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ABSTRACT

CHALLENGES AND PRIVILEGES, ENTANGLEMENT AND APPROPRIATION:
RHETORICAL PRACTICES OF ASIAN AMERICANS FROM HAWAI‘I

By
Robyn Tasaka
Asian American rhetoric tends to focus on recovering undervalued traditions and
making a space for ourselves. The impetus for this subfield is that without it, the
rhetorical practices of Asian Americans are ignored. Thus the focus of Asian American
rhetoric tends to be on its underdog status: what Asian Americans are overcoming. We
might also consider other aspects of our rhetorical practices.

In this project, I aim to contribute to Asian American rhetoric through my focus
on Hawai‘i club websites, which incorporate text and image into representations by and
of one group of Asian Americans. As Asian American rhetoric scholar Morris Young
has pointed out, Hawai‘i clubs, which are based on college campuses and have as
members primarily students from Hawai‘i attending college on the continent often
represent themselves in problematic ways. The trouble stems primarily from clubs’
representations of themselves as Hawaiian, despite most members being Asian
American. While this disconnect may appear unremarkable to a continental audience,
the differences between Asian Americans studying on the continent and indigenous
Hawaiians are profound.

Considering these problematic representations, I conduct textual and visual
analyses of club websites both generously and critically—taking into account how they
reflect members’ privileges as well as their adjustment to the continental context,

including new perceptions of their race and/or ethnicity and anxiety about losing their



place in Hawai‘i. 1 find club members negotiating multiple audiences—specifically a |
Hawai‘i and a continental audience. Club websites also depict members’ movement
between cultures—from Hawai‘i to the continent, or from the colony to the metropole. I
then turn to club members themselves, assessing through interviews further insight into
the motivations behind representations on club websites. That is, why do club websites
represent themselves primarily through Hawaiian and Hawai‘i culture? Why not Asian
or Asian American culture?

This project works to complicate views of Asian Americans both within
composition and rhetoric and more broadly, helping to improve our understanding of
how Asian American rhetoric reflects both disadvantage and privilege and how the
negotiation of the different meanings of Asian American in Hawai‘i and on the

continent are reflected in rhetorical practices.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

[D] oing Asian American rhetoric is an act always situated in a space of
linguistic, cultural, and transnational multiplicity and fraught with histories and
memories of asymmetrical relations of power and domination.

LuMing Mao and Morris Young, Representations: Doing Asian American Rhetoric

Since the 1970s, ethnic relations in Hawai ‘i have become increasingly structured
by the economic and political power and status wielded by Chinese Americans,
Whites, and Japanese Americans over other ethnic groups. In occupying their
privileged position, these groups intermarry with one another, send their
children to the same exclusive private schools, reside in the same affluent
neighborhoods, and socialize with each other at the same private clubs.

Jonathan Okamura, Ethnicity and Inequality in Hawai ‘i
It is this background—my scholarly and geographic homes, the subfield in which I see
my work and the context in which I grew up—that pushes me to consider the influences
of Asian American identity on rhetorical practices. LuMing Mao and Morris Young, in
their introduction to Representations, an anthology on Asian American rhetoric,
emphasize that this rhetoric, like others, is dependent on context. Mao and Young
identify language, culture, nation, history, memory, and disparities in power as aspects
of context particularly significant to Asian American rhetoric.

Sociologist Jonathan Okamura describes significant differences between ethnic
relations in the Hawai‘i and U.S. continental contexts, particularly for individuals of
Chinese and Japanese ancestry. For members of these Asian American groups, the
Hawai‘i context is vastly different—especially in terms of the power disparities Mao
and Young highlight. Taken together then, Mao and Young, in asserting the
situatedness of Asian American rhetoric, and Okamura, in detailing the ethnic context

of Hawai‘i, gesture toward the value of studying the rhetoric of Asian Americans (in

particular those of Chinese and Japanese ancestry) from Hawai‘i in order to expand



understandings of Asian American rhetoric. Studying Asian American rhetoric in the
Hawai‘i context enables considerations of how this rhetoric reflects not only challenges,
but also privileges. Considering privileges as well as challenges ensures that we attend
to the use of Asian American rhetoric not only to oppose, but also to reify, dominant
discourses, holding us responsible for the privileges we exercise in certain situations.
My work in this dissertation focuses on Hawai‘i clubs, which are based on
college campuses and comprised primarily of students from Hawai‘i, largely of Asian
ancestry, attending college on the U.S. continent. On club websites, as on many
websites, Hawai‘i clubs and their members negotiate multiple audiences. The most
significant audiences, based on analysis of club websites and interviews with members,
are the Hawai‘i (i.e. family and friends “back home”) and continental (i.e. their peers at
school) audiences. In representing themselves to these audiences, club members draw
on multiple aspects of their identities—“American,” “Local”/“Hawaiian,” person of
color, and Asian American. In representing themselves through these, club members
take care to maintain the “American” and “Local” identities most valued both on the
continent and in Hawai‘i by presenting themselves as ideal multicultural subjects,
embodying highly valued “difference” and “diversity” but in “safe” ways that do not
threaten the status quo—or their membership in “American” and “Local” communities.
Contributions to Asian American Rhetoric
This study contributes to the burgeoning subfield of Asian American rhetoric,
considering what the construction of this rhetoric as a minority discourse elides. Asian
American rhetoric brings together Asian American studies and composition and rhetoric

in considering Asian Americans as rhetorical agents. Scholarship on Asian American



rhetoric contributes to the limited work on this group in composition and rhetoric and
limited conceptions of Asians and Asian Americans more broadly. Studying Asian
Americans is crucial in order to expand the ways we think about this group in
composition and rhetoric, where people of color are primarily discussed as basic writers
or English language learners. In Russel Durst’s chapter, for example, on research on
postsecondary composition from 1984 to 2003, the section on race and ethnicity is
dominated by texts that focus on students of color as disadvantaged (86). While calling
attention to the challenges people of color face is undeniably important, especially for
teachers who hope to address students’ needs, this existing body of work provides an
incredibly narrow view of what it means to be a person of color.

