence Coalition. There is a small element that opposes the 
Independence Coalition already developed in Truk. This and other 
elements of political feeling and thinking may join forces to form a real 
territory-wide party.

C harismatic Leader and N ational Issues

When Micronesia finally stands on its own, it will find that it lacks 
a charismatic national leader, one who has a capacity to inspire loyalty 
toward himself as the source of authority apart from an established 
status. Such a leader is needed to inspire a national following as 
Micronesia prepares itself to take on the awesome task of nation 
building.

There are several charismatic leaders in Micronesia but their 
attraction is presently limited to the district level and while they may 
have a following in other districts, such followings are small in number. 
However, this problem should be understood as an aspect of the 
geographic dispersion of Micronesia. The possibility of a national leader 
emerging soon is not too promising, but it surely is probable.

Population and Resources

Today, if one Micronesian is entitled to one breadfruit and one 
fish, within twenty years from now, that Micronesian will only have 
one-half of the same breadfruit and fish. This analogy is only half true, 
the situation may get even worse.

Nature has endowed Micronesia with slim resources and nothing
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in the way of a built-in mechanism to halt the multiplication of the 
Micronesian race. W e must enlist the aid of science for that.

Herein lies the real dilemma of the Micronesian situation. The 
population of Micronesia, in the past twenty years, has never stopped 
growing. It is now slightly over a hundred thousand, and within the 
next twenty years, it is expected to double the present figure. The land 
area will remain the same, and food production, the number of 
breadfruit and coconut trees, will also remain at about the same level. 
What will and can Micronesia do? What is Micronesia’s program and 
plan to meet the unchanging and fixed natural resources of Micronesia? 
How does Micronesia propose to feed her increasing population?

The “revolution of rising expectation” has already swept Micro­
nesia. People are demanding better things and better services than they 
have ever demanded or enjoyed before. The gap between expectations 
and the reality of scarce resources, poverty, and a growing population is 
one dilemma facing any future government of Micronesia. Micronesia 
can no more change these high expectations than it can change its own 
history. Its only recourse is to change the opportunities for realizing the 
expectations.

Posttrusteeship G overnment

The posttrusteeship government in Micronesia will not and cannot 
change too radically from its present form without incurring serious 
danger to national life and to the new government itself. Perhaps 
Micronesia will have to content itself temporarily with using the 
existing patterns, with the only exception being that Micronesians will 
assume the running of the entire government machinery.

Posttrusteeship government in Micronesia should have a reasonably 
centralized form of authority. The three branches of government will 
remain the same. Each will run independently of the other. Top 
positions within the executive branch will all be elective ones. The chief 
executive may continue to appoint his representatives in the district 
government. The idea of an elected district chief executive is antipa­
thetic to the concepts of unification and centralization.

The Congress of Micronesia may have to continue in its present 
form. There will be little change, if any at all.

Other models of governmental structure should be acceptable, 
provided they do not radically alter the present experience. However, 
the American model of a presidential system of government should be 
examined closely. It may be already too late to try other models of
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governmental structure. The people of Micronesia are used to the 
present model, and, therefore, it is logical that it be continued with few 
minor changes, at least during the transition period.

The judicial system in Micronesia is primarily Micronesian in 
nationality except for the three High Court justices. It will be necessary 
for Micronesia to retain the services of qualified expatriates who may be 
willing to serve the Micronesian people, or find qualified Micronesians.

Between Micronesia’s national aspiration and the economic and 
political realities, there is a big gap. Upon reflection, it is obvious that a 
choice is involved, but not much of one. Micronesia, after having been 
dependent upon nation after nation for centuries, has become almost a 
shadow of its colonizers. However, it has become apparent that 
Micronesia wants freedom, and with the immense responsibility of 
independence and self-government coming closer, Micronesia has 
become restless.

A new government must be created, instruments of government 
must be established, perhaps several languages besides English must also 
be learned, and a Micronesian army raised. Even a new set of moral and 
esthetic values may need to be chosen or the old ones reexamined.

But, there is a paradox—Micronesia’s choice is very limited. What 
can Micronesia claim as its own except its people and land? What is 
Micronesia if, in every step of the road to freedom, it must follow in the 
tracks of the exrulers? What kind of freedom will it be if Micronesia 
cannot forget its former masters, if Micronesians continue to speak their 
language, and imitate their dress? W hy can’t Micronesia reconstruct its 
ruins, and establish new principles, a new system of government? What 
is Micronesia’s collective identity, if any?

Micronesia wants to build for herself an autonomous life, but what 
will it be based on? Can Micronesia really afford to go back to its past, to 
its subsistence economy? Is there anything in Micronesia which is 
wholly unique after centuries of colonialism?

There is quite a bit of myth about the whole Micronesian quest for 
identity and freedom. Most nation-states of the world have a single 
language, natural borders, and an admixture of ethnic groups less varied 
than Micronesia’s. Micronesian nationalism clearly negates all minority 
groups and relations in Micronesia. Wouldn’t the imposition of 
nationalism then be a myth since there clearly is no one dominant 
Micronesian identity? Wouldn’t it be oppression, although of an 
internal sort?

In view of these unusual paradoxes, the new posttrusteeship 
government will almost have to follow what is now available with only
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few changes; the major change, of course, will be the fact that 
Micronesians will run the government and guide the destiny of the new 
Micronesia.

Regardless of whether Micronesia opts for either free association or 
independence, Micronesia must make a choice as to the form of 
government it wants. In the interest of keeping a fairly cohesive and 
efficient government operation based on past and present experiences, 
the concept of centralization in the posttrusteeship government might 
be a logical one.

Under this concept all cabinets and district administrators are 
appointed, only the governor or the vice-governor will be elected. This 
arrangement will allow more loyalty and support to be given to the chief 
executive who, in turn, is reponsible to the electorate.

On the other hand, there is the possibility of a confederation of the 
six districts of Micronesia. Each district would voluntarily join in a loose 
arrangement simply for political and economic reasons; otherwise, each 
district would be on its own and manage its own internal affairs. Its 
connection with the central authority would be for policy guidance and 
other external matters.

Under confederation, the district administrators would be elected, 
just like the governor, and while they would have no direct loyalty to 
the governor, they would be responsible to him for external political 
policy and for fiscal matters. If Micronesia should get an appropriation 
from an outside power, such as the United States, the line of connection 
between the district administrators and the governor would be that 
much stronger.

On the other hand, if the above arrangements do not accommodate 
sufficiently the circumstances and needs of Micronesia, the following 
three governmental systems are worthy of consideration by the people 
and the Congress of Micronesia. They are presented in a brief summary 
in the hope that they might encourage further discussion and considera­
tion.

Presidential System

Due to the present political circumstances of Micronesia, and in 
view of the geographical dispersion of the six major groups of islands 
comprising Micronesia, the long history of cultural and ethnic isolation 
among the peoples of Micronesia, and, finally, the hard fact of disunity 
among the six districts, it would seem inevitable that a presidential 
system holds great promise that should be seriously considered in the 
government of posttrusteeship Micronesia.



76 The Micronesian Inquisition

The head of state or the president in the future government of 
Micronesia must be responsible directly to the people rather than to the 
legislature, as is practiced in the Westminster system. He should be 
elected by the people. The nomination of candidates might be made the 
responsibility of the Congress of Micronesia.

The winner of this territory-wide election would become the first 
president of Micronesia. The same process would also be held for the 
office of the vice-president. Since these are the only two nationally 
elective offices, there should not be too much problem.

Such a manner of electing the president and the vice-president 
territory-wide would continue until nationally established political 
parties are formed or created with membership from every sector of 
Micronesia.

Under this system, it is expected that each district would also elect 
its own chief executive. Each district would agree to unite with the 
others to form a confederation or the United Districts of Micronesia.

In the legislative area, the present system as operated by the 
Congress of Micronesia would have to continue. The elected senators 
and representatives would be the first link between the six districts and 
the national government.

The judiciary would be free from any political connection; the 
elected governor would nominate the required number of justices with 
the advice and consent of the Senate of the Congress of Micronesia.

W estminster System

Under this arrangement, the legislature or the Congress of 
Micronesia constitutes the legislative power. It is the supreme power in 
the new state of Micronesia.

The elected head of state or chief minister, together with his 
appointed cabinet, constitutes the executive branch.

The manner of electing the chief minister is different from the 
process utilized under the presidential system. The chief minister, under 
this system, would be an elected person like the rest of the members of 
the Congress of Micronesia; he would in fact be chosen from among the 
members of the newly elected Congress of Micronesia. By convention 
to be adopted, he and his cabinet would be collectively responsible to the 
legislative branch, and not directly to the people. He would have to 
resign if he lost the confidence of the legislative branch.
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The one advantage of this system is that it would cause very little 
problem or confusion in the election process; and, taking the problems 
of disunity and the lack of national political parties in Micronesia, this 
might speed up the process of selecting a national leader.

The new chief minister would appoint his cabinet either from 
among the members of the Congress of Micronesia or from those 
qualified outside the Congress of Micronesia.

The judiciary would be an independent branch. The members of 
the High Court would be appointed for life by the new governor with 
the advice and consent of the Senate of the Congress of Micronesia. 
Judges may not be members of the Congress of Micronesia.

N ational C ouncil System

Under this system, the bicameral legislature, consisting of the 
House and the Senate, would continue in the Congress of Micronesia. 
The constitution of the new state of Micronesia would assign the 
executive power of Micronesia to a National Council of Government. 
The national council would consist of six members (representing each 
district) elected directly by the people of Micronesia in accordance with 
a system of equal representation from each district. The national council 
would elect its president. Thus, the president of Micronesia is, in fact, 
the president of the national council. Such a president would be changed 
every two years by a system of rotation within the national council. 
Members of the council would hold office for four years.

The advantage of this system is again related to the problem of 
unification and the geographical dispersion of the territory.

The national council would be elected and would nor be 
responsible to the legislature or the Congress of Micronesia. The 
president of the national council would be responsible only to the 
national council and to the people of Micronesia. The manner of 
electing the president would be relatively simple. It would be by secret 
vote among the six members of the national council.

The president elected by the national council forms a government 
by appointing his cabinet; the cabinet would be directly responsible to 
him and the national council, not the Congress of Micronesia.

The judiciary would be similar to that of the presidential system or 
the Westminster system.

The national council system is both unitary and centralized, and
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can easily accommodate the idea o f a confederation o f the six districts or 
the desire for a reasonably centralized form of government.

NOTE

1. “Significant Events in the Development of Government in T .T .P.I.” 
Office of Political Affairs, Headquarters, Trust Territory Administra­
tion, January 10, 1968.



Free
Association

. . . therefore choose life, that 
both thou and thy seed may 
live . . .

—Deuteronomy 30:19

TH E W INDS that in the last decade brought great political change to 
many underdeveloped countries of Africa and Southeast Asia are 
blowing steadily and will continue to effect many great changes in 
Micronesia during this decade.

Today, after centuries of relative isolation and domination by the 
Spanish, the Germans, and the Japanese, and after some twenty years of 
American administration, Micronesians feel that a change in political 
status must be made in this decade. For all practical purposes, the 1970s 
will be a decade of development and of decisions of profound and lasting 
consequences.

The Congress of Micronesia’s Future Political Status Commission, 
after making extensive study trips to the islands of the South Pacific and 
to the districts of the T rust Territory to examine the question of 
Micronesia’s future, proposed its recommendation for a state of 
Micronesia in free association with the United States. Furthermore, the 
political status delegation, which went to Washington in 1969, also 
endorsed this position. Micronesia as a free and associated state would be 
a new governmental entity in the American system of federal 
government, but the concept is not a new one in worldwide govern­
mental systems. West Berlin has a curious form of participation in the 
Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany); the European Eco­
nomic Community (Common Market) of free and associated states of 
Western Europe share a common interest while retaining their own 
political independence; Puerto Rico is a free and associated common­
wealth of the United States; and the Cook Islands has a free and 
associated status with New Zealand. This is a new emergent political
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status in the world for dependent peoples and for the liberation of 
colonial peoples who do not wish or may not be ready to organize 
themselves as independent political communities.

To Micronesians, what is basic to the concept of a free associated 
state is the question of ownership. Micronesians contend that ownership 
of the Micronesian islands rests with Micronesians. To exercise true 
ownership rights, Micronesians must be vested with certain powers of 
sovereignty. The question of “who governs” is related to “who owns 
the land.” The question of sovereignty is very involved, and it should be 
understood that the Micronesian desire for sovereignty is derived not 
from a pecuniary motive; rather, it is based on the premise that a 
political alliance between the United States and Micronesia, in which 
the Micronesians’ rights of land ownership are respected, is a good 
thing, as opposed to the political subordination of Micronesia to the 
United States.

There will be mutual concessions by both parties involved. The 
element of friendship must be at the very core of the free associated 
state. There must be mutual respect. The free associated state is a 
compact among friends. It is hoped that under the concept of a free 
associated state, Micronesians will govern Micronesia. The report of the 
Future Political Status Commission states in part that “the aspiration of 
self-government is part of the love of freedom.”

Also, the aspiration to govern oneself is a measure of human 
dignity. The demand for civic participation is a healthy thing and the 
United States’ appreciation and recognition of these desires would be a 
sign of its greatness and strength.

Furthermore, the United States government should regard the 
concept of a free associated state as one that strikes a balance between 
“retaining the status quo” and the “independence movement.” It is a 
position of compromise. It comes to terms with both the past and the 
future. It is a choice that will assure continued economic assistance and 
increase capital development in Micronesia. Micronesians who oppose 
this status will have to realize that the world is very different now; the 
forces of “Western culture” 1 are affecting Micronesia in many ways. 
Micronesia has become part of the greater world whether Micronesians 
like it or not. Micronesia cannot continue to live in the past nor dwell in 
the dreams of impossibilities.

Old myths and new realities must be taken into serious considera­
tion. Realities cannot be brushed aside; our thoughts and discussions 
must be free of rigid and outdated beliefs. O f all the myths that have 
troubled the lives of the newly developing nations, the most pervading
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one is that of “extreme nationalism.” There has been “Pan-Africanism” 
in Africa, and other related slogans in the Middle East and Southeast 
Asia, and here in Micronesia there is a growing “Pan-Micronesian- 
ism.” 2 It is preeminently a state of mind rather than a state of nature, 
and it is gradually capturing Micronesia. It is one of the most powerful 
forces in world politics, and it is also the most dangerous. Pan-Micro- 
nesianism is a fanatic cry to overthrow everything non-Micronesian, 
disregarding all realities and circumstances. It is unfortunate that this 
extreme form of nationalism has become a force at precisely the time in 
Micronesian history when technology, knowledge, a common language, 
and education are beginning to make Micronesia a single unit in the 
physical sense and interdependent in the political, economic, and 
cultural senses.

The recommendation of the political status commission for a free 
associated state of Micronesia is not only meaningful but realistic. It is a 
choice born out of sad and bitter experiences both of past and present 
history. Subsistence living has taken so much from Micronesians and 
given so little in return. Under the new political arrangement, the 
people of Micronesia will have a chance to live and enjoy the blessings 
of Western culture and technology while retaining their own respective 
cultural indentities.

By the way of description, free association involves the concept of 
an entity. It also requires an agreement or compact. There are two 
parties to the agreement and each must have existence as an entity. 
Therefore, Micronesia, while not independent, would be sovereign. 
The unit or entity Micronesia, as distinguished from her people, would 
agree to surrender a degree of her independence in order to derive 
certain benefits for herself. Under free association, the Micronesian 
people would have those rights and powers they did not delegate to 
another party (the United States). This concept recognizes the right of 
the Micronesian people to form a government, and to join with another 
government voluntarily. Under the United Nations’ concept of free 
association, Micronesia would have recognized international status.

Consequently, an area in free association with an independent 
nation does exist as an entity. However, the existence is partly 
dependent on an external power, the degree of which would depend on 
the terms of the association. Micronesia would retain sovereign power 
over her internal affairs. Foreign relations and national defense would be 
handled by both parties in accordance with the agreement. Micronesia 
would be recognized under international law as a unit or entity. 
Micronesia could maintain relations with foreign countries in accord-
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ance with the terms of the association. One of the most important 
features of this status is the right to unilateral termination. This right 
recognizes that Micronesia is a political entity and gives Micronesia the 
right to terminate her dependent status in favor of independence. 
Legally, there are many forms that such a right of termination could 
take. It would be exercised only under certain conditions, only after a 
certain period of time, and so forth. The method and conditions of 
termination would depend on the terms of the association. Further, the 
terms of association could be altered or amended upon the consent of 
both parties.3

A word about culture is appropriate. Culture is a fighting word in 
Micronesia. Micronesians take intense pride in their culture and this has 
been a decisive aspect in their pursuit of a free associated state status. 
The districts of Micronesia want passionately to preserve their individ­
ual cultural identities, but the truth is that they are not at all united on 
what to do with it.

Today the new Micronesian educated elite and the middle and 
lower classes are divided into three basic strands: First, there are those 
who see no prospect of maintaining a local culture and would promote 
the status quo and eventually settle for a territorial status. Second, there 
are those who prefer to fight for complete independence regardless of 
the impossible economic, political, and geographical hurdles such a move 
would erect. They would throw overboard what has been gained and 
assimilated, including the English language itself (the only vehicle of 
unity), and would return to the traditional life of Micronesia. And, 
finally, there are those who would refuse to do either, at least at this 
point in time and stage of development in Micronesia. This group insists 
that it is Micronesia’s distinct destiny to be a bridge between Western 
culture and Micronesian culture, blending the two to some extent but 
basically building on the Micronesian foundation under the stimulus of 
Western cultural influences.

The free associated state status comes closest to representing the 
status desired by this latter group because it provides the only 
respectable and lucid approach in resolving the future status of 
Micronesia, given the conditions and circumstances present in Micro­
nesia today. This approach considers not just the people’s pride in their 
culture and their respect for their land system, but it also looks into the 
problems of education, public health, transportation, and communica­
tion, and the economic and political realities of Micronesia. It considers 
the feelings and aspirations of the older generation as well as the 
younger generation; it has taken into account the fact that many young
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Micronesians today desire things not Micronesian in nature and 
character, that there is a whole new class of people whose point of 
orientation is different from that of earlier generations. This group 
would rather have a Coca-Cola than a coconut. At the same time, the 
status commission recognizes that it must also accommodate the aged, 
the other class of people who would rather have a coconut than a 
Coca-Cola. Accommodation of the desires of all the Micronesians is the 
essence of the free associated state status. The leaders in the Congress of 
Micronesia who advocate this new political status are well aware of the 
need for maintaining cultural cohesion and identity, because it is from 
these wellsprings that a society draws its strength. They also recognize 
the need to provide the technological and economic advantages of 
Western culture that would be available through an alliance with the 
United States.

The new status for Micronesia will not be easy to institute. It is 
hoped that at the conclusion of talks between Washington and the Joint 
Committee on Future Status of the Congress of Micronesia, certain 
goals and objectives will be agreed upon. Once an agreement is reached 
on the basic broad objective, the Congress of Micronesia and the 
administering authority will have to work out the details as to how the 
Free Associated State of Micronesia could be established. It is certain, 
however, that several constitutional procedures would have to be carried 
out by the people of Micronesia.

The Congress of Micronesia would have to call for a territory-wide 
constitutional convention, a convention that would represent every 
sector of Micronesia. The convention would formally adopt a draft 
constitution for Micronesia. This document would have to be agreed to 
by the United States Congress and by the people of Micronesia.

After the draft constitution is adopted by the delegates to the 
convention, the Trust Territory administration and the Congress of 
Micronesia would jointly call for a territory-wide referendum (plebi­
scite) in which the people of Micronesia would vote to adopt or reject 
the draft constitution. Once the constitution is adopted, it would then be 
presented to the United States Congress for final approval and formal 
ratification. If this constitution is ratified by the United States Congress, 
the people of Micronesia and the United States government will have a 
formal compact, joining the people of Micronesia in a partnership with 
the United States, the state of Micronesia in free association with the 
United States.

This formal compact would also grant authority to the United 
States to present the agreement to the United Nations as a choice made
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freely and independently by the people of Micronesia. This would 
signify the terminating point for the United Nations Trusteeship 
agreement.

It is hoped that the state of Micronesia, upon completion of these 
formal constitutional steps, will call for a state-wide election to elect its 
own chief executive. These constitutional steps will formalize the 
changeover from the trust territory government to a free associated state 
government. Micronesia will continue to use United States currency, 
the U S. postal service, and the existing communications and transporta­
tion network. This is a general picture of what might happen, details of 
which will have to be worked out later if and when the new state of 
Micronesia is created.

It should be noted that the status of free associated state is, by 
nature and character, a temporary arrangement, which would probably 
last at least the next twenty years. Its flexibility is probably one of its 
finest features. It is the opinion of this writer that so long as the United 
States continues to show interest in both Micronesia and Guam, or until 
a definite relationship between Micronesia and Guam is settled or 
clarified, or until Micronesia has opted for complete independence, there 
can be no real permanent political solution in this part of the western 
Pacific. As long as the United States maintains its strategic interest in 
this part of the Pacific and maintains its other commitments in Asia and 
in the Pacific basin, United States policy will continue to play a leading 
role in Micronesia, and the Micronesian people will have to understand 
and become reconciled to these facts.

NOTES

1. The term “Western culture” is used here in its broadest sense, that is, it 
is not restricted to American tradition alone.

2. Pan-Micronesianism should not be confused with Micronization. The 
latter is a civil attempt to place more Micronesians in government service 
in positions of greater responsibility.

3. From Stephen Miller’s position »paper on the “Legal Consequences of 
Free Association,” prepared for the Joint Committee on Future Status, 
1971, pp. 4-5.
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UNDER American stewardship of Micronesia, in 1951 a semi-inde­
pendent judiciary was created, organized, and staffed by Micronesians, 
with the exception of the three High Court judges. For all practical 
purposes the judiciary branch has been functioning quite effectively, 
taking into consideration the level of education attained by most of its 
members.

In 1965, another independent branch was created—the legislative 
branch or the Congress of Micronesia. According to scholars who have 
observed or worked with it, it is just as good as any other legislative 
body in the Pacific area. The Congress of Micronesia now has full 
power and authority on all rightful subjects of legislation.

Only in the executive branch of the government has the United 
States failed, and stubbornly refused, to relinquish its hold. In the 
opinion of many people, both Americans and Micronesians, the time has 
come for the United States to take positive action in this particular 
aspect of its administration of Micronesia.

A new Executive Order from Washington allowing Micronesians 
to elect their own chief executive is overdue. This action will complete 
the order of business in Micronesia. It will provide an independent 
executive branch of government in Micronesia for the first time in its 
history.

The three branches of government will be run and staffed by 
Micronesians, with the exception of a few expatriate Americans who 
will stay on at the request of the new Micronesian government.

The real concern of the Micronesian people all these years has not 
been so much the external relationship of the United States and 
Micronesia, but the overly American-dominated and -oriented position
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of the Trust Territory government. Micronesian people can and should 
be given the chance to run their own internal affairs as they see fit. 
They should be allowed to create their own policy with respect to their 
own internal matters.

It is time for the United States to take a realistic stand on this issue. 
It must abdicate its persistent hold on the last of the three branches of 
the government—the executive branch—and allow the Micronesian 
people to actually learn, by participation, the true art of self-govern­
ment—learning by doing.

It would be unrealistic for the United States to completely 
withdraw from Micronesia. But the United States’ administrative role in 
Micronesia could be that of advisor, consultant, and overseer—a 
secondary role, played in the background and not so much in stage 
center. This reversal of roles will fulfill the utmost desire of the 
Micronesians for internal self-government.

The relation and form of a future political arrangement with the 
United States will ultimately be decided by both the United States and 
the people of Micronesia. It is up to Washington to recognize this need 
to complete the rearrangement of Micronesia’s government, a need that 
has already affected the relationship between the two countries.

In the years that have passed between 1946 and 1971, much has 
changed in the world and in Micronesia, but much still remains to be 
done. Micronesia is changing rapidly at a pace that is almost impossible 
to keep up with. That is why one must pause and take a look at some of 
the changes that have happened and deliberate some of the problems 
that have yet to come or be solved.

That there will be change, whether one likes it or not, is the only 
sure promise that can be made. It is difficult to offer secure and firm 
commitments about the future, about jobs, about the standard of living, 
or even about the present way of life. No one can tell another how 
much money they will earn, no one can even tell another what the 
political future will be, but change is coming and will come. It is up to 
the citizens of Micronesia, and especially the young Micronesians, to 
promote the desired changes.

It is important to consider some of the changes that have taken 
place recently with respect to the political future of Micronesia. The 
Micronesian people are divided into three schools of thought. There are 
those who see no prospect of maintaining the traditional culture and 
would promote the idea of complete Westernization. There are those 
who prefer to fight for complete independence regardless of the 
economic, geographical, and political realities. They would overthrow
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what has been gained and assimilated during the past twenty-odd years 
and return to traditional Micronesian life.

Between these two extremes, there is a middle course—a synthesis 
of the two—based on the premise that there are certain wisdoms and 
values from the past, the traditional culture, that one should try to retain 
and reconcile with what is acceptable from the present or the Western 
tradition. Achieving this synthesis is a difficult task and a great 
responsibility. It calls for courage and moral leadership.

The young generation will be the leaders of the future as well as 
the heirs to this challenging destiny. They are living in the only period 
in the long and foreign-dominated history of Micronesia in which 
Micronesians have been accorded the right to voice their discontent­
ments against an administering power. This privilege was never granted 
under the Spanish, the Germans, and the Japanese. Even under the 
traditional system, speaking up against traditional authority was never 
allowed. In fact it still is prohibited. Indeed, the young generation of 
Micronesia is fortunate to live at such a period when these basic human 
rights are recognized and respected. This is to the credit of the United 
States.

The United States administration in Micronesia desires a closer, if 
not a permanent, relationship with Micronesia. The present administra­
tion has undergone some important changes in attitude. American 
officials, on Capitol Hill on Saipan, and in Washington, are showing 
more interest in and greater understanding of the problems of this area. 
They have promised a more efficient and responsive administration of 
these islands. There are promises of equal pay for equal work; placement 
of more Micronesians in positions of greater responsibility; guarantees of 
compensation and consultation with Micronesians regarding lands. 
These announced changes and promises are encouraging.

For the past twenty-odd years, actual development and programs 
have come to and usually stopped at the district centers, the only 
Micronesia known to the press and the outside world. Development and 
progress cannot be allowed to stop at the district centers. Education, 
medical services, business and commerce, communication and transpor­
tation, political development—all must flow into the outer islands and 
outlying areas of Micronesia. It is difficult to believe how any 
government, American or Micronesian, can ignore such a sizable 
portion of Micronesians, remotely situated though they are.

The outer islands people constitute about one-half of the total 
population in Micronesia today, but what they receive in terms of 
services and assistance is very small and inadequate.
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The dilemma of poverty faced by these outer islands people is the 
gap between expectations and reality. Micronesia can no more change 
these high expectations than it can change its own history. Therefore, 
the only recourse is to change the opportunities for realizing the 
expectations, for, as long as there is plenty, poverty is evil. Government 
belongs wherever evil needs an adversary and there are people in 
distress who cannot help themselves.

Micronesia has enjoyed the blessings of a great democracy. 
However, the American stewardship in Micronesia should not be 
continued on the basis of prevalidation. Stewardship of the trustee 
cannot be prevalidated. It should be continued on its merits.

The conditions and circumstances of Micronesia’s outer islands 
people are almost the same as they were when Christopher Columbus 
discovered America; the same as they were when Kaiser Wilhelm 
decided to colonize these islands; the same as they were when Japan 
extended its military aggression into these islands; and they have 
remained the same since 1947, when the United States signed the 
trusteeship agreement.

As Micronesia continues in its quest for a political future, it must 
be kept in mind that there are those who will sacrifice everything in the 
name of “Micronesian dignity.” Whatever the choice may be, it must 
be remembered that there can be no dignity if there is poverty; there 
can be no dignity of the human life if there is hunger; there can be no 
dignity of the mind if there is ignorance; there can be no dignity if the 
body is sick; and there can be no dignity if the soul is without hope. 
Also, there can be no dignity if these outer islands people have no sense 
of belonging to their own government simply because that government 
does not care or will not extend its hand that far.

There are great dangers and difficulties challenging Micronesia. 
But these are exceptional times; the exceptional challenges which are 
presented call for exceptional effort. Micronesians must follow the 
footsteps of their great ancestors who, many years before, roamed these 
open waters in their sailing canoes and challenged the outside world to 
achieve their destiny.

The young Micronesians of the new Micronesia are the apostles of 
change—they must challenge the unchallengeable; think the unthink­
able; and question the unquestionable. They must bring about change, 
the only sure promise.
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Predicament
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If man is deprived of his free­
dom he will become either
resigned and lose vitality, or 
furious and aggressive.

a —Eric Fromm 
The Revolution of Hope

People

IN TH E MOVIE, The King and /, a favorite remark of the king was: 
“It’s a puzzlement.’’ This would not understate Micronesia’s problems. 
The Spanish were not able to solve the “Micronesian puzzle,” neither 
were the Germans, the Japanese, nor the Americans. The Micronesian 
puzzle remains unsolved. It is a dilemma brought on by elements of the 
culture, geography, resources, and politics. It is a melting pot of 
impossibilities. There is hope, however, that perhaps American ingenu­
ity, understanding, and sense of social justice might sooner or later 
contain the situation and the problems.

Today’s Micronesia was born of a history in which the world’s big 
powers struggled to shape their own images. For centuries Micronesia 
has been a trust of civilization. Even in this day and age of advanced 
technology and man’s conquest over nature, Micronesia is still trying to 
overcome most of her basic problems. However, Micronesia is now 
determined to attempt once and for all to shape her own destiny. This is 
the irony of the predicament of Micronesia. She has reached a point of 
development where science can help life and environment, and yet, a 
strong culture and tradition are both not ready to surrender their places.

Micronesia has reached the point where she knows that she cannot 
have both tradition and modernization at the same time. One has to 
replace the other. However, a great majority of Micronesians are still 
very much tradition oriented. It is not at all easy to forget one’s past 
heritage, but the processes of change are not still. They have been in 
existence since the time early missionaries first Christianized Micronesia 
and they were given impetus by the arrivals of the German traders, the
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Japanese fishermen, and finally, the United States Marines who landed 
in the Marshalls in early 1944.

There is a predicament because two equally strong forces are 
pulling Micronesia in opposing directions. Forces of tradition and 
modernization are tearing Micronesia apart. Tradition is so strong that 
there are young Micronesians who are actually advocating a return to 
the “paradise” of the past. Equally strong are the processes of 
modernization, so strong in fact that the traditional element has 
resurfaced to counteract the new forces. There are old traditional chiefs 
in some of the more conservative sectors of Micronesia who are telling 
the young people to go to school abroad and find their destiny. There 
are those who counsel the young people to remain at home. This is a 
puzzlement.

Another aspect of the Micronesian predicament is the fact that 
after years of relative isolation by island or island group, Micronesians 
have finally discovered that there is an entity called Micronesia, an 
entity created and shaped by outside powers. The phrase “Man in 
Paradise” is even more confusing, for if he is created from the outside, 
what is he? Where does he belong? The Micronesian has traditionally 
thought that his small world was the only one in existence, but to his 
surprise, he finds that he is not alone, that he has kinship with other 
districts, and that there is a much bigger world beyond his immediate 
horizon.

The Micronesian man feels a sense of belonging and oneness with 
his other fellow Micronesian, yet he has learned, to his disappointment, 
that he cannot communicate with his newly discovered relatives in his 
traditional tongue, that he must use a foreign tongue—the English or the 
Japanese language. This is another of the predicaments that disturbs his 
sense of balance.

It seems that Micronesia will have to adopt a borrowed language as 
its national language. Micronesians realize that they are one people and 
that yet they are not. They want to live in unity, but tradition dictates 
that there will be six distinct cultures. How does one live, and yet dwell 
in two different worlds? Can modern science provide the answer? So 
far, it has not.

W ith the introduction of the new life, Micronesians have discov­
ered that they have certain basic wants that only the process of 
modernization can bring and help provide. There are new assumptions 
and rising expectations. Electricity and running water are actually not 
bad, the Micronesians have discovered. With electricity, many things 
can be accomplished with less strain. Clean running water is healthy.
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But, again, Micronesia knows that it is difficult to have these things 
without wealth and a form of government that will encourage the influx 
of outside capital. Micronesia is poor, her natural resources are few. This 
is another dilemma. It has no real ready solution.

Education has brought enlightenment to Micronesian thinking. 
Under the three previous colonial powers, this opportunity was never 
afforded the Micronesians. The education they received was mostly in 
technical training. It was only enough for Micronesians to perform 
certain skills and remain happy and undisturbed. That is why no 
Micronesians, until now, ever thought of challenging the early establish­
ments or even talking about future political status under the German 
and the Japanese regimes.

The Americans may someday leave Micronesia, but they will long 
be remembered, for despite all their shortcomings in governing 
Micronesia, they made possible a new phenomenon in Micronesia, the 
“liberation of the mind.” Through education, this has become possible. 
The irony of the situation is that Micronesians are now using what they 
have learned as a weapon, not to destroy, but to gain equality and social 
justice, not only against their masters, but also against the archaic, the 
traditionalist, element.

Another of the real dilemmas of Micronesia, one that is not easily 
recognized and appreciated, or understood, especially by Americans, is 
the fact that a great majority of the Micronesian people are being 
colonized on two fronts—the one favoring modernization and the other 
the traditional past. In other words, the modern world and the landed 
traditional chiefs of Micronesia are both operating in Micronesia to gain 
and obtain control of Micronesia for their own selfish interests. The 
American military is buying and leasing lands from the people; some 
chiefs are kicking people off their lands and exchanging those lands for 
greater wealth. The realities of Micronesian politics are that if you are a 
commoner and you don’t vote in an election for a chief who might be 
running for public office, you stand a very good chance of losing the 
rights to your land. You also stand a good chance of losing your 
creditableness. This is a Micronesian type of colonizing. It is one of the 
oldest methods of suppressing people, and it is still practiced in many 
parts of Micronesia. The average Micronesian is caught between two 
worlds. He must decide which way to go and which of the two is the 
lesser evil.

The Micronesian quest for a political future is, in many respects, an 
assertion of the will of the common man to obtain freedom and equality. 
It is a search for a better and just world. Education has brought about



94 The Micronesian Dilemma

rhis understanding. It has enlightened man’s mind, and therefore has 
given him the courage to challenge the social evils, both from within and 
without Micronesia.

Micronesia’s request for a closer alliance with the United States is 
derived partly from this social predicament. The United States should 
realize and appreciate this problem. It is a supplication to end all forms 
of colonialism within and without Micronesia. Yet, it is compounded by 
other associated problems. Whatever political status is agreed upon, 
Micronesia knows that she cannot afford to go it alone. The concept of 
free association comes closest to a compromise between the two 
opposing forces.

The answer to these predicaments lies perhaps in the concept of a 
“curative treatment’’ approach, rather than a “preventive treatment.” 
Education and understanding on the part of both Americans and 
Micronesians are needed for the survival of both in Micronesia.

One of the things Senator J. W. Fulbright discussed in Old Myths 
and New Realities was the attitude of the American people toward 
United States foreign policy. Americans persisted in believing old myths 
about other countries, refusing to accept the new realities. In Micro­
nesia, this is equally true; both American and Micronesian attitudes 
toward the Micronesian situation will have to improve. They must 
recognize the “reality” of Micronesia as it exists now, and not persist in 
regarding it as it was during the Japanese time or even five years ago. 
This is very important if any meaningful discussions and solutions are to 
be had.

It is indeed a dilemma when a people wish to control their own 
destiny, but are unable to without involving another party, the United 
States. Not only is the question of terminating the trusteeship 
agreement a difficult one to resolve because the form of government 
superseding it must be decided, but Micronesia’s ability to provide a 
sound economic base for the sustenance of government and life itself is 
also as difficult to resolve.

In addition, Micronesia’s diverse ethnic groups do nor share a 
common political goal. Their unification is therefore a real problem.

Micronesians claim exclusive sovereignty over their lands and their 
people. They have consistently asked for a greater measure of internal 
self-government over the past several years, yet the United States has 
not yielded to persuasion.

Timing may not be on Micronesia’s side now, but history is on the 
side of Micronesia’s request for self-government, and it is difficult to 
imagine that this quest for self-government would not be honored in this
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decade. In the words of English philosopher John Plamenatz, “It is 
among the imperialist peoples that there is probably the deepest 
understanding of your predicament and the truest sympathy with your 
aspirations.” * 1 However true this may be, the American military 
establishment respects no barriers that stand in the way of its 
never-ending quest for more land acquisition in Micronesia.

On the other hand, Micronesian nationalism is confronted by the 
dilemma caused by those who would look to the past and the traditional 
society as unique, nice, and easy and therefore essential to some form of 
national identity and by those who would cultivate and court moderni­
zation, secularism, and the scientific outlook of the more advanced 
countries. This dilemma is further complicated by a small, but growing 
movement toward complete independence.

NOTE

1. John Plamenatz, On Alien Rule and Self-Government (London: Long­
mans and Green, 1960), p. 208.
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We must dare to think  “ unthink­
able■”  thoughts. We must learn 
to explore all the options and 
possibilities that confront us in 
a complex and rapidly changing 
world.

— Senator J. W . Fulbright 
Old Myths and New Realities

TH ER E IS N O  other issue in Micronesia that is comparable in terms o f 
importance and complexity to the question o f the political future o f 
Micronesia. Also, there is no other issue that divides the people o f 
Micronesia more than the question o f independence for Micronesia. It is 
an issue so involved that it may eventually spell the doom o f this cluster 
o f islands and its people i f  it is not dealt with properly, and i f  emotion 
and pride take precedence over rationality and wisdom.

Throughout time and history, each people and each generation 
have had to make such choices. History has summoned each generation 
o f Micronesians to step forth and decide its political destiny. Micronesia 
is now at that crossroads o f decision-making, propelled to that point by 
the forces o f history, and Micronesia must respond to this summons with 
greatness and dignity— greatness to the extent that those whose 
responsibility it is to chart the political unknown must not accept 
independence blindly and foolishly and dignity in that the leaders o f 
Micronesia should reflect on what is possible, rather than on what 
theoretically ought to be.

Whatever the ultimate choice may be, the leaders o f Micronesia 
would be irresponsible i f  they chose as their model nations more 
generously endowed with natural resources than are their lands.

It is without doubt that the only way Micronesia w ill free herself 
from American domination and from her own utopian sense o f the past 
is to obtain independence, or at least a large measure o f autonomy. 
Micronesians should be masters in their own country, because so long as 
Micronesia remains under United States rule, Micronesians w ill find it
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difficult to rise to full political and social equality with Americans or 
with any other people. But it does not follow that the sooner Micronesia 
obtains her independence, the better. If Micronesia obtains her 
independence before she is capable of efficiently governing herself, to 
say nothing of achieving social justice and freedom for her people, she 
may sink into such corruption and squalor that her government will be 
more greatly despised by her people than if she had continued a little 
longer under the present system. Where there is corruption and squalor, 
there is usually oppression as well. Under an independence achieved too 
soon, the Micronesian people may find themselves ruled by an 
indifferent and corrupt minority, with nothing to comfort them except 
the thought that their new oppressors have skins of the same color as 
their own.

Recent advocates of immediate independence for Micronesia have 
argued that, among other things, Micronesia is economically weak and 
that therefore it should return to its past subsistence economy and be 
independent in that fashion. This is a solution evasive of reality and 
apologetic in character.

However, before any meaningful discussion on the issue of 
independence is made, it is best to take a closer look at how Micronesia 
should approach the whole question of independence.

First, the question is raised, Can Micronesia be independent? It is 
the kind of question that evokes a “yes” or “no” answer. It is also the 
kind of question children use when they want something, because the 
moment an affirmative answer is given, the child is granted the freedom 
to have what he wants. This type of approach is also very dangerous, 
however, because it does not require much in the way of rational 
thought. What is sought in such a question is simply to prove that 
something is possible, with no regard to the attenuating circumstances.

The second question is, Is Micronesia ready for independence? It is 
one which is much more difficult to answer because it demands a great 
deal of analysis and study of certain factors and conditions before an 
answer can be given. For example, analyses must be made of the level of 
education, the social conditions, the economic viability, and the fitness 
and level of political sophistication that the country and its peoples have 
attained. It has no ready answer. It requires rational thinking.

The third question, Should Micronesia be independent? is the most 
difficult of the three. It is philosophical in approach and requires sound 
judgment, judgment nor only of facts, but also of values. It requires 
great courage to answer this particular question. Levels of aspiration
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must be taken into consideration. History, culture, and mores of a 
people—all are great factors, but none of these can be easily analyzed 
because there are no tangible facts to be studied.

This is the type of approach that the Micronesian people should 
consider. The basic question is, What kind of a society do the people of 
Micronesia want to have, and want to live in? What is the quality of life 
desired in Micronesia? The responses to those questions create the 
setting in which the following questions may be raised. Should 
Micronesia be independent? Is it wise to have it now or next year, or not 
at all? If modernization is desirable, will an independent Micronesia 
offer the opportunities conducive to development? These questions are 
fundamentally difficult. The third question embraces such considera­
tions as feasibility, desirability, possibility and probability, workability, 
functionality, and the wisdom of independence as a choice.

There is a fallacy in the theory that, by virtue of Micronesia’s right 
of self-determination, Micronesia must, therefore, seek independence. It 
is argued here that national independence or internal self-government 
for Micronesia, necessary though it may be to enhance the self-respect 
of the Micronesian people, is not enough. There must also be efficient 
government. In the old days, before the dawn of modern civilization and 
literacy, government could be efficient without being liberal and 
democratic. It could preserve order and respect for customs and popular 
beliefs without being subject to criticism. But relations between 
governments and the governed are now very different and much more 
varied and much more active. People expect incomparably more from 
their governments than they used to; they make enormous demands 
upon them.

Circumstances differ from place to place, and general situations 
change from decade to decade. It is therefore hazardous to plan 
Micronesia’s future by looking to Africa and Southeast Asia for 
precedents Micronesia should follow. Micronesia is indeed one of the 
unique places of the world. It is difficult to find any ready-made political 
solution that fits the peculiar situation of Micronesia. It is therefore 
illogical for Micronesia to try to find her answer in the history of other 
developing countries. It is sound, however, for Micronesia to judge her 
own position on the issue of independence in light of her own present 
circumstances.

There is a strong belief among Micronesians that their right of 
self-assertion is being delayed and impeded and that, therefore, they 
must fight to recover this right at all cost. This is noble, but not enough.

While the views and opinions of young Micronesians, and other
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non-Micronesians who are advocating independence, should be listened 
to with the greatest of care, they are not responsible for the ultimate 
settlement of the political question. It is the Congress of Micronesia that 
has been given a mandate by the people to make recommendations on 
the political status of Micronesia. The Congress will be held for its 
decision, good or bad, in no uncertain terms by the people of 
Micronesia.

An indisputable fact about the whole Micronesian quest for 
independence is that it will not come cheaply at all.

The high costs are recognized by the advocates of independence. 
Paradoxically, however, they are using it as a justification for opting for 
independence. Their argument has a negative quality about it. As an 
example, the independence advocates are saying that Micronesia should 
become independent by returning to its past where everything will be 
cheap, simple, and free.

On the other hand, those who favor a slower and more collective 
approach are saying that Micronesia does not yet possess the educational 
resources and the capabilities to exist independently and that, therefore, 
she should not opr for independence at this time.

The former have the attitude of “go for broke,” regardless of what 
the prospects are. The latter want to adopt the attitude of “wait and 
see,” a more cautious approach.

Until it is definitely certain what kind of a society and quality of 
life-style the people of Micronesia want, it would seem dangerous and 
presumptuous to conclude that Micronesia should return to its subsis­
tence level of existence.

It has been determined that if Micronesia were to opt for 
independence within this decade, its government will need no less than 
$40 million annually to provide the social services presently enjoyed and 
surely to be expected in the future by the people.

The revolution of rising expectations is increasingly growing. 
People demand better things. No government, American or Microne­
sian, can continue to exist or to debate the political issue without 
considering this reality.

Micronesia is evolving more and more toward a true money 
economy. Its values are also rapidly changing. The younger generation 
is gradually losing touch with the past. Micronesia can neither judge nor 
decide her future solely on the basis of her past.

How can Micronesia raise $40 million on local revenues alone? 
The estimated tax revenues under the new tax law are insufficient to 
hold Micronesia together as a political unit. Unless there is a strong
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central government to raise funds, $40 million cannot be raised. The 
unity of Micronesia will gradually disintegrate, and geography will 
dictate that Micronesians might as well disregard any thinking toward a 
politically united Micronesia.

With independence comes certain basic necessities. Any sovereign 
people must also look after their own security. To guard the 3 million 
square miles within Micronesia’s borders and to operate one vessel alone 
would exhaust funds not less than $5,000,000, not including the cost of 
maintenance. In the area of education and health, the cost of educating 
the youngsters of Micronesia and providing health and medical services 
would quadruple that amount.

An independent Micronesia will have to maintain diplomatic 
relations with other sovereign nations. It may not be necessary, but it is 
a good way of gaining benefits for Micronesia and the goodwill of other 
peoples. This, too, will be expensive.

Independence, as many African erstwhile colonies have 
learned, is expensive. The temptation to establish embassies 
and legations in the leading capitals of the world, as well as 
neighboring ones, and missions to the United Nations and 
its specialized agencies is wellnigh irresistible. These 
trappings of sovereign independence are costly.1

Assistance from some of the world organizations does not come 
cheaply either.

There are dues for belonging to the Bank Fund, Labor 
Organization, World Health Organization, Food and 
Agriculture Organization, International Postal Union, and 
so forth, and expenses for representation and attendance at 
meetings.2

Micronesian canoes and small boats while very simple and 
convenient to use in interatoll travel will not do for intradistrict travel or 
to carry large amounts of cargo. The need to use more advanced 
systems of transportation cannot be underestimated. This, too, is 
expensive.

“Many countries feel the need of an airline, international shipping 
company, or both under their own flags. As a rule with the company 
comes an annual deficit.” 3 In Micronesia, it cannot be denied that there 
are political and social justifications for efficient, modern internal travel 
systems between district centers and remote uneconomic ports, but it 
will be costly.
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Funds from other countries may be a way to help meet the cost of 
running Micronesia. It must be remembered, however, that there will 
always be the proverbial strings attached to outside funding and 
Micronesia will need to respond to the pull of the strings or she will 
obtain no assistance.

Aside from monetary considerations, there are also political and 
social requirements of independence. These cannot be ignored, now or 
in the future.

The United Nations has set certain standards and conditions as 
indicators of a people’s readiness for self-government. These are:

First, opinion of the population of the Territory 
[Micronesia], freely expressed by informed and democratic 
processes, as to the status or change in status which they 
desire;

Second, freedom of choosing, on the basis of the right 
of self-determination of peoples, between several 
possibilities;

Third, the degree of evidence that the attribute or 
attributes of sovereignty which are not individually 
exercised will be collectively exercised by the larger entity;

Fourth, geographical considerations, the extent to 
which the relations of the nonself-governing territory with 
the capital of the metropolitan government may be affected 
by the circumstances arising out of their respective 
geographical positions, such separation by land, sea or other 
natural obstacles; and extent to which the interests of 
boundary states or [districts] may be affected, bearing in 
mind the general principle of good-neighborliness referred 
to in Article 74 of the United Nations Charter;

Fifth, ethnic and cultural considerations, the extent to 
which the populations are of different races, language or 
religious groups or have distinct cultural heritages, interests 
or aspirations, which distinguish them from the peoples of 
the country with which they may freely associate 
themselves;

Sixth, political advancement of the population, to the 
extent that it may be sufficient to enable them to decide 
upon the future destiny of the Territory [Micronesia] with 
due knowledge.4
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It is beyond doubt that proving a country’s readiness for national 
independence or even internal self-government does not come easy. 
There is a moral obligation to set certain standards for the social good of 
the people, and additionally, the United Nations does not give out 
declaration of independence documents very freely. It is the task of the 
leaders, the Joint Committee on Future Status, to see that these 
conditions and requirements are not only attained, but also understood 
by the people of Micronesia.

Micronesia is unique because of its location, its geography, and its 
cultural characteristics. For these reasons, no single formula will be easy 
to utilize. In fact, Micronesia will almost have to create her own 
formula.

It is evident that independence is the ultimate state of political 
evolution for any people, including Micronesians. It is not easily 
conferred on just any group of people. There are certain conditions that 
must be met. Micronesia can have independence, if the people are ready 
and willing to pay the price.

However, in light of the available evidence and the general mood 
in Micronesia, the option for independence will prove unacceptable. It 
would, if adopted, be costly in material and human sacrifices, both of 
which are not necessary at this time. A change in status to independ­
ence, while desirable, should be delayed, regardless of whether the 
United Nations wants to push for an early settlement.

Micronesia has a very unique situation unmatched in the world 
today. It is strongly urged that the United Nations resolution on the 
granting of independence to dependent peoples, insofar as it implies 
application regardless of whether the people are ready for it or not, 
should be taken with great caution.

Micronesia is the home of the Micronesians. To have the best of 
possible worlds, only the Micronesians can decide what is good for 
themselves.

However, under no circumstances should the right to future 
independence be compromised. Once the right to choose independence 
in the future is lost, it will never be regained!

N O TES

1. Charles P. Kindleberger, Power and Money (New York: Basic Books,
1970) ,  p. 36.

2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
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See Jandali Abdulfattah, “United Nations Effort to Set Standards for 
National Independence,” (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of 
Wisconsin, 1956), pp. 203-204. The subject is treated in much greater 
detail.
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Colonialism creates the patrio­
tism of the colonized.

—Jean-Paul Sartre 
The Colonizer and the 

Colonized

W H EN  United States invading forces landed in Micronesia during 
World W ar II, little thought was given to the fact that the United 
States was, for all intents and purposes, again writing another chapter of 
colonialism into its own history. One American writer has said that 
“few Americans may realize it, but our nation finds itself referred to as a 
‘colonial power’ despite its renunciation of such a policy in 1776.” 1 
Most Americans will not admit it, but the fact remains that they are 
colonizing Micronesia. Such a turn of events is unfortunate, for, up to 
quite recently, Micronesians had never regarded the presence of 
Americans in Micronesia as being colonialist.

However, when in 1967 Micronesian leaders, through the Con­
gress of Micronesia, started to ask for a greater measure of self-govern­
ment, they found that certain departments of the United States 
government were not willing at all to have Micronesians assume greater 
responsibility and control over their own affairs, including their lands.

The Micronesian people felt, at the rime the first waves of 
Americans began arriving in Micronesia, that indeed a new and better 
way of life had finally arrived, and in many respects this has been true.

The loss in material and human destruction suffered by the 
Micronesians during World W ar II can never be calculated. Whole 
islands were destroyed and lost forever, and populations decimated 
through no fault or cause of their own. Four years of incalculable human 
suffering came to a stop, and again another power gained control, this 
time the United States of America. This turn of events brought high 
hope and great expectation in Micronesia that a new and improved way 
of life would be coming.
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Twenty-five years later, this same hope and expectation, which the 
people of Micronesia had anticipated so confidently, is now the basis of 
serious questioning by the people. There seems to be a big gap between 
the lofty promises of the Trusteeship Agreement and the performance 
of the administering authority.

Who is responsible for this situation? Japan? Certainly, to some 
extent, because she instigated World W ar II in the Pacific. But can she 
be made to underwrite Micronesia’s economic recovery now that the 
war is far in the past? It is not certain. What about the Americans? 
Certainly not directly; they are guilty only of making promises they 
have not yet fulfilled.