Scholarship in Asian American rhetoric has begun to address these limitations.
Mao and Young, for example, emphasize the diversity of Asian American rhetoric,
saying, “like any other ethnic rhetoric, [it] is infused with competing voices, internal
contradictions, and shifting alliances at every given discursive moment,” comprising
diverse national origins, for instance (9). Even when not specifically addressing
diversity, Mao and Young’s emphasis on context gestures toward it. Asian American
rhetoric, they say, is always geared toward its specific circumstance; that is, it is
“always situated in a space of linguistic, cultural, and transnational multiplicity and
fraught with histories and memories of asymmetrical relations of power and
domination” (Mao and Young 20-21).

The diverse and contextual nature of Asian American rhetorical practices (not
unlike other rhetorical practices) stems in part from its interaction with other cultures.

As Mao and Young say, “Asian American rhetoric can take on discursive features that



are suggestive of other rhetorical traditions and/or are being appropriated by the
dominant tradition” (21). They add, “It is these moments of entanglement that call for
further systematic investigations where boundaries of different cultures, traditions, and
identities conflate, and where acts of conflict and interdependency abound” (Mao and
Young 21). That is, Mao and Young encourage attention to these unavoidable
“entanglements” and blurred “boundaries” of Asian American rhetoric, insinuating that
this rhetoric should not only be an object of celebration, but also of interrogation.
Despite acknowledging the variation in Asian American rhetoric and
encouraging interrogation alongside celebration, however, Mao and Young’s focus on
Asian American rhetoric as a “minority discourse” counters, to some extent, their _
efforts detailed above (5). They define Asian Americans as “on the margin of culture”
(Mao and Young 6). Asian American rhetoric, they say, enables members of this group
to “resist social and economic injustice and reassert their discursive agency and
authority in the dominant culture” (Mao and Young 3). Furthermore, they say, “The
emergence of Asian American rhetoric speaks to this desire to give voice to the
voiceless and to accord long-overdue legitimacy to those ways of speaking that have
long been the stuff that Asian Americans are made of” (Mao and Young 4). Asian
Americans are constructed as “voiceless” victims of “injustice” who must “reassert”
themselves. This assumes Asian Americans are not part of dominant culture and lack a
strong voice. These arguments make sense in the context of the continental U.S. They
are less appropriate, however, in Hawai‘i, where, despite exposure to dominant U.S.

constructions of Asians and Asian Americans through, for example, popular media, the



day-to-day lived experience of Asian Americans is quite different than on the continent.
This leads me to wonder:
¢ Given that the Hawai‘i context is likely to construct an Asian American identity
that does not fit the parameters often assumed in Asian American rhetoric, what
can the rhetorical practices of Asian Americans from Hawai‘i contribute to
scholarship in Asian American rhetoric?

o How do privileges of belonging to (1) an Asian American majority
and/or (2) a politically and socioeconomically dominant ethnic group
influence identity constructions of Asian Americans from Hawai‘i?

o How does the challenge of adjusting to the minority status of Asian
Americans on the continent influence the identity constructions of Asian
Americans from Hawai‘i?

o How do Asian Americans from Hawai‘i use cultural resources gained
through (1) generational status (i.e. engagement with U.S. pop culture
and English language ability) and (2) upbringing in Hawai‘i to represent
themselves?

While the significance of context is emphasized in Asian American rhetoric
then, my study provides greater understanding as to how particular contexts influence
Asian American rhetorical practices. That is, how the Hawai‘i context—in which (1)
individuals of Asian ancestry make up the largest segment of the population, (2)
individuals of Chinese and Japanese ancestry hold socioeconomic and political power,

and (3) a “Local” Hawai‘i identity is most valued—influences club members’ identity



construction, in part, discouraging their use of Asian American and person of color
identity markers.

Focusing on the Hawai‘i context highlights the importance of attending not only
to how Asian Americans speak back to the dominant discourse, but how we exercise
our own power and privilege as well, supporting dominant discourses, for example, that
ultimately maintain our privilege in Hawai‘i. This is what the construction of Asian
American rhetoric as “minority discourse” elides. In this study of one group of Asian
Americans from Hawai‘i, I find them speaking back to some dominant representations
by sustaining others. Attending to Asian Americans’ uses of power and privilege
alongside the challenges we face provides a fuller and more responsible picture of
rhetorical practices, never ignoring the challenges, but simultaneously holding ourselves
responsible for the privileges we do exercise.

Club Members’ Privileges Within the Ethnic and Racial Context of Hawai ‘i
In order to better understand the affordances the Hawai‘i context offers Asian American
rhetoric, some understanding of this context, in particular in relation to race and
ethnicity, is needed. Ultimately, because of the numbers of those of Asian ancestry in
Hawai‘i along with the dominance of those of Chinese and Japanese ancestry, club
members have trouble relating to experiences of racism. As previously mentioned,
being Asian American in Hawai‘i is quite different than it is on the continent. Okamura
further explains:

In Hawai‘i, Whiteness has been decentered by local identity and culture,

particularly since the reconstruction of local identity in the 1970s. White is not

the “unmarked category against which difference is constructed” (Lipsitz 1998:



1) and that serves as the unquestioned normative standard by which non-Whites

are evaluated, as it does in the continental United States. (Ethnicity 128-29)
That is, while on the continent, the invisible norm is white, with all other “difference”
needing to be accounted for, in Hawai‘i, “Local,” which generally refers to those
“from” Hawai‘i and includes most individuals of Asian ancestry,l is the norm. So while
Asians on the continent are often conspicuous, the same is not true in Hawai‘i.

In addition, in Hawai‘i, Chinese and Japanese Americans are politically and
socioeconomically dominant, as seen in the epigraph from Okamura. This means that
individuals from these backgrounds have grown up seeing role models of their
ethnicity. Among public school teachers, for example, the largest group (38%) is
Japanese American, a statistic Okamura says “has probably been the case since the
1960s” (Ethnicity 66). As a result Japanese American school children in Hawai‘i grow
up seeing people of their ethnicity well represented in respectable roles. Hawai‘i’s
ethnic and racial demographics and culture provide a unique context in which to
consider Asian American identity as Asian Americans from Hawai‘i will likely see
themselves differently—at the center of things, to paraphrase Mike Rose—than those on
the continent do (178).