Can the Micronesians be held responsible? In no possible sense can 
they be considered responsible for their own present predicament, nor 
of their future if they are not permitted the absolute freedom to decide 
their own destiny.

The responsibility for Micronesia’s present circumstances is that of 
the United States, who under the Trusteeship Agreement, agreed to 
certain legal and moral responsibilities. The presence of Americans in 
Micronesia is not by the right of conquest alone, but also by virtue of 
the Trusteeship Agreement. The Trusteeship Agreement can be 
considered the basic constitutional document governing the whole 
relationship between Micronesia and the United States. True, the 
people of Micronesia are not a party to the agreement, but as wards of 
the trustee, they have certain legal rights that are respected under 
international law.

For the United States, the Trusteeship Agreement is the guiding 
principle. T he document clearly commits the trustee to certain basic 
responsibilities and moral obligations with respect to the people of 
Micronesia. These fundamental responsibilities are written in clear and 
understandable language. They were written into the agreement not by 
the people of Micronesia, but by the same trustee that has so far failed to 
carry them out. Without the inclusion of these terms, it is highly 
doubtful whether the Security Council would have approved the 
Trusteeship Agreement.

These humanitarian considerations were intended as built-in 
mechanisms of control as well as ornaments to help balance out the real 
and only interest of the United States in Micronesia—military. Thus, 
the United States, in performing its role as a trustee, must also render 
certain humanistic duties; such civic responsibilities as education, health 
services, economic development, and so forth, were to be provided in
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exchange for rhe right to build missile sites and Coast Guard stations, 
acquire lands, and so on.

After some twenty years of United States assistance, Micronesians 
look at the ‘'balance sheet” and are appalled to find that it does not 
balance. The United States, in fact, has been colonizing Micronesia and 
willfully neglecting its moral obligations to the people.

Promises have been made since 1946 when an economic survey of 
rhe Trust Territory was conducted by the United States Commercial 
Company. Its recommendations and studies came out in the book 
Planning Micronesia’s Future. Some of the promising recommendations 
of the study have never been implemented.

Millions of dollars have been spent in study after study since 1946. 
There have been such studies as the “Nathan Associates Economic 
Report,” the “Solomon Report.” Many lesser and more specialized 
studies have also been made in almost every area of human endeavor in 
Micronesia.

It is the feeling of many Micronesians that the time has now come 
for the implementation of programs and projects. The agenda for 
development in Micronesia is long overdue.

It was because of, and not in spite of, these “unkept promises” that 
in 1967 the Congress of Micronesia started in morion rhe decolonization 
process through its Joint Committee on Future Status, its “status 
delegation” that went to Washington, and its commission before that.

These three different agents of change were mandated by the 
Congress of Micronesia to study and recommend to the Congress the 
best and most realistic course of action with respect to the future 
political status of Micronesia.

With United States policy, it seems that rhe end justifies the means, 
bur to Micronesians, the means must justify the end. To the United 
Stares rhe day-to-day governing of Micronesia is of little concern so 
long as the natives are happy and Micronesia is kept undisturbed. But 
for Micronesians, being happy and contented are only a small part of the 
“Micronesian philosophy.” Sovereignty, self-government, land owner­
ship, self-determination, all these must be accounted for, and rhe trustee 
should not attempt to ignore these vital issues. Indeed, the Micronesian 
philosophy clearly points to the question, “Who governs whom? Thus 
far, there has been no satisfactory response.

The United States policy of trying to contain the Micronesian 
people through the auspicious granting of greater direct appropriations 
to Micronesia, and rhe activation of military Civic Action teams, Office 
of Economic Opportinity programs, and the Peace Corps, has not
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worked because these things are not founded upon the realities of the 
Micronesian situation. To attempt to offer a pair of sun glasses to a blind 
man is a useless gesture. What the blind man needs is curative 
treatment, not adornment.

Five years ago, Micronesians requested that the United States 
Congress enact an Organic Act for the area. This was a request which 
stemmed out of respect for the United States. The United States 
Congress turned a deaf ear to that request. In 1969, and again in 1971, 
the Micronesians made a similar request, this time for free association 
status, but again the United States rejected it, countering with an offer 
of commonwealth status, a disguised form of colonialism. It was already 
too late; the tide of political events in Micronesia had taken a 180-degree 
turn, and a new Micronesian philosophy had developed, a philosophy 
emanating from certain political realities and legal rights.

It is doubtful whether any future United Stares offer that does not 
take into consideration the basic question of sovereignty and complete 
internal self-government for Micronesia will be acceptable.

The unfulfilled promises of the trusteeship agreement have created 
a gap in U.S.-Micronesian relations. The question here is not whether 
the Micronesians are anti-American or antidemocracy. The real 
question concerns principles and humanitarian considerations. What is 
the role of the trustee? And, how has the trustee performed thus far?

The Trust Territory administration is only an agency of the 
United States government. Its performance reflects the general attitude 
and policy of Washington. Policies governing the entire area are made 
in Washington where the views of the Defense Department and the 
military establishment are not easily ignored. It is these same people, 
thousands of miles away, who cannot read or feel the pulse of political 
events in Micronesia who are dictating the overall policy that governs 
Micronesia.

Naturally, in such a situation, it would be difficult if not impossible 
for the agent of the trustee to fulfill its role commendably.

At this late hour, it is doubtful whether any amount of United 
States dollars can really change the tide of political events in Micronesia. 
In such an atmosphere, the fulfillment of the responsibilities of the 
trustee becomes even more difficult, if not impossible.

A new and bold approach to politics in Micronesia is called for. 
“The American alliance system in Asia and the Pacific is likely to 
continue to decay. . . . The true theme of international politics in the 
area is likely to be that of self-reliance.” 2

This is the policy that the United States is likely to pursue in Asia
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and in rhe Pacific area in this decade. Ir may nor necessarily apply ro 
Micronesia, bur ir does make Micronesia more valuable and rhus vulner­
able to United Stares needs and interests if the U.S. relations with other 
Pacific and Asian powers continues to deteriorate in the years to come.

The Micronesian overture of an alliance of free association with the 
United States would be beneficial to both the United States and 
Micronesia. It is the only political arrangement that can repair the 
damages already incurred. It will bring greatness to the United States in 
the eyes of the international community as well as confidence to 
Micronesians. It will bestow respectability upon the already colonized 
Micronesians. Finally, it will improve a now bitter relationship. It will 
be a triumph for the United States-Micronesia partnership.

The trustee can no longer hide herself. She must now show her 
face and, for once, honestly state her intent and purpose in Micronesia. 
Since the United States cannot totally pull out of the Pacific and Asia, 
such an open attitude would kindle understanding and sympathy from 
the Micronesians.

The recent negotiations between the United States and the 
Congress of Micronesia’s Joint Committee on Future Status and the 
very fact that Micronesians have taken it upon themselves to chart a 
course to their future political status are in themselves clear and ample 
signs of political unrest and dissatisfaction with the past performance of 
rhe trustee. It is Micronesia’s response to the United States’ unscrupu­
lous attempt to engulf Micronesia and to negate her role as trustee of the 
people of Micronesia.

The position of the Micronesian people at this juncture is that the 
trusteeship is now due for change, adjustment, or renegotiation. It is 
only natural that the beneficiary make such a request. The nature of a 
trust is that the trustee can have no rights against the beneficiary. The 
conduct of the trustee must be subject to the scrutiny of the world 
community. The trustee is not a trustee if it is nor subject to control.

The United States would be mistaken if she did not take seriously 
rhe Micronesian desire for change now. There is as yet no “Yankee Go 
Fiome” attitude in the Micronesian approach. It is strictly a friendly 
reassertion of what are considered basic legal rights. It is the feeling of 
many that the trustee has forgotten her true role; the Micronesians are 
simply asking that the trustee give recognition to the Micronesian 
interest and perform accordingly. The United States will have to 
recognize that the Micronesian interest in the free association approach 
is also a recognition of United States strategic interests in the islands, as 
well as a sympathetic appreciation for democracy and freedom.
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Without any clear direction from Washington, it has been 
extremely difficult for the keeper of the trustee’s interest, the Trust 
Territory administration, to fulfill its obligations and responsibilities to 
the Micronesian people in a compassionate manner; yet, as an agency of 
the United States, it must share some of the blame.

Men of reason must ultimately realize that unless the military 
aspect of the trustee’s role in Micronesia is openly discussed and 
divorced from the humanitarian considerations, the trustee will have to 
take the blame for the political problems and the present impasse in 
negotiations. If the present state of affairs is not changed, it may turn 
into a political revolution that may spread beyond control. The quest for 
national unity and free association will disappear.

NOTES
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International Law Forum, vol. 6, no. 2 (1971), p. 181.

2. Hedley Bull, “The New Balance of Power in Asia and the Pacific,” 
Foreign Affairs, vol. 49, no. 4 (July 1971), p. 674.



16.

Unification

and
Self-government

W e hate each other more than 
we hate the Americans.

—Dwight Heine 
Personal Communication

TH E QUEST for future political status has come to rest on the 
recommendation that Micronesia enter into negotiations with the 
United States in order to create the state of Micronesia in free 
association with the United States.

Both the Future Political Status Commission and the Political 
Status Delegation, whose commissions expired in 1969 and 1971 
respectively, never seriously took into account the basic problem of 
Micronesian unification. Unification in Micronesia is a real and 
potentially dangerous problem that must be studied and appreciated. If 
Micronesia should fail to cope with this matter properly—and with 
wisdom—further talks and negotiations may become useless.

Discussions of the problem of unification are in fact discussions 
about the various ranges and intensities of culture, language, feelings, 
attitudes, aspirations, and social and political sophistication that exist in 
Micronesia.

In Micronesia today, there are nine different regional languages 
spoken. The use of the English language as the only territory-wide 
medium of communication has divided the people of Micronesia into 
two groups, the few who govern and the many who are governed; the 
former use the English language, the latter, who are mainly in their 
fifties, are generally unable to use that language.

For people over fifty years of age, the Japanese language is used as 
a territory-wide medium of communication, with varying degrees of 
success. The fact that the English language is the only national vehicle 
of political unity in Micronesia, because it is used by the leaders, is little 
understood nor fully appreciated. It is disturbing that the language that
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is responsible for unifying the people of Micronesia is spoken by bur a 
small proportion of the population.

N ature of the Problem

Local linguistic loyalties and varied ethnic backgrounds have deep 
roots in Micronesian history. The six dominant regional cultures are 
based or centered on language communities. These regional linguistic 
loyalties represent values more easily intelligible and acceptable to the 
average Micronesian than any discussion about modernization and 
international politics. Language creates a people. For example, the 
Palauan language has created the Palauan people with their unique 
values, the Yapese language has created the Yapese people. Even the 
small minority of Carolinians on Saipan have a distinct language and 
their own values. There is no such thing as an “indigenous Micronesian 
language” from which can be derived a Micronesian person or a 
Micronesian national awareness and oneness.

Feelings and attitudes are often by-products of these same linguistic 
loyalties. What is considered valuable in Palau may have no value at all 
in Truk or vice versa. The Yapese distrust the Palauans and dislike 
Saipanese. The Saipanese consider the people in the rest of the districts 
as inferior and somewhat backward. The people residing in the district 
centers regard people from the neighboring outer islands as undesirable 
outsiders, or inferiors who migrate into the district centers to look for 
jobs and thus create unnecessary problems. Even within a district there 
are clans and villagers who do not get along with each other, and there 
are villages or municipalities which are subjugated and ruled by other 
villages according to their rank or standing within the social structure.

Provincial loyalties are far from dying, and they are responsible for 
hindering the cause of unity in Micronesia with respect to attitudes 
toward job and work. It has become most difficult to recruit available 
and qualified Micronesians for top positions in the administration and 
elsewhere because those that are qualified find it difficult to work for or 
under another Micronesian who holds a higher position. This is true in 
both the district and central governments. There are Micronesians who 
would prefer working under a non-Micronesian who is not involved in 
local political issues and generally can arbitrate more objectively on 
problems and differences.

The fear of domination by a Micronesian of another racial or 
ethnic group is a major problem in Micronesia. One is a Yapese or a 
Marshallese first, a Micronesian second. Palauans are believed by some 
to be aggressive, but if a Trukese or a Yapese must imitate Palauans in
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order to compete as Micronesians, then neither would identify with 
Micronesia. Micronesians withhold their loyalties on the most basic 
level.

Much has been made of the fact that the Congress of Micronesia is 
a “unifying force” in Micronesia. This statement, while it may be true 
in some respects, needs to be qualified. The Congress of Micronesia is a 
highly respected institution in Micronesia, but its record shows that it 
does not fully deserve being called a unifying force.

It can be stated that the Congress has a “united front,” projects a 
false sense of unity, it seems, only because it has a common foe—the 
presence of the American administering authority. Once that adversary 
is removed, the united front may fade away, and the inherent feelings of 
rivalry and regionalism will resurface as they did in the summer of 1967 
when a resolution was introduced that would have divided the whole 
territory into two regions, East and West. This same feeling of 
regionalism again resurfaced in 1971, when the procommonwealth and 
secessionist element in the Marianas boycotted the special session of the 
Congress in Truk by refusing to send its delegation. Further, the Truk 
and Marshalls delegations, or at the least some of their members, have 
openly supported the idea of independence knowing full well the 
position of the status delegation, whose stand on free association is a 
matter of record.

Indeed, it can be argued that on the territorial level, the appearance 
of unity among the indigenous leaders of the six districts is impressive. 
However, this misleading appearance of unity has, in most instances, 
been created by the ability of the leaders to adopt and use certain tools 
and commodities of a non-Micronesian nature and character, such as the 
use of the English language, the ability to function in the Western 
culture, the ability to deal with and to manipulate Americans, and the 
appreciation of the benefits of modern conveniences.

Votes cast in the Congress of Micronesia are generally on the basis 
of district interest and regionalism with little concern for the common 
good. Those who vote purely on the merits of an issue are the exception 
and almost always in the minority.

Demographically speaking, a great majority of the Micronesian 
people are still living in the remote towns and villages of the outer 
islands of Micronesia. Close contact with these people is extremely 
difficult and will probably always be so. Forced resettlement of outer 
island people is clearly unacceptable.

It is difficult enough for the Marshallese people to make any 
contact among themselves, but for an outer islander from the Marshalls
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to make any contact with people from the outer islands of Yap, Truk, or 
Palau would be, indeed, the chance of a lifetime. The people of the outer 
islands of Micronesia have a very vague concept of what life is like in the 
district centers, much less in the outside world of today.

Micronesia is fast approaching a change in political status. It is not 
going to be an easy change. It is the kind of change that calls for the 
highest level of courage and human understanding. Statesmen are not 
made overnight; however, in view of all the divisive elements now 
existing in Micronesia, the Joint Committee on Future Status must set 
an example of high statesmanship and leadership both among themselves 
and in their handling of the problems of unification now facing 
Micronesia. For the political leaders, it is a test of their craft to try to 
identify the factors and find solutions that will withstand the test of 
time.

To unify the people of the six districts of Micronesia, who tend to 
distrust one another and who have had a long history of animosity 
toward each other, is not an easy undertaking. People do not love one 
another and live in harmony with each other simply because they are 
asked to do so. Nevertheless, if our objective is to create a state of 
Micronesia, then our only recourse is to attempt to impress upon the 
citizenry the need for unification in Micronesia. This feeling must come 
from the people themselves. They must “feel unity and federation”; 
they must be moved to think of themselves as one people with a 
common self-interest.

History provides some analogies of the problems of trying to unify 
diverse cultural groups into a single country. In Nigeria, the British 
organized a great number of tribal groups into a single political entity 
and gave them a common language—English—and a national legal 
system, modelled on the British system. But the recent civil war and the 
tragedy of Biafra has demonstrated the fragile nature of Nigerian unity. 
The partition of India is another example. The British were blamed for 
withdrawing too early and leaving the Muslim minority at the mercy of 
the Hindu majority.

Micronesia may be approaching a similar situation where none of 
the six districts of Micronesia will tolerate being run or dominated by 
any other district or by leaders from another district.

Micronesia’s contact with three Western colonial powers (Spain, 
Germany, and the United States) and one Asian colonial power (Japan) 
has destroyed the traditional life-style almost beyond recall. Western 
political institutions have taken root in Micronesia and will inevitably 
become part of life in Micronesia. However, complete Westernization is
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unlikely and perhaps not desirable. Micronesians, even as they change, 
must change within the framework of their own culture. But as pointed 
out by I)r. Franck in Why Federations Fail,

It is not enough that units of a potential federation have the 
same idea of “the Good” but that “the Good” for any one 
must be consciously subordinate to or compatible with “the 
Good” for all. This, then, is tantamount to an idealogical 
commitment not to federation only as means—such as, for 
example, a means to gain independence or financial stability, 
to utilize secondary or tertiary factors—but to federation as 
an end, as good for its own sake, for the sake of “answering 
the summons of history.” 1

This position must not only be appreciated and understood, it must 
be felt by and within the leadership of the Joint Committee on Future 
Status, for unless it is felt, there is little that members of the committee 
can do to generate a feeling of Micronesian identity among the people 
within their respective districts.

The common means of achieving a semiterritorial unity is through 
political centralization or a reasonably centralized authority. Excessive 
centralization, however, may alienate regional groups and other minor­
ity ethnic groups from joining together.

It has been pointed out that unless the people of Micronesia “feel 
united” or “feel federated” there is little that can be done to unite them 
under one government. They must feel it, and it must be a feeling 
coming from within. Government cannot legislate fraternity. The blue 
flag with six white stars has done little, if anything, to inculcate the 
sense of national patriotism that citizens of many older states of the 
world possess.

The history of Micronesia itself speaks clearly of the strong 
isolationism that has possessed the various ethnic groups throughout time 
and history. After many years of colonization by various powers, the 
feeling of a shared common interest and fraternity is still very weak, if 
not grown weaker. It is a problem that may eventually destroy whatever 
form of government is created or established in Micronesia now or in 
the immediate future.

Indeed, the fact that unification and centralization are complemen­
tary to one another indicates that what little unification or sense of 
cohesiveness Micronesia may now possess has come and perhaps must 
come from without. It must be something non-Yapese, non-Trukese,
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non-Palauan, even non-Micronesian. It must be strong and something 
new to the total experience and past history of each of the six districts of 
Micronesia.

Both history and geography have helped to disunite the people of 
Micronesia, but that is because the process of modernization has played a 
very little part in bringing these islands together until quite recently.

As pointed out by I)r. D. A. Rustow, “The division of labor within 
a modern society and the sense of common loyalty within a nation rests 
on a pattern of interdependence. In this pattern, men as individuals 
remain anonymous and for many purposes interchangeable, but men as 
members of the same group are known to behave predictably, and can 
be trusted. To allow for such predictability and interchange, the 
nation-state must claim exclusive authority over a precisely defined 
portion of the globe so that its rules can apply indiscriminately to all 
residents of that country.” 2

The great span of ocean in Micronesia should not be used as an 
excuse for nonunification. Geography has had its share in fragmenting 
these islands, but its place as a factor in hindering nationalism is minor. 
Neither mountains, rivers, atolls, nor islands divide or separate nations 
from each other. It is not mountains, rivers, atolls, or islands that form 
the boundaries of nations, it is their human inhabitants.

Indeed, the peoples of Micronesia have strong individual attach­
ments to their respective cultures. However, in this advanced age of 
technology, geography should not be a stumbling block to national 
unity.

Micronesia, however, is not quite ready, emotionally or otherwise, 
to depart from its cultural background and history. A confederation of 
the six districts of Micronesia with a centralized authority may be the 
logical direction for Micronesia. Such a confederation must be composed 
of six members who have voluntarily joined together to recognize and 
protect their common interests within the defined portion of the Pacific 
Ocean that is Micronesia. Cultural diversity is then a problem, but not 
necessarily geography, for modern technology can span the geographi­
cal distances to unify Micronesia. The economic reality of such a 
proposal, however, would be expensive and beyond the resource 
capability of Micronesia. A political alliance or relationship with a 
bigger power may help alleviate the situation.

It is possible to foresee a government of Micronesia, by Microne- 
sians and for Micronesians, that will be able to cultivate the feeling of 
unity and oneness among the people of Micronesia. Such a government



116 The Micnmesian Dilemma

may cause some minor disturbances, but will ensure continuity and 
guarantee a certain measure of stability in the administration of 
Micronesia.

The people of Micronesia will not feel a sudden change or drastic 
reorganization in government and the people may very well experience 
a new feeling of pride in a government that is now run by their own 
people. This factor alone may elicit the support of the people of 
Micronesia in working toward a common goal and a common interest.

Such changes will place all key decision-making positions in the 
hands of Micronesian people. The legislative branch is already in the 
hands of Micronesians and so is the judiciary with the exception of the 
three High Court justices. Major changes in the executive branch are 
expected to cause a little disturbance but maintenance of the status quo 
for the most part will ensure a smooth transition of the reins of 
government from an American-controlled government to a Microne- 
sian-conrrolled government.

With unification as a major goal, any move toward creating an 
independent state of Micronesia at this stage will not only cause drastic 
changes within the governmental structure and in its external relation­
ships, but it will create a turmoil throughout the six districts of 
Micronesia. It will subject the population to such a radical change that 
what little cohesiveness Micronesia may now have will be completely 
destroyed.

A larger confederation may be a logical direction to help unravel 
the problem of unification in Micronesia. Modern technology may help, 
but it is expensive. The cost of unifying the six diverse cultures will not 
come cheap. Whatever option is taken as to the form and structure of 
the future government in Micronesia, the question of national unifica­
tion must be seriously considered. The form of government and its 
relationship to the people and to the outside world is as important as the 
question of unification. This is one of the few issues facing Micronesia 
that the Congress of Micronesia cannot ignore. Micronesia cannot have 
a government without a united people behind it.

At this stage it can be argued that the urgent need is to create a 
common feeling of unity and sense of identity before significant political 
changes are achieved.

Geography and isolation should not be used as an excuse for a lack 
of unification. Micronesia cannot think of itself as a nation living by 
itself in the middle of the Pacific Ocean. It must want to share and 
participate in a greater world of commerce and modern technology.

To quote from Renan, “To forget is an essential factor in the
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making o f a nation.” * 1 2 3 Perhaps, the only answer for Micronesia is to 
forget its past history and start anew.
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The fate of developing nations 
depends primarily on the cour­
age and wisdom of their leaders 
—and on the responsiveness of 
the great peasant millions who 
are slowly awakening to the
possibility of a better life.

Leadership —William McCord
The Springtime of Freedom

TH E PROCESS of decolonization in Micronesia was set in motion in 
1967 by action of the Congress of Micronesia. This expressed intention 
was approved and sanctioned by the administering authority. Since 
1967, the Congress of Micronesia has created and empowered three 
select committees on political status whose primary function has been to 
study, negotiate, and make recommendations to the Congress of 
Micronesia regarding any proposed changes in the political or constitu­
tional status of the Trust Territory as a whole.

In the period between 1967 and 1973, there have been many 
meetings, much travel, debate, and discussion, sometimes within the 
membership of these committees alone and at other times within the 
entire Congress of Micronesia. There have also been meetings with 
outside groups and with various agencies of the United States govern­
ment. In addition, since 1969, six rounds of formal negotiations have 
taken place between these select committees and authorized representa­
tives of the United States government.

The sixth round of negotiations, and the most recent one, was held 
at Barbers Point, Oahu, Hawaii in August and September 1972.

A brief review of these talks will reveal that substantial progress 
and advancement toward the political objectives of the Congress of 
Micronesia have been achieved. However, closer scrutiny will also 
reveal that now, instead of one political choice, there are three, each 
championed by its own political faction within the Congress of 
Micronesia, a subject to which 1 will return later in this chapter.

The third round of talks at Hana, while inconclusive, did result in 
agreements in certain broad areas of vital concern to the Congress of
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Micronesia. Any student or scholar of the Micronesian scene cannot 
help bur appreciate that the United States has come a long way in 
revising its attitude toward Micronesia. The United States now admits 
and, to a certain degree, accepts the basic right of the Micronesian 
people to determine their own political destiny.

More important, perhaps is the fact that these talks have been able 
to continue and thus have provided a forum in which dialogue between 
Micronesia and the United States government could be held.

Micronesia in its search for a change in government or a change in 
political status has also inspired the ambitions that move men in politics. 
With the creation of the Congress of Micronesia in 1965, the people of 
Micronesia, through their elected leaders, discovered a new purpose, the 
development of their islands and societies, toward which they could 
focus their energies and aspirations. Prior to that, they could only accept 
without questioning what was given. The Congress of Micronesia, 
however, created a new channel through which two-way communica­
tion could be established between the government and the governed.

There was a sense of purpose, of unity; the people of Micronesia 
rallied round and behind their representatives in Congress to help find as 
well as to chart their common destiny. The administering authority 
began not only to listen, but also to respond. Authority and the control 
of affairs, which prior to the creation of the Congress of Micronesia 
were the prerogatives of the administering authority, were suddenly 
released in greater measure to the Micronesian people. Ethnic, religious, 
and regional differences that had seemed unimportant so long as an 
outside administration ruled erupted, and, more often than not, these 
differences now dominate the loyalties of each districts’ peoples as the 
course along the winding road toward an uncertain political future 
continues to stunt their previous sense of common purpose and unity.

Today, after eight years of Congress and six rounds of talks, the 
same people who not too long ago had united behind their Congress are 
now having great difficulties in moving toward national unity and a 
common political future.

The challenge raised by the question of Micronesia’s future is, 
more than anything else, a challenge of leadership, a challenge to 
statesmanship at a trying and decisive phase in Micronesia’s political 
evolution. These are extraordinary times and they demand extraordi­
nary leadership and statesmanship.

Micronesia, whether or not anyone wants to admit it, is being 
colonized on two opposing fronts: by* the forces of modernization and 
by the forces of Micronesia’s own traditional past. The Micronesian
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solidarity which developed at the time of the creation of the Congress of 
Micronesia is being weakened gradually. Thus, instead of a Micronesian 
solidarity, there is now Trukese solidarity, Marshallese solidarity, and 
Saipanese solidarity. National loyalty is being replaced by ethnic and 
district loyalties.

The pace of rapid modernization and transformation in Micronesia 
and within the Congress has alienated the leaders from the followers, 
and thus increased group antagonism within Micronesia. The quest for 
political status, aggravated by lack of public participation, has enlarged 
the gap between the Congress of Micronesia and the electorate. The 
administration’s programs of accelerated modernization in economic and 
social areas may also have increased rather than diminished the scope 
and intensity of Micronesian political and ethnic conflicts.

W ith these rapid social changes, and the contention between forces 
of modernization and traditionalism, political loyalties have also been 
greatly affected. A great number of people throughout Micronesia today 
are confused about where their political loyalties lie, a not unexpected 
predicament since there seems to be no common goal. The Congress of 
Micronesia is advocating great changes in government and in political 
status; the administration is pushing for economic and social improve­
ments; and the average Micronesian is caught between these two 
different, if not opposing, forces. The Micronesian John Q. Citizen is in 
a dilemma; he is attracted to and receptive to the idea of modernization, 
and yet is not quite willing to relinquish his past.

For lack of direction, regional loyalty has come to replace 
territorial loyalty. The people of Saipan want to go their own way, the 
people of Truk want their own way, the Rotanese want to secede from 
the Marianas, and it is possible that more districts and groups may soon 
decide that they too must plan their own future destiny.

I had the privilege a year ago to give a paper at a seminar at the 
University of Papua New Guinea, the title of which was “Unification 
and the Coming of Self-Government.” Since that time, some of the 
observations which were made have gradually come to the fore. 1 had 
seriously questioned not whether the Micronesians had the capability 
and maturity of mind to govern themselves, but rather whether they had 
reached the stage where their diverse and varied district loyalties could 
bring political unity and a national government which could exert 
authority and provide a sense of common purpose.

The Congress of Micronesia has somewhat lost its provisional base; 
perhaps the fact that it is now going to the people, to the districts, to
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hold its regular sessions will resurrect that measure of confidence and 
pull the people of Micronesia together. Only time will tell.

In the final analysis, it must be this legislative body that ultimately 
makes recommendations and gives direction in the long and uncertain 
years ahead as Micronesia strives to define and decide what its political 
future will be—whether alone or in alliance with another country. The 
consequences are dire if this august body is unable to provide the kind of 
leadership that is needed at a time like this, for even greater numbers of 
ethnic and subdistrict groups may want to go their own ways and 
determine their own futures.

The second round of talks held in May 1970, on Saipan, between 
the Political Status Delegation and U.S. representatives revealed 
profound differences between the two positions. As a result, an impasse 
was created. At the recently held third round of talks at Hana, the 
United States came closer than at any previous time to embracing the 
legal rights and political demands of the Micronesian people, if nor in 
substance and detail, at least in spirit and broad general principles.

However, the talks at Hana also revealed, for the first time, and in 
an official circle, that the Micronesian delegation has within it profound 
differences in political opinions and goals. In fact, it would seem that 
while the United States is becoming more willing to discuss changes, the 
Micronesian representatives are becoming more divided and are moving 
further and further away from the position of free association, away 
from leading the people of Micronesia toward one common destiny.

W ith all the differences in goals and opinions within the Congress 
and among members of the Joint Committee on Future Status, it is 
worth noting that these political factions did not block the joint 
committee from pursuing its official position on free association during 
the discussions at Hana. That course had been set in the mandate that 
established the committee in January 1971.

In every society affected by social change, new groups arise to 
participate in politics. Micronesia is no different. It is becoming 
apparent, however, that Micronesia’s Westernized elite no longer can 
be as self-assured as it used to be. Consolidation of Micronesia’s diverse 
ethnic communities into one nation is further away today than it was six 
or seven years ago. The challenge of trying to weave the varied social 
and political fabrics to form the pattern of Micronesia’s future will tax 
the skill and statesmanship not only of the Joint Committee on Future 
Status, but of the Congress of Micronesia as well.

There is no assurance that if the present trend continues the
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political objectives of the Micronesian people will be improved. There 
are increasing signs that people in Micronesia are getting restless, and 
are confused about Micronesia’s political alternatives and goals, and the 
chances of survival as a single political entity.

There seems at present to be no concerted goal or direction in 
Micronesia. The administration is pursuing its own goals and objectives 
according to its own obligations and responsibilities. The Congress of 
Micronesia is engaged not only in trying to build a nation, but also in 
pursuing its own priorities and objectives. The district governments and 
district legislatures go their own ways.

Unless direction arises from some source, national loyalty will 
continue to deteriorate. The established institutions in Micronesia, such 
as the Congress, the administration, district governments, the judiciary, 
churches and schools, do not share the same goal, and are thus unable to 
provide national direction. Unless they are organized behind a common 
purpose during this period of crisis in Micronesia, they will not be able 
to give objective expression to the national will. All these require a 
national leadership. Both the Congress and the administration are in a 
position to exercise this kind of statesmanship and leadership.

Perhaps sometime in this decade both the administering authority 
and the Congress of Micronesia, as representatives of the people, should 
jointly make some effort to redefine and direct national goals and 
priorities for the Seventies. Present goals and objectives overlap, and the 
public is confused. As it is, the interplay of politics between the new 
hopes and the old ways may eventually yield substantial damage to 
Micronesia herself.

As a consequence of rapid change and growing uncertainties, 
people in some areas of Micronesia have found their goals more in tune 
and in harmony with another’s, and with those ideas and concepts which 
are non-Micronesian in character.

The people of the Marianas, at least a great majority of them, are 
united and ready to accept the idea of a separate status with the United 
States with its problems and blessings; they appear to be together in 
their pursuit of this goal.

A great majority of the people in the Marshalls, Truk, Ponape, 
Yap, and Palau fall generally under the category of advocates of free 
association. There are minority factions within these districts, but it can 
be argued that at least they, too, are willing to adopt a foreign 
arrangement in which they will be able to share both blessings and 
problems.

The case of Truk, is an unusual one. Truk, from all appearances, is
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opting for complete independence, free from all foreign domination, 
including ties with other districts of Micronesia. It is not clear what 
their idea of independence is—whether it is a return to the past and a 
subsistence economy or whether it is a proposal to try their hand in the 
experience of other countries who have achieved modernization and an 
advanced technology. One cannot overstate the situation, however, for 
there are those in Truk who may not at all be willing to go the 
independent way.

Recent political development in the Marshalls is equally unusual. 
Marshallese political leaders have issued an ultimatum that unless the 
Congress of Micronesia returns 50 percent of the Marshalls’ local tax 
revenues they will stage their own separate negotiations with the United 
States.

The official U.S. position at the third round of negotiations at Hana 
was one directed at and in response to the Micronesian proposal for free 
association. At no time during the talks at Hana did the U.S. delegation 
make any attempt to respond to or encourage any discussion in the 
direction of either independence or commonwealth proposals. And as 
has been pointed out previously, the official Micronesian position was 
also directed toward free association.

Internal self-government in Micronesia will come within the next 
few years, probably sooner than anyone expects. Transition to the status 
of free association will follow, but political momentum is not always 
easy to predict with any measure of accuracy. Neither can anyone 
predict the ultimate interest in the U.S. military nor the economic role 
of the United States in what will one day be called the former Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands.

It would be in the interest of both the administering authority and 
Micronesia to push for self-government at the earliest possible time.

To delay internal self-government is to invite separatism and 
promote division within Micronesia. Self-government is perhaps the 
only real unifying force left in Micronesia at this late hour. It should 
have been given six years ago when the Micronesian people were united 
behind the Congress of Micronesia.
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18.
Preferably that option for uni­
lateral termination should extend 
to the Micronesians alone. But 
it would be asking a good deal 
of the United States not to 
insist on a reciprocal right to 
terminate the association.

—Stanley A. deSmith
Microstates and Micronesia

N EG O TIA TIO N  could be defined as the art of conferring with 
another so as to arrive at the settlement of some matter. In the case of 
Micronesia, the matter to be settled is no less than the very political life 
and destiny of the one hundred thousand people of Micronesia who have 
been under the stewardship and control of the United States since 1945, 
since the conclusion of World W ar II.

The manner in which a country arrives at or obtains its ultimate 
political status follows no set formula. Many countries gained their 
present political status through the process of evolutionary growth, some 
others by peaceful unilateral declaration of independence, and still 
others by nothing less than bloody war or revolution. The United States 
of America gained its independence in this manner.

Micronesia is different. Unlike most other countries in the world, 
its political future must be negotiated, because, among other things, its 
ownership is not clearly defined by international law. Micronesians 
maintain that they own Micronesia, and the United States claims it has 
mandate over Micronesia by right of treaty and through conquest by 
war. However, rather than arguing this point, 1 am interested more in 
looking at what has happened since 1969 when the first round of 
negotiations was conducted, and to the future to see just what in the 
way of a political settlement of the status of Micronesia can be foreseen 
and perhaps hoped for within this decade.

The first round of negotiations was held in Washington, D.C., in 
October 1969, at the invitation of the former Secretary of the Interior, 
Walter J. Hickel. The talks were exploratory in nature and helped lay 
the foundation for subsequent talks on the political status of the
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Micronesian islands. Indeed, this was the first step toward fulfilling the 
Congress of Micronesia’s mandate on the political status issue.

The Micronesian Political Status Delegation presented a list of 
eleven points, which provided a basis for reasonable discussions. They 
were:

1. That the people of Micronesia will draft and adopt 
their own constitution;

2. That the Micronesians will be assured that there will 
be no confiscation of their land and no military bases will be 
established in the islands without full consultation and 
consent of the Government of Micronesia and fair 
compensation; that land currently held, controlled or 
possessed by the United States under lease or other 
arrangements will be renegotiated;

3. That the United States, subject to certain 
exemptions, limitations, and conditions, will conduct 
Micronesia’s external affairs and provide protection from 
outside aggression and consult with Micronesia before 
entering into international obligations with respect to 
Micronesia;

4. That Micronesia will agree not to allow any other 
country to enter into Micronesia for military purposes;

5. That the United States will agree to an early 
settlement of Micronesia’s postwar damage claims;

6. That the United States will remove all barriers to 
the free movement of Micronesians into the United States;

7. Thar the United States will also agree to remove all 
barriers to the free movement of goods from Micronesia 
into the United States;

8. That the United States will seek full consultation 
with the Government of Micronesia in matters of shipping, 
civil aviation and communication;

9. That Micronesians will have access to the United 
States Ninth Circuit Court and the United States Supreme 
Court;

10. That Micronesia will continue to have access to 
banking facilities in the United States, to the use of United 
States currency and postal services; and

11. That the United States will guarantee financial aid 
to Micronesia.1
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Although there were no conclusions reached during these prelimi­
nary discussions in Washington, the United States delegation agreed in 
principle with the basic position of the Micronesian delegation, a 
noticeable exception being the question of land control in Micronesia.

The Micronesian delegation insisted that the people of Micronesia 
should have unqualified control over their land. The U.S. delegation, on 
the other hand, presented a formula for the acquisition of land which 
gave the president of the United States the ultimate power to acquire 
land in Micronesia.

The second round of negotiations was held on Saipan in May 1970 
at the invitation of the Micronesian delegation. The May talks proved to 
be as detailed and as thorough an exchange of viewpoints as has ever 
occurred between the two delegations. This second round of talks, 
however, revealed profound differences between the United States’ and 
Micronesia’s positions.

The U.S. delegation rejected the Micronesian offer of free 
association and proposed instead what it termed “commonwealth’’ 
status. This offer was totally rejected by the Micronesian delegation, 
and this rejection was upheld in the Congress of Micronesia by 
representatives from all the districts, with the exception of those from 
the Mariana Islands. The Micronesian Joint Committee on Future 
Status maintained that the U.S. offer “fell well below the minimum 
standards of self-government acceptable to the Congress of Micronesia, 
the people of Micronesia, and the United Nations.” 2 This created an 
impasse between the two negotiating delegations.

The U.S. position at the second round of talks was at odds with the 
position of the Micronesian Political Status Delegation. The essential 
nature of free association as defined by the Political Status Delegation 
was incorporated in the delegation’s opening statement. This consisted 
of the four basic principles and legal rights:

(a) That sovereignty in Micronesia resides in the 
people of Micronesia and their duly constituted 
government;

(b) Thät the people of Micronesia possess the right of 
self-determination and may therefore choose independence 
or self-government in free association with any nation or 
organization of nations;

(c) That the people of Micronesia have the right to 
adopt their own constitution and to amend, change or 
revoke any constitution or governmental plan at any time; 
and
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(d) Thar free association should be in the form of a 
revocable compact, terminable unilaterally by either party.5

Whatever compromises might be necessary on other points, 
recognition of these four propositions was an essential and nonnegotia- 
ble component of a free association between the United States and 
Micronesia. These four principles were recognized and adopted subse­
quently by the Congress of Micronesia in House Joint Resolution 87, in 
July 1970.

The Congress of Micronesia convened in Saipan in January 1971 
for its Fourth Congress, First Regular Session. By this time, it was clear 
that more and more factions proposing alternative political statuses were 
beginning to emerge and that these factions were gaining support.

In the Marianas District, the proposal was for no less than opting 
for commonwealth status. In May 1971, when the Congress of 
Micronesia convened in Truk for a special session, another political 
faction came on the scene, the “Independence Coalition.” Its members 
and advocates consisted mainly of the Truk delegation to the Congress 
of Micronesia. The Truk Independence Coalition, by taking a stand 
favoring independent status, became the first district to stand in 
opposition to the official position of the Congress of Micronesia.

The year 1971 proved to be a decisive year as far as the issue of 
Micronesia’s political status was concerned. President Nixon appointed 
Dr. Franklin Haydn Williams, with the rank of ambassador, as his 
personal representative to the Micronesian status negotiations. At the 
same time, preliminary discussions took place regarding the crucial third 
round of negotiations. The Micronesian political status issue had caught 
the attention of both the State Department and the White House. It was 
becoming apparent that the handling and responsibility for the negotia­
tions had been removed from the Department of the Interior, and that 
the White House intended to take a direct hand in the Micronesia status 
issue.

On October 4 to 12, 1971, at Hana, Maui, the third round of 
negotiations were held. This rime, Ambassador Williams headed the 
U.S. delegation, and on the Micronesian side, Senator Lazarus E. Salii 
and Representative Ekpap Silk headed a twelve-man delegation as 
cochairmen.

In Micronesia the political status issue had become critical. The 
Joint Committee on Future Status was only too happy to accept the 
invitation to resume further talks, and although the talks at Hana were 
to be the third in the series thus far, the committee was eager to meet
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the new U.S. negotiating team and what they hoped would be a fresh 
approach to the political status issue since the impasse of the previous 
year.

The third round proved to be quite important in that the new 
negotiating team headed by Ambassador Williams rook a different 
stand. This time the United States accepted the concept of free 
association as a viable political arrangement for Micronesia providing 
that the new compact between the United States and Micronesia 
guaranteed the United States roles in two vital areas—defense and 
foreign affairs. Aside from these two areas, the United States accepted in 
principle three of the four Micronesian principles and legal rights 
detailed earlier. The fourth one, the right of unilateral termination, 
became the only major point of disagreement.

The U.S. delegation insisted that termination of the compact 
should be by the consent of both parties. On the other hand, the 
Micronesian delegation maintained that for a small country like 
Micronesia the right to unilaterally terminate the compact is absolutely 
essential. The right to unilaterally terminate the compact or any future 
relationship with the United States, or for that matter with any other 
country, is more than necessary as a built-in mechanism against any 
future abusive or reckless use or treatment of the proposed alliance.

The chance that Micronesia may someday revoke the compact or 
its alliance with the United States is, in my judgment, very remote. 
Nevertheless, the Congress of Micronesia does not want to take any 
chances on such an important issue as this.

Clearly, the third round of negotiations at Hana, for all practical 
purposes, may prove to have been the crucial and significant turning 
point in the U.S.-Micronesia negotiations. These talks, like any other 
negotiations between two political entities, have been subjected to close 
scrutiny and a wide range of interpretations. In essence, the Hana talks 
laid the foundation for an alliance between the United States and 
Micronesia. The two parties at the Hana talks have indeed committed 
one another to a compact of free association, even if the details have yet 
to be worked out. It would be most difficult for either side to back away 
from the spirit of Hana, or to introduce new proposals. The U.S. 
government, the United Nations, and the Micronesian public have all 
been exposed to those principles agreed upon at Hana. On the 
Micronesian side, most of the leaders are now almost committed to the 
terms of the Hana agreements. The Joint Committee and the Congress 
of Micronesia will almost have to follow through and offer the 
Micronesian people the compact of free association between the United
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States and Micronesia. The details of the compact then will be the real 
subject of further negotiations.

In terms of emotional preference, the compact of free association 
may be a second best for Micronesia. However, the people of 
Micronesia know only too well that this is the most practical 
arrangement for them, one that has realistically assessed the unique 
nature and circumstances of Micronesia and the changing world of this 
century.

The concept of unilateral termination by either side remains the 
key issue in U.S.-Micronesia status negotiations. These talks cannot and 
should not continue too much longer. Micronesia is far behind in her 
agenda for development and the sooner these talks are concluded, the 
better. If no basic accord is reached in the near future, Micronesians will 
lose faith and confidence in both their leaders and in the United States.

Although the Congress of Micronesia can reconsider its stand on 
the unilateral termination issue, it is best that this stand remain intact in 
whatever agreement is reached. It is a good reminder to both sides that 
neither will tolerate abuse of the relationship by the other.

However, Micronesia should not hope to bargain for her future on 
the loose assumption that she is absolutely strategically vital to U.S. 
Pacific defense interests. Such an assumption may create serious damage 
by giving false hope to the Micronesian people, particularly since most 
of it is based on tentative calculations. What is sound and practical today 
may not hold true ten or twenty years from now.

Another area of some disagreement has been the extent to which 
the United States should handle Micronesian defense and foreign affairs 
interests. Since it is true that Micronesia is undefendable, it is certainly 
true that Micronesia on her own cannot defend herself against any 
outside aggressor. If the United States will assure Micronesia that her 
prior consent would be sought on certain areas of vital local concern, 
such as fisheries, water rights, and trade, 1 see no reason w'hy Micronesia 
cannot let the United States handle her defense and foreign affairs.

The third round at Hana closed with basic agreements on the first 
three principles and legal rights of the Micronesian people. There was a 
deadlock on the issue of “unilateral termination.” The Micronesian Joint 
Committee on Future Status came very close to offering a compromise 
of a five-year period in which either side could invoke unilateral 
termination. This idea, however, was not offered. There was great 
commotion within the committee when this idea was advanced for 
consideration by the members. Since it became clear that the issue was 
too radical in view of the Joint Committee’s mandate from the
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Congress, the issue was dropped from further discussion by the 
committee.

However, the committee was greatly relieved by the progress of 
the Hana talks and by the new approach taken by Ambassador 
Williams. There was a feeling of accomplishment, and a desire to 
continue with the status negotiations. With this in mind, the Joint 
Committee issued its invitation to the fourth round of negotiations, to be 
held in Koror, Palau District. The Koror negotiations were successful in 
that both delegations reached broad agreement in principle with respect 
to the issue of “unilateral termination.” Thus, the four major demands of 
the Micronesian people came to a satisfactory end. This action paved the 
way for the fifth round of negotiations and the actual drafting of the 
compact.

In the Koror talks, the United States delegation was found to be 
more willing to accept and more responsive to the four principles and 
legal rights of the Micronesian people. In fact, these four principles and 
legal rights were developed into a forum acceptable to both sides, at 
least, in broad principles. The Koror talks paved the way for the crucial 
talks held in Washington, D.C., from July 12 to August 1, 1972.

At this point in the four years of status negotiations, the Congress 
of Micronesia’s Joint Committee on Future Status was ready to start 
thinking about the actual drafting of the compact of free association 
between Micronesia and the United States. The American delegation to 
the negotiations was also ready, if not in spirit and moral commitment, 
at least in its willingness to sit across the negotiating table day in and 
day our (from which position they continually reminded the Micro­
nesian delegation in so many ways of the importance of the role of the 
United States in the Pacific Ocean area to keep world peace and 
security).

In preparation for the Washington talks, the Micronesian delega­
tion arrived one week early; delegation members held a series of 
meetings among themselves and with Paul Warnke, the Joint Commit­
tee’s legal consultant in Washington, D.C. With the understanding that 
the high commissioner was about to call for a special session of the 
Congress of Micronesia the following month, at the request of the 
leadership of the Congress, the committee more than ever decided to 
press for the actual drafting of the compact of free association. This 
approach was agreed to by Ambassador Williams and the U.S. 
delegation.

Consequently, two drafting subcommittees representing the two 
sides were formed. It became the task of these two groups to meet daily
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and then return to the full delegations for discussion and further 
instructions.

After a month of meetings, a partial draft compact was drawn up, 
composed of a Preamble, Title 1 on Internal Affairs; Title II on Foreign 
Affairs, and Title 111 on Defense. Along with these three titles, two 
auxiliaries, Annexes A and B, were added to Titles II and III. The two 
annexes were directly concerned with the authority of the Micronesian 
government in the area of foreign affairs, and with land as it relates to 
the defense of Micronesia and the United States.

The Micronesian Joint Committee on Future Status and the U.S. 
delegation reached general accord on the three titles, the preamble, and 
the two annexes. W ith this partial draft compact in hand, the 
Micronesian joint committee returned to Micronesia. A report of the 
draft compact centering on those parts which the two delegations had 
agreed to in Washington was presented to Congress in the special 
session held in Kolonia, Ponape District.

Immediately after the draft compact had been officially presented 
to Congress and distributed throughout Micronesia, the Joint Commit­
tee began to get, very strongly, the feeling of an almost complete 
rejection of the draft compact. The repercussion within the Congress 
was sharp and unwavering. The feeling of criticism, however, should be 
understood. The Joint Committee had done practically nothing to 
prepare both the Congress and the people of Micronesia for its report on 
the fifth round of negotiations. The draft compact was perhaps the most 
important legal document that had ever been presented to the people of 
Micronesia for their consideration. Others such as the trusteeship 
agreement and various secretarial orders are equally important but they 
were made by outsiders and the people of Micronesia were never 
consulted on their merits. Thus, the congressional reaction in Ponape 
toward the draft compact can be viewed as a natural development.

On the whole the sharp criticism and the outbursts by the press 
and by casual observers were at best shallow and superficial. These 
self-appointed critics were unaware that the Congress as a whole had 
met in secret executive session and decided that no action of approval 
would be forthcoming from the Congress during that session. This 
strategy had the full backing of the Joint Committee on Future Status.

The fifth round of status negotiations in Washington signaled the 
end of the discussion of principles and the beginning of discussion of the 
details of the compact of free association. This approach was consistent 
with the long-held view of the Joint Committee on Future Status that 
agreement on basic principles must come first. At the Koror talks
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Micronesia’s four basic principles and legal rights were met and 
recognized.

The basic drawback of the partial draft compact was the fact that it 
was not a completed document. The sections on finance, trade and 
commerce, and immigration and travel had not yet been negotiated. 
Time had not allowed the completing of these sections. Thus, the 
Congress of Micronesia was more than justified in its desire to see the 
completed compact before giving its final approval. While the Congress 
in its special session in Ponape was discussing the draft compact, 
preparations were already in the making for the sixth round of 
negotiations, to be held at Barbers Point in Honolulu, Hawaii.

T he sixth round of talks at Barbers Point failed to produce 
anything of a substantial nature. The special session in Ponape caused a 
considerable disturbance with respect to the central topic of the 
negotiations by authorizing the Joint Committee on Future Status to 
negotiate independence for Micronesia as an added option.

This new mandate was unacceptable to the United States delega­
tion. Thus, the whole Barbers Point talks centered on procedural 
questions. The issue of independence completely upset the United 
States’ grand strategy for its Pacific and Asian policy. However, in spite 
of this failure at Barbers Point, both sides agreed to continue with the 
current series of negotiations in the hope of arriving at a mutually 
agreed upon compact of free association.

After the Barbers Point talks, over one-half of the members of the 
joint committee returned home to face a generally tough election with 
the issue of political status gaining the attention of most of the people in 
Micronesia.

The election resulted in the loss of two of the members of the Joint 
Committee. Cochairman Silk won by the very small margin of eleven 
votes. All the other members returned to their positions without too 
much trouble.

After the 1972 election, it became urgent that the seventh round be 
held if at all possible before the January 1973 session of the Congress. 
The Micronesian delegation was prepared to resume the talks. How­
ever, the U.S. delegation was not because of prior commitments it had 
made with the Mariana Islands District to start the first series of their 
separate political status negotiations.

The primary objective of the seventh round of talks is to produce a 
draft compact of free association to present to the Congress for its 
consideration. The seventh round of talks has been tentatively scheduled 
for October 1973. At the time of this writing, the time and place have
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not yet been decided. This seventh round will also consider the 
remaining issues of the compact of free association, namely, finance, 
unilateral termination, and U.S. land requirements in the District of 
Palau. Palau’s traditional leaders have gone on record to oppose the use 
of their islands for military purposes. Their appeal has been presented to 
the Joint Committee on Future Status and the committee has no choice 
bur to follow that mandate. Primarily, the request of the Palauan 
traditional leaders is that all public lands in Palau now held in trust by 
the Trust Territory government be returned to their original owners. 
U.S. negotiators would then negotiate directly with the landowners. 
The leaders have said that unless this request is honored, they would not 
allow U.S. military to acquire land in Palau.

NOTES

1. Report o f the Political Status Delegation, Saipan, Mariana Islands, July 
1970, pp. 2-3.

2. Ibid., p. 7.
3. Ibid., p. 11.
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experience that freedom is never 
voluntarily given by the oppres­
sor; it must be demanded by the 
oppressed.

We know through pamful

—Martin Luther King, Jr.
Why W e Can't Wait

IN TH E LAST two decades, the world witnessed the demise of 
colonialism in Asia and Africa. Decolonization of Oceania began much 
later, but the people of the Micronesian islands in the Western Pacific 
feel no less strongly that they, too, must remove the last vestiges of 
colonialism in Micronesia, and join in the almost universal recognition 
that all peoples have the right to control their own destinies.