Constructing Oneself as “Local”

In addition, in Hawai‘i, those of Asian ancestry may not think of themselves as Asian
American since “Local” identity is seen as just as or more important than race or
ethnicity. To explain, the identity marker “Local,” as in many other parts of the world,

indicates someone who is from a particular place. In Hawai‘i, however, “Local” takes

! Okamura claims that “Local” is also used to exclude recent immigrants from Asia and the
Pacific (Ethnicity 127).
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on greater meaning. As Young says, “Locals” “see themselves as distinctly different
from the mainland” (“Native Claims” 92). According to Okamura, “local tends to be
privileged, although not necessarily empowered, over nonlocal categories, including
Haoles [whites], African Americans, Asian and Pacific Islander immigrants, tourists,
the military, and foreign investors” (Ethnicity 122). This is because “Locals” are
constructed as belonging in Hawai‘i, as having a claim to Hawai‘i that members of
these other groups do not. In addition, “Local” is seen as opposed to and marking values
different from those of these other groups.

The term “Local” has a complicated history,2 but in order to understand how it
functions for club members in this study, what is most important is a sense of popular
perceptions of the term, particularly in relation to the more typical racial and ethnic
identity markers applied on the continent. According to Mari Matsuda, a critical race
scholar who grew up in Hawai‘i, “Sometimes when Hawaii Japanese go to school on
the mainland, they run into the Asian-American movement, and they are confused
because they do not think of themselves as ‘Asian.” They think of themselves as ‘local’”
(187). While we are familiar with the term “Asian American” and know that it is how
we are identified, for example, on the U.S. Census, Okamura explains that this label is
not very useful in Hawai‘i as different Asian ethnic groups “constitute major or at least
significant segments of island society” and the experiences of “Local” Filipinos differ
greatly from that of Japanese Americans which bears little resemblance to the
experience of Korean Americans (Ethnicity 17). While continental Asian American

communities are also quite diverse, the umbrella term “Asian American” seems to fill a

2 Okamura details changes in the meaning of “Local” over time on pages 113-123 of Ethnicity
and Inequality.



greater need on the U.S. continent, to unite this group in a context where whites are the
majority.

I want to pause for a second here to make clear that, while, throughout the
dissertation, I refer to the U.S. “continent” and to experiences of Asian Americans from
Hawai‘i on the “continent,” I realize that the continent is large and that experiences will
differ, for example, from Irvine, California to South Bend, Indiana to Wellesley,
Massachusetts. I realize that Asian and Asian American populations vary across the
continental U.S., from Chinatowns to college towns to rural areas. I understand that
Asians and Asian Americans are perceived very differently in these different contexts—
as international students or adoptees, as gang members or technology workers. Yet the
variation of Asian American experience in different continental contexts is not the focus
of my research. I maintain that no matter the specific continental context Asian
Americans from Hawai‘i enter, there are key differences from the Hawai‘i context that
we all face.

While those from Hawai‘i understand we are Asian American, for example,
upon moving to the continent, we live this categorization for the first time—being seen
as Asian American (or Asian) rather than as “Local,” Japanese, or Chinese and being
read through that lens. The term “Local” is also intertwined with perceptions of Hawai‘i
as multicultural utopia. That is, to identify as “Local” (a Hawai'‘i label) is to identify
with “Local” values, including the popular perception of Hawai‘i as multicultural
utopia. To become Asian American (a continental label) means seeing race as those on
the continent do—taking race too seriously, according to popular views in Hawai‘i. As I

explain elsewhere, “Making jokes about race is seen as characteristic of local identity,



while non-locals, especially those from the U.S. mainland, are viewed as being too
uptight when it comes to ethnic humor” (Tasaka 156). This shift from “Local” to Asian
American then marks a significant shift in worldview.
The Difficulty of Seeing Racism in Hawai ‘i
While the “Local” label is valuable for naming the experience of individuals of Asian
ancestry from Hawai‘i (rather than from the continental U.S. or from Asia), claims to
“Local” identity might also be viewed through recent critiques. According to Native
Hawaiian scholar and activist Haunani-Kay Trask, the term “Local” is used by Asian
settlers to support claims to land and political control of Hawai‘i, positioning them,
unlike whites, as having as much right as indigenous Hawaiians to these (“Settlers” 4).
Patricia Halagao’s work supports Trask’s assertion of the dubious value of “Local” to
settlers, as among Halagao’s University of Hawai‘i students, she finds, “The local
middle-class Japanese students emphasized the local identity over ethnic differences.
Instead of acknowledging inequities between ethnic groups, they turned to
commonalities and referred to everyone as ‘being just local’. This was similar to the
studies of White students who perceived ‘everyone being American’” rather than being
attentive to ethnic and racial inequalities (Halagao 46). In other words, while the term
“Local,” like “American,” often appears to be used to promote unity and multicultural
ideals, it covers over history and hides material differences.

According to Candace Fujikane, who teaches English and cultural studies at the
University of Hawai‘i, the term “Local” gained popularity in the 1960s and 1970s in
demonstrations to prevent evictions of “Local” residents by outside developers

(“Reimagining” 45). In its function over the years, the term bears some similarities to

10



“Asian American.” Both labels, for example, served to unify a group: “Asian
American” brought individuals of different Asian ethnicities to see themselves as
similar (Wei 1) and “Local” was first used during “the Massie trial of 1931, when
Hawai‘i-born residents of Hawai‘i were allied in opposition to continental power
represented by military servicemen” (Fujikane, “Reimagining” 45).3 The 1960s and
1970s were also key moments for both terms, as this is when “Asian American”
emerged and when “Local” gained popularity. And today, there are concerns that the
terms have become meaningless. Steve Louie, for example, worries that what began as
the Asian American movement is now only “AzN PrYde,” which has “more ‘us’ or ‘us-
first’ consciousness” (Louie and Omatsu xvi). Fujikane says, “Increasingly, the local
seems to serve less as a catalyst for change than as a device for maintaining racial
hierarchies in Hawai‘i” (“Reimagining” 45).

The problem with claims to “Local” identity in particular, however, is its
deployment against Native Hawaiians. While similar to Louie’s concerns with “AzN
PrYde,” the political and socioeconomic dominance of Chinese and Japanese in Hawai‘i
adds weight to this turn that perhaps “Asian American” has also taken. Given the power
of Chinese and Japanese in Hawai‘i, this deployment of the “Local” against Native
Hawaiians is the status quo, coloring dominant views in Hawai‘i, for example, of the

Hawaiian sovereignty movement as “a dangerous threat to ethnic harmony” (Okamura,

“Illusion” 283).