However, the process of decolonization in Micronesia, unlike that 
which has occurred in most of the countries of the Third World, is a 
revolution to end colonialism both from within and from without. 
Micronesia’s quest for freedom, as with its other social, economic, and 
political aspects, is confronted with a dilemma. It is the contention of 
this writer that Micronesia, in its struggle to free itself from the 
domination of American colonialism, must also attempt to free itself 
from a persisting traditional past—a past that has little to contribute in 
this day and age except, perhaps, a tradition of submission and a desire 
for an isolated existence.

Micronesia’s own past civilization has taken much from the 
Micronesian in terms of “sweat, toil, and tears,” and given very little in 
return. Micronesia has suffered a great deal at the hand of her own past, 
a past that has been not only brutal and miserly in its rewards, but one 
that has tolerated social injustice and has shown little concern for the 
future welfare of its own youth and its people. Micronesia’s own 
traditional past, throughout the years, disregarded Micronesia’s own 
social problems, and was not able to provide the necessary conditions 
and circumstances in which the problems of ignorance, hunger, health, 
and poverty could be improved, contained, or dealt with.
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On the other hand, modern civilization, especially twentieth-cen­
tury Americanism, although it has provided many material rewards, and 
rewards in terms of education and improved health services, has also, 
during the past twenty-odd years, shrewdly attempted to contain and to 
swallow Micronesia in a grand design for complete ownership of 
Micronesia.

This is the dilemma which the average middle-class Micronesian 
has found he has to face. Micronesians of this age are faced with a 
dilemma formed by their own traditional colonialism and the modern 
neocolonialism of big powers.

The colonial heritage of four outside major powers has left an 
indelible scar on Micronesia. Between the Treaty of Tordesillas and the 
present Trusteeship Agreement, over four hundred years have elapsed. 
For over two hundred of these years Micronesia was subjected to the 
rule of four successive colonial powers, three from the West (Spain, 
Germany, and the United States), and one from the East (Japan).

It is, however, not the purpose of this book to examine in depth the 
penetration of Micronesia by each of these powers, except to observe 
some of the obvious results of their individual regimes. The Spanish laid 
the earliest foundations of Christianity (Catholicism) in Micronesia, and 
this paved the way for the later spread of the other branches of 
Christianity, especially Protestantism. In the Mariana Islands, the 
impact of Spanish life and culture was so great that it almost wiped out 
the original culture of the Chamorro people. In the other districts the 
Spanish influence was not longlasting, except in its religious impact.

The Germans, on the other hand, were not interested in 
converting the natives to any particular way of life or to any new 
religion. Their main interest centered around trade and commercialism, 
mainly for the benefit of the German government. The copra trade was 
greatly improved and commercialized during the German administra­
tion. The Germans taught the natives business techniques so that the 
natives could help them in the copra trade.

The Japanese were not much different from the Germans. The 
Germans acted strictly in their own interests. The Japanese did too and 
in addition they were more sure of themselves in that they knew what 
their goals in Micronesia were. They thought they were going to be in 
Micronesia forever. Consequently, they made every attempt to inte­
grate the Micronesian people and culture into the Japanese system. The 
influence of the Japanese on Micronesia was by far the greatest, with the 
exception of the Americans.

Up to the end of the Second World War, Micronesia had been
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under the rule of foreign powers almost constantly since it was first 
discovered by the Spanish in the early sixteenth century. The Spanish 
period lasted for almost two hundred years. The German period was 
brief (1899-1914),' as was the Japanese (1914-1944), a total of some 
fifty years. The Americans have administered Micronesia for almost 
thirty years (1944-1973).

The colonial experience under the Spanish, Germans, and the 
Japanese had softened Micronesia in such a way that American 
penetration, beginning in 1944, was relatively easy and smooth. 
Micronesian receptivity to the process of modernization developed and 
accelerated much later (under the American regime), mainly as a result 
of the German and-Japanese governments’ subdivision of Micronesia 
into various administrative districts, and an influx of material goods and 
an accelerated educational system, both of which are relatively new. 
Their impact cannot be underestimated.

These new schemes initiated by the Americans gave birth to new 
agents of change which have had a great impact on Micronesia.

The development of district centers throughout Micronesia has 
brought about urbanization. People from the outer islands migrated to 
the district centers in the hope of finding new job opportunities and a 
new way of life. With a new job and a new life centered on a money 
economy, a once-religious people began turning more and more to 
secularism. Secularism became a new way of life, outside of the usual 
religious life.

With greater material wealth and a money economy, people came 
to realize that they could increase their wealth through commercialism. 
Businesses were developed and organized. Catalogs from Sears and 
Roebuck and Montgomery Ward became the bibles for this new group 
of businessmen.

Education in Micronesia and abroad opened the minds of Micro­
nesian youth to new knowledge. Nothing in the way of traditionalism 
was left unquestioned when those who went abroad came back. This 
newly educated class brought new concepts to Micronesia.

These four agents of change gave rise to the present revolution of 
rising political expectation within Micronesia.

From 1960 on, Micronesia experienced a great reevaluation in its 
social, economic, and political attitudes. Those Micronesians who had 
gone overseas to school returned and were critical of the administering 
authority, saying that it had become static, that it responded to change 
too slowly. Swiftly, this newly educated elite pushed for reforms. They 
demanded that a territorial legislative body be created, and their
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demands resulted in the establishment of the Congress of Micronesia. 
Furthermore, they demanded that Micronesians be appointed to higher 
positions in the government; thus the administration began to appoint 
Micronesians to top-level posts in the district and territorial govern­
ments. There were even requests that Micronesia be annexed as a 
territory of the United States. Those more acquainted with bureaucracy 
and its conduct were demanding “equal pay for equal work.” As of 
1972, there were two major pay scales in Micronesia, one for U.S. 
employees, and one for Micronesians. The Micronesian pay scale had 
four different classifications of pay levels. Salary compensation has 
invoked bitter feelings between Micronesians and Americans, perhaps, 
more so than any other area. It is here that the American feeling toward 
the Micronesians has really shown its true color.

In the early stages of the American administration of Micronesia, 
very few Micronesians were qualified, even as clerks, to work for the 
administration, much less to assume positions of importance and 
responsibility. Consequently, Micronesians were told to go to school 
overseas, and they were promised that upon their return, they would be 
promoted to high positions within the administration. Returning 
Micronesians found that they had to go through additional “on-the-job 
training” before they could be advanced to the higher positions that paid 
higher salaries. There seemed to be no end in sight to what 
Micronesians had first to do before they were thought to be qualified for 
any high-level job or pay in the administration. Up to the time of the 
implementation of the new classification system in Micronesia, classi­
fication of positions was more in accordance with racial status than 
anything else. Even if a Micronesian were accorded the rank of a district 
administrator, the highest post in the district government, his salary 
might still be below that of his secretary, if his secretary happened to be 
an American.

The fact must be realized that for some twenty years of American 
stewardship of Micronesia, a small band of American bureaucrats has 
dominated the administration and thus has perpetuated its own 
interest—a group that is qualified to be categorized as an example of the 
“ugly American.” This group has hurt the American image in a place 
that is very sensitive because of its international status. Washington paid 
very little attention to the situation in Micronesia until 1971, when the 
“Micronesian situation” could no longer be contained. The Department 
of State and the White House were finally brought into the picture with 
the appointment of Dr. Franklin Haydn Williams as President Nixon’s 
personal representative to the Micronesian status negotiations.
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lr was in 1967 that the Congress had taken steps to decolonize 
Micronesia, so by 1971 there was no turning from the impasse to the 
former way of life. The U.N. gospel of “self-determination” had taken 
root with the Micronesian leadership elite. Their only recourse was the 
court of world opinion and the United Nations.

The strategy for the “rendezvous with destiny” was already in the 
legislative mill. The newly established Congress of Micronesia adopted 
Senate Joint Resolution 25 which ultimately created the first Future 
Political Status Commission whose mandate, among other things, was 
“to insure that [the Micronesians] are fully cognizant of the issues 
involved and the range of alternatives open to them with respect to their 
future political status.” 2 The impact of this joint resolution was 
phenomenal. Micronesia has never been the same, and it will never 
return to what it had been in the past.

The feeling in Congress at the time was that the task of deciding 
the political future of Micronesia was not the sole responsibility of the 
administering authority. The Micronesian people had a lot to say about 
what their ultimate destiny would be.

After a summer of traveling and study (1969), the political status 
commission was ready to submit its report and recommendations to the 
Congress of Micronesia. Taking into consideration the United States’ 
strategic interest in the Pacific and particularly in Micronesia and also 
the realities of Micronesia’s social, political, and economic resources and 
capability, the commission recommended that Micronesia seek a status 
of free association with the United States. This recommendation was 
subsequently adopted by the Congress of Micronesia.

It is not enough simply to establish broad principles to guide 
Micronesia’s political future. There must be some concrete plans and 
blueprints ready should Micronesia enter into a compact with the 
United States. The simple questions are: What comes after trusteeship? 
How will the new government operate? In what fashion or what model? 
What will be its source of revenue? In short, what would be the most 
functional system of government for Micronesia? These questions, and 
many more, have not escaped the minds and imaginations of the 
Micronesian leadership.

Under the concept of free association, Micronesia may continue 
with its present system of presidential government with three separate 
but equal branches of government. Such a system, while it would be 
easier than others to implement because the people of Micronesia are 
well acquainted with it, also has its disadvantages. For one, it is 
expensive, and 1 doubt whether Micronesia can afford it. Furthermore, it
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does nor solve the problems of regionalism and animosity within and 
among the districts. However, 1 think it would be in the interests of 
continuity and smooth transition for Micronesia to remain with this 
system for several years more; new concepts and systems can be worked 
out during that period.

There is also merit in the concept of an “executive council” for the 
period of transition and actual change in status. The executive council 
would constitute a corporate head of state whose members would 
represent both the executive and legislative branches of the government. 
Such an arrangement would resolve the problem of regionalism, since 
the executive council would undoubtedly consist of representatives from 
the six districts of Micronesia.

The whole process of decolonization that has occurred in Micro­
nesia since 1965 has made many Micronesians more consciously aware 
of the role Micronesia must play as a member of the community of small 
islands and nations in the Pacific Ocean. Micronesia cannot hope to 
isolate itself from its neighboring Pacific islands; it also cannot stop the 
greater world from moving into Micronesia. The world of the twentieth 
century has engulfed not only Micronesia, but also the other countries 
and islands of the Pacific Ocean.

Micronesia, however, can control, to a certain extent, the life-style 
or the quality of its own society. But, it will not be able to hold itself 
from those changes that will inevitably surface from within its own 
society. The fact has been made painfully clear in recent times that 
despite strong cultural resistance against the forces of modern science 
and technology, Micronesia within the past twenty years has experi­
enced great changes. These changes have come and are still coming. 
Their impact cannot be overlooked. The process of modernization has 
almost revolutionized the urban centers of Micronesia and these changes 
are slowly but gradually finding their way into the remote communities 
of the outer islands. This is the only sure promise that anyone can make 
about Micronesia or in Micronesia: that change is inevitable.

During the past ten years in which Micronesians have been seeking 
a better world for themselves, a world that is in tune and compatible 
with their own cultures and traditions, they have come to discover one 
painful aspect of themselves—the dilemma that they are not one people, 
that they are not of one mind, that there are deep-rooted feelings of 
animosity and prejudice deep in the heart of their homeland.

The more than two thousand islands and three million square miles 
of saltwater in the western Pacific that is Micronesia is a creature shaped 
by global politics, by the machinations of Western powers in seeking to
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“reshape the world in their own image.’’ Prior to their discovery by the 
Spanish, Micronesians had always been an isolated people, isolated even 
from each other, each group living in its own small world. As an entity 
carved out of the Pacific Ocean by Westerners, unity and harmony 
have not come easily to these people, who have pride in each of their 
respective cultures.

Nationalism in Micronesia stems from within, but it was created 
and motivated by the forces of colonialism. Thus, while nationalism is a 
bitter enemy of the administering authority, it is also its product. With 
the rise of nationalism in Micronesia, we have also seen the emergence 
of a diversity of political groups, each aspiring to gain a foothold in the 
arena of national politics.

Agitation for independence formally started in 1971, with its base 
in Truk District. It is too early to make any valid assessment of its 
growth or its strength. It is nevertheless a force to be reckoned with, if 
not now, in the years to come, for to Micronesia with her chronic 
problems of poverty, disease, and illiteracy, and to Micronesia with her 
strong orientation to her past and to its heritage, independence does 
make sense. By becoming independent Micronesia will be able to 
protect her own self-interests. However, in the context of individual 
rights and liberty and the reality that the new generation in Micronesia 
is oriented to modernization, not to what it considers an archaic past, 
one must ask the question: an independent Micronesia for whom? Who 
will benefit most if Micronesia should become independent now? 
Obviously, it will be the traditionalists, the landed paramount chiefs. 
Independence is considered by them to mean a Micronesia as it was in 
the past.

If Micronesia is to have her independence modelled after those 
countries which have recently acquired independence, she will almost 
have to consider such an option. Such an option, though noble in 
character, will create more disadvantages than advantages. Micronesia’s 
balance sheet of progress in an independent status will most likely be in 
the red, at least in the context of fulfilling twentieth-century expecta­
tions.

The course of Micronesian aspiration toward self-government 
and/or independence has been marked by difficult problems. Some of 
these problems have arisen from within Micronesia, and some have been 
imposed from without. Since promises of development in Micronesia 
have not always been fulfilled, there should be no reason to blame or 
belittle Micronesians for their quest for freedom. But, if Micronesians
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are unable to work together for their own common good, then they 
themselves must find the solution.

It is here in the area of Micronesia’s lack of natural resources that 
perhaps some degree of cooperation between Micronesia and the 
administering authority can be worked out. As a matter of fact, the 
proposed free association embraces this very possibility. The various 
select committees on political status, created by the Congress of 
Micronesia, have recognized “the wide spectrum of interests which have 
linked the United States and Micronesia in a strategic trusteeship. That 
very term—strategic trusteeship—implies a variety of interests, ranging 
from pragmatic military considerations to idealistic stewardship, which 
have mingled and sometimes clashed in the history of the administering 
authority. Yet, despite past difficulty with the United States’ purposes 
and cross-purposes here, the first status commission acknowledged the 
validity of these interests and felt that they could be accommodated on 
reasonable terms in a self-governing Micronesia. Therefore, the status 
commission’s request for free association with the United States was 
based, at least in part, on a recognition of American interest—or 
interests—in Micronesia.” 3

It is difficult to see how the administering authority could fail to see 
the spirit of accommodation and generosity exhibited by the Micro- 
nesian people, despite all the enormous problems that have presented a 
dilemma for them. Micronesia’s weakness in natural resources and her 
internal cultural problems have placed Micronesia in a predicament that 
suggests no easy solution. However, the lack of cooperation and contact 
between the administration and the Congress of Micronesia adversely 
affects the working relationship at the policymaking level, and, hence, a 
solution to the predicament.

Indeed, the challenge to the political future of Micronesia is a 
challenge of leadership, both in the administration and the Congress of 
Micronesia. The average Micronesian citizen is lost and confused for 
lack of direction.

In a presidential system of government, such as Micronesia has, it is 
not unnatural to have differences of opinion between two equal branches 
of the government. However, when there is confusion as to the role and 
authority of the branches, then there is a crisis of leadership in which 
public interest and loyalty become the victims.

Micronesia’s quest for freedom from the dominant force of 
American colonialism came about as a result of many contributing 
factors, most of them created by America herself. Lack of foresight and
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unimaginative policies have caused more harm to America’s reputation 
than anything else. Prior to the creation of the Congress of Micronesia, 
the administration had consistently refused to allow Micronesian 
participation in the overall planning for Micronesia.

If it is the role of the trustee to see that the beneficiary’s best 
interest is served, then it would seem only right and reasonable that the 
trustee listen to what the beneficiary has to offer. Many people in 
Micronesia and most recently the Congress of Micronesia have come to 
resent the fact that many important decisions are being made in 
Washington and elsewhere in the administration without the advice and 
input of the Micronesian people. Many experts thousands of miles away 
were attempting to identify the needs and priorities of the Micronesian 
people. In many instances a solution was to be had in Micronesia, but 
Washington had ready-made solutions for almost every conceivable ill 
and problem of Micronesia.

Micronesia wants to be free of domination from forces both within 
herself and from outside. Micronesia is faced with a dilemma of a people 
brought together by the forces of colonialism and a struggle for both 
political and economic freedom. Micronesia, however, cannot hope to 
have the kind of political freedom she wants unless she determines what 
she wants. In respect to economic development, the United States has 
not been lacking in goodwill. Some of the blame must be placed on the 
administering authority, but a great deal of it must be directed at the 
Micronesians themselves. Land is essential to any kind of economic 
development, and if Micronesia wants economic development, she must 
realize that she cannot continue to preserve her land-tenure systems 
under the excuse of trying to preserve her culture. Political freedom in 
Micronesia is dependent upon economic considerations. Micronesia will 
secure her political freedom from the administering authority, but can 
she secure her economic freedom from a feudalistic land system and 
from a tradition that many want to preserve?

Today, after many centuries of domination by forces from the 
outside, as well as from within, one can only speculate as to whether 
Micronesia can afford a new freedom from without, particularly if she is 
unable to secure a similar freedom from within.

I believe that Micronesia is in too much of a hurry, and that the 
mere attainment of political freedom for Micronesia will not necessarily 
make Micronesia a free society. Freedom cannot be acquired so cheaply, 
nor so quickly. Neither can it be a product of a series of negotiations.

Freedom is possible for Micronesia through evolutionary growth
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and through the development of a new society that respects individual 
rights, freedom, dissent, and equality.

The new society under any new political arrangement must be in 
good working order. It must show a strong sense of unity. Its 
government and economy must function smoothly. This means that 
there must be a wide diffusion of technical skills, and political and social 
skills as well. In this respect 1 accept what Mr. Hoffer has suggested, 
that “a free society is also a skilled society.” * 1 2 3 4

Many people in contemporary Micronesia are more interested in 
the struggle for freedom than in the actuality of a free society, the means 
rather than the end. The fact is that if Micronesia is incapable of making 
social and political reforms from within herself, she cannot expect to 
enjoy true freedom. There is no sense in exchanging an outside form of 
oppression for one from within Micronesia.

NOTES

1. The Germans engaged in trading in Micronesia as early as 1885. Legally, 
however, Germany purchased the islands from Spain in 1899.

2. See chapter 8 for greater detail.
3. Future Political Status Commission’s Report, Congress of Micronesia, 

Saipan, Mariana Islands, July 1969, pp. 18-19.
Eric Hoffer, The Ordeal of Change (N ew  York: Harper and Row, 1963),4 .
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Overview

Epilogue:
For how long could he fail to 
see the misery of the colonized 
and the relation of that misery 
to his own comfort?

—Albert Memmi 
The Colonizer and the 

Colonized

TH E AMERICAN defense role in the Far East, Southeast Asia, and 
the entire Pacific Ocean area has been reduced and lessened consider­
ably in recent years.

The Japanese have gotten Okinawa back, the Vietnam war is over 
for Americans, the Leftists in Japan want all U.S. troops to leave that 
country and the U.S.-Japanese Security Pact terminated. United States 
troop strength in Taiwan and Korea has been cut, and many people in 
the Philippines want the United States to move out or pay a higher rent 
on military-use lands. Overall, we are seeing the gradual reduction and 
weakening of American involvement in this part of the globe. This 
trend is consistent with the Nixon Doctrine, which calls for reduction in 
American troops in the Pacific, Far East, and Southeast Asia.

For those who are not familiar with the geographical location of the 
Micronesian islands, the recent rounds of status negotiations concerning 
the political future of these islands may seem insignificant and perhaps 
unimportant. However, these talks are directly related to U.S. involve­
ment in Pacific and Asian affairs and a closer look reveals that the 
“balance of power” theory has much to do with the U.S. position.

The political status talks represent a really serious attempt by U.S. 
planners to reach an accord with the Micronesian people about the 
political future of their islands. But U.S. policymakers are especially 
concerned with the future role of the U.S. military in these islands, and 
with U.S. policy toward the Pacific Ocean area. Thus, while U.S. 
policymakers are trying to paint an overall picture of the withdrawal of 
the U.S. military from the Pacific, the Far East, and Southeast Asia, the
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facts of these recent negotiations do not give that impression at all. On 
paper this impression may be some source of satisfaction to the United 
Nations and the world community, but the fact remains that the United 
States wants to remain permanently in Micronesia, wants to use 
Micronesia as a security buffer, and wants to maintain its influence in 
the Pacific and Asia.

While President Nixon was repairing twenty years of strained 
diplomatic relations with the People’s Republic of China, preparations 
had already been made for his personal representative to come to 
Micronesia once again to negotiate not so much the political destiny of 
some 107,000 Micronesian people, but the future role of Micronesia as a 
military base for the United States. This is the reasoning behind U.S. 
actions at the negotiating table.

For the United States, the success of these negotiations is absolutely 
necessary. These islands, together with neighboring Guam, represent 
the last of the U.S. defense strongholds in the western Pacific.

From all practical considerations, the fourth round of talks held at 
Koror, Palau District, seemed a real victory for the Micronesian people. 
The United States had embraced, at least in substance, all of the four 
principles and legal rights espoused and adopted by the Congress of 
Micronesia and articulated by the Joint Committee on Future Status. 
But closer scrutiny reveals that the real price Micronesians will have to 
pay to be freely associated with the United States is having to continue 
to host the U.S. military under a status of forces agreement, now under 
negotiation. This is exactly the same arrangement and price the 
Japanese paid under the terms of the peace treaty they signed in San 
Francisco in 1951. What is not commonly known about the Japanese 
peace treaty is that although the United States signed the peace treaty 
and thus granted Japan her independence, she at the same time, under 
John Foster Dulles, worked out a deal known as the “Yoshida-Dulles 
formula,” which provided for a security pact with the Japanese people.

Thus, Dulles accomplished then what he needed for his Pacific and 
Asian policy, and it seems that Ambassador Williams is moving to do 
the same in Micronesia.

It is difficult to understand and appreciate fully the real drama of 
these last six rounds of negotiations without any background informa­
tion on the events leading up to the first round of talks and the role 
which the Congress of Micronesia has played in these negotiations 
during the last four years.

The real turning point in the Micronesian struggle for freedom and
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self-government came with the creation of the Congress of Micronesia. 
The Congress has been the real agent of social, economic, and political 
change in Micronesia.

Before the 1960s, United States policy in the islands had been one 
based on a “zoo theory,” a “holding operation.” Fifteen years ago, the 
budget for the islands was about $7 million annually. The official 
justification for so small an appropriation was that the United States did 
not want to create permanent wards by establishing a budget which 
Micronesia could never hope to meet from her own resources. But a 
change in philosophy occurred when the Vietnam war began to escalate 
and pressure began mounting for the reversion of Okinawa to Japan. 
Within a few years, the budget rose to about $40 million, and today it 
stands at $60 million, though Micronesia’s economic potential has 
remained unchanged. Our second largest export still remains scrap 
metal from World W ar II, and our largest export is copra, the biggest 
loser in world markets today. For a political entity that encompasses 
some 1,300 milqs of ocean from north to south, and more than twice that 
distance from east to west—over three million square miles of ocean—it 
is difficult to understand why the total export of fish last year amounted 
to only $900,000. Micronesia’s only real source of revenue, unfortun­
ately, is grants from the administering authority.

Sometime in the early 1960s, when Washington was forced to 
bring the islands out of the “zoo” and into the orbit of the twentieth 
century, education was placed in the forefront of deliberately fostered 
cultural changes. This was done on the premise that trained manpower 
was essential for increased economic activity and an informed citizenry 
necessary for self-government. But whatever measure of success or 
failure we assign to U.S. activities during the trusteeship, one element 
stands above the rest—the establishment of democratic institutions.

Ironically, this, the greatest achievement in Micronesia of the 
richest nation on earth, cost practically nothing.

In 1965, the administering authority finally allowed a territory­
wide legislative body for Micronesia. In that year, Executive Order 
2882, as amended, was issued, creating the Congress of Micronesia. To 
Washington, it was just another legislative assembly similar to those 
created in other U.S. territories. Little did Washington realize then that 
the whole U.S. defense posture in the Pacific would be altered in such a 
way that the Congress of Micronesia would become a leading actor in 
the whole drama.

In 1967, the Congress started the movement that would lead to the 
alteration and redefinition of Micronesia’s governmental structure and
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to the determination of her political future. Yet, Washington remained 
unconvinced of the seriousness of the Micronesian quest for self-govern­
ment.

In 1970, Washington finally began to realize how serious the 
Congress of Micronesia had been. In 1969, the Congress established the 
first political status commission to study the political arrangements of 
other islands and countries of the Pacific area. Upon the return of the 
commission from their study trip, the Department of the Interior took 
the first step by inviting the status delegation to Washington to begin 
discussions on the political future of Micronesia.

The Department of the Interior represented the U.S. government 
at the first two rounds, and completely failed. It failed because there was 
no genuine effort to try to understand Micronesia and Micronesians in 
their struggle to gain a new and better status for themselves. The 
Interior Department had no new ideas to offer except annexation or 
commonwealth—both of which were turned down outright by the 
Congress of Micronesia.

In 1971, the political situation in Micronesia reached a point of 
explosion. The Interior Department seemed incapable of exercising the 
necessary amounts of imagination and foresight. The White House then 
moved in and took over completely the Micronesian political status 
negotiations.

At the third round of talks at Hana, Maui, in the Hawaiian islands, 
the new U.S. delegation conceded three major issues: eminent domain, 
control of law, and the right of self-determination. Moreover, for the 
first time, the United States spelled our its actual defense needs and 
requirements in Micronesia. Unilateral termination became the only 
point remaining unresolved.

For Micronesia this was a very refreshing approach. As a result of 
these major concessions made by the United States government, the 
Micronesian commitment to the idea of free association became 
stronger. The Joint Committee on Future Status issued the invitation 
for the fourth round of status talks to be held in Micronesia.

In Koror, the U.S. delegation continued to move toward agree­
ment on the Micronesian proposal for a state in free association with the 
United States by accepting in principle unilateral termination. This 
action satisfactorily met the four major demands of the Micronesian 
people, demands which must constitute the basis of any relationship of 
free association with the United States.

At Koror, a new element was introduced into the status talks: the 
issue of transition. The U.S. position, agreed to by the Micronesian
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delegation, was that any meaningful approach to the issue of Micro­
nesia’s freedom and self-government necessarily implies a period in 
which actual transition of administration will take place.

Under the broad agreements reached at Koror, Micronesia would 
become, after the change of trusteeship status, a fully self-governing 
state in a relationship of free association with the United States. All 
internal matters would be under the control of the Micronesian people 
and their elected leaders. The United States government would be 
responsible for Micronesia’s foreign affairs and for her defense. In return 
for the use of certain Micronesian lands and the right to maintain a 
military force in Micronesia, the Joint Committee on Future Status 
proposed that an annual payment be made to Micronesia.

W ith respect to the executive function, after the compact of free 
association is signed and ratified by both sides, the position of high 
commissioner would be replaced by a corporate executive council, 
whose members would represent each of the six districts. This would 
constitute the highest level of policy- and decision-making in the new 
state of Micronesia. The executive council would elect a chairman from 
among its members who would serve for a predetermined period of 
time. The legislative and judicial areas would remain as they now are.

As the two sides have moved toward an accord, the regional 
differences within Micronesia have become more serious and dangerous 
to the internal unity of Micronesia.

At this point in time the general state of affairs in Micronesia can 
still be manipulated to make Micronesia hate what it loves and love what 
it hates. Micronesia knows that to survive in this world, it must stay 
together. The opposite is also true: it knows that to disband is to court 
troubles and problems.

The present Americanization of Micronesia is an unprecedented 
phenomenon in Micronesian history. The American penetration of and 
intrusion into the islands of Micronesia since 1944 has brought an 
incalculable amount of confusion and frustration, and damage to both 
people and materials. The Micronesians as a whole are gradually losing 
their sense of harmony and direction. There seems to be a serious lack of 
national leadership and national goals. There is little public participation 
in the important issues affecting Micronesia and her peoples; this apathy 
has destroyed Micronesia’s united front, which was strong and effective 
in the earlier days.

It would seem that the chief trait which characterizes the temper 
and mood in Micronesia today is impatience. “Tomorrow” has beccme 
a dirty word. The future is now; hope has turned into desire. The
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present young generation cannot see why it should wait any longer for a 
say in the domestic and international affairs of Micronesia.

Everywhere there is a quest for pride. Pride is the only currency 
that can buy souls. An undertaking or a cause will make headway in any 
district only if it generates pride.

The day when Micronesia will assume responsibility and govern 
itself is fast approaching. Micronesia must soon forget its minor internal 
differences.

Historically, these islands have always been isolated from one 
another. The presence of outsiders helped bring them together and 
made them a political entity. If the presence of an enemy is the only 
unifying force, then Micronesia must look inward to see what problems 
make it difficult for her to achieve unity on her own. The real enemies 
are poverty, disease, and illiteracy. These are the real challenge of this 
decade for Micronesia.

Throughout history, each generation has had to answer the 
summons of history. The American administration since its early days 
made its biggest mistake when it alienated the present generation of 
Micronesians who now control the political destiny of Micronesia. 
Their proclamation, their struggle for freedom against U.S. colonialism 
in Micronesia, is a direct result of three decades of mismanagement and 
mistreatment. It is a direct result of a policy of human containment in 
Micronesia.

In Koror, the U.S. delegation helped formalize the future status of 
Micronesia by agreeing to the Micronesian demands. Now it is up to 
the Micronesian people themselves to decide on the life-style and the 
quality of life they want. This is the destiny of Micronesia. Some 
countries of the world have had to find their destiny in the battlefield, 
others by wars of liberation and conquest, and still others through the 
process of political evolution. In Micronesia, destiny had to be 
negotiated. Here, a people who claim sovereignty over their lands have 
had to do so in face-to-face confrontation over a negotiating table.

Micronesia emerged from the Palau talks as the future state of 
Micronesia in free association with the United States. In Palau, the 
world’s most powerful nation met with the world’s tiniest and weakest 
microstate. In their sessions, decisions were pursued and arrangements 
were reached on the future political status of Micronesia.

It is proposed now that upon the signing and ratification of the 
compact the state of Micronesia will be created and a constitutional 
convention will be called to draft the formal constitution of Micronesia.

The springtime of Micronesia’s struggle for freedom and human
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dignity is virtually coming to a close. Changing its political status from 
trusteeship to free association, however, is only the beginning. There 
are problems awaiting the new state of Micronesia, problems of internal 
unification, the running of a scattered bureaucracy, and transition. 
Whether the new state of Micronesia will be able to cope with these 
problems is a matter of speculation at this point in time.

However, in light of the last quarter-century’s experience under 
colonial powers, it is difficult to imagine that these small and scattered 
islands across the Micronesian waters would want to continue under the 
mediocre and apathetic paternalism of American colonialism. The 
vestiges of Western colonialism in the western Pacific are gradually 
fading away.

The new state of Micronesia is proposed as a balance between 
annexation and independence, or, as one American observer states, it is 
“the middle road to freedom.” To the Micronesian, it represents the 
ideal and perhaps the most realistic of the proposals and options for the 
political future of Micronesia. It is Micronesian independence disguised 
under the name of free association.

In this day and age there are real difficulties for all the ministates of 
the world. Their only hope for freedom and self-respect must depend to 
a great degree on the concept of “interdependence,” for truly, there is 
no real independence in today’s world. This is an era of cooperation and 
interdependence. No nation can ever really hope to be on its own. 
Micronesia recognizes this state of world affairs. Its option for free 
association with the United States speaks for itself.

The nature of the Micronesian struggle for freedom is less a 
struggle against the economic dominance of an outside power than it is a 
moral issue. The primacy of colonialism and the resulting loss of human 
dignity and self-respect have been more repugnant to the Micronesian 
people than their economic situation. The American grand design for 
dominance in Micronesia is gradually coming to an end.

The main preoccupation of Micronesia during the past four years 
of political status negotiations has been to try to redefine its political 
relationship with the United States. At Koror, in Palau, during the 
fourth round of talks, this redefinition was narrowed down to a 
reasonable certainty. In broad principle, Micronesia will enter into a 
relationship that allows it complete internal freedom, except in the areas 
of defense and foreign affairs. The United States will assume the 
responsibility in these two areas. She will represent Micronesia in all 
official government-to-government relationships and in international 
organizations which require official governmental participation. Micro-
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nesia would exercise foreign policy actions in many areas of purely 
local concern. Micronesia would be free to enter into any trade, 
economic, technical, and cultural negotiation with any country or 
regional organization, so long as these dealings did not involve direct 
government-to-government relationships.

It is becoming very clear that Micronesia is commencing a new 
experience in national self-government and national unity. Micronesia 
must now turn inward to redefine its own goals and strategy in political, 
social, and economic development areas.

In looking ahead to the final resolution of the Micronesian struggle 
for freedom and self-government, some important matters still remain 
unsolved. Further negotiations on these matters are necessary. The 
issues of finance, transition, termination, and ratification of the compact 
of free association need to be resolved.

In looking at the record of the past four years of negotiations, we 
can see that it has been Micronesia which has been more willing to 
compromise. The United States has not given anything away in the 
entire four rounds of formal negotiations. If the United States thinks 
that she has given to Micronesia such things as control of law, control of 
land, sovereignty, and so on, the Micronesians have reminded the 
United States that they are reclaiming these lost rights, which were 
temporarily and unwillingly vested in a postwar colonial government.

On the other hand, Micronesia has proposed to give the United 
States, as part of the compact of free association, the right to maintain a 
military presence in Micronesia and to exclude third countries from 
entering Micronesia. Micronesia has accepted the U.S. request that the 
United States handle foreign affairs and defense as part of its global 
responsibility to keep and insure peace in the Pacific area. However, 
Micronesia has proposed a safeguard, unilateral termination, which will 
come at a specified time and which will allow the revocation of the 
compact of free association by the people of Micronesia.

Furthermore, Micronesia has agreed to allow certain of its lands to 
be used for the stationing of U.S. military troops. And, at the same rime, 
the Joint Committee has noted the desire of the Marianas District to 
become part of the United States, a desire which the United States has 
reacted to with eager interest.

As is usual in international negotiations, Micronesia is asking for 
direct payment for all these concessions given to the United States. 
However, the United States, although it is involved in negotiations with 
a legal representative of the Micronesian people, is still acting as a 
colonial power acts toward a subject people.
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The Micronesians are nor in rhese negotiations to ask for favors or 
to exchange their country and their political destiny in return for U.S. 
gratitude. The records of these talks have indicated that the Microne­
sians have been extremely civil and humane during the course of these 
negotiations.

1 think this is about as far as the Micronesians will go in these talks. 
It is now up to the United States to show good faith by recognizing its 
peculiar role in Micronesia.

It is true that America came as both liberator and conqueror to 
Micronesia. However, its role as a conqueror ceased when the 
Trusteeship Agreement was signed in 1947. And its role as a trustee is 
now in its twilight.

Micronesia does not have too much time left. If it does not get its 
freedom in the immediate future, it will probably be too late. But there 
is hope, and even if the Congress of Micronesia cannot complete the 
task, the Congress must not abstain from it. The struggle for freedom 
will continue.

When the fifth round of negotiations ended in Washington, D.C., 
the Micronesian delegation came back home with a partial draft 
compact fully agreed to by both sides. Time did not allow the 
completion of the whole compact of free association. However, the Joint 
Committee on Future Status felt it ought to present the draft compact to 
the Congress for an early review.

The High Commissioner issued a proclamation calling for a special 
session of the Congress to be convened in Kolonia, Ponape District, in 
August 1972. This particular special session proved to be a critical one. 
It created a real dilemma not only for the U.S. delegation but also for 
the Joint Committee on Future Status. The Congress passed the now 
famous Senate Joint Resolution 117, which directed the Joint Commit­
tee on Future Status to start negotiating with the U.S. delegation for an 
independent Micronesia. This new mandate was given as an addition, 
not a substitute.

Senate Joint Resolution 117 proved to be a real stumbling block at 
the sixth round of talks held at Barbers Point, Hawaii, in September 
1972.

There are many reasons why the Congress of Micronesia suddenly 
changed horses in the middle of the stream by switching from 
supporting free association to requesting that the option of independ­
ence be explored. 1) The Congress was greatly disappointed with the 
partially completed draft compact. 2) This action was indicative of the 
growing sentiment within the Congress favoring full independence for
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Micronesia. 3) Those members of Congress who voted for the passage 
of Senate Joint Resolution 117 were greatly influenced by a group of 
self-appointed American advisors. 4) There was a real clash of 
personalities within the Congress as to who would get the credit for the 
political settlement if and when the task was completed.

Each one of the above reasons has merit worthy of consideration, 
but 1 rather think the reason was far deeper than most would like to 
speculate. It was the case of the difference between the rhetoric of 
politics and the reality of politics. The fine print in the partially 
completed draft compact held facts too appalling at the moment of truth.

Up to the time the partial draft compact was submitted to the 
Congress, the people of Micronesia and the Congress had talked about 
free association, and how nice it was that the U.S. government had 
consented to give Micronesia autonomy and that the United States 
would take care of all the other costly problems of defense and foreign 
affairs. Now for the first time Congress was presented with the partial 
draft compact which translated and transmitted everything about free 
association into written literature. The hard facts and realities of the 
proposal were too much for a Congress that had been dreaming all these 
past years. It seems to me that this is what happened to the Congress 
assembled in a special session in Ponape in August 1972. The gap 
between the rhetoric of free association and the hard realities translated 
into a compact was too great for an unprepared and unrealistic group of 
legislators. This turn of events, however, was to be expected. Congress 
and a sizable portion of the Micronesian people had been listening to 
descriptions of free association, but had never seen it on paper. When it 
did appear in print, they found that it sounded better than it read.

Thus, the special session in Ponape gave an additional mandate to 
the Joint Committee on Future Status. The negotiating committee had 
no choice but to accept this added mandate. After a short recess, the 
members of the joint committee began preparing for the sixth round of 
negotiations scheduled to be held at Barbers Point, Honolulu, Hawaii.

The fourth round of talks in Koror, Palau, had reached agreement 
on the broad principles governing the whole negotiation; the fifth round, 
the Washington talks, began the drafting of the compact; the sixth 
round of talks at Barbers Point was to continue with the task of 
completing the compact of free association. Instead, the sixth round 
centered largely upon procedural questions and nothing substantial was 
accomplished.

The implications of the special session in Ponape disturbed the 
American delegation to a considerable extent. The basic assumption
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held by each side concerning the nature of the joint negotiations, 
especially at the sixth round, was curtailed. At this point the Joint 
Committee on Future Status was forced by the turn of events to at least 
give some explanation to the rationale behind S.J.R. 117 and its effect on 
the joint negotiations, which it did as follows:

This language does not mean that we should not proceed 
toward the completion of a draft Compact. If there is any 
uncertainty, it is due to the fact that we cannot, of course, 
predict the ultimate reaction of the Congress and the people 
of Micronesia with regard to the Compact. W e do not 
believe that this in and of itself alters, or should alter, either 
our basic approach or our mutual resolve to arrive at a draft 
Compact satisfactory to both our delegations.1

This clarification informed and assured the American negotiating 
delegation that, although S.J.R. 117 was an added mandate, it did not 
change the basic resolution of the Micronesian delegation to proceed 
with the completion of the compact. The new mandate was comple­
mentary rather than contradictory.

Despite this assurance from the Micronesian delegation, the 
American delegation was still unconvinced. Indeed, the special session 
in Ponape overwhelmed the American delegation and caught it off 
guard. To a degree, the Micronesian delegation was similarly affected 
despite its attempt to rationalize its own position. However, this state of 
affairs should perhaps have been expected by the two negotiating 
delegations.

Both delegations operate on certain basic assumptions. The 
American delegation operates on instructions it receives from the White 
House and from the Departments of State, Defense, and Interior. The 
Joint Committee on Future Status must operate on mandates it receives 
from the Congress of Micronesia. This makes it somewhat difficult for 
delegations to negotiate if their instructions do not allow them flexibility 
to deal with sudden changes in policy. This was especially true in the 
case of the American delegation. The Joint Committee on Future Status 
whose orientation had been directed toward the resolution of the free 
association arrangement had more flexibility, and thus, was able to 
incorporate the Congress’ new mandate. The American delegation’s 
instructions, it seemed, allowed it no flexibility and it was thus unable to 
deal with the new issue of independence. As a consequence, both sides 
had great difficulty in carrying on with the talks at Barbers Point. It
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thus became necessary to temporarily recess the sixth round of 
negotiations.

There is high hope, however, that the compact of free association 
will be resolved when the seventh round of negotiations is resumed in 
1973, and in subsequent rounds of talks in late 1973, if they are 
necessary.

The Joint Committee on Future Status has been willing and able to 
grapple with the issues facing the future of Micronesia. It has provided 
the bold and positive leadership that is so necessary. At this point, it 
could be said that Micronesia is at a crossroads. It is, therefore, more 
than ever before essential that Micronesia’s growth and maturity should 
dictate that each district support the concept of free association under 
which the Joint Committee on Future Status operates. The success or 
failure of this endeavor will not only affect the pages of recorded history, 
but also the lives of every Micronesian, and the life-style of the 
Micronesian society.

N ational U nity

As Micronesia comes closer and closer to making its final decision 
on the political arrangement between itself and the United States, and 
on the internal relationship of the five regional districts, the forces of 
internal conflict and disunity have emerged and entered the national 
debate.

In many ways, many of the difficulties in the Micronesian quest for 
order and national unity are products of gross misunderstanding and 
lack of appreciation from within Micronesia itself. There seems to be a 
strong desire on the part of some Micronesians and some districts to 
pursue a course of relative isolation within Micronesia itself and of 
Micronesia from the surrounding Pacific community. The cause of 
national unity is less imperiled by outside pressures than by selfish 
motives from within. There is little feeling of nationhood outside each of 
the regional communities.

In addition, the Congress of Micronesia has been unable to provide 
the kind of national leadership that is needed at this juncture. It has a 
tendency to dwell on the negative at the cost of the positive. It has let 
itself be motivated by self-appointed counselors and advisors from the 
outside, the non-Micronesians who dislike the American system, and 
who, therefore, are critical of that system. What should be recognized is 
that these self-appointed advocates are also American idealists who can 
afford to tear down their own system. They are part of a far more
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superior economic system and a much more stable political system. 
Their bitterness and discontent with the American system is not 
sufficient reason for Micronesia to accept or to even listen to their 
advocacy.

There are also the young Micronesians, their bitterness inflated 
and influenced by the current anti-Establishment revolution in the 
United States, who now feel they are in a position to advise Micronesia 
on the proper course to take.

Very few, if any, of these young Micronesian idealists and these 
self-appointed outside advisors know what life was like in the old 
Micronesian society, much less how it is to husk a coconut or chase a 
fish on the rough reefs of Micronesia with no shoes on. Micronesia can 
do well without these kinds of advice, for when times become hard, it 
will be the Micronesian who will suffer the consequences, not those who 
can afford to leave what their bitterness has wrought. On the other 
hand, Micronesia should accept the opinion of those outsiders who love 
their countries, yet are willing to tell Micronesia of their faults.

At this stage, it is difficult to see how Micronesia can afford to be 
idealistic in the face of the great adversities that must be surmounted. 
Micronesia should be looking forward, not backward. It must scrutinize 
its own system and not that of the Americans. Micronesia must learn 
the hard facts of her own social, economic, traditional, and political 
conditions. It is the existence of aspects of an old and archaic system in 
the midst of the twentieth century that has made Micronesia what she is 
today.

The issues that must be considered in determining Micronesia’s 
future course are the same issues that have confronted generations of 
Micronesians and, in fact, societies the world over—poverty, illness, and 
ignorance. The question is not whether one form of political arrange­
ment is superior to another, but rather which form of political 
association is most likely to help in the wars on poverty, illness, and 
ignorance. These are the problems facing Micronesia today, yesterday, 
and tomorrow.

The Congress of Micronesia cannot abrogate its role of providing 
national leadership in this time of great political crisis. The people will 
decide in a plebiscite what the form of association will be. If the 
Congress fails to provide guidance and direction, it can raise no quarrel 
with the decision of the people. A plebiscite may not be the best way to 
decide, but it is the democratic way.

For many nations, political independence is expected and unques-
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tioned. No one would challenge the right to independence of, for 
example, the Japanese or the Swiss. In the cases where independent 
statehood may be out of the question, these nations or subnations should 
exercise self-determination, within the limits of what is practicable and 
dictated by the circumstances. Micronesia has six regional communities, 
perhaps with six separate political consciousnesses. What is the best way 
to mold such diversity into a single independent entity? If Micronesia 
should opt for an independent state at this time, she will have destroyed 
all her chance for independence later on, because the Micronesia of 
today will cease to exist; each district will go its own way. For 
Micronesia, independence must come slowly and through a process of 
evolutionary growth. Micronesia needs time to mature, to assimilate and 
integrate her feelings and emotions into a viable whole.

If Micronesia becomes independent within the next two or three 
years, the Micronesia which we know today (the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands) would disintegrate so fast that history would be hard put 
to record the transition. Palau would go its own way, as would the 
Marshalls and perhaps some other districts. There would be no reason 
for these districts to stay together if they were better able economically 
and politically to go it alone. It is for these reasons, therefore, that 
independence ought to await Micronesia’s maturation, a time when the 
districts would give it their willing support.

Free A ssociation or Independence

At the crossroads, the paths to free association and independence 
beckon. Which path should Micronesia take? This perhaps is the most 
challenging of the deliberations facing the Congress and the people of 
Micronesia.

It is argued here that the desire for independent status for 
Micronesia in this decade is both premature and highly divisive. It is 
premature because it is unrealistic at this time, at least in terms of the 
economic considerations. It is divisive because it impinges upon the 
development of national unity and political cohesiveness.

Free association on the other hand would provide Micronesia with 
a sense of continuity and evolutionary growth. It would provide a sense 
of security from within and from without. It would allow Micronesia 
time to experiment with the operation of her own internal government 
by relieving her of worries of the economic security of her people, or 
threat from outside, or natural disaster. This would be possible because 
the United States would continue to give aid in time of natural disaster,
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would make an annual payment to the new government of Micronesia 
for the military use of its lands, and would retain the responsibility for 
Micronesia’s defense and foreign affairs.

O f the two choices, for all practical purposes, independence for 
Micronesia is a nice dream, a tale, a myth, an issue filled with emotion 
and a good subject for speeches. It would emancipate Micronesia’s sense 
of pride in her past, but it could do little to eliminate the chronic misery 
of the Micronesian islands and their people.

Free association offers both a challenge and an opportunity—a 
challenge that would test the capability and stability of Micronesian 
courage, leadership, and bureaucracy, an opportunity for evolutionary 
growth. It is a selection made out of necessity and the realities of the 
Micronesian situation.

Nationalism is a dangerous phenomenon. It has destroyed many 
young and aspiring independent countries in the underdeveloped world. 
It can also destroy Micronesia. In Micronesia, it is a passion that finds its 
roots in a buried past. It is one of the most effective brakes to progress. It 
is a soothing tonic to such things as traditional identity, tribal 
organization, caste system, traditional concept of family and pride in the 
number of children produced. While these traditional wonders may be 
fine, they will not help the cause of national unity in Micronesia. They 
have little regard for any sense of national brotherhood, development, 
and progress outside of their small groups.

The advocates of independence for Micronesia seem to think that 
all the blames for the ills and problems of Micronesia have their roots in 
colonialism, but Micronesia too must share some of the blame for her 
complete obsession with an archaic past.

More than at any other period, Micronesia now has the opportu­
nity to make a complete social, economic, and political breakthrough 
with the opportunities available to her under the proposed arrangement 
of free association with the United States. Certainly there will be 
problems but they will be parts in relation to the whole. There are no 
plateaus in international affairs and negotiations. What is considered a 
utopia soon becomes the beginning of a decline. Micronesia will gain a 
few and lose a few. Flexibility is perhaps Micronesia’s best hope as she 
looks toward the unknown.

Micronesia must not confuse form with substance, illusion with 
reality. Micronesia thus far has been able to make the transition from 
feudalism to a semimodern territory. Her main challenge now comes 
from a proposed move that will make her a larger community of islands,
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exchanging economic benefits among one another and sharing a 
common heritage in close and friendly political association.

Micronesia is very small and poor in terms of international affairs. 
History thus far has indicated clearly that small states survive only 
because great powers need them, as buffers, boundaries, and as a part of 
the balance of power and trade. Although many Micronesians would 
look at colonialism and readily attack it for the many ills it brought to 
Micronesia, nationalism is worse, for it has often viciously purged its 
state of elements that seem alien to itself. Nigerians slaughtered 
thousands of Ibos, thus triggering the Biafran revolt; the Nazis 
slaughtered millions of Jews. These were nationalists’, not colonialists’ 
acts. 1 have great reservation about the rising Micronesian nationalism 
because in it there is a dangerous element of hate directed toward 
Micronesia, as well as toward the United States. Thus, while sover­
eignty is highly desirable, it can also bring chaos because it breeds 
intense nationalism. There are more checks and balances in free 
association than in independence. In this context, Micronesia would do 
well to listen to what an authority on national self-determination had to 
say about the future of small states.

The dependence of small nations on the great powers is 
more absolute now than ever before. For most of the smaller 
nations in the modern world, moreover, a negative 
independence is not enough. 1 he economic influence of the 
world powers is inescapable. This is the setting in which the 
independence of small states must operate.2

A Sense of Purpose

When the process of decolonization was first begun by Congress 
in 1967, no one would have thought it possible that within a five-year 
period, this movement would become the main apostle of change for 
Micronesia. Within the next four years, the future political status of 
Micronesia should be settled. The strength and confidence is there, all 
that is needed is the moral support of the Micronesian public. In a way, 
many of the difficulties experienced in the quest for change in status 
have been a source of pride for Micronesia. The success enjoyed thus far 
is the result of the success of the Congress of Micronesia as a legislative 
body, and as an agent of change. Yet Micronesia should not make the 
mistake of resting on its laurels.

Micronesia must continue to work on her remaining problems, 
such as colonialism, poverty, and the lingering ways of the past that
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impede growth. Micronesa is now caught between the forces of 
modernization, the inevitable changes that are coming, and her own 
traditional past. Therein lies the greatest dilemma of Micronesia. O f its 
remaining problems, there is hope that Micronesia can cope with 
colonialism for a while, but one thing is certain, as soon as Micronesia 
will have gotten rid of colonialism, the other two problems will certainly 
emerge, and they are potentially more destructive. Micronesia has been 
united in fighting a common opponent, the United States, and thus has 
been fooled into thinking she has solved her problems because she has 
this sense of unity when, in fact, the unity is a very fragile one. The 
following illustrates Micronesia’s dilemma very clearly. Peter Abrahams 
is a black novelist, born in Johannesburg. He has put the following into 
the mouth of his protagonist, an African leader.