3 The Massie trial refers to a case when five “Local” men (“two Native Hawaiians, two
Japanese Americans, and a Chinese-Hawaiian™) were accused of raping a white woman whose
husband was in the U.S. Navy (Okamura, Ethnicity 113). According to historian John Rosa,
“the case itself and subsequent narratives of it ‘have consistently served as a means to express
local identity’” (qtd. in Okamura, Ethnicity 113).

11



The inequalities between those of Asian ancestry and Hawaiians in Hawai‘i, in
which Asian Americans, as “settlers” who “are complicit in U.S. colonial practices and
benefit from the American theft of Native lands,” provide a way to consider Asian
Americans as, not the victims of institutional racism, but instead its beneficiaries
(Fujikane, “Sweeping” 164). Those of Asian ancestry in Hawai‘i have faced many
struggles; in the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century, immigrants from China,
Japan, Korea, and the Philippines were brought to Hawai‘i by American planters to do
backbreaking work on the plantations (Takaki 135-36). They were subject to “numerous
restrictions [that] governed work, housing, and social life and were enforced through
fines, docking of time and wages, imprisonment, and corporal punishment” (Okihiro
34). Through the formation of multi-ethnic labor unions beginning in 1920, Asians in
Hawai‘i began to gain political power (Tasaka 155). No matter the struggles Asians
have faced, however, according to Trask, their rights to Hawai‘i are not the same as
those of Native Hawaiians (“Settlers” 6). This context shows the limits of constructing
Asian American rhetoric as a minority discourse. The Hawai‘i context for Asian
American rhetoric tweaks this “minority” construction, considering the ways club
members are and are not disadvantaged minorities, and, drawing on Mao and Young,
how power differentials, both those that privilege and disadvantage them, influence
their rhetorical practices.

The emphasis on “Local” culture and identity, for example, makes it difficult to
see racism in Hawai‘i. Multiculturalism can be seen everywhere in the islands—from
meals to classrooms and even within families. This likely encourages the situation

Okamura describes, in which “the great majority of island residents supports the
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Hawai‘i multicultural model or the general belief in the positive nature of island ethnic
relations” (Ethnicity 15). That is, residents of Hawai‘i tend to see the islands as a
multicultural utopia, a model for the U.S. continent. As I have explained elsewhere, the
rose-tinted celebration of multiculturalism in “Local” culture has been critiqued by
scholars like Darlene Rodrigues, who argue that this “can make it more difficult to
bring up the racial injustices one does experience” (Tasaka 156). Halagao offers a
similar explanation for the widespread denial of racism in Hawai‘i, speculating in the
context of her University of Hawai‘i classroom, “Students of colour may not realise
they hold racial privilege because they are conditioned to. believe only Whites hold
privilege or that Whiteness equals oppression (Howard, 1999)” (Halagao 47). Similar to
Mao and Young’s emphasis on Asian American rhetoric as “minority discourse,” the
belief that only whites hold privilege does not fully account for the Hawai‘i context.
Seeing Asian American rhetoric as “minority discourse” only tells part of the story.
Dominant racial hierarchies that position whites opposite people of color do not ask us
to consider how we may be privileged in other ways. This may be true in some
continental contexts as well as the Hawai‘i context. In Hawai‘i specifically, however, in
combination with conceptions of the “Local,” constructions of only whites as privileged
enable individuals of Asian ancestry, some of whom are quite privileged in terms of
ethnicity and social class, to overlook inequalities, focused only on their challenges at
the expense of others’.

In the context of this study, these critiques of the “Local” indicate that while the
identity marker is valuable for indicating significant differences between Asians in

Hawai‘i and those from the U.S. continent or from Asia—differences on which my
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study is largely based, the insistence on “Local” identity may also indicate a desire to
cling to the political and socioeconomic power some Asian ethnic groups hold in
Hawai‘i, gained at the expense of Native Hawaiians. While this may be intended to ease
their adjustment to the continent, it is an example of a rhetorical practice that evidences
the privileges and power used by some Asian Americans against indigenous Hawaiians.
While “Local” identity may in some sense “accurately” represent Asian American lives
in Hawai‘i, it also maintains the privileges we enjoy there, but not on the continent.
“Local” identity and critiques of it are key in my analysis of how club members choose
to represent themselves with Asian/Asian American, “Local” Hawai‘i, and indigenous
Hawaiian culture. They obviously see value in “Local” culture for representing
themselves, but critiques of the way the “Local” is deployed gesture toward
asymmetries of power at work.

Despite critiques of the “Local” detailed above, however, I continue to use the
term as it reflects the self-perceptions of Asian Americans from Hawai‘i better than the
recently proposed “settler” does (Trask, “Settlers”; Fujikane, “Introduction”). This is
key as my focus is on how Asian Americans from Hawai‘i perceive and represent
themselves. It makes little sense to say that Asian Americans from Hawai‘i represent
themselves as “settlers™ through references to Hawai‘i’s food and multiculturalism.
Asian Americans from Hawai‘i rarely represent themselves as settlers; this is the
problem that scholars like Trask and Fujikane identify. In addition, despite its problems,
“Local” continues to be a valuable term for differentiating Asian Americans from
Hawai‘i from those from the continent or from Asia. While Trask critiques this

“special” construction, which gives “Locals” a claim that continental Asian Americans
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lack, I maintain that there are significant differences between the Asian American
experience in Hawai‘i and on the continent. This is a primary premise of my project and
“Local” helps to emphasize that, not to provide “Local” Asians a sense of belonging in
Hawai‘i, but to reflect the sense of belonging they do have. I use quotation marks then
around the word “Local” in order to call attention to the inaccuracies of popular claims
to “Local” identity given existing critiques. In this way, I aim to draw on the value of
the term for reflecting the views and lived experiences of Asian Americans from
Hawai‘i while acknowledging its problems. I also capitalize “Local” in order to indicate
its use as a specific identity marker for those who have spent a significant portion of
their life (and were most often born and raised) in Hawai‘i.

On a related vocabulary note, while “Local” is inclusive of Native Hawaiians, it
is important to understand that the term “Hawaiian” is not parallel to a term like
“Texan” (meaning someone from Texas), but is reserved for those who have at least one
ancestor who lived in Hawai‘i prior to 1778* (Hawaii State Constitution, in Young), in
contrast to other “Locals” who are descended from immigrants to Hawai‘i. Throughout

9 ¢

the dissertation, I use “Hawaiian,” “indigenous” and “Native Hawaiian” as synonyms.
Ethnicity, Social Class, and Private and Public Education

I have described the majority status of Asian Americans in Hawai‘i and the political and
socioeconomic dominance of those of Chinese and Japanese ancestry. When I speak of
club members as privileged, I refer to other characteristics as well. In particular,

participants and other club members can also be seen as privileged in terms of

education, based on the high schools they have attended. All but one participant is a

4 1778 is “the commonly recognized date of Western contact” (Young, “Native Claims” 86).
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graduate of a private high school; four are alumni of Punahou School, which also
graduated Barack Obama and America Online CEO Steve Case. The one participant
who graduated from a public high school attended what Okamura characterizes as “one
of the academically better public schools” with “among the lowest dropout rates” (5%
in contrast to 29% at the high school with the highest drop out rate) (Ethnicity 39, 69).
As touched on above, club members are also privileged in terms of their matriculation,
not only at postsecondary institutions on the continent, but often competitive ones at
that. As Okamura says, these educations come at “considerable financial cost”
(Ethnicity 39).

As all but one of my participants is a graduate of a private high school in
Hawai‘i and Okamura says that graduates of these schools are highly likely to attend
college on the continent (Ethnicity 73), I would also like to provide some context for the
public/private divide in Hawai‘i. As Okamura tells it, in Hawai‘i private schools
provide an escape, for those who can afford it, from Hawai‘i’s under-funded public
school system (Ethnicity 71). While nationally, annual spending per student has
increased, in Hawai‘i, it has decreased (Okamura, Ethnicity 66). There are many private
schools in Hawai‘i, but those generally seen as most prestigious are Punahou School
and ‘Iolani School (from which four and three participants graduated respectively). The
status of these schools can be seen in their famous alumni; in addition to those from
Punahou previously mentioned, ‘Iolani graduated Honolulu mayor Mufi Hanneman and
Sun Yat-sen, a key political leader in China in the early twentieth century. Both schools
then have educated men who eventually came to be quite powerful—whether in

Hawai‘i or more broadly. The cost of attending these schools also ensures that students
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are in large part limited to the well off;, Punahou School’s tuition for the 2006-2007
academic year was $14,725 (Okamura, Ethnicity 72).

Private schools in Hawai ‘i, more than public schools, are seen as preparing
students for “entry to a prestigious college” (Okamura, Ethnicity 57). According to
Okamura, “At the better private high schools, the entire graduating class continues on to
college, the great majority of them in the comtinental United States, including the most
academically renown[ed] higher education institutions in the nation” (Ethnicity 73). In
1998, for example, 87% of Punahou graduates enrolled at postsecondary institutions on
the continent, while this was the case for only 5% of the graduates at a public high
school that serves primarily students from less politically and socioeconomically
powerful ethnic backgrounds (Okamura, Ethmicity 39).

Understanding club members’ privileges provides a frame for reading their use
of devalued images and practices (e.g. exoticized Asia, “quaint” Hawai‘i, Pidgin, Hip
Hop Nation Language), that is, for understanding to what extent the show of pride in
these images and practices should be seen as reclamation in defiance of dominant
standards and to what extent resulting from the privilege of those whose central
position—based on standardized language ability, academic achievement, and financial
power—is unquestioned. Given the context of Hawai‘i, club websites provide a context
for considering site authors and other club members, one group comprised largely of
Asian Americans, as both challenged (as members of an ethnic minority group on the
continent) and privileged (as often late-generation native English speakers from ethnic

groups dominant in Hawai‘i).
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Hawai ‘i Clubs on Continental College and University Campuses
I turn now to Hawai‘i club websites as a site for studying the rhetorical constructions of
Asian Americans from Hawai‘i. The Hawai‘i clubs I focus on are based on college
campuses and have as members primarily students from Hawai‘i attending college on
the continent. For the most part, club websites say the purpose of their clubs is to
provide a home away from home for students from Hawai‘i and to spread Hawai‘i
culture. In this way, they are similar to international students’ organizations or other
student of color clubs, which address the unique challenges these students face on
college campuses.

Hawai‘i club members are primarily, but not all, of Asian ancestry. On the
University of California, Irvine Hawai‘i club website, for instance, of the eleven club
officers and members for whom information about ethnic background is provided seven
(63%) identify as having Asian ancestry.5 On the University of Pennsylvania Hawai‘i
club website, of the eight officers listed, all have Asian (Japanese, Chinese, and Korean)
surnames. While this data perhaps problematically conflates ethnic/racial self-
identification with the patrilineal identification practices by which most of us get our
surnames, it provides a sense of the Asian American population in Hawai‘i club. It also
aligns with all participants’ descriptions of their clubs as “mainly” or “mostly”
comprised of members of Asian ancestry. In presenting data on the racial make-up of
clubs, I want to acknowledge that while club members are not all of Asian ancestry, a
large number of them are. Though this count may not be perfectly accurate, it provides

an idea of the number of those of Asian ancestry, thus supporting my reading of (1) club

5 The other four describe themselves as Hawaiian, white, or Mexican and white.
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members as negotiating perceptions of their Asian appearance in Hawai‘i and on the
continent and (2) club websites as Asian American rhetoric. While I do not want to
erase or ignore those members who are not of Asian ancestry, in reading these websites
as examples of Asian American rhetoric, my focus is on how club members, who are
largely of Asian ancestry, negotiate perceptions of their Asian appearance in Hawai‘i
and on the continent.

While Hawai‘i club populations are largely Asian American, however, one
participant, Ltmren,6 sees them as quite different than other Asian American student
organizations, specifically groups like the Hong Kong Student Association and Korean
Student Association. She says of the Hawai‘i club:

We’re the only group in APSC [Asia Pacific Student Coalition, an umbrella

organization that Hawai‘i club, Hong Kong Student Association, Korean

Student Association, and other clubs belong to] that isn’t completely based on

race, but on geography. ive been able to just make that bridge, overlook the fact

that we represent this “asian” group, even though our common bond is simply
where we’re from. i think for the most part we look at it and chuckle.”
Lauren contrasts the Hawai‘i club she belongs to with these other clubs, saying that
these others put a greater emphasis on race. Along with her statement, other data also
encourage me to see key differences between Hawai‘i clubs and other, in particular

Asian American, college student organizations.