“Our country has, or rather had, three enemies. O f 
one of these, 1 have made an ally. But let us say that there 
are three. The first of these is the white man. And then, 
there is poverty; and, finally, the past. These are our three 
enemies. When I came here, I thought that I would have to 
face only one enemy, the white man. But, as soon as 1 had 
gotten rid of him, the other two enemies appeared; and they 
are even more powerful and dangerous than the white man.
Next to them, the white man seems almost an ally; and so, I 
have converted him into an ally who fights at our side 
against poverty. Now, he works for us, so that those who 
come after us will have bread and a place to live. There are 
now schools and hospitals in our land. Our young men and 
young women are beginning to awaken from their torpor.
W hy do you think 1 have spent so much money to send 
them to foreign lands? Because 1 need them to fight at my 
side against our third enemy, our worst enemy: the past.
. . .  For the sake of appearances, 1 have performed the rites 
of juju; 1 have participated in blood ceremonies; and I have 
prostrated myself before the altars of our ancestors. But 
now, 1 will do so no longer. Now, there are enough young 
people who have put aside these outdated superstitions for 
me to be able to undertake the extirpation of everything that 
is ugly in our past. And you, Selina, and you Adhebhory, 
whom 1 once loved as a brother, you are of the past. 1 shall 
destroy you, because it is you who are the obstacle to the 
evolution of a greater Africa. Go, fight me in the party
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conference, and you will see who will win. You come too 
late, my friends. Too late. . . .” 3

Micronesia’s insecurity produced by centuries of subordination is 
not lessened by our discussing its manifestations any more than a tidal 
wave is understood by studying the surface of the ocean. Micronesia’s 
goal becomes unattainable partly because we spend too much time 
worrying about colonialism and the past. Micronesia’s greatest need 
now is a sense of purpose. Fifty years from now no one will care who 
was right with respect to our present political dilemma if in the process, 
Micronesia has torn herself to pieces.

A n A nalysis of the M icronesian D ilemma

After six rounds of political status negotiations and the recently 
concluded session of the Fifth Congress of Micronesia, 1973, it is safe to 
say that the complexity of Micronesia’s political dilemma has been 
intensified as the forces of separation continue to haunt the members of 
the Congress of Micronesia. Victory and success in the negotiations 
would be only the beginning of the real effort here at home. Whatever 
compact of free association is agreed upon, it must win the enthusiastic 
support of the Congress and the people of Micronesia. For the most 
part, the real cause of this political dilemma may be found within 
Micronesia.

In 1970, in an article that appeared in Pacific Islands Monthly, 1 
made the observation that “Congress was confused about what it 
wants.” Now, two years later, and with the imprint of the Fifth 
Congress of Micronesia still fresh in people’s minds, there seems to be 
no reason to change that observation.

As the time for deciding the political settlement becomes nearer, 
the forces of disagreement and fragmentation within Micronesia have 
become greater. It is now possible to foresee the reaching of an accord 
with the U.S. delegation but, unfortunately, this is not true of winning 
the approval of the Congress and the people.

The refusal of the Fifth Congress to give final approval to the three 
measures sponsored by the Joint Committee on Future Status, namely, 
the bills to establish a constitutional convention, the Office of Transi­
tion, and the Commission on National Unity, has set back the final 
resolution of the status issue to where it was two years ago. In fact, it has 
weakened the position of the Joint Committee on Future Status in the 
eyes of the U.S. delegation and the people of Micronesia. The United 
States cannot help but wonder who and what the Joint Committee
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represents. This is not the fault of the Joint Committee. It is a failure of 
the Congress to provide leadership and guidance. It resulted from 
misunderstandings, and perhaps from political power plays by individual 
members of the Congress interested in demonstrating their control, 
power, and influence. This, perhaps, is to be expected in a legislative 
body whose members come from varied ethnic and political back­
grounds. It is sad that a national goal was sacrificed in the interest of 
local politics. The greatest good for the greatest number should be the 
order of the day in Micronesia in this century.

The Fifth Congress, for all practical purposes, failed to consider the 
most important issue before it—the resolution of the political status of 
Micronesia. The Congress had decided in 1969 that the time had come 
to start decolonization of Micronesia. In order to do this, the Political 
Status Commission was created with members from both houses and 
representatives from each district delegation. The mandates given the 
present Joint Committee on Future Status through several bills and 
resolutions are straightforward and unequivocal; they are the four basic 
principles and legal rights discussed at length in earlier chapters. The 
most important of these mandated the committee to negotiate a compact 
of free association with the United States, failing this, the committee 
was mandated to negotiate for Micronesia’s independence.

This has been the position of the Joint Committee on Future Status 
all along. However, in order to accomplish this end it was necessary for 
Micronesia to acquire the instruments necessary for the transition to 
self-government. There would need to be a constitutional convention, 
and an Office of Transition, to set the objectives of self-government. As 
envisioned, the Commission on National Unity is a by-product of these 
two major agencies. The question of national unity has always been a 
major factor in the topic of self-government. Thus, if Micronesia is to 
begin drafting her constitution and is to begin empowering the 
machinery of transition, then it is absolutely essential that the problems 
which are the sources of disunity and dissatisfaction among Microne- 
sians also must be taken into serious consideration. The Commission on 
National Unity would be charged with the task of examining and 
solving these problems.

The causes of Micronesia’s political dilemma must be looked at in 
the context of the relationship between the Congress and the Joint 
Committee. The committee is neither parochial nor regional in outlook. 
It views its mission as being national in character and acts accordingly. 
The Fifth Congress by comparison is regionalistic in outlook, illustrated 
by its passage of insignificant pieces of legislation and a great number of
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pork barrel bills. While the Joint Committee was looking at the forest, 
the members of the parent body, the Congress, were looking at their 
respective trees.

The president of the Senate, Senator Tosiwo Nakayama, called 
upon his fellow senators and fellow Micronesians to “wake up” from 
their twenty-six years of sleeping. Apparently, no one wants to wake 
up. The chairman of the Joint Committee, Senator Lazarus Salii, in a 
speech on the floor of the Senate, with members of the 1973 U.N. 
Visiting Mission sitting in the public gallery, sought to reach his fellow 
senators by saying “Micronesians should be masters of their own 
destiny, and be first-class citizens in their own islands under their own 
constitution.” He closed his remarks by commenting on the importance 
of a constitution, “I believe it is time that the people of our territory join 
hands and try to fashion a constitution—a constitution which 1 hope will 
establish for the first time a truly legal framework for these islands. In 
our quest for a constitutional form of government, we must not also 
forget a constitution cannot do its work unless the people are united 
behind it. To provide unity for the people of Micronesia, we must lay 
the foundation for social justice in Micronesia.”

The lawmakers decided that there was not enough money to start 
building the foundation of their future government. It is interesting to 
note here that in 1972 at the special session in Ponape, an identical bill 
was introduced; it failed passage for the same reason: insufficient funds. 
Curiously, in that same session the lawmakers voted themselves an 
increase in salary from $8,000 to $12,000, a $4,000 increase totaling 
$132,000 a year. Again, during the January 1973 session, the bill was 
brought up for action and again there were insufficient funds, and again 
lawmakers sought increases for themselves, this time attempting to raise 
their office expense allotments from $2,500 to $3,500, a $1,000 increase 
(or $3 3,000 a year). This measure however failed in the Senate. One 
begins to wonder if Micronesia is not gradually developing a very elitist 
and self-serving system of government.

Each member of the Congress of Micronesia wants to establish as 
policy what he thinks should be the set of priorities for Micronesia. One 
thing should be understood and made clear to all—the only real priority 
for Micronesia over the next five years is the political status issue and 
unless this issue is resolved, all other matters in Micronesia are 
secondary in nature.

The major causes of Micronesia’s political dilemma are many. 
However, it is my position that Micronesia’s dilemma and her inability 
to come to a consensus of opinion regarding her future political status
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can be traced to six major areas: 1) the confrontation of the Old and the 
New; 2) the nature of U.S. policy and the status of Micronesia; 3) the 
argument over which comes first, economic or political development; 4) 
unity versus fragmentation; 5) the curse of geography; and 6) arrogance 
of oower.

The Old and the New
Micronesia as a whole is reluctant to accept change or to embrace 

what is new. It is in the nature of human beings to fear the unfamiliar 
and strange. The great majority of Micronesians would rather not 
bother with the world; they would prefer to stay home and go fishing. It 
is this general attitude that is delaying our national development. The 
young generation is used to a modernized way of life yet ideologically it 
wants to say “Yankee go home!” It is a paradox. A generation of 
Micronesians who have never lived on a coconut economy want to 
advocate it because it fits what they have learned of the Western world 
in their classrooms, namely, that outsiders are guilty of corrupting and 
colonizing Micronesians. But the young generation operates in the 
present, in the new Micronesia, the Micronesia that depends on 
imported goods.

The old folks are set in their own ways, they are beyond reach by 
any means, yet the old folks are fascinated by the new way of life or 
what has been brought to Micronesia. The old leave the decisions to the 
elected leaders; the young want more control and leaders responsive to 
the electorate. Only the rational man in Micronesia can guide 
Micronesia. As a thinking man, his way would be to take Micronesia 
through a middle course. His sense of reality makes him reject complete 
independence or complete Americanization. He wants free association 
as being the closest to a synthesis of the two.

U.S. Policy and Micronesia’s International Status
Micronesia is neither a U.S. territory nor is it a sovereign 

independent state. The Micronesian claims ownership and sovereignty 
of Micronesia. The American claims Micronesia by the right of 
conquest, but that claim ceased to exist when the United States entered 
into a trustee agreement with the United Nations for the governing of 
this area. Thus, all U.S. policies toward Micronesia are affected by this 
strange situation.

If the United States fails to promote the development and the 
well-being of the people of Micronesia, she is charged by Micronesians 
with neglect and irresponsibility. On the other hand, if programs and
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development are promoted, the United States is accused of making 
Micronesia more dependent on American aid. This is a real dilemma 
which the Congress seems to ignore by failing to enact legislation 
designed to resolve such a dilemma.

Economic or Political Development?
There are those who say that for the next five or ten years 

Micronesia should forego all political activities for the sake of economic 
development. This view is as interesting as it is naive. Were the real 
economic and political circumstances in Micronesia not what they are, 
this view might have some validity.

One of the most important aspects of the current negotiations is the 
element of time. Time is on their side, not ours. The longer Micronesia 
waits to settle its political problems, the greater the impact of American 
aid upon Micronesia will be. And under such circumstances, Micronesia 
will have no choice but to choose integration with a far more superior 
economic system. Alternatively, if, as seems to be the current trend, aid 
is reduced, then development will be hurt.

The sooner the compact of free association is approved and ratified, 
the sooner the process of economic development can be instituted and 
controlled by Micronesians. If, on the other hand, we stop negotiations 
on the future status, and allow American aid, or economic assistance 
from some other outside source, to enter Micronesia, then Micronesia 
will become a political pawn easily maneuvered by the international 
powers.

The accepted view of economic development for Micronesia 
involves the massive inflow of outside capital to help develop the 
economy. This is an orthodox view, and one that has not proven itself. 
At least, it has not brought about great improvement in Micronesia 
during the past twenty-odd years; it has made Micronesia more and 
more dependent on the big countries providing the capital.

The U.S.-based Van Camp firm has a fishing operation in Palau, 
but Palau’s fishing economy is no better developed than those of the 
other districts. Yet, the Van Camp operation represents the investment 
of huge quantities of outside capital funds. What has happened is that 
Palauan offshore waters are being drained of their resources and, 
because the fish is taken to American Samoa for processing, American 
Samoans are earning a livelihood from fish caught in Palauan waters. 
These fish are returned to Palau in small tuna cans and sold for a 
fantastic price. How has the investment of outside capital funds helped 
Palau in this case?
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I lean toward the view of economic development that states that 
underdevelopment in an economy is not an original state. The economic 
and social structure of underdevelopment are the products of the 
cultivation of colonial dependency in their colonies by colonizing 
countries. The reason for this lies principally in the character of the 
relationships between the colonizer and the colonized.

If Micronesia continues to court rich outside corporations, her 
economy may become oriented to the export of certain primary 
products (such as fish), which would be under the control of foreign 
capital or companies, and which would reenter Micronesia as imported 
goods (canned tuna fish). Outside capital would develop transportation 
and dock facilities and utilities only to the extent necessary to 
complement the export sector under their control. And this dependence 
upon the money-supplying power would also shape the social structure 
of underdevelopment.

The only way Micronesia can develop economically is by starting 
with small firms and corporations built mainly by Micronesian invest­
ments. What is important is not the dollar amount, but the direction and 
approach: they must be Micronesian in orientation.

Unity versus Fragmentation
O f all the problems facing Micronesia, the achievement of unity is 

the greatest. It is another of the many dilemmas that Micronesia must 
resolve before the Trusteeship Agreement is terminated.

Many people in Micronesia assume that Micronesia is united. On 
the surface it may seem that way, but within the pyramid of 
Micronesian history and culture, it is not. There are deep resentments 
and feelings of antagonism among the six major ethnic groups of 
Micronesia. Pride in district precedes all others, and when one district 
attempts to dominate another, it is almost always resisted by the other 
districts. There is very little national pride in Micronesia; what there is 
of it exists mainly among the younger generation who went to school 
together first in and then later outside of Micronesia.

For selfish reasons, there are those in Micronesia who want to 
fragmentize her. If this should happen the Micronesia we know will 
cease to exist. There are those in one district who would opt for a close 
affiliation with Japan, as there are those in another district who want to 
join with the independent Republic of Nauru, or with Hawaii as an 
addition to the county of Maui. This is preposterous. The president of 
Nauru would be unwise to agree to a union with the Marshalls, for 
undoubtedly he would soon be voted out of office by the more populous
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Marshallese. As for joining Hawaii, 1 would think it preferable to have a 
president in the Marshalls than a mayor (the chief executive at Hawaii’s 
county level). For Palau to entertain the idea of affiliation with Japan is 
extremely dangerous, not only to herself, but to the rest of Micronesia as 
well.

These ideas of fragmentizing Micronesia arise from selfish motives. 
However, Micronesians, as a race, have a good chance of developing a 
small Pacific nation if they can only recognize the meaning and the 
benefits of unification.

The Curse of Geography
Micronesia is at the same time cursed and blessed by her 

geographic circumstances. Her sense of unity is frustrated by her own 
geography, yet the waters that divide her islands and make difficult her 
unification are the same waters her people set sail upon to discover each 
other.

The task of unifying Micronesia is made difficult not only because 
of her special geographic characteristics, but also because of her many 
cultures. The challenge nature has imposed on these islands is less a 
problem than the cultural one. Science and technology are gradually 
making Micronesia smaller and smaller. Entrenched ignorance and 
arrogance, on the other hand, are not that easily conquered.

Arrogance of Power
From the end of World W ar 11 until now, Micronesia has 

experienced nothing but an easy life—a hand-out type of existence. 
Everything Micronesia has wanted, Micronesia has gotten. The U.S. 
Navy gave Micronesia much in the way of material goods, and although 
the Interior Department has not been able to equal the navy’s 
generosity, it has given virtually every educated Micronesian that 
education at no cost, a gift that Micronesians have been asked to repay 
not in dollars but in public service to their own people. In addition, 
every year since 1945 millions of dollars have been given to Micronesia, 
making Micronesia and Micronesians beneficiaries of a false economy, 
but nevertheless, an economy in which people do not have to worry 
about their future.

Micronesian economists, bankers, government officials—all have 
not had to worry about the state of the Micronesian economy. There is 
no reason to worry: each year the U.S.’Treasury Department hands out 
a check to Micronesia.

For over twenty years, Micronesians have been living in a welfare
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state. They have been conditioned to believe that what they have, or 
what is given them, is their due. Very few Micronesians have ever really 
earned a decent living, for everything is given. The Congress of 
Micronesia, through its Joint Committee on Program and Budget 
Planning, has been given a peculiar role with regard to the federal 
budget: an opportunity to look over the budget given to Micronesia 
each year. It is a role which has given the Congress a false sense of pride, 
since the only thing the Joint Committee on Program and Budget 
Planning can do is set priorities within Micronesia. It cannot basically 
change, increase, or decrease the budget. It may alter it, but in very 
small ways indeed.

In other words, Micronesia is a puppet subject to the manipulations 
of overall U.S. budgetary considerations and the very life of Micronesia 
is dependent upon the ups and downs of Washington thinking.

When the Congress of Micronesia in 1967 determined to 
decolonize Micronesia, it, in fact, made the decision to confront its own 
master and creator.

In the beginning, the people and their Congress were united in 
their efforts. Micronesians gradually began to gain self-confidence; they 
were, after all, challenging a giant. However, something went wrong. 
The Congress’ own Joint Committee on Future Status, charged with 
recommending an appropriate political course, is finding it extremely 
difficult to move ahead. It seems that each and every lawmaker wants to 
have his say, wants to make his impact on the course of Micronesia’s 
political future. It is a case of one Micronesian’s stubbornness, 
ignorance, and arrogance pitted against that of another. No sense of 
purpose is served at all.

No more vivid example of thoughtlessness and arrogance can be 
conceived than the conduct that has recently characterized certain 
members of the Joint Committee on Future Status. In the ground rules 
governing the committee’s operations, it was understood, by gentle­
men’s agreement, that everyone in the committee would support the 
majority opinion in negotiations and in the Congress. The agreement, 
however, has not been honored. Instead, shrewd behind-the-scene 
politicking has been the rule.

In the final analysis, the root cause of the difficulties in the quest for 
change in political status exists not solely in the accomplishments or lack 
thereof of the Joint Committee or the Congress, but also deep within 
the Micronesian national character.

There is an irrationality and an impulsiveness about our people 
which often results in actions that are disharmonious and contradictory.
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A long tradition of isolationism and provincialism makes us narrow­
minded and dogmatic, reluctant to discard prejudices and slow to adopt 
even necessary changes and improvements if they embody a new 
concept. Indecisive and hesitant, we succumb readily to conceit. 
Opportunistic, but lacking a spirit of daring and independence, we are 
wont to place reliance on others. Our want of rationality often leads us 
to confused desires and a confused view of reality, and thus we do things 
without careful planning. W e have a false sense of pride; when 
American visitors come to our houses or villages, we start talking in 
English to them and to our dogs, speaking in native tongue only to our 
small children. In short, as a nation or race, we lack the maturity of 
mind and the necessary conditioning to enable us to know when and 
what to sacrifice to achieve our goal.

Dag Hammarskjöld once said “The longest journey is the journey 
inward.” Micronesia need not journey long to find her real enemy. In 
many ways, we, her people, are her enemy.

However, there is hope that Micronesia’s political leaders will rise 
to the situation and lead Micronesia onward, for I believe that when 
hope has gone life has ended, actually or potentially.

What 1 have recorded here is a society in transition: the emergence 
of a new Micronesia. Micronesia had evolved slowly, in relative 
isolation, for many centuries, but during the last three decades the pace 
of change quickened as she was exposed fully and continuously to new' 
institutions, attitudes, and ways of thinking and of doing things.

The American attitude toward the Micronesian political dilemma 
creates both a danger and an opportunity for Micronesia. It is 
potentially dangerous because it may cause the United States Congress 
to increase federal spending as an effective way of gaining the popular 
goodwill of the people of Micronesia. Micronesia needs to become more 
self-reliant, not more dependent.

On the other hand, the American attitude offers opportunity for 
Micronesia because it will make the United States government 
increasingly sensitive to the Micronesian point of view. The Congress 
of Micronesia through the Joint Committee on Future Status has made 
it known that Micronesia seeks far more than just increased aid. Her 
goal is self-government, and the self-respect and human dignity that are 
incumbent upon it. It will be difficult for the United States to ignore this 
request.

It is in the interest of Micronesia that her leaders and her people 
stay together, because as the late Professor J. W. Davidson, former 
consultant to the Joint Committee on Future Status, once observed:
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“T h e  governm ent intends that the U nited States shall remain in 
Micronesia on terms satisfactory to herself. T h e  freedom of Micronesia 
must be sacrificed in the interests— as these are currently interpreted in 
W ashington— of international peace and security.” * 1 2 3 4
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Postscript

We wish to emphasize here, 
however, that although the 
?nicronesians themselves must 
work out for themselves what 
kind of future links they wish 
to have with one another, the 
administration is still at this 
stage obligated to promote 
national unity in every way 
possible.

Report of the United Nations 
Visiting Mission to 

Micronesia—1913

AS THIS BOOK was getting ready to go to press, political events of 
great consequence developed in two district legislatures, the Marshall 
Islands Nitijela [Marshallese for district legislature] and the Palau 
District Legislature, which are bound to have great effects on the 
current series of political status negotiations with the United States, the 
whole question of U.S.-Micronesia relations, and the internal stability of 
Micronesia. The two district legislatures adopted several resolutions that 
consider the possibility of separate negotiations with the United States. 
Following this development, Ambassador Franklin Haydn Williams 
stated that although the United States will not impose unity upon 
Micronesia, the “United States continues to believe that despite 
considerable cultural diversity and differing local problems and interests, 
a unified Micronesia would best meet the economic, social, and other 
needs of the people concerned.”

As far as the Joint Committee on Future Status is concerned, this 
new development is politically troublesome and clearly illegal, and a 
cause of major concern, not only to the nature of the negotiations with 
the United States but to the very unity of Micronesia. In chapters 16 
and 17, I examined the dangers posed by the issues of Micronesian 
unification and the challenge of leadership, especially at this period in 
our political development. I wish now to take a closer look at the 
situation in terms of its political and legal implications.

The recent separatist movements in the Marshalls and Palau are 
significant because they may succeed in turning back the clock as far as 
negotiations with the United States are concerned. The same old 
problems pointed out in chapters 16 and 17, unification and leadership,
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arise again. Unification is a basic problem in Micronesia, but it can be 
achieved if forceful and enlightened leadership is exercised at the 
national and local levels.

Basic to the dissatisfaction in the Marshalls and Palau are the 
economic considerations. The Palauans view their economic problems 
in terms of their land and how much the United States is willing to 
compensate them for use of these lands. Thus, they ask, W ho has 
ownership rights in Palau? The original owners or the present Trust 
Territory government? The government continues to say that it is 
holding these lands in trust for the Palauans.

The situation in the Marshalls is quite different. A small sector of 
the Marshallese people, especially the traditional leaders, has been 
enjoying the benefits of U.S. military presence on Kwajalein atoll.

The Marshallese are not complaining about United States’ acquisi­
tion of their lands for military use. Their concern is with local tax 
revenues, the largest in the Trust Territory, which derives mainly from 
U.S. personnel living on Kwajalein. This money goes to the Treasury 
of the Congress of Micronesia, and some Marshallese leaders have 
requested several times that the Congress return 50 percent of this tax 
money to the local legislature. The Congress has refused this request 
each time. As a consequence, Marshallese leaders decided in April 1973 
to go on their own. The district administrator has not signed the 
legislation into law as of this writing; if he does sign it, he will in fact be 
signing an illegal piece of legislation.

Political A spect

The question of separatism in Micronesia is an issue of reality. No 
one is unaware of it. It has always been in the minds of Micronesian 
leaders. It is the main issue that is causing a great deal of difficulty in 
Micronesia today. It is not a new issue, but it is one that has come to the 
fore within the past six or seven years. It is true that the Marianas have 
always wanted to rejoin their cousins in Guam, at least this is the reason 
advanced by the Marianas as the basis for their decision not to join with 
the rest of the districts of Micronesia. Politically, 1 think this is a 
legitimate reason. However, 1 disagree with the timing and the manner 
in which it has been handled, particularly the way in which the United 
States has eagerly embraced the situation. It looks as though the trustee 
is colonizing the beneficiary.

The actions of the Marshallese and the Palauans are motivated by 
the political realities of their two districts. They look at their respective 
economic situations and think how they may be better off if they were
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allowed to control it. On one level this may appear to have some 
benefits. However, from the standpoint of international relations and 
especially of Pacific Islands’ and Pacific Ocean area politics, it would 
seem very unwise and impractical. These islands of Micronesia are so 
small, almost negligible and powerless in terms of world politics and the 
realities of modern day life, that their only chance of survival in the 
realm of politics is to work together as a unit. Their slender natural 
resources, when combined, provide them a stronger bargaining position 
in the Pacific and in the world than when these resources are shredded 
into little pieces.

All separatist movements in Micronesia while the trusteeship 
agreement is still in force are without basis in law. They may be 
politically sound but there is little in Micronesia’s recent history of legal 
precedence to support their legal existence. The Congress of Micro­
nesia, the highest legislative body in Micronesia, was allowed or 
permitted to exist by Secretarial Order 2819 of the Department of the 
Interior; the authority creating the administration of the Trust Terri­
tory of the Pacific Islands is derived from Executive Order 11021 by the 
president of the United States. The president derives his power as 
regards the Trust Territory from a congressional enabling act of the 
United States Congress (Title 48, Chapter 14, U.S.C.). This con­
gressional enabling act authorizes the president to approve, on behalf of 
the United States, the present trusteeship agreement between the 
United States and the U.N. Security Council. All these legal documents 
treat Micronesia as one single political entity. There are no such legal 
documents existing for each of the six districts individually. The districts 
can claim legal protection under these documents only as the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands (Micronesia).

Clearly, there is nothing in these legal documents that can give 
support to a single district in its claim for a separate status in 
negotiations or otherwise. Furthermore, the Trust Territory code 
clearly spells out the authority of the district legislatures. The district 
legislatures of Micronesia are legislatures of a specifid nature. On the 
other hand, the Congress of Micronesia, similar to the United States 
Congress, legislates for the whole territory. It is the only one with 
authority to enter into any negotiation on behalf of the whole territory 
with a foreign power. Acts of the Congress of Micronesia supercede all 
acts of the district legislatures, and no district legislature can introduce 
legislation that is inconsistent or contrary to those of the Congress of 
Micronesia.

It is therefore highly questionable whether the United States or
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any o f its federal agencies can enter into separate negotiations with an 
individual district. The United States has no property or governance 
rights in any o f the six districts, except in its capacity as trustee for the 
Trust Territory as a whole. The United States has implied, at times, in 
its interpretation o f the trusteeship agreement that the clause “ mainte­
nance o f international peace and security”  takes precedence over the 
clause “ to foster political development toward self-government or 
independence.”

True, Micronesia is a creature o f circumstances o f history, but it is 
also true historically that the League o f Nations and the Japanese 
mandate regarded Micronesia as a single unit, and the United Nations 
and the United States trusteeship now recognize it as such. The United 
Nations has had precedence set that when a trust territory holds a 
plebiscite to determine its future political status, it does so as a unit.