6 Participants are identified by pseudonyms throughout the dissertation.

As interviews were conducted via internet chat, participants often followed the conventions of
the genre, limiting capitalization and punctuation, for instance, and typing for speed rather than
spelling accuracy. I have reproduced participants’ responses as they gave them, inserting
punctuation and correct spellings when necessary to aid readers’ comprehension.
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Hawai‘i clubs seem to differ from other Asian American campus organizations
in part based on the history of their formation. Young found that many Hawai‘i clubs
originated in the 1990s (“Native Claims” 98), and while the start dates of the clubs
included in my study range from the 1970s to 2000,8 Hawai‘i clubs generally do seem
to have started later than the campus organizations, formed in the 1970s, that grew out
of the Asian American movement. In Steve Louie and Glenn Omatsu’s Asian
Americans: The Movement and the Moment, for example, several contributors who
participated in the Asian American movement describe their role in founding campus
organizations like the Asian Students Union at San Francisco State University (43) and
Kababayan (a Pilipino American student group) at University of California, Irvine
(UCI) (53). The impact of these roots can be seen in current club activities. Tomo No
Kai, for example, a Japanese/Japanese American club at UCI also was formed in the
1970s and one of its annual activities is a trip to Manzanar, a camp where Japanese
Americans were interned during World War II (“About Us,” UCI). This activity reflects
the influence of the Asian American movement, which saw Japanese American
internment as a key issue (Louie and Omatsu 43).

Hawai‘i clubs, with later roots, seem to have a different origin. Young reads the
1990s founding dates many Hawai‘i clubs claim in relation to the hundred-year
anniversary of the overthrow of the Hawaiian monarchy, “which put Hawai‘i and

Hawaiian culture in the spotlight (not only nationally, but in the local consciousness as

% Of the club websites included in this study, the following information about their origin is
provided. According to the University of Oregon website, their 2007 lu‘au was their 32™
annual, indicating that their first lu‘au took place around 1975. According to the UCI site, their
club started in 1985. The Northwestern club says its 2009 lu‘au was its 23rd, indicating that
their first took place around 1986. Notre Dame had a Hawai‘i club from 1951 to 1966, but they
say the club went dormant and reappeared in 1981. The Menlo club puts its origin in 1990 and
the Wellesley club in 2000.
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well) and the explosion of the World Wide Web [which] made connections among
displaced Locals easier” (“Native Claims” 98). While some Hawai‘i clubs may have
roots in the Asian American movement, I read their formation also in the context of
1990s multiculturalism. I find it similar to the Mehndi night that the South Asian
students club at Smith College organizes, which Sunaina Maira discusses. While Maira
does not discuss the formation of the club itself, she places the origins of the event in
the 1990s (230). According to Maira, one reason Mehndi night is successful is because
“it plays an important role in the multicultural economy of the liberal arts college”
(230). She further explains:
The organizers are strategic about marketing the event to meet the institution’s
multicultural agenda, using it to fulfill the resident life policy on “diversity”
programming requirements. Clearly, these women understand that
multiculturalism in higher education is about the negotiation of resources and
the performance of a certain liberal politics of cultural difference, and they have
staged the reappropriation of Indo-chic to their own (material) benefit. (Maira
231)
While neither participants nor Hawai‘i club websites explicitly discuss the role of their
club within university multicultural programming, they can be read as fulfilling this
same purpose that Maira describes for Mehndi night. She says “part of the big draw [of
the event] is cheap Indian food and Indian dance performances, so participants at the
event can consume ‘Indian culture’ visually and orally” (Maira 230). The parallels of
this event to the annual lu‘au most Hawai‘i clubs host, where hula is performed and

Hawaiian and “Local” food served, are evident.
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In other ways too, Hawai‘i clubs can be seen operating in service of colleges’
and universities’ “multicultural agendas.” Many institutions, for example, take pride in
the “diversity” of their student population, publicizing the demographics of students’
racial backgrounds and home states in their recruiting materials. Some Hawai‘i clubs
play a role in this recruitment as well. At the University of Pennsylvania, according to
Lauren, the Hawai‘i club helps recruit students from Hawai‘i. The club is provided with
a list of accepted students’ names and phone numbers and members call each student
“personally to ask if they have questions and encourage them to come.” Given
Hawai‘i’s racial demographics, these institutions are likely eager to recruit these
students in order to boost the number of students of color and Hawai‘i clubs help them
fulfill this purpose, albeit in a small way.

In contrast to other Asian American student organizations, Hawai‘i clubs also
seem more focused on performance, which also aligns them with the multicultural goals
of colleges and universities as performances provide visible and consumable signs of
difference. While groups like Kababayan and Tomo No Kai also host events where they
perform for outsiders, these are less central than the lu‘au is for many Hawai‘i clubs.
Tomo No Kai, for example, lists what is likely a performance-based event, Cultural
Night, where they “celebrate the beauty of Japanese culture” among other key events,
including a basketball tournament, the Manzanar trip, and another event related to
Japanese American internment (“Welcome!”). In contrast, for the UCI Hawai‘i club,
“The biggest cultural event for our club is our annual Lu‘au” (“About Us,” Na ‘Opio).
The focus on this event is also indicated in their website design; of the items listed in

the navigation, “Lu‘au” is highlighted in a different color so that it stands out from the
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others (“About Us,” Na ‘Opio). Participants also describe lu‘au as the major event of
their Hawai‘i clubs.

On a related note, Hawai‘i clubs and other Asian American student
organizations view the role of education in their clubs differently. I see this as closely
tied to the idea of performance, as in their annual lu‘au, Hawai‘i clubs often claim to be
not only performing for, but also educating outsiders. Where Hawai‘i clubs focus on
educating outsiders, however, other Asian American organizations also educate
themselves, perhaps evidencing a more reflective attitude. Tomo No Kai and
Kababayan, for example, see the education of their members as part of their clubs’
project. Tomo No Kai, for example, aims to edify its members through the trip to
Manzanar (“About Us,” UCI). Kababayan sponsors study hours for club members and
describes academics as a main focus of the club (“About Us,” Kababayan). While
Hawai‘i club members, like most college students, devote much time to academics, they
see this as outside the purpose of the club. One UCI Hawai‘i club member, for example,
writes in a newsletter posted on the club website, “[The Hawai‘i club’s] Camping trip,
ski trip, and Vegas trip are all definitely worth going to even if you have 3 midterms
during the week after (just study lots in advance)” (“NOOK Newsletter,” 17 October).
Thus, academics are seen as something that must be taken care of so that one has the
time to participate in Hawai‘i club social activities.