It is my feeling that the United Nations w ill not look favorably 
upon the trustee (United States) that tries to pry o ff parts o f the 
territory and form liaisons to its own benefit, regardless o f whether the 
overture was initiated by the district. The right o f self-determination in 
Micronesia belongs to the unit, not its parts. It must be exercised at one 
time on a given date by all the districts throughout Micronesia. The 
right o f self-determination is possessed by the Micronesian people 
collectively. It w ill not come one district at a time. Is there a lim it to 
how far the right o f self-determination can be carried out? I f  not, we 
must remember that there are over two thousand islands throughout 
Micronesia that may possibly wish to exercise this right. The question o f 
separate status for each district is an internal one— and, one I believe, 
that can only be exercised at the termination o f the trusteeship 
agreement, not before.

Because it is a decision to be made within Micronesia, the United 
States acts improperly in entering into separate negotiations with 
individual districts. The issue is only made more complicated by United 
States’ acknowledgment o f these illegal requests. The United States has 
a serious responsibility to see that the trusteeship agreement is honorably 
terminated for the Trust Territory as a whole. After that she can enter 
into separate negotiations w ith as many districts as she wishes. I wonder 
i f  this is not the better approach for the United States and her basic 
interests in Micronesia.

The nature o f a trust is that the trustee enjoys no rights against the 
beneficiary. It is my conclusion that the United States is colonizing in 
the Marianas; and the same would be true i f  she should enter into 
separate negotiations with Palau or the Marshalls. I also believe that it is
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illegal for any district to attempt to enter into separate negotiations with 
the United States without authority from the Congress of Micronesia. 
Furthermore, 1 believe the United States has a sacred responsibility to 
ensure that Micronesia remains unified, not divided. The United States 
is just as much a creature of the trusteeship agreement as Micronesia is, 
and she cannot afford to violate that trust without causing serious legal 
and moral charges to be brought against herself in the international 
community.

In restropect, the adventure of change may be a tragic adventure 
for many—a sad uprooting of cherished customs and institutions. Yet, 
change is the one constant of history. It has certainly been the 
dominating factor in the development of Micronesia during the past 
three decades. The future does not belong to those who are content with 
today, those who are apathetic toward common problems and their 
fellowmen alike, those who are timid and fearful in the face of new ideas 
and bold adventures. Rather, it will belong to those who can blend 
passion, reason, and courage in a personal commitment to the ideals of 
Micronesian society. It will belong to those who see that the political 
future of Micronesia can only emerge from the clash of contending 
views, the passionate expression of deep and often hostile beliefs. The 
passion for freedom and self-determination for Micronesia and her 
citizens is the ultimate weapon in the Micronesians’ struggle for human 
dignity.

For many years to come, scholars, historians, politicians, Micro­
nesians, as well as Americans, shall continue to debate the future of 
Micronesia politically or otherwise. What is the proper political 
arrangement for a people lumped together by the colonizing hands of 
great powers. I have no reservations that the great majority of the 
Micronesian people have in them a strong desire to remain a united 
people. I do have reservations, however, about whether the Micronesian 
national experience, enriched and yet plagued by its diversity of cultures 
and customs, has been given the proper test of time. Because of this one 
must ask whether democracy, at this point in time, is an importable 
commodity to Micronesia. I hope 1 am wrong. Micronesia will 
eventually receive her freedom from the United States or from her own 
traditional past. She will have self-government and/or independence. 
These are, however, no guarantee that Micronesia will have a stable 
government, republican in form and strength. Very few nations of the 
non-Western world have been able fo successfully import democracy. 
The separatist movements throughout Micronesia today are nothing 
more than a manifestation of the Micronesian objection to, and rejection



176 Postscript

of, especially by the chiefs and the older generation, the imposition of a 
new order on Micronesia, whether it is in the language of the compact, 
the activities of the Joint Committee on Future Status and the Congress 
of Micronesia, or through the control of land by the administering 
authority. The Micronesians in this way are saying, “No thanks, in no 
way are you going to tell me what my future shall be ”

Micronesia has been summoned by the forces of history; it cannot 
afford to stand still. It must take a stand on the political status issue as 
well as on the quest for national unification. This calls for creative 
innovation, imagination, and national leadership of the highest order. I 
have faith and confidence in the new Micronesia that is emerging and 
that the people of Micronesia will rise to the summons of history.



Appendix I.
Major Political Events in the 
Process of Decolonization Since 
1961

Summer 1967
Senate Joint Resolution 25 adopted. Introduced by Senator Bailey Olter of 
Ponape. This resolution created the first Future Political Status Commission.

January 21, 1968
The commission met with members of the House Subcommittee on Territorial 
and Insular Affairs, U.S. Congress, in Saipan, Mariana Islands.

January 25, 1968
The commission met with members of the Senate Subcommittee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, U.S. Congress, in Saipan, Mariana Islands.

January 27, 1968
Members of the commission again met in Saipan; the then Representative 
Lazarus Salii, its first chairman. Dr. Norman Meller of the University of Hawaii 
was called to Saipan for the first meeting of the commission to discuss the range 
and alternatives of political status open to Micronesia.

July 8, 1968
The commission presented its first “Interim Report” to the Congress of 
Micronesia.

January 1969
Dr. J. W . Davidson of Australian National University was retained as 
consultant to the status commission.

March-April 1969
The Future Political Status Commission traveled to the islands and countries of 
the South Pacific to study and observe various political systems in the Pacific
area.
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July 1969
The status commission presented its “Second Report to the Congress of 
Micronesia,” recommending free association as the political choice for Micro­
nesia. Congress accepted this choice when it adopted the “Second Report” of 
the commission. The “Statement of Intent” was aired throughout Micronesia.

August 1969
The Political Status Delegation was created under P.L. 3C-15, and by Senate 
Joint Resolution 63. The delegation’s mission was defined.

October 1969
The Political Status Delegation went to Washington after it was recom­
missioned under this new name. The eleven points were presented in 
Washington. Senator Salii, who won reelection the year before, was again 
appointed as chairman. This marked the first round of talks on the future of 
Micronesia.

May 1970
The second round of talks was held at Saipan, Mariana Islands. The U.S. 
negotiating team was headed by Assistant Secretary of the Interior Harrison 
Loesch. The United States made its offer of a commonwealth status for 
Micronesia, and rejected the Micronesian proposal of free association.

July-August 1970
The Congress of Micronesia convened in Saipan. The U.S. offer of common­
wealth was the subject of bitter objection and was finally rejected by the whole 
Congress, except the Marianas delegation. Since then the position of the 
Mariana Islands has been out of line with the rest of the other five districts. It 
became clear that Marianas is opting for complete reintegration with Guam and 
the United States. The “Third Report” to the Congress on the question of 
status and proposals for termination of the trusteeship agreement, and the 
manner of adoption of a new constitution, was offered and adopted.

The Joint Committee on Future Status was created by House Joint Resolution 
102. Senator Lazarus Salii and Representative Ekpap Silk were elected 
cochairmen.

Under H.J.R. 87, the Congress of Micronesia endorsed the “Four Principles” of 
Micronesian legal rights.

January 1971
The Congress of Micronesia again convened in Saipan, under a new Secretarial 
Order, giving it fifty calendar days of work. Discussions on political status 
during this session were cut short when the Congress of Micronesia building 
burned and the session adjourned.
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May 1971
High Commissioner Johnston called for a special session, held on the island of 
Truk. It was during this historic session that the Joint Committee on Future 
Status came under heavy attack as it got ready to meet with Ambassador 
Franklin Williams, a newly appointed representative of President Nixon to the 
status negotiations. At the same time, the “ Independence Coalition,” advocating 
complete independence, was formed in Truk. All Trukese members of 
Congress were the first members and several others joined from Palau, the 
Marshalls, and Ponape. Dr. Thomas Gladwin was retained by the Truk 
delegation as their advisor, and subsequently by the whole committee.

Senator Salii announced the appointment of Dr. Eugene Mihaly of the 
University of California, and Carl Heine, deputy district administrator, Yap, as 
consultant and staff director respectively, of the Joint Committee on Future 
Status. Professor J. W . Davidson was again reappointed to his role as consultant. 
Dr. Gladwin was asked to write a paper on the alternative of independence.

July 1971
A special subcommittee was created and asked to travel to Japan, headed by 
Senator Tosiwo Nakayama. It submitted a report on future trade relations with 
Japan.

October 4—12, 1971
The third round of talks, the first with Ambassador Williams, held its 
negotiations on the island of Maui, Hawaii. Senator Lazarus Salii and 
Representative Ekpap Silk, cochairmen, led the Micronesian negotiating 
committee. For the first time, the United States came around to giving 
recognition to Micronesia’s quest for self-government.

April 2-13, 1972
The fourth round of talks was held in Koror, Palau District, in Micronesia. In 
principle, the U.S. delegation finally accepted the last of the conditions laid 
down by the people of Micronesia—unilateral termination of the compact.

Paul Warnke, a distinguished Washington lawyer, was retained by the joint 
committee as its legal consultant.

July 12-August 1, 1972
Fifth round of talks was held in Washington, D.C., for one month. This round 
of talks produced the first draft of the compact of free association.

August 14-September 2, 1972
The High Commissioner called for the second special session to be held in 
Kolonia, Ponape District, to consider the issues of political status, and the report 
of the Washington talks. Strong opposition to the partially drafted compact 
developed and the introduction of S.J.R. 117 on independence was the highlight
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of the special session. Political maneuvering within and without Congress caused 
unnecessary delay in the work of the joint committee.

September 28-October 6, 1972
Sixth round of status negotiations held at Barbers Point, Honolulu, Hawaii. This 
round of talks centered largely on procedural questions and basic assumptions 
held by both sides. The special session in Ponape earlier had created a real 
dilemma for both sides, and thus caused delay in proceeding with substantive 
matters.

January 13-February 27, 1973
The Fifth Congress of Micronesia convened in Saipan, Mariana Islands, 
returning for the first time since it was made homeless when its chambers were 
set on fire in February 1971. The Fifth Congress was a “do-nothing” Congress. 
It passed nothing of great significance. The Joint Committee on Future Status 
experienced one of its greatest disappointments when the Congress refused to 
pass legislation strategic to the whole issue of political status negotiations.

The seventh round of status negotiations has been tentatively scheduled to be 
held in October 1973, to consider the remaining issues of the compact of free 
association, namely, finance, termination, and U.S. land requirements in the 
district of Palau. The exact time and place of this seventh round has not yet 
been decided, at the time of this writing.



Appendix 2.
Statement of Intent of Future 
Political Status Commission

T W E N T Y -T W O  years ago, when the islands of Micronesia were constituted 
as the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands and placed under American 
administration, the United Nations directed that the administering authority 
“promote the development of the inhabitants of the Trust Territory toward 
self-government or independence as may be appropriate to the particular 
circumstances of the Trust Territory and its peoples and the freely expressed 
wishes of the people concerned.” At that time, when the traumatic damage and 
dislocation of war had barely passed, when the distance between the Territory’s 
six districts seemed so great as to call into question the area’s very existence as a 
single administrative unit, when American plans in the Trust Territory were as 
vague as Micronesians’ future intentions, there was little urgency about what has 
come to be known as the “future political status” of the Trust Territory. Yet 
with the passage of time, with the formation in 1961 of the Council of 
Micronesia, in 1965 of the Congress of Micronesia, and in 1967 of the Congress’ 
Political Status Commission, we have reached our years of decision.

The Political Status Commission was created to study the alternatives 
before Micronesia and to make its recommendations to the Congress and to the 
people of Micronesia. W e have not taken this task lightly nor have we 
accomplished our work quickly. Two years of study have gone into the 
recommendations we now make. W e have consulted amongst ourselves. W e 
have consulted scholars and administrators. W e have weighed the interests of 
America and of our own people. Members of the Commission have travelled to 
the Virgin Islands, a territory of the United States, to Puerto Rico, a 
commonwealth of the United States, as well as to Washington.

Most recently, in order to learn what these islands could reasonably expect

This was the first official statement on the concept o f free association and of the 
Congress of Micronesia’s intent to pursue such a course. It was announced in 1969 by the 
Future Political Status Commission.
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or hope for it in the future, the whole Commission visited island groups 
throughout the Pacific. W e saw American Samoa, a territory of the United 
States, and Western Samoa, a former territory which has chosen independence. 
In Fiji we visited a crown colony of Britain. In Papua-New Guinea we toured 
the only other surviving Trust Territory in the world. Also, in our travels, we 
talked with leaders of Nauru, an independent island-nation, and the Cook 
Islands, a state in free association with New Zealand. W e believe that we have 
acquainted ourselves with every alternative we might possibly face; that we have 
studied and contemplated every reasonable political arrangement for Micronesia. 
After all our study and travel, after candid discussion with each other and deep 
personal thought, after having considered as many as a dozen political 
possibilities, we have reduced the desirable alternatives to two, and from among 
these two, we have chosen one.

To the Congress of Micronesia, to the district legislatures and municipal 
governments of Micronesia, to the Trust Territory administration and the 
Government of the United States, the Political Status Commission makes the 
following recommendation: that the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands be 
constituted as a self-governing state and that this Micronesian state—internally 
self-governing and with Micronesian control of all its branches, including the 
executive—negotiate entry into free association with the United States.

In recommending that the Trust Territory become a free associated stare, 
the Political Status Commission recognizes two inescapable realities: the need 
for Micronesian self-government and the fact of long-standing American 
interest in this area.

W e choose a free state because the continuation of a quasi-colonial status 
would prove degrading to Micronesia and unworthy of America. Difficulties 
and problems will surely arise, but the administering authority in these islands 
must become an authority administered by Micronesians. At the same time, we 
choose an associated state because we recognize the historically unique 
partnership between Micronesia and the United States. In recommending free 
association with the United States, we seek not an end but a re-definition, 
renewal and improvement of this partnership.

Whatever our particular evaluations of the American administration in 
Micronesia may be, we feel that one contribution has been indelible, one 
achievement almost unqualified: the idea of democratic, representative, constitu­
tional government. Our recommendation of a free associated state is indissolubly 
linked to our desire for such a democratic, representative, constitutional 
government. W e endorse this system—which was brought to us by America 
and which we have come to know as an essentially American system.

Yet our partnership with the United States and our endorsement of the 
American democratic system must be joined by our wish to live as Microne­
sians, to maintain our Micronesian identity, to create a Micronesian state. Such a 
state, we believe, would be a credit to America and to ourselves. As a 
self-governing state in free association with the United States, our past twenty
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years of partnership would be raised to a new level in a compact, not between 
guardian and ward, but between more nearly equal friends.

Now we must ask, as others will ask, what can a self-governing 
Micronesian state hope for from its free association with the United States? And 
what can the United States expect from Micronesia? As a self-governing state, 
Micronesia will continue to look to America: for representation and protection 
in international affairs, for material and human assistance in the affairs of 
government, both in times of crisis and in day-to-day operations. As a 
self-governing state, Micronesia’s needs will be as great or greater than as a 
Territory. W e do not underestimate the problems we will face. W e do not wish 
for any lessening of American concern for Micronesia or of American presence 
in Micronesia.

How, then, will America benefit by entering into association with 
Micronesia? How can Micronesia hope to reward continued American 
contributions to its development? W e would point out—without the slightest 
suggestion of self-righteousness—that there was an element of trust, of moral 
obligation, involved when the United States undertook responsibility for these 
islands, and that such an obligation, which was begun when these islands were in 
ruins, should not be ended when they are reaching for political maturity.

Yet there is one item of material value which Micronesians can offer the 
United States—an item which is most precious in Micronesia and to Micro­
nesians: the use of their land. Micronesians recognize that their islands are of 
strategic value, that the United States may require the use of some areas for 
purposes of military training and defense. W e have seen the strategic value of 
these islands, have seen them conquered in historic battles, have seen them used 
for nuclear experiments and missile testing. Our experience with the military 
has not always been encouraging. But as a self-governing state in free association 
with the United States, we would accept the necessity of such military needs 
and we would feel confident that we could enter into responsible negotiations 
with the military, endeavoring to meet American requirements while protecting 
our own interests.

Relinquishing use of land, accepting the presence of large numbers of 
military personnel, accepting the risk of treatment as a target area by a hostile 
power in war are not conditions to be lightly undertaken. Bur as a 
self-governing state we would be far more prepared to face these prospects than 
as a Trust Territory.

Thus, with a sense of the profound responsibilities upon all concerned, the 
Political Status Commission repeats its recommendation that Micronesia be 
constituted as a self-governing state in free association with the United States.

To turn this recommendation into reality, we must face long and complex 
negotiations. The United States may be called upon to make unprecedented 
provisions and accommodations, but we are confident that they will meet with 
us openly and in good faith. From the time it acquired territories in the 
Louisiana Purchase of 1803, through the settlement of the continental United
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States, the acquisition of Alaska and Hawaii, Puerto Rico and other island areas 
the United States has dealt flexibly and imaginatively with its territories. It ha: 
shown a willingness to evaluate each territory as a separate case—anc 
Micronesia surely is that.

For ourselves, we look forward to the success of future negotiations with 
the United States. But if these negotiations should fail, if it should not be possible 
to achieve the alternative we recommend, then we have only one remaining 
course. It is the second alternative mentioned in the Trusteeship Agreement, an 
alternative which might bring economic hardship and administrative difficulties. 
That alternative is independence. Independence is not the alternative we now 
recommend, but if it should prove impossible to renew our partnership with the 
United States as an associated free state, the Political Status Commission feels 
that independence would be the only road left open to us.

In the times to come, we will look to the United States for friendship and 
aid; but, whatever our relationship with the United States, whether as an 
independent nation or an associated free state, we must also look to Micro- 
nesians, look to ourselves. W e maintain that the basic ownership of these islands 
rests with Micronesians and so does the basic responsibility for governing them.
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Appendix 4.
Text of the Trusteeship Agree­
ment for the Trust Territory of 
the Pacific Islands

PREAMBLE

Whereas Article 75 of the Charter of the United Nations provides for the 
establishment of an international trusteeship system for the administration and 
supervision of such territories as may be placed thereunder by subsequent 
agreements; and

Whereas under Article 77 of the said Charter the trusteeship system may 
be applied to territories now held under mandate; and

Whereas on 17 December 1920 the Council of the League of Nations 
confirmed a mandate for the former German islands north of the equator to 
Japan, to be administered in accordance with Article 22 of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations; and

Whereas Japan, as a result of the Second World War, has ceased to 
exercise any authority in these islands;

Now, therefore, the Security Council of the United Nations, having 
satisfied itself that the relevant articles of the Charter have been complied with, 
hereby resolves to approve the following terms of trusteeship for the Pacific 
Islands formerly under mandate to Japan.

Article 1. The Territory of the Pacific Islands, consisting of the islands 
formerly held by Japan under mandate in accordance with Article 22 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, is hereby designated as a strategic area and 
placed under the trusteeship system established in the Charter of the United 
Nations. The Territory of the Pacific Islands is hereinafter referred to as the 
trust territory.

Article 2. The United States of America is designated as the administering 
authority of the trust territory.

Article 3. The administering authority shall have full powers of administra-
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tion, legislation, and jurisdiction over the territory subject to the provisions of 
this agreement, and may apply to the trust territory, subject to any modifications 
which the administering authority may consider desirable, such of the laws of 
the United States as it may deem appropriate to local conditions and 
requirements.

Article 4. The administering authority, in discharging the obligations of 
trusteeship in the trust territory, shall act in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations, and the provisions of this agreement, and shall, as specified in 
Article 83 (2) of the Charter, apply the objectives of the international 
trusteeship system, as set forth in Article 76 of the Charter, to the people of the 
trust territory.

Article 5. In discharging its obligations under Article 76 (a) and Article 84 
of the Charter, the administering authority shall ensure that the trust territory 
shall play its part, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, in the 
maintenance of international peace and security. To this end the administering 
authority shall be entitled:

1. to establish naval, military and air bases and to erect fortifications in the 
trust territory;

2. to station and employ armed forces in the territory, and
3. to make use of volunteer forces, facilities and assistance from the trust 

territory in carrying out the obligations towards the Security Council 
undertaken in this regard by the administering authority, as well as for the local 
defense and the maintenance of law and order within the trust territory.

Article 6. In discharging its obligations under Article 76 (b) of the Charter, 
the administering authority shall:

1. foster the development of such political institutions as are suited to the 
trust territory and shall promote the development of the inhabitants of the trust 
territory toward self-government or independence as may be appropriate to the 
particular circumstances of the trust territory and its peoples and the freely 
expressed wishes of the peoples concerned, and to this end shall give to the 
inhabitants of the trust territory a progressively increasing share in the 
administrative services in the territory; shall develop their participation in 
government; shall give due recognition to the customs of the inhabitants in 
providing a system of law for the territory; and shall take other appropriate 
measures toward these ends;

2. promote the economic advancement and self-sufficiency of the inhabit­
ants, and to this end shall regulate the use of natural resources; encourage the 
development of fisheries, agriculture, and industries; protect the inhabitants 
against the loss of their lands and resources; and improve the means of 
transportation and communication;

3. promote the social advancement of the inhabitants and to this end shall 
protect the rights and fundamental freedoms of all elements of the population 
without discrimination; protect the health of the inhabitants; control the traffic
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in arms and ammunition, opium and other dangerous drugs, and alcohol and 
other spirituous beverages; and to institute such other regulations as may be 
necessary to protect the inhabitants against social abuses; and

4. promote the educational advancement of the inhabitants, and to this end 
shall take steps toward the establishment of a general system of elementary 
education; facilitate the vocational and cultural advancement of the population; 
and shall encourage qualified students to pursue higher education, including 
training on the professional level.

Article 7. In discharging its obligations under Article 76 (a) of the Charter, 
the administering authority shall guarantee to the inhabitants of the trust 
territory freedom of conscience, and, subject only to the requirements of public 
order and security, freedom of speech, of the press, and of assembly; freedom of 
worship, and of religious teaching; and freedom of migration and movement.

Article 8. 1. In discharging its obligations under Article 76 (d) of the 
Charter, as defined by Article 83 (2) of the Charter, the administering 
authority, subject to the requirements of security, and the obligation to promote 
the advancement of the inhabitants, shall accord to nationals of each Member of 
the United Nations and to companies and associations organized in conformity 
with the laws of such Member, treatment in the trust territory no less favourable 
than that accorded therein to nationals, companies and associations of any other 
United Nation except the administering authority.

2. The administering authority shall ensure equal treatment to the 
Members of the United Nations and their nationals in the administration of 
justice.

3. Nothing in the Article shall be construed as to accord traffic rights to 
aircraft flying into and out of the trust territory. Such right shall be subject to 
agreement between the administering authority and the state whose nationality 
such aircraft possesses.

4. The administering authority may negotiate and conclude commercial 
and other treaties and agreements with Members of the United Nations and 
other states, designed to attain for the inhabitants of the trust territory treatment 
by the Members of the United Nations and other states no less favourable than 
that granted by them to the nationals of other states. The Security Council may 
recommend, or invite other organs of the United Nations to consider and 
recommend, what rights the inhabitants of the trust territory should acquire in 
consideration of the rights obtained by Members of the United Nations in the 
trust territory.

Article 9. The administering authority shall be entitled to constitute the 
trust territory into a customs, fiscal, or administrative union or federation with 
other territories under United States jurisdiction and to establish common 
services between such territories and the trust territory where such measures are 
not inconsistent with the basic objectives of the International Trusteeship 
System and with the terms of this agreement.
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Article 10. The administering authority, acting under the provisions of 
Article 3 of this agreement, may accept membership in any regional advisory 
commission, regional authority, or technical organization, or other voluntary 
association of states, may co-operate with specialized international bodies, public 
or private, and may engage in other forms of international co-operation.

Article 11. 1. The administering authority shall take the necessary steps to 
provide the status of citizenship of the trust territory for the inhabitants of the 
trust territory.

2. The administering authority shall afford diplomatic and consular 
protection to the inhabitants of the trust territory when outside the territorial 
limits of the trust territory or of the territory of the administering authority.

Article 12. The administering authority shall enact such legislation as may 
be necessary to place the provisions of this agreement in effect in the trust 
territory.

Article 13. The provisions of Articles 87 and 88 of the Charter shall be 
applicable to the trust territory, provided that the administering authority may 
determine the extent of their applicability to any areas which may from time to 
time be specified by it as closed for security reasons.

Article 14. The administering authority undertakes to apply in the trust 
territory the provisions of any international conventions and recommendations 
which may be appropriate to the particular circumstances of the trust territory 
and which would be conducive to the achievement of the basic objectives of 
Article 6 of this agreement.

Article 13. The terms of the present agreement shall not be altered, 
amended or terminated without the consent of the administering authority.

Article 16. The present agreement shall come into force when approved by 
the Security Council of the United Nations and by the Government of the 
United States after due constitutional process.
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As he comments, there are those in 
Micronesia who prefer Coca-Cola to 
coconuts, and others who prefer coco­
nuts to Coca-Cola. Whatever the final 
resolution, both of these preferences 
must be respected and accommodated.

The problems facing Micronesia are 
immense and pressing. Here in 
straightforward language is the view 
of the dilemma by one man—a man 
completely immersed in thestruggleto 
realize the rights of 100,000 people 
to a better life.

CARL HEINE, a Marshallese by 
birth, attended high school and college 
in the United States, receiving a B.A. 
degree from Pacific University in Ore­
gon. After college, Mr. Heinejoinedthe 
Trust Territory government, and, since 
1969, has been deputy district admin­
istrator for Yap District, Western 
Caroline Islands. From 1971 to 1973, 
he was staff director for the Joint Com­
mittee on Future Status, Congress of 
Micronesia. For the 1973-1974 school 
year, he has been awarded a graduate 
fellowship from the East-West Center’s 
Technology and Development Insti­
tute, and will work toward a master’s 
degree in political science at the Uni­
versity of Hawaii. Mr. Heine is the 
author of several articles on the Mi- 
cronesian political situation published 
in the Micronesian Reporter, Journal 
of Pacific History, and Pacific Islands 
Monthly.
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