Considering these clubs in relation to the Asian American movement, the focus
on education in Tomo No Kai and Kababayan perhaps comes from the sense that their
history has been kept from them. Louie and others active in the Asian American

movement, for example, describe starting Asian American history classes or study
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groups on various college campuses in order to address this issue (Louie and Omatsu
xxi). The different approach of Hawai‘i club members perhaps is a reflection of their
education in Hawai‘i; that is, they are less likely to feel their history has been kept from
them given the dominant role of Asian Americans in general and Japanese and Chinese
in particular in Hawai‘i. Hawai‘i club members will have learned the history of Hawai‘i
in school, for instance, and had at least Japanese and Chinese celebrations like Girls’
Day, Boys’ Day, and Chinese New Year acknowledged at school and even incorporated
into the curriculum. As a result, perhaps Hawai‘i club members feel they already know
“their” history—whether Hawai‘i, “Local,” and/or Asian/Asian American. They feel
their job is to teach what they know rather than to further examine it themselves.

In addition, the use of the term “club,” which all Hawai‘i clubs use, also points
to a difference from other Asian American organizations. “Club” carries a more social
connotation in contrast to terms like “union,” “alliance,” or “caucus.” These other terms
provide more of a sense of uniting in order to take some kind of political action.

Hawai‘i clubs then appear to be similar to Asian American student
organizations, international student organizations, and other clubs for students of color
in their support for club members who face unique challenges on campus. They differ
from these other organizations, however, in that they tend to be more focused on the

social and on performance and do not build education and reflection into their clubs’

purpose.
Why Hawai ‘i Clubs?

Hawai‘i clubs provide a case for considering the influence of the racial and ethnic

context of Hawai‘i on Asian American rhetorical practices. On club websites, Hawai‘i
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clubs and their members negotiate multiple audiences and cultures. The most common
target audiences mentioned by participants are current and prospective members.” Yet
all express concerns with how club websites will be read by continental audiences in
other parts of the interview. This is especially notable as this continental audience is the
only audience that is mentioned by all participants. That is, while Hawai‘i outsiders are
not identified by any participant as a target audience, all participants ultimately express
concerns with this group’s perceptions.

Hawai‘i club websites then reflect the self-representation of club members to
both continental and Hawai‘i audiences. They also reflect the identity constructions of
club members who are from Hawai‘i, but have recently relocated to the continent. As a
result, on Hawai‘i club websites, constructions of Asian Americans in Hawai‘i and on
the continent come together, evidencing the negotiation of these constructions vis-a-vis
one another. In this way, club websites, as a place where continental and Hawai‘i
contexts and audiences meet, provide an ideal site for observing the influences of the
Hawai‘i context and its privileges and challenges on Asian American rhetoric.

Club Websites Reflect Citizenship and Belonging in Multiple Communities

Key in existing Asian American rhetoric scholarship is the theme of “citizenship,” or
relation to mainstream America. In Young’s Minor Re/Visions, for example, he
considers the relationship between citizenship and literacy for Asian Americans. He
reads two literary works by Hawai‘i authors as “narrative re/visions of citizenship

written in response to the anxieties about race, class, and language generated by

® Four participants each mention current and prospective members. Three participants
mentioned partner organizations and two mention parents of members. The total adds up to
more than nine because some participants mentioned multiple audiences.
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attitudes created by the plantation and the English Standard school” (Minor Re/Visions
134).Io That is, the protagonists in these texts, in part because of their language use (i.e.
use of Pidgin or Hawai‘i Creole English), are perceived as distant from “American”
culture, yet they also “use language and literacy to re/vision their own places in their
own stories,” or to negotiate that distance (Young, Minor Re/Visions 134).

Mao and Young also describe, as part of the purpose of Asian American studies,
“the writing of Asian Americans into the national American narrative,” which similarly
functions to mark citizenship. They see Asian American literary authors, for instance,
“expand[ing] the boundaries of what are defined as American cultural texts and of who
can write those texts” (Mao and Young 8-9). Mao and Young say there is a “tension or
contradiction” in “translating and transforming our experiences into the larger American
imaginary” (21). Yet marking our “Americanness” is in many ways valuable, given
constructions of Asians in the U.S. as perpetual foreigners (Lee and Zhou 10). Concerns
with representation and identity are similarly key in Asian American rhetoric, emerging
out of “the over-determination of racial, ethnic, and cultural categories” (Mao and
Young 16). That is, because race, ethnicity, and culture are assumed to count for so
much, Asian American rhetoricians must take as a primary concern the preconceived
notions others have of us as Asian and Asian American.

For Hawai‘i club members, however, the need to mark themselves as

“American” works differently than it does for other Asian Americans, including those

19 As I explain in “Rhetoric of the Asian American Self”:
From 1924 until 1948, Hawai‘i’s public school system was divided into English Standard
and non-English Standard schools, with students technically divided by English ability, but
in reality, segregated by race. The system was designed to allay the concerns of “Americans
[who] know that their impressionable children, literally surrounded throughout the school-
day and at playtime by these swarms of Orientals, will unconsciously pick up and adopt -
Oriental manners and mannerisms” (quoted in Young[, Re/Visions] 116). (Tasaka 155)
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in the Hawai‘i context that Young describes. In Young’s analysis, Hawai‘i’s early
twentieth-century education system, which privileged whites over Asians, plays a
significant role. He cites a 1920s youth of “the white privileged class” who says, “It’s
all settled then; we, the Punahou [School] boys, will be the lunas [managers] and the
McKinley [High School] fellows will carry the [sugar]cane” (Takaki, Strangers 172,
qtd in Young 119). But what of today’s Asian American graduates of Punahou? In
contrast with the Asian Americans in Young’s examples, it is unlikely that Asian
American graduates of elite private schools face the same issues of citizenship—at least
within the Hawai‘i context. The desire to mark oneself as “American” is significantly
strengthened, however, by club members’ shift to the continent, as they move from a
place with a large Asian American population to one where individuals of Asian
heritage comprise a much smaller percentage of the population. Thus, part of club
members’ adjustment to the continent entails reconstructing their identities in relation to
the different ways they are perceived on the continent and in Hawai‘i so they can have a
sense of belonging in both locations.

Club members negotiate not only “Americanness,” however, but also
membership in other communities, for example, a “Local” Hawai‘i community. On
their websites, club members carefully walk the line between membership in a “Local”
community and claims to “Hawaiianness.” While they evidence a concern with marking
their belonging in the U.S. then, club members are also careful to signify their identities
relative other communities as well—marking themselves as insiders or outsiders so as
to account for their “difference” without jeopardizing the “American” and “Local”

identities that are most highly valued in Hawai‘i and on the continent.
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As a result of these multiple negotiations, in the context of this study, I find
“citizenship” less useful than “belonging.” Part of my opposition to “citizenship” has to
do with its legal connotations; the vast majority of participants and club members are
born U.S. citizens and, more importantly, my concern is not with legal markers, but
with perceptions. That is, the communities that club members aim to present themselves
as affiliated with (or not). I define belonging as referring to one’s being seen within a
certain community based on one’s identity. One can be seen as being “American” then
and thus belonging with other “Americans” or belonging—having the right to be, or
expected to be—in the U.S. One can be seen as “Local” and thus belonging with other
“Locals” or belonging in Hawai‘i. I see belonging as in many ways similar to
citizenship; perhaps a key difference is that while one generally is a citizen of only one
nation (something like “dual citizenship” being the exception rather than the rule) one
can—and often does—belong to many communities. Club members’ negotiation of
multiple communities is key and “belonging” enables exploring that negotiation.

On club websites, for example, members reflect their belonging in different
communities with several available identity markers. In negotiating these identity
markers, club websites evidence care in using those that pose greater risks (i.e. person
of color, Asian American, “Hawaiian”) and holding on to those that are most valuable
(i.e. “Local,” “American”) in their self-portrayal to Hawai‘i and/or continental
audiences. That is, club members are in some sense privileged in that they have access
to all of these identity markers and cultural resources—that is, they are U.S. citizens,
engaged with U.S. popular culture, native speakers of English, recipients of prestigious

educations, and have access to “Local” and Hawai‘i culture as well as Asian and Asian
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American culture. Yet their access to these resources means they have much to lose and
must operate carefully in order to hold on to these identities. In negotiating these
identity markers, those most valuable to club members are “American” and “Local”
identities as both are viable and valuable on the continent and in Hawai‘i.

Ultimately, club websites reflect members’ negotiation of Hawai‘i and
continental audiences. To a Hawai‘i audience, it is beneficial for club members to
construct themselves as “American” and “Local.” “American” connotes financial
success and worldliness. While club members value this, however, holding on to the
“Local” is also important because it represents home and their roots. We might say that
this desire to hold on to “Local” identity also reflects the significance of “Local” culture
and being “Local” for who club members are. Portraying themselves as people of color
or Asian Americans has limited value because these are seen as “political” markers that
signify race-based associations, which have been problematized as threats to
multiculturalism both in Hawai‘i and on the continent.

Methodology and Methods
This study is framed in large part by my own experiences, which, in relation to club
members’ are similar in some, but not all, ways. On one hand, as students from Hawai‘i
attending school on the continent, we have much in common. I understand what it
means to be from Hawai‘i and what it means to leave. I understand how one may have
little appreciation for the islands while living there and how this can change after
moving away. I understand both the positive reactions and the misunderstandings when
reporting on the continent that one is from Hawai‘i. I know what it is like to migrate

from an area with a large Asian American population to one that is more than 80%
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white. In addition, like many of my participants and other club members, I am not
Hawaiian, but of Chinese and Japanese ancestry. And while I attended a public high
school, it is the same one that one of my participants attended, categorized by Okamura
as “one of the academically better public schools” (Ethnicity 39, 69).

In other ways, however, club members and I are positioned quite differently. I
spent only one year of my undergraduate career on the continent for a variety of
reasons, but partially due to finances. As a result, I have never belonged to a Hawai‘i
club. In addition, unlike most club members, I did not spend an extended amount of
time on the continent until I began doctoral work; based on age and the graduate school
context, I had less need for the support of something like a Hawai‘i club. As part of a
relatively small graduate program, I was not lost in a sea of 30,000 as I imagine some
freshmen can be. And still, in Michigan, I find myself in an unofficial Hawai‘i club of
sorts: a small group of graduate students, faculty, and others with ties to Hawai‘i and
the Pacific. Like the Hawai‘i club members in this study, we share Spam musubi and
other “Local” food with each other. We spend holidays together when unable to travel
home. I understand the desire to be with others from Hawai‘i and even the desire to
perform that identity for outsiders.

The Affordances of Grounded Theory

Being an insider, in those ways in which I am, brings certain challenges. Grounded
theory, however, helps me to view my personal connection as an advantage, albeit one I
must work with carefully. Grounded theory enables me to draw on my experiences and
insider knowledge as a Japanese and Chinese American from Hawai‘i who, like club

members, has migrated to the continent for higher education. At the same time, I need
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to question my own perspectives; I need “not to take [my] own categories for granted
but interrogate them as much as [I] do the categories provided by
participants/informants” (Clarke 141). I should not assume that because of our
similarities, participants will feel and see things the way I do.

While qualitative research may seem to lack objectivity in contrast with
quantitative research, grounded theory turns this into a strength. Juliet Corbin and
Anselm Strauss encourage researchers to see themselves “as a research instrument”
with an undeniable effect on research findings (13). That is, grounded theory
encourages drawing on personal experience but also reflecting on how one’s
experiences and position influence analysis. Throughout the research process, I
considered, for example, my positionality relative to club members—in terms of age,
ethnicity, social class, education. According to Corbin and Strauss, “we must be self-
reflective about how we influence the research process and, in turn, how it influences -
us” (11). Questioning my own motives in this way is valuable in any kind of research, -
but especially in a project so close to my own life experiences.

Grounded theory guides my research questions, in particular my attention to
club members’ privileges and challenges, which developed out of the club websites
themselves as well as literature on Asian American rhetoric and race in Hawai‘i. My
research questions were relatively open-ended. I expected that the unique ethnic/racial
context of Hawai‘i might inflect the rhetorical practices of Asian Americans. I expected
that factors like majority and minority status and political and socioeconomic position
were key aspects of the ethnic/racial context that would influence rhetorical practices, in

particular self-representational ones. And Young’s work pointed toward Hawai‘i club
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members’ self-representation as Hawaiian, leading me to attend to club members’ self-
representation in terms of racialized cultures. Grounded theory, however, enabled me to
stay open t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